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      Part I

      Introduction

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 1

      South Korea

      
         
         
         Democratization, Globalization, and Foreign Policies

         
      

      
      Democratization and globalization are the two most important terms that define modern
         Korean politics, both domestic and international. As such, a great many scholars have
         examined the background, causes, processes, and consequences of democratization and
         globalization in South Korea. Nevertheless, not much has been done to analyze the
         impact of these two factors on Korea’s foreign policies. This is what this book will
         undertake. This book suggests understanding changes in Korea’s foreign policy as a
         consequence of the interplay between domestic and international politics. Accordingly,
         I examine how democratization and economic globalization have changed the terrain
         of Korean domestic politics and consequently reshaped Korea’s foreign policies.
      

      
      South Korea’s foreign policies have been dynamically transformed in the twenty-first
         century. First of all, as the dominant features that shape Asian regional politics
         and order have shifted from economic nationalism and security bilateralism to economic
         interdependence and security multilateralism (Acharya 2014), so South Korea’s foreign
         policy positions toward neighboring countries have also become multifaceted. For instance,
         South Korea has traditionally maintained close ties with the United States especially
         in regard to security concerns. However, the South Korean government has recently
         taken its relationship with China seriously for mainly economic reasons. It seems
         that material concerns are playing a more important role in the foreign policy decision-making
         process. Here, both theoretically and practically, the important question is whether
         or not increasing economic integration between South Korea and China promotes foreign
         policy cooperation and whether it comes, if at all, at the expense of South Korea–US
         relations. In particular, since China has increasingly taken opposite positions to
         the United States on diverse policy issues, it is important to understand how South
         Korea, a long-time, strong ally of the United States, is negotiating its position
         between the two big powers.
      

      
      The rise of nationalist sentiment has also significantly influenced Korea’s foreign
         policies. For many South Koreans, North Korea is not now viewed as an evil state to
         get rid of but as a rogue state to deal with. Accordingly, military crises with North
         Korea are perceived by South Koreans as being less serious than in the past. Instead,
         blame and criticism are often directed toward South Korea’s political leaders for
         their incompetency in preventing or managing such crises. As a consequence, the rally-round-the-flag
         effects, which were observed in South Korean society prior to its democratic transition,
         have largely ceased to exist in recent decades. While wounds and the memory of the
         Korean War are still lingering in the hearts of many Koreans, efforts to build a positive
         relationship with North Korea out of humanitarian or nationalistic sentiments have
         also been made.
      

      
      Similarly, but in the opposite direction, nationalism plays a role in foreign policies
         toward Japan. Despite the growing necessity of policy cooperation between South Korea
         and Japan with respect to North Korea’s nuclear programs or regional peace and stability,
         historical legacies and issues strain their relationship, if not necessarily making
         it worse. Confrontation over historical issues such as territorial disputes over the
         Dokdo (Takesima) Island and comfort women significantly and negatively affects their
         diplomatic and political relations.
      

      
      Another important aspect of South Korea’s foreign policy is that it has expanded its
         focus beyond Northeast Asia. By diversifying trade partners and increasing investment
         into many regions of the world, Korea has reached out to countries in Africa, Middle
         East, and Latin America which were not traditionally important to the Korean economy
         or foreign relations. Moreover, by raising the foreign aid contribution to developing
         countries, Korea has become an increasingly global player, economically and politically.
         Here, an important question is whether Korea’s growing economic ties and foreign aid
         contribute to increasing political influence on its trade partners and aid recipients
         to elicit foreign policy cooperation.
      

      
      Democratization in South Korea has revitalized its civil society. Before the regime
         transitioned to a democracy in the late 1980s, civil society had long been suppressed
         and constrained by the government. The authoritarian regime’s repression was benefited
         by a number of factors, in particular, US support for the regime, a business-centric
         economic drive, tensions with North Korea, and other external conditions such as the
         Cold War that froze the free flow of information and open discourse. Even in the relationship
         between the government and the market, the commanding heights were occupied by the
         government broadly and the minister of finance specifically.
      

      
      However, democratization ended the military dictatorship. It freed the public from
         the shackles of the Cold War and its culture, tensions on the Korean Peninsula, and
         other external constraints that restricted the activities of civil society. Labor
         unions were formed and became active. Political parties that were located widely on
         the ideological spectrum began to participate in free and fair elections. Diverse
         political, economic, and social non-governmental organizations were also created.
         Thanks to the implementation of neoliberal reforms, even business and capital owners
         came to enjoy more autonomy than before. Consequently, highly educated citizens, diverse
         interest groups, and democratically elected political representatives began to express
         a wide range of policy preferences over foreign policy issues. The ideological spectrum
         in society has expanded. A growing number of citizens motivated and encouraged by
         democratization and new information technology have demanded a redefinition of relations
         with neighboring countries and the formation of foreign policies based on national
         interests more broadly rather than simply geopolitical and strategic considerations.
         In this regard, the political climate of South Korea in the twenty-first century can
         be described as a new model of the weak state and harmonious society (Koo 1993).
      

      
      Economic globalization has also significantly affected Korea’s foreign policies. Globalization
         creates an incentive and an opportunity for Korea to expand its economic reach and
         power. A high level of economic integration has promoted policy cooperation between
         Korea and its economic partners. Considerable research argues that economic integration
         or interdependence generates spillover effects on economic partners in various areas.
         For example, it can reduce the chances of interstate conflict (Gartzke 2007; Lee and
         Mitchell 2012; Oneal and Russett 1999), increase the cross-border transfer of labor
         rights and standards (Greenhill, Mosley, and Prakash 2009), or promote similar foreign
         policy preferences (Flores-Macías and Kreps 2013; Hwang 2010) among economic partners.
         This is possible because material gains and benefits economic partners draw from economic
         interaction can create an incentive for them to keep and strengthen their economic
         ties. Thanks to increased opportunities for contact, information, and knowledge flows,
         economic integration may also promote mutual understanding and a common interest over
         various foreign policy issues (Rosamond 2000) or a sense of community (Deutsch et
         al. 1957). In particular, members of international economic institutions or economic
         blocs such as free trade agreements tend to share similar ideas and social knowledge
         (Finnemore 1996; Keohane and Hoffman 1993). This implies that they are likely to take
         a similar position on relevant policy issues such as trade and financial liberalization
         (Hwang 2010; Moravcsik 1997).
      

      
      According to this literature, strong economic partners such as South Korea and China
         are likely to share similar preferences on diverse policy issues and cooperate with
         each other, as the level of economic integration increases. For example, since 1994,
         Seoul and Beijing have held annual meetings to discuss and promote a common understanding
         on the issue of the international law of the sea. In 2012, as participants of ASEAN
         (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), they agreed to join the Chiang Mai Initiative,
         which is a multilateral currency swap agreement to deal with regional liquidity problems.
         South Korea and China revealed similar preferences even over non-economic issues such
         as nuclear disarmament, the creation of nuclear-weapon free zones, and the prevention
         of an arms race in outer space in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) votes
         in recent years.
      

      
      In sum, economic globalization and democratization have brought about changes in South
         Korea that raise many interesting questions with respect to its foreign policies.
         Has South Korea’s rise as an economic power and a democracy changed its relationship
         with neighboring powers such as the United States and China? Does economic integration
         between South Korea and China reshape their relationship? How about its impact on
         US-Korea relations? Are geopolitical and security-related concerns still the dominant
         factor in explaining South Korea’s foreign policies? Does economic integration between
         Korea and Japan help them to reduce tensions or emotional animosities that derive
         from historical disputes? Has South Korea, as a growing economic power, sought to
         forge relations with other middle or small powers beyond the confines of its region?
         Addressing these questions is important in explaining and predicting international
         relations in the region. This is because, as US hedging or balancing policy against
         a rising China becomes aggressive and the US-Japan alliance plays an increasingly
         important role in regional politics, the foreign policies of medium-sized powers such
         as South Korea can significantly affect rivalry competition among the major powers
         and their stability in the region. Despite the importance of these questions, there
         are virtually no empirical studies that explore the issues. Each chapter in this book
         addresses the specific questions mentioned above. Overall, this book theoretically
         explains and empirically shows how democratization and economic globalization have
         changed domestic politics in South Korea and reshaped its foreign policies.
      

      
      Composition of the Book

      
      The composition of the chapters is as follows. Chapter 2 in part II explores how democratization
         has changed South Korea’s foreign policy preferences. Democratization has made Korea
         become more fragmented than before, creating divergent opinions in the society over
         key foreign policy issues. Democratically elected political leaders and democratic
         society make it difficult for the United States to manage regional politics as easily
         as it used to do with few repercussions. Foreign policies are influenced less by political
         or ideological considerations but more by economic or practical interests. Democratization
         also promotes South Korean nationalism, which is directed mostly at Japan. Rising
         nationalist sentiments make it difficult for the United States to handle regional
         security-related issues such as North Korean nuclear programs, balancing against China,
         and dealing with the potential Sino-Japanese conflict. In sum, this chapter builds
         on previous arguments and findings by focusing on how democratization has polarized
         civil society and promoted Korean nationalism and what changes it has brought about
         to its foreign policies.
      

      
      Chapter 3 discusses the information revolution and its impact on Korea’s foreign policies.
         Specifically, this chapter examines the prominent rally-round-the-flag effect. As
         in many other states, the political leadership in South Korea, especially the authoritarian
         military dictatorship that ruled South Korea from 1961, often utilized external crisis
         as a tool to promote their popularity and avoid domestic criticism. After democratization
         and the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s, however, such effects are no longer
         observed in Korean politics. This is because democratization and the information revolution
         have reinvigorated civic life and citizens have become active in expressing very divergent
         and often polarized views on external crises.
      

      
      Part III moves on to discuss the impact of globalization on South Korea’s foreign
         economic policies. First, by way of background, chapter 4 summarizes the historical
         development of the Korean economy. In particular, this chapter explains how globalization
         has brought changes to the government’s development strategies and foreign economic
         policies. This chapter also focuses on the role of the government and its relationship
         with civil society and business. Then, it discusses the challenges and opportunities
         that globalization and economic liberalization have created for the Korean economy
         in the twenty-first century.
      

      
      Chapter 5 explains how globalization and economic development have created an incentive
         for the Korean government to seek economic partners beyond the Asian region.
      

      
      Globalization has promoted Korea’s national interests to reach out to countries everywhere
         in the world. For example, the Korean government has tried to develop new economic
         partnerships with developing countries for the purpose of securing energy and natural
         resources, exporting markets, or business ventures. Economic development provides
         the government with the resources to effectively achieve these goals. South Korea’s
         active participation in UN peacekeeping operations and the politics of foreign aid
         effectively illustrate the case. As a specific example, this chapter explores the
         politics of Korea’s Official Development Assistance (ODA), and empirically examines
         factors that significantly affect ODA decisions.
      

      
      In chapter 6, I explore how globalization has brought about a paradoxical consequence
         with respect to the relations between domestic and international politics. On the
         one hand, globalization and its associated neoliberal reforms weakened the power of
         the government over the market. In addition, thanks to the end of the Cold War, the
         domestic politics of South Korea is no longer constrained as much by external forces
         and security conditions. As a consequence, domestic societal interests and issues
         have become salient in shaping foreign policy. On the other hand, the process of globalization
         has led to an increase in the influence of international forces over the domestic
         economy, politics, and society. The government cannot manage the national economy
         and social policies as effectively as it used to do. Moreover, civil society organizations
         and citizens more generally have consequently become vulnerable to external forces.
         To explore these changes, this chapter examines the example of labor rights in Korea.
         This chapter shows that labor standards in terms of both legal codes and the actual
         practices of labor rights in Korea have declined over time and that economic globalization
         has contributed to this decline.
      

      
      Part IV explores how these two forces, democratization and globalization, have influenced
         South Korea’s foreign policies and its relations with other states. To this end, chapter
         7 explains how economic power can be transferred into political influence or power
         by examining states’ voting behavior and their vote congruence in the United Nations
         General Assembly. As a way of evaluating South Korea’s economic power, this chapter
         uses social network theory to explore South Korea’s centrality in the international
         trade network. By following South Korea’s voting patterns over diverse issue areas
         over time and its vote congruence with the United States, China, Japan, North Korea,
         and significant other states, this chapter also examines whether economic integration
         contributes to vote congruence between South Korea and other countries.
      

      
      As a notable case that shows the political impact of Korea’s economic ties on its
         economic partners, chapter 8 examines the foreign policy consequences of the growth
         in trade between South Korea and Japan. Between 1991 and 2012, Japan and Korea were
         each other’s second- and third-largest trading partners. According to the trade-cooperation
         thesis, their strong trade ties are likely to generate positive externalities in the
         area of foreign policy. However, since emotional confrontation and animosity originating
         from historical disputes have been constant stumbling blocks in their relations, it
         is both interesting and important to examine the extent to which the trade-cooperation
         thesis can be applied to the case of Korea-Japan relations. Through an empirical test,
         this chapter shows that bilateral trade between the two rivals actually promotes their
         vote convergence in the UNGA despite the very high level of animosity on both sides.
      

      
      As discussed in chapter 5, South Korea’s ODA disbursement policy is largely based
         on the strategic purpose of promoting political and economic cooperation with its
         recipients. Therefore, it is important to evaluate whether Korea’s ODA politics are
         in fact effective in eliciting such cooperation. In this regard, chapter 9 explores
         whether Korea’s ODA and trade policies elicit cooperation from ODA recipients and
         trade partners. Vote congruence between South Korea and other states on important
         resolutions in the UNGA such as resolutions on North Korea human rights issues is
         examined. The empirical findings in this chapter confirm the existence of such positive
         political effects. That is, the recipients of Korea’s ODA and Korea’s trade partners
         are likely to vote alongside South Korea on human rights and nuclear issues, as the
         volume of Korea’s ODA or bilateral trade increases.
      

      
      The last chapter summarizes what we have learned and offers a few concluding thoughts
         on the future direction of South Korean foreign policy. Specifically, it is argued
         that South Korea is likely to follow its own interests, as it seeks to make independent
         foreign policy decisions. This chapter also highlights the fact that Korea’s foreign
         policies are likely to be strongly influenced by domestic politics. The vulnerability
         of the Korean economy to disruption of trade network and hence Korea’s efforts to
         develop and strengthen its political and diplomatic relations with other middle and
         small powers beyond the confines of the Northeast Asian region are introduced. Finally,
         lessons that we can draw from the findings in this book are presented and discussed.
      

      
      
   
      Part II

      Democratization and Foreign Policies

      
         
         
      

      
      Part II explores how democratization has influenced South Korea’s foreign policies.
         Simply put, democratization brought changes to Korea’s foreign policies by reviving
         its civil society. Civil society, as the third sector along with government and business
         in a society, is comprised of various civil non-governmental organizations and institutions
         such as labor unions, religious associations, social activity groups, and political
         parties that represent interests and preferences of citizens.[1] Civil society organizations and their activities in Korea were severely constrained
         by the authoritarian government and business-centric culture and discourse prior to
         democratic transition.
      

      
      Since the transition to democracy in the late 1980s, however, Korea has experienced
         significant changes in domestic politics, the relations between the government and
         civil society, and its foreign policies. Democratization has made Korea become more
         fragmented than before, creating divergent opinions in the society on key foreign
         policy issues. Foreign policies are influenced more by economic or material interests
         than by political or ideological considerations. Democratization has also promoted
         South Korean nationalism that affects its foreign policy preferences toward neighboring
         states such as North Korea, the United States, and Japan. To explain these changes,
         chapter 2 builds on previous arguments and findings by focusing on active but polarized
         civil society, rising nationalism, and diversified foreign policy preferences.
      

      
      Chapter 3 highlights the importance of the information revolution in the Korean society
         and its impact on foreign policies. The Internet and online activities have reinvigorated
         civic life by increasing access to political information and facilitating political
         communication and civic involvement. In this information society, citizens tend to
         express very divergent and polarized views on external crises. To evaluate the impact
         of the information revolution on Korea’s foreign policies, this chapter introduces
         the rally-round-the-flag effect theory. As this theory explains, the authoritarian
         military dictatorship that ruled South Korea from 1961 often utilized external crisis
         with North Korea or Japan as a tool or opportunity to divert public attention from
         domestic problems, promote political leadership popularity, and thus silence the voice
         of criticism and negative opinions on the political leadership. This chapter explains
         why such rally effects are no longer observed in newly democratized South Korea.
      

      
      Note

      
      
         
            1. According to Putnam et al. (1993), civil society or community is vital for democracy
                  and “the effectiveness and stability of democratic government” (89). This is because
                  civil organizations in civil society promote political equality, facilitate mutual
                  understanding and interests in public affairs, and build social solidarity and trust
                  among citizens.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 2

      Polarization, Rising Nationalism, and Foreign Policy Preferences

      
         
         
      

      
      Democratization and Korean Civil Society 

      
      The authoritarian regime of which three presidents were former soldiers between 1961
         and 1992 in South Korea initiated an economic drive to modernize and industrialize
         the economy partly as a way of making up the lack of legitimacy of political leadership.
         Under the idea of building a wealthy state with a strong army, the developmental state,
         especially the Park Chung-hee administration, carried out aggressive government-guided
         economic and social plans in the 1960s and 1970s. The conglomerate-centric and export-oriented
         development strategy transformed a natural resource poor economy into an industrialized
         export economy (Haggard 1990). In terms of economic growth, the regime was successful
         in achieving this goal. Korea was one of the fastest-growing economies in the world
         in 1970s and 1980s. As of 2016, the economy of South Korea in terms of GDP size is
         the eleventh largest in the world. However, due to the radical economic development
         strategy and the emphasis on social stability and solidarity under the government
         leadership (Park 2011), demand for democratization and its democratic movements in
         civil society were pushed aside or easily crushed. The strong authoritarian leadership
         severely restricted civil liberties and removed political opponents using all different
         measures.
      

      
      Externally, due to geopolitical conditions, South Korea has had limited freedom in
         making independent foreign policies. During the Cold War, confrontation between great
         powers on the divided peninsula and in the Asian Pacific region created little room
         for South Korea to make independent foreign policies. South Korea engaged in periodic
         but continuous skirmishes with North Korea that flared along land and sea borders.
         High tension and military clashes made South Korea become more dependent on the United
         States, its allies, and their security strategy in the region. Even after the Cold
         War, Korea’s national security dependence on the United States and ongoing tension
         with North Korea and its nuclear weapon programs inhibit Korea from controlling its
         own destiny and future. For example, while the operational control over the Korean
         military during peacetime was transferred from the United States to Korea in 1994,
         as of 2016, the United States still maintains operational control over the military
         during wartime.
      

      
      Since the United States implemented a strategy of a global containment of Soviet power
         during the Cold War and hence extended military and financial aid to its allies including
         South Korea to strengthen their diplomatic and military ties, this favorable external
         condition helped the authoritarian regime and political leaders in South Korea to
         easily survive and maintain its leadership. Moreover, anti-communist sentiments that
         originated from the Korean War and still prevailed among citizens also helped the
         authoritarian leaders to easily mobilize Koreans and suppress activities of civil
         society.
      

      
      As a consequence, under these disturbing external and internal conditions, Korean
         civil society had to go through a long, dark tunnel and caught a glimpse of hope for
         democracy only occasionally until the late 1980s. Also, due to confrontation with
         North Korea, related political discourse that justified the ruthless strong political
         leadership, and the regime’s success of achieving economic growth, cries for democratization
         failed to draw much attention from the public. Accordingly, prior to democratic transition,
         diverse or critical opinions and voice on the government’s foreign policies were not
         heard loudly in the Korean society.
      

      
      Since democratic transition in the late 1980s followed by the end of the Cold War
         and the information revolution, however, political terrains and culture, and the public
         perception over key foreign policy issues have changed. Amongst many others, I focus
         on two notable changes that democratization brought to the Korean society: the polarization
         of civil society and rising nationalism.
      

      
      The Polarization of Korean Civil Society

      
      Democratization has revived Korean civil society but also polarized it (Lee 2005;
         Jaung 2005). At the beginning of democratization, it worked to vitalize and reinvigorate
         civil society. Encouraged by successful democratic transition and its experience,
         Korean civil society actively promoted diverse grassroots movements for democratic
         reforms. High levels of political participation ensued. As the censorship and regulation
         on the media and information flows that used to be imposed by previous authoritarian
         governments decreased, the quality of information on public affairs and availability
         and accessibility of this information improved.
      

      
      Such knowledge and awareness worked to diversify citizens and their preferences over
         domestic and foreign policy issues. Growing numbers of people began to view things
         differently. Political parties and diverse interest groups such as labor unions, farmers,
         students, and civil organizations presented their interests forward and competed with
         each other. Consequently, democratization and associated reforms made the civil society
         more fragmented than before. Polarized groups can be explained by several factors
         such as regionalism, generation gaps, and social status. Especially, regionalism has
         been considered the key word in explaining dynamics of modern Korean politics (Kwon
         2004; Moon 2005). Social and political polarization or division in the society has
         promoted increased social conflict and instability, which is observed typically in
         early democracies (Dahl 2000).
      

      
      Foreign policy has emerged as one of the battlegrounds in which different groups of
         people compete with each other in democratized South Korea (Jaung 2005). Polarized
         groups of people view international affairs differently and thus reveal divergent
         foreign policy preferences. For example, there are a few distinct foreign policy issues
         that divide the society. One of the salient issues is how to deal with North Korea.
         On one hand, progressive groups of people support benevolent engagement policy, the
         so-called Sunshine policy, toward the North Korean regime. These policies encourage
         political contact, joint business ventures, economic interactions, and assistance
         to North Korea. On the other hand, conservative people demand strict application of
         the tit-for-tat strategy to North Korea, deny the positive effects of humanitarian
         aid and economic interactions on their relations, and call for attention to human
         rights abuses in North Korea. Relatedly, the former group tends to emphasize the importance
         of building a strong bilateral tie between the two Koreans and its contribution to
         reunification, while the latter denounces the contribution of the Sunshine policy
         to reunification and worries about its potential negative effects on national security
         and the South Korea–US alliance tie.
      

      
      Divergent opinions also exist with respect to the creation of FTAs (Free Trade Agreements).
         Korea has signed several FTAs, starting with the Chile-Korea FTA in 2003. The Korea-US
         FTA came into effect in 2012. As of 2015, eleven FTAs are in effect. While potential
         losers of this economic integration policy such as farmers and people working in import
         competing industries are strongly against creation of FTAs, potential winners of this
         policy such as exporters in competitive industries including automobiles and cell
         phones are in favor of it. Even among supporters of FTAs, there are different voices
         on the timing and sequencing of FTA creation. These two cases show that foreign policies
         of democratized South Korea are strongly influenced by nationalist sentiments and
         diverse societal interests as well as geopolitics and diplomatic relations with other
         countries.
      

      
      Another key foreign policy issue area in which divergent public opinions exist is
         associated with alliance with the United States. While progressive and nationalistic
         groups of people demand the government to redefine its relationship with the United
         States and decide foreign policies independently and autonomously based on national
         interests, conservative and internationalist groups of people emphasize the importance
         of Korea-US alliance to national security and thus support pro-American policies.
         One notable example is found in the Seoul government’s decision of dispatching South
         Korean troops to Iraq in 2003 as part of efforts to help the United States in the
         Second Persian Gulf War. Surrounding the request for South Korean troops from the
         United States and the Seoul government’s response to it, the Korean society was highly
         divided and both the advocates and critics of the request were vocal (Juang 2005).
         Although then President Roh Moo-hyun was known to be the most progressive president
         in the history of Korean politics, his administration decided to deploy three thousand
         troops in Iraq in the end. And afterward, President Roh faced severe criticisms on
         this decision even from his own electoral supporters.
      

      
      The Role of Swing Voters

      
      As discussed above, democratization has polarized the Korean society and hence increased
         political competition among different interest groups. It is getting hard to explain
         Korea’s foreign policy behavior. Ironically, transition to a polarized society increased
         the importance of swing voters in Korean politics. In fact, one of the key words that
         define modern Korean politics is a growing number of swing voters or the group of
         people located in the middle of the progressive-conservative ideological spectrum.
         As the Korean society is polarized and competition among divided groups especially
         between extreme progressive and conservative groups increases, the role of swing voters
         has increased. In other words, electoral outcomes are very likely to be determined
         by the fact that who, progressive or conservative groups, dominantly gains support
         from swing voters. This implies that foreign policies are also likely to be influenced
         by swing voters’ preferences and interests. Therefore, to have a better understanding
         of Korea’s foreign policies, it is important to analyze swing voters’ characteristics,
         their size in the society, and their foreign policy preferences.
      

      
      Identifying Swing Voters and Their Preferences

      
      To identify and measure the size of swing voters and their foreign policy preferences,
         I utilized three different ways of examining swing voters in Korean politics. The
         first measure is voter turnout. Voter turnout indirectly shows changes in the size
         of swing voters. If voter turnout decreases, the size of swing voters is likely to
         increase, regardless of their actual participation in elections.[1] 
      

      
      In the first democratic presidential election held in 1987, 89.2 percent of the electorate
         went to the polling booths, but voter turnout dropped to 81.9 percent, 80.6 percent,
         70.8 percent, and 63 percent in the 1992, 1997, 2002, and 2007 presidential elections,
         respectively. It increased to 75.8 percent only in the last 2012 presidential election.
         In the National Assembly elections, voter turnout has also continuously declined.
         It was 75.7 percent (1988), 71.9 percent (1992), 63.9 percent (1996), and 57.2 percent
         (2000) in the following elections. Although voter turnout went up to 60.6 percent
         in 2004, it dropped even further to 46.1 percent in 2008, 54.2 percent in 2012, and
         then 58 percent in 2016. In general, voter turnout in the National Assembly elections
         in the twenty-first century is lower than 60 percent.
      

      
      Likewise, Korea has experienced a significant decline in voter participation in both
         presidential and National Assembly elections over the past decades. However, since
         this declining trend of voter turnout is common in many other representative democracies
         and also the decision to not participate in elections can be influenced by various
         factors, it is hard to tell this declining voter turnout actually shows the growing
         size of swing voters.
      

      
      As an alternative measure, I examine changes in the size of ideological moderates.[2] To this end, I utilize post-election survey data sets collected by the Korean Social
         Science Data Center (previously named as the Institute for Korean Election Studies).
         The Korean Social Science Data Center has been the only academic organization that
         conducts nationwide post-election surveys in Korea since 1992. I examine survey data
         on presidential elections, which have been held every five years since 1987. Sample
         sizes range from 1,000 to 1,500 across elections. In these surveys, respondents are
         asked to point out their self-estimated location on the progressive-conservative political
         spectrum. If the size of moderates who are located in the middle ground between two
         extreme progressive and conservative positions increases, it can be said that the
         size of swing voters and their importance in Korean politics also increase.
      

      
      According to this measure, the size of moderates has increased over time. In the 1992
         presidential post-election survey data, about 27.1 percent of respondents recognized
         themselves as moderates. In the following presidential elections, the number decreased
         to 20 percent in 1997, but increased to 32.3 percent in 2002, 57 percent in 2007,
         and 59.1 percent in 2012.[3] The fact that a growing number of people are located in the middle ground of the
         progressive-conservative ideological spectrum indicates that these people and their
         policy preferences become important in the democratized Korean society. This group
         of people and their policy preferences tend to be influenced more by specific issues
         and their characteristics than by ideological belief and fervor.
      

      
      Finally, as another way of measuring the size of swing voters, I examine the size
         of voters who made their decision of supporting candidates in an election at the last
         moment. Since they made electoral choices of supporting candidates only at the last
         moment, this group of people is likely to be swing voters. Among those who participated
         in voting in the 1992 presidential election, about 35.7 percent of them chose their
         supported candidates less than a week before the election. The number decreased to
         28.4 percent in 1997, then increased to about 29.4 percent in 2002, 38.9 percent in
         the 2007 presidential election. The number decreased to 25.7 percent in the 2012 presidential
         election.
      

      
      In the 2007 (2012) election, about 59.3 (60) percent of these swing voters identified
         themselves as ideologically moderates. The other 41 (40) percent of them claimed that
         they were either conservatives or progressives. This implies that swing voters estimated
         in this third way are not necessarily ideologically moderates. Their identities and
         policy orientation can be explained by non-ideological factors. One factor that makes
         this group of people distinct from others is their support for nationalist and independent
         foreign policies toward neighboring states.
      

      
      For instance, in the 2002 survey, there were two interesting questions made to the
         surveyed. One question was about whether the South Korean government had to provide
         foreign aid to North Korea regardless of North Korea’s nuclear programs. With respect
         to this question, among non-swing voters, about 53 percent of them (14.5 percent strongly
         and 38.5 percent weakly) showed their support for the aid provision to North Korea,
         and about 43.1 percent of them (16.1 percent strongly and 27 percent weakly) were
         against it. However, among swing voters, 48.8 percent of them (12.6 percent strongly
         and 36.2 percent weakly) were in favor of foreign aid to North Korea, while 48.4 of
         them (14.7 percent strongly and 33.7 percent weakly) were against it. Given this result,
         we can say that, with respect to North Korean issues, swing voters are less likely
         to take a progressive position toward North Korea than others.
      

      
      Another interesting question in the 2002 survey was about whether South Korea needed
         to revise and modify the US–South Korea Status of Forces Agreements (SOFA), despite
         the fact that it may strain the friendly alliance tie with the United States. About
         74.7 percent of non-swing voters (49.1 percent strongly and 25.6 percent weakly) expressed
         their support for it. Only 19.4 percent of them (6.3 percent strongly and 13.1 percent
         weakly) were against it. Among swing voters, however, about 81 percent of them (53
         percent strongly and 28 percent weakly) showed their support for it, while about 13.8
         percent of them (3 percent strongly and 10.8 percent weakly) were against it. With
         respect to the SOFA issue with the United States, therefore, it can be said that swing
         voters are taking a more progressive stance than others.
      

      
      Implications

      
      The findings in the previous results give us at least two implications. First, democratization
         has diversified people in their understanding of foreign policies. The perception
         of threats confronted by democratic South Korea varies across different groups of
         Koreans. Especially, the size of swing voters in Korean elections has increased. As
         the Korean society is polarized and diversified, the number of people who take the
         middle ground between two ideologically extreme positions in this polarized and divided
         society has increased. As such, the importance of this group in domestic politics
         and foreign policy making is growing.
      

      
      One example that effectively shows the importance of the ideological middle class
         in Korean politics can be found in recent general elections. Politicians, the media,
         political experts, or scholars alike often failed to correctly predict electoral outcomes
         in recent general elections. This is probably because they underestimate the importance
         of the ideological middle class, their characteristics, and policy preferences. Since
         they tend to be silent in expressing their opinions publicly, their voice is not heard
         well. Although supporters on the extreme ends of the spectrum are vociferous, the
         size of these groups has shrunk. On the other hand, there are more and more people
         taking the middle ground on the ideological spectrum in the society. Therefore, how
         to mobilize and maintain support from this group of people is one of the key factors
         that affect electoral outcomes in modern Korean politics. Likewise, foreign policy
         preferences of this group of people are likely to draw more attention from politicians
         than before.
      

      
      Another implication we can find in the results is that a great number of South Koreans
         become progressive in their foreign policy issues. As is well known, the 2002 survey
         results were strongly influenced by the accidental deaths of two fourteen-year-old
         Korean girls caused by US soldiers and candlelight protests against the mishandling
         of the accident. Nevertheless, South Koreans’ demand for building more independent
         and autonomous status as a sovereign state vis-à-vis the United States is not accidental
         or ephemeral. Rather, its origin is rooted deeply in the history of South Korea–US
         relations. Especially, it appears that swing voters or the group of people taking
         the middle ground in the ideological spectrum are sensitive to these issues more than
         others. They are taking conservative stances in foreign policies toward North Korea
         but progressive positions in policies toward the United States more than other groups.
         This implies that nationalist sentiments are playing an important role in deciding
         Korea’s foreign policies.
      

      
      Rising Nationalism

      
      Another big change that democratization has brought to South Korea is its rising nationalism.
         Democratization has promoted South Korean nationalism, which is directed at mostly
         Japan, North Korea, and potentially other neighboring countries such as the United
         States and China. From one of the poorest countries in the world in the 1950s to the
         eleventh largest economy in 2016, South Korea has made an economic miracle. Along
         with this economic success, Korea has achieved peaceful democratic transition in the
         late 1980s. This experience of democratization has promoted South Koreans’ national
         pride and self-confidence in their ability to control their destiny.[4] Well-educated and informed citizens make up the social capital that encourages critical
         evaluations of government policies and effectiveness. Thanks to concentrated population
         in big cities and easy flows of information, citizens are easily mobilized for direct
         political participation in the democratized Korean society. As a consequence, a growing
         number of the citizens motivated and encouraged by democratization and nationalism
         demand their government to make more independent foreign policy decisions based on
         national interests rather than geopolitical and strategic consideration.
      

      
      For example, it is getting difficult for the United States, the strongest ally to
         Korea, to draw cooperation from South Korea over important foreign policy issues such
         as balancing against China and dealing with the potential Sino-Japanese conflict (Ross
         2006). South Korea’s economic reliance on China and their economic partnership may
         cause a crack in the US–South Korea alliance. It is argued that the South Korean government
         has adopted an equidistance diplomacy policy between the United States and China in
         recent years, seeking balanced relations between Washington and Beijing. This implies
         that South Korea seeks to make policy decisions based on self-consideration of its
         national interests rather than traditional alliance tie with the United States.
      

      
      In fact, in a series of candlelight demonstrations observed in the early twenty-first
         century in Korea, a number of South Korean protesters demanded that the US-Korea SOFA
         be amended to give the Korean government more control over the activities of the US
         troops in Korea. In addition, a large number of South Koreans are critical of the
         deployment of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system in South Korea.
         The THAAD system is an anti-ballistic missile system designed to destroy short- to
         intermediate-range ballistic missiles during their terminal phase. Although officially
         the deployment of this defensive missile system is to target North Korean missiles,
         it is also widely believed among South Koreans that this system can be used to contain
         China. As such, South Korean critics often argue that the development of this system
         is against national interest and may damage its relations with China. 
      

      
      South Koreans’ rising nationalism is highly visible in the case of historical disputes
         with Japan. Due to colonial legacies and unresolved historical issues including mutual
         claims of sovereignty over Dokdo and apologies and compensation to comfort women,
         the level of emotional animosity or anger is relatively high on both sides. Disagreements
         with Japan over historical disputes have stirred patriotic sentiments and mobilized
         South Koreans under national flags, but these effects become more salient and visible
         after democratization in South Korea. For example, when both governments engaged in
         talks to sign an agreement for mutual security information sharing in 2012, they could
         not finalize the agreement due to strong public opposition (Wiegand 2015).[5] Similarly, when both governments signed a joint fisheries agreement that established
         a compromise joint-use fishing zone around Dokdo in 1998, the Seoul government faced
         serious political backlash by the public. Historical issues, especially the Dokdo
         Islands, serve as a representation of Korea’s frustration with the continuing lack
         of recognition, apology, and ultimately compensation for the Japanese actions during
         the colonial and wartime occupation. As such, it is clear that the Dokdo issue remains
         salient to most South Koreans and affects their national pride (Launius 2009). In
         addition, South Korea has been in an uproar over the issue of Japan’s collective self-defense
         right. Especially, the Shinzo Abe administration’s efforts to modify the Article 9
         of the Constitution have been recognized and criticized by South Koreas as a sign
         of revival of militarism, boosting anti-Japanese and nationalist sentiments in Korea.
      

      
      Meanwhile, ironically, rising nationalism works positively in their foreign policies
         toward North Korea. The so-called Sunshine Policy, which is a comprehensive engagement
         policy of South Korea toward North Korea, effectively represents the case. This policy,
         started in 1998, consists of concessions and compromises in pursuit of peaceful coexistence.
         Several high-profile ventures, meetings of separated family members, humanitarian
         aid, and the summit meeting in 2000 were followed as consequences of this policy (Moon
         2012). Ever since the devastating Korean War in 1950–1953, the two Koreas had lacked
         a formal economic relationship until 1988. After the so-called 7-7 Declaration by
         the South Korean government in 1988 and its respective response from the North Korean
         government, the two Koreas began to trade with each other. Since then, levels of total
         trade, humanitarian aid, and various forms of economic interaction have grown rapidly
         in more than two decades. For instance, in 1991, the bilateral trade volume was about
         $112 million and accounted for only 4.16 percent of North Korea’s total trade. In
         2007, it increased to about $1.8 billion explaining 38 percent of North Korea’s total
         trade.[6]  They opened the Kumgangsan Tourist Region in 1998 and the Kaesung Industrial Complex
         in 2003. In terms of exchanges of people between the two Koreas, the number was quite
         minimal in 1991 (less than 20 people), but it significantly increased over the next
         twenty years (for instance, 186 thousand people in 2008).
      

      
      Even at the society level, a large number of South Koreans perceive North Korea as
         part of “Korea.” In fact, military crises with North Korea are not pure international
         events, since constitutionally North Korea is defined as part of South Korea. As a
         result, rising nationalism plays positively toward North Korea. And, this nationalistic
         sentiment toward North Korea became stronger after democratization.
      

      
      In sum, polarization and rising nationalism have created dynamics in Korean politics
         both domestic and international. Diverse voice and opinions and rising national pride
         and sentiments after democratization have brought and will bring meaningful changes
         to South Korea’s foreign relations with the United States, Japan, and China among
         others. South Korea’s efforts to make independent and autonomous foreign policies
         over security, history, and economy related issues will require students of Northeast
         Asian politics to understand the interplay between domestic and international politics.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  Decreased voter turnout also implies that political decisions are likely to be influenced
                  more by extreme progressive and conservative groups of people who are very willing
                  to participate in elections than by moderates or swing voters who may not take political
                  participation seriously. However, it still implies that the role of swing voters in
                  representative democracies is getting important as this group of people is comprised
                  of the median voter and their participation in elections and politics can make big
                  differences in policy outcomes. 
               

            

         

         
            2.  In a scale of 0 (very liberal), 1 (somewhat liberal), 2 (moderate), 3 (somewhat conservative),
                  4 (very conservative), I define those who choose 3 as moderates.
               

            

         

         
            3.  In the years of 2007 and 2012, the scale of the answer varies from 0 (very liberal)
                  to 10 (very conservative). I define those respondents who choose 4, 5, or 6 as moderates.
                  Alternatively, when I define those who choose 5 as moderates, the percentage decreases
                  to about 38.9 percent in 2007 and 39.1 percent in 2012, which are still high.
               

            

         

         
            4.  One example that shows South Korean’s strong national pride is the 2002 World Cup
                  game that was held in Korea and Japan. Hosting this famous world event and its national
                  soccer team’s sensational success in this event promoted South Koreans’ nation pride
                  greatly.
               

            

         

         
            5.  Korea and Japan signed the trilateral information-sharing agreement with the United
                  States in December 2014, but this agreement is limited to the threats posed by North
                  Korea’s nuclear weapons and missile programs only. 
               

            

         

         
            6.  Data come from Statistics Korea Information Service, North Korea Statistics (KITA,
                  KOTRA, Ministry of Unification) 1990–2011. http://kostat.go.kr.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 3

      Information Revolution and the Rally-Round-the-Flag Effects

      
         
         
      

      
      Democratization has reinvigorated civil life in South Korea. Citizens become active
         in expressing very diverse views and opinions on public affairs. Citizens’ active
         political participation is observed both in streets and online. One of the biggest
         factors that have contributed to the revival of civil society in democratized South
         Korea is information revolution. Information revolution has diversified information
         cues and weakened the influence of opinion elites on public opinion. It has promoted
         online social interactions and political activities through the Internet and its various
         new technologies (for example, blogs, twitters, wikis) and produced citizens who are
         active and independent in expressing and forming opinions on foreign policy issues,
         which leaves less room for government officials, opinion elites, political parties,
         and conservative mass media to occupy information cues and control public opinion
         than before. This change implies that Korea’s foreign policies with respect to militarized
         crises and disputes with neighboring countries are less likely to be influenced by
         political leaders’ strategic consideration of domestic effects of foreign policies
         than before.
      

      
      In this regard, as a way of examining the influence of information revolution and
         democratization on Korea’s foreign policies, chapter 3 discusses the prominent rally-round-the-flag
         effect theory and explains why the application of this theory to South Korea is limited
         in democratized South Korea. One of the most important factors that strongly affect
         South Korea’s foreign policies is North Korea. The presence of the North Korean regime,
         a socialist state with ruthless totalitarian dictatorship, in the northern part of
         the Korean peninsula, its aggressive military expansion such as nuclear weapon programs,
         and occasional inter-Korean military conflicts have been constant threats to national
         security in South Korea.
      

      
      Insomuch as North Korean issues are important in South Korean politics, crises with
         North Korea have greatly affected South Korea’s domestic politics and its foreign
         relations with neighboring countries. When external crises with North Korea occurred,
         the authoritarian government in South Korea could easily control domestic discourse
         and suppressed demand for democratic transition and criticisms of government policies.
         Likewise, as the rally-round-the-flag effect theory explains (Brody 1991; Mueller
         1970) and the diversionary theory supports (Sobek 2007), political leadership in South
         Korea often utilized external crisis with North Korea as a tool to promote their popularity
         and avoid domestic criticisms of domestic troubles such as economic downturn and declining
         leadership popularity.
      

      
      North Korean crises also have a tremendous impact on foreign relations with other
         countries such as the United States and China. Out of worries of power imbalance and
         insecurity on the Peninsula, the Seoul government has maintained a close alliance
         tie with the United States, although it entails high sovereignty costs. In a similar
         context, South Korea did not establish formal diplomatic relations with the Soviet
         Union and China, two powerful supporters and patrons of the North Korean regime, until
         1991 and 1992, respectively. Likewise, before 1990s, North Korean crises worked as
         a huddle or an obstacle for South Korea to building positive and constructive foreign
         relations with these neighboring powerful countries.
      

      
      However, in the twenty-first century, such rally effects are not easily observed in
         Korean politics (Lee and Hwang 2015). The goal of this chapter is then to explain
         the discrepancy between the rally-round-the-flag effect theory and the practice in
         South Korea. To be more specific, this chapter highlights two factors that explain
         the discrepancy: democratization and information revolution. Democratization has made
         patriotism play a less important role of shaping public opinion on external crises.
         Information revolution has opened the door through which citizens form and exchange
         their critical views on them freely with each other. As a consequence, foreign policies
         such as decisions to engage in external crises are less likely to be influenced by
         domestic political purposes.
      

      
      External Crises and The Rally-Round-the-Flag Effects

      
      The rally-round-the-flag effect theory tells us that external crises, especially territorial
         disputes with other states, can easily increase internal solidarity around leaders,
         and hence positively affect the popularity of political leaders among citizens (Mueller
         1970, 1973). Political leaders can implement foreign policies more efficiently and
         also avoid criticism on domestic troubles at least in the short run. Therefore, political
         leaders can take advantage of rally effects by strategically engaging in external
         crises and disputes with other states (Downs and Saunders 1996; James, Park, and Choi
         2006; Wiegand 2011).
      

      
      There are mainly two theoretical explanations for the background of the rally effects:
         one focusing on patriotism and the other on opinion leadership. Mueller’s seminal
         work (Mueller 1970) argues that external crises are positively associated with rising
         patriotism and thus the presidential approval rating. External crises include both
         military actions and non-military international crises. In the face of external crises,
         he explains that there will be a short-lived spike in the public support for the political
         leadership. Since external crises are likely to profoundly stir citizens’ feelings
         of patriotism and sentiments of internal unity, the public is likely to transfer their
         support for the political leadership and reduce criticisms of government policies
         or domestic issues (Brace and Hinckley 1992; Brody 1991; Gronke and Brehm 2002; Ostrom
         and Simon 1985; Woessner 2005). Due to a nationwide mood of patriotism, even opposition
         leaders or parties tend to remain silent or support the government and political leadership.
      

      
      Meanwhile, according to Brody (1991), it is opinion leadership and the mass media
         that play a critical role of promoting support for the president in the event of external
         crises. That is, when opinion leaders present strong support for the president as
         a response to external crises and the mass media conveys opinion leaders’ discourse
         and reactions to the public, the public is likely to rally round the president accordingly
         (Brody and Shapiro 1989). However, if opinion leadership is unfavorable to the president
         and his foreign policies, the mass media presentation of this negative reaction affects
         public perceptions and thus the rally effects may not appear (Kam and Ramos 2008).[1] Thus, it is assumed that citizens’ reactions to external crises are strongly affected
         by opinion leadership, information shortcuts and cues (Popkin 1994) along with citizens’
         own pre-existing belief systems (Nelson and Garst 2005).
      

      
      Here, the principal assumption in both explanations is the passive role of the public
         as consumers of information. That is, citizens are assumed to lack the ability or
         method to collect necessary information to make independent judgements on the nature
         of external crises and the president’s policies (Berinsky 2007).[2] This is probably the case in South Korea prior to its democratic transition and the
         advent of information revolution especially because there were no diversified information
         cues and freedom of the press. Before the late 1980s, the mass media and information
         cues were severely controlled and censored by the government agencies. For example,
         when Dong-a-Ilbo, one of the conservative daily newspapers in Korea, published an article that criticized
         the government’s suppression of the press in October 1974, the newspaper faced a mass
         of advertisement contract cancellations, which was reportedly orchestrated by then
         president Park Chung-hee administration. Moreover, in the 1980s, then president Chun
         Doo-hwan and his administration exercised considerable surveillance over the media.
         In 1980, the Chun government implemented an order of structural reorganization of
         the media. Under this order, two news agencies were merged into a single state-run
         agency, central newspapers were limited in their activities in provincial cities,
         two independent broadcasting companies were merged into the state-run Korean Broadcasting
         System (KBS), and a liberal Christian broadcasting company was forbidden to cover
         news. Later on, under the Basic Press Act of December 1980, the government strengthened
         his censorship and control of newspapers and other mass media. Hundreds of journalists
         were fired and banned from newspaper writing or editing under the government’s accusation
         of disqualifications as journalists. Under these circumstances, critical opinions
         on political leadership and its foreign policies given an external crisis were not
         heard from the mass media and newspapers. As a consequence, external crises with North
         Korea generated rally effects easily in South Korea and brought political advantages
         to political leadership to suppress political opposition and criticism and effectively
         maintain their power in office.
      

      
      Rally Effects in South Korea

      
      Prior to the twenty-first century, South Korea had good environments for the occurrence
         of rally effects. The experience of the Korean War and thirty-six-year-long Japanese
         colonization helped to furnish a soil on which patriotism developed. Extensive surveillance
         and control of the mass media and newspaper by the authoritarian government in the
         mid- and late twentieth century deprived the citizens of the opportunity to form independent
         opinions on foreign policy issues.
      

      
      Koreans experienced the disastrous Korean War for three years, which caused several
         millions of deaths, just five years after the end of World War II. Since 1953, South
         and North Koreas have remained under the Armistice Agreement, but occasionally the
         two Koreas have been involved in military crises with each other. Since South Korea
         has been under constant tension with North Korea, crises with North Korea have easily
         promoted South Koreans’ patriotism and support for the government. In other words,
         it was fairly easy for political leadership in South Korea to generate rally effects
         around the leadership from the public before the democratic transition in the late
         1980s. Memory and wounds from the Korean War remained in Korean society. Crises with
         North Korea quickly stirred worries and anti-communist sentiments among most Koreans.
         Therefore, when external crises with North Korea occurred and tension was mounting,
         the public gave strong support to the president and domestic issues drew less attention
         from the public.[3] 
      

      
      However, although strong animosity toward the North Korean regime and its leadership
         still exists, North Korean military aggression often has failed to stir citizens’
         feelings of patriotism and the widespread sentiments of unity in South Korea since
         the 1990s. For example, when a North Koran patrol boat crossed the Northern Limit
         Line (NLL), the de facto maritime border between the two Koreas, and engaged in serious gunfire exchanges
         with the South Korean navy in November 2009, then President Lee Myung-bak’s approval
         ratings did not increase but actually decreased from 50 percent to 39 percent one
         week after the attack. Similarly, in June 1999 and June 2002, when the first and second
         inter-Korean naval clashes occurred near the NLL, leaving dozens of casualties on
         both sides, then President Kim Dae-jung and President Roh Moo-hyun’s popularity dropped
         from 70 percent to 65 percent and from 39 percent to 33 percent, respectively, in
         the following month. In March 2010, when the Cheonan warship sank, which was reportedly caused by North Korea, a similar decline of President
         Lee Myung-bak’s approval rating was observed. Again, when North Korea shelled a South
         Korean island and killed two civilians and two South Korean soldiers in November 2010,
         the president’s popularity decreased from 46.6 percent to 42.7 percent in the following
         week. These example well show that South Korean presidents cannot enjoy much domestic
         political benefit from North Korean crises any more.
      

      
      Democratization and Information Revolution

      
      One factor that explains why external crises especially with North Korea do not generate
         rally effects in South Korea over the last few decades is democratization. Democratization
         reduces the incentive for democratically elected political leaders to rely on external
         crises and their following rally effects to boost their domestic popularity. More
         importantly, democratization has brought changes to citizens in their ways of viewing
         North Korea and understanding South-North conflicts. In other words, rising nationalism
         makes it hard for external crises with North Korea, the other half of Korea as specified
         in the Constitution of South Korea, to promote patriotic sentiments among South Koreans.
         Many of them, especially the post-war young generations, are not obsessed with anti-communist
         ideology and hatred against North Korea. They tend to perceive North Korean crises
         as political issues to be solved rather than as imminent threats to its national security.
         While an enemy image of North Korea is still rooted in the society, more and more
         South Koreans especially the young generations have adopted a “brother in trouble”
         image of it since the democratic transition (Jaung 2012).
      

      
      However, democratic transition does not automatically vitalize Korean civil society
         and transform citizens from passive consumers of information to active and independent
         consumers and providers of it. Information revolution, which was partly possible due
         to democratization, is the key factor that makes it happen. Information revolution
         has diversified information cues in the public, which has weakened the role of elites
         in forming public opinions and social responses to external crises. Prior to democratization
         and information revolution, the mass media was closely monitored and censored by the
         authoritarian government. However, information revolution freed and diversified information
         cues. Diverse opinions and information flow around among citizens especially young
         generations through social media and network services such as the Internet, Twitter,
         and Facebook have diversified the society. As a consequence, the chance that presidents
         can enjoy rally effects out of external crises has decreased.
      

      
      In terms of the population of Internet users, Korea ranks the fourteenth biggest country
         in the world in 2014. In 1993, less than 1 percent of the Korean population used the
         Internet. But, by 2010, more than 80 percent of the population became Internet users.
         The Internet penetration rate increased up to about 84.3 percent (that is, more than
         42 millions of South Koreans), which was the ninth highest among countries in the
         world that had at least 10 millions of population in 2014. As a percentage of the
         world’s total population, South Korea accounted for less than 1 percent (that is,
         0.69 percent) of it in the same year. However, in terms of the world population of
         Internet users, South Korea represents about 1.45 percent of the population. The ratio
         of Internet user population to the actual population is about 2.08, which is the ninth
         highest among countries with more than 10 million people. This means that South Koreans
         represent themselves more than twice higher in the cyberworld. Moreover, in terms
         of the speed of Internet, Koreans use the fastest Internet service in the world as
         of 2014 (International Telecommunication Union 2015).
      

      
      In the era of the new mass media, citizens become not only active and independent
         consumers of information but also providers of detailed information, personal knowledge,
         experience, and opinions on events to other citizens (Howard 2006; Norris 2002). Using
         the Internet and various cyberspace communication tools such as Twitter, Facebook,
         Kakao Talk, or blogs, ordinary citizens can actively search, generate, and circulate
         information and engage in debate with others over diverse issues (Johnson and Kaye
         2003). The Netizens, which is the term that define citizens who participate in online
         activities, post various opinions about public issues, disclose information about
         politicians and legislations, exchange opinions and suggestions for political activities,
         and affect the coverage of other traditional media (Lee, Lancendorfer, and Lee 2005).
      

      
      The Internet and online social services have a strong impact especially on those who
         are already predisposed or politically motivated, enhancing their political activities
         online and offline (Bimber 1999; Polat 2005; Weber, Loumakis, and Bergman 2003). Due
         to its secrecy and easy accessibility, the Internet can also mobilize politically
         inactive citizens (Barber 2001; Krueger 2002; Ward, Gibson, and Lusoli 2003) and invite
         all different groups of people to interact with each other, regardless of their socioeconomic
         status, age, and gender (Carpini and Keeter 1996).
      

      
      Polarized Civil Society and Diversified Foreign Policy Preferences

      
      One consequence that this information revolution brought to Korean society is polarization
         in civil society. Diverse information sources and active online debates have created
         multiple groups of people who have different views on domestic and foreign affairs.
         In this era, opinion elites or political party leaders cannot effectively moderate
         conflicts over foreign policy issues among polarized citizens (Jaung 2005). It is
         even more difficult for opinion elites to dominate and drive public opinion on political
         events. Therefore, the implication of these changes that information revolution brought
         to the Korean society is that the public becomes less susceptible to elite rhetoric
         and discourse and more independent in shaping their political opinions on external
         crises.
      

      
      The influence of the Internet and online activities on real politics in Korea is evident.
         Scholars have argued that online political activities and networks have had significant
         effects on public opinion formation and political mobilization (Jaung 2005; Kang 2009;
         Kim 2003; Shin 2005). For example, it is well known that the 2002 candlelight protests
         against the mishandling of the deaths of two fourteen-year-old Korean girls caused
         by US soldiers and another series of protest demonstrations against the Korean government
         trade policy on US beef imports in 2008 were triggered and stimulated by Internet
         activities. In both accounts, citizens of various groups including salarymen, high
         school students, household wives, and social activists participated in demonstrations
         and revealed very divergent opinions from the government’s policy positions.
      

      
      Another example is found in the President Roh Moo-hyun’s sensational victory in the
         2002 presidential election. It is broadly understood that the Internet and its impact
         on young generations significantly contributed to the victory, making the president
         the “First Internet President” (Kim 2003). This example also indicates the importance
         of the young generations in Korean politics. Young generations have been strongly
         influenced and mobilized by the Internet and cyber campaigns. The Internet usage rates
         of young generations in their twenties and thirties were about 87 percent and 63 percent,
         respectively, in 2002, while the ones for generations in their fifties and sixties
         were only about 21 percent and 5 percent, respectively (Kim 2003). It is also notable
         that young generations highly value economic growth and social stability, and they
         tend to view military crises with North Korea as evidence of the presidents’ foreign
         policy incompetency (Lee and Hwang 2015). The more these young generations take parts
         of the Korean society, the less likely we are to observe the rally-round-the-flag
         effect in South Korea.
      

      
      In a statistical analysis of South Korean presidential popularity between 1993 and
         2008, Lee and Hwang (2015) report that North Korea’s military actions toward South
         Korea are likely to exert statistically meaningful positive effects on presidential
         popularity in South Korea only when the Internet penetration rate to the citizens
         is low. However, as the Internet usage rate exceeds 25 percent of the population,
         the rally effects of external crises disappear. They show that this finding holds
         even after controlling for economic conditions such as unemployment and inflation
         rates, political scandals, and other important variables such as political leadership
         that may affect presidential popularity.
      

      
      Of course, in other political contexts, the impact of the Internet on public opinion
         may not be significant if preexisting information cues are already diverse or public
         trust in the government is relatively high. However, if preexisting information cues
         are quite limited and/or public trust in the government and information provided by
         opinion elites is not too high like in Korea, the Internet and any social network
         services are likely to have significant effects on public opinion and political mobilization.[4] 
      

      
      It is also possible that the Internet may negatively affect political engagement,
         and online activities may not be directly associated with offline political mobilization.
         This is because the Internet may be used primarily for entertainment purpose, thereby
         distracting citizens from political issues (Putnam 1995). In addition, false or unreliable
         online information can weaken civil society and political mobilization in the long
         run. Collective action problem is another potential issue. High costs of political
         participation may create discrepancy between online activities and actual participation
         in offline movements. Although these arguments on the negative impact of the Internet
         on political mobilization are reasonable to some extent, they are not necessarily
         applicable to the Korean society. Since South Koreans have peacefully achieved democratic
         transition in a relatively short period of time, this experience of successful democratic
         transition has produced generations who maintain a strong pride in its democratic
         history and are active in social and political activities.[5] Therefore, it seems that the positive impact of the Internet and associated social
         media on online social interactions and political activities will remain important
         in Korean politics for a while in the future.
      

      
      In sum, this chapter explains that the widespread high-speed Internet networks and
         increasing cyberspace activities enable South Korean citizens to enjoy information
         flows from various sources and to actively participate in political communication.
         These changes significantly limit the influence of elite rhetoric and discourse on
         public opinion. As a consequence, military crises with North Korea are not likely
         to generate the rally-round-the-flag effect among citizens in South Korea. This implies
         that after democratic transition and information revolution, political leaders in
         South Korea have less incentive to utilize external crises as an opportunity to promote
         their popularity or avoid criticism of domestic troubles.
      

      
      However, rising nationalism and enhanced cyberspace activities do not necessarily
         mean that external crises fail to generate rally effects all the time in South Korea.
         In fact, as discussed in chapter 8, historical legacies and emotional confrontation
         with Japan often generate such effects in the Korean society. That is, when there
         is a confrontation between South Korea and Japan over historical issues such as territorial
         dispute over Dodko/Takesima, the South Korean president tends to enjoy boosted popularity
         among citizens. Nationalist sentiments and online discourse contribute to it. Therefore,
         it is not easy to understand how active civil activities in democratized South Korea
         will affect its foreign policies and vice versa. Although it is clear that Korean
         civil society becomes more active and independent after democratization and information
         revolution, as this chapter shows, more studies that examine dynamics in Korean civil
         society among diverse groups of people will be necessary for better understanding
         of Korea’s domestic politics and its foreign policy behavior. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  According to this theory, it is expected not to observe rally effects when opinion
                  leaders express negative views on political leadership given an external crisis. However,
                  since military crises with other countries tend to create an environment where no
                  one can easily launch a diatribe against the government, opinion leaders who are critical
                  on the government may not be able to maintain their critical stance easily. At least,
                  they are likely to remain silent due to the widespread sentiments of unity and a nationwide
                  mood of patriotism.
               

            

         

         
            2.  Of course, citizens do not equally consume information. They are exposed to different
                  levels of information and thus it is possible that they show different opinions in
                  response to external crises (Baum and Kernell 2001; Zaller 1992).
               

            

         

         
            3.  For instance, when North Korea blew up a South Korean airline in November 1987 and
                  killed all 115 passengers on board, a big anti–North Korea rally was followed in South
                  Korea. It is argued that this tragic external crisis helped the government party and
                  its presidential candidate to win the presidential election held in the following
                  month to some extent. Roh Tae-woo, the presidential candidate of the government party
                  and one of the leaders in the 1979 coup, was behind to Kim Young-sam, a strong candidate
                  in the opposition party, in terms of popularity. But, after the bombing attack, public
                  support for Roh Tae-woo increased and he managed to win the election by a narrow margin.
               

            

         

         
            4.  We can find examples in other countries. It is often argued that enhanced communication
                  among citizens through the Internet and social media such as smart phone significantly
                  contributed to the Arab Spring, a revolutionary wave of demonstrations and protests
                  occurred in a series of countries in the Arab World beginning in December of 2010
                  in Tunisia.
               

            

         

         
            5.  Howard (2006) also argues that citizens tend to use the Internet importantly for
                  social interaction and political activities not only for entertainment purpose.
               

            

         

      

   
      Part III

      Globalization

      
         
         
         Two Faces of Janus

         
      

      
      Globalization is Janus-faced or double-sided. On the one hand, globalization and its
         associated neoliberal reforms have weakened the power of the government over the market
         in many countries in the world. In the global economy, “nation states have become
         little more than bit actors” (Ohmae 1996, 12). Thanks to globalization in the late
         twentieth or early twenty-first century, which is often represented by a series of
         economic reforms such as reduced barriers on trade and capital flows, deregulation
         of business activities, and privatization, the market becomes powerful vis-à-vis the
         government. In particular, in the Korean economy, which has long been led by a strong
         developmental state, globalization has liberalized civil society and empowered the
         business groups. The government cannot intervene in the market as much as it used
         to do. In addition, thanks to the end of the Cold War, the domestic politics of South
         Korea is no longer constrained as much by external forces and security conditions.
         As a consequence, domestic societal interests become salient in shaping domestic politics
         and thus foreign economic policies. In contrast, political or ideological factors
         play a less important role in forming foreign economic policies.
      

      
      On the other hand, globalization has also increased the influence of international
         forces on domestic markets. A weakened government does not necessarily mean that market
         players and citizens have gained more power over the economy. This is because, although
         civil society in general and the market in specific become more powerful and independent
         from their home government than before in the era of globalization, they are also
         facing seemingly irresistible external forces. Multinational corporations, foreign
         investors, international economic institutions, and legal agreements and regulations
         signed with foreign governments through multilateral or bilateral investment treaties
         or FTAs (Free Trade Agreements) have a tremendous influence on the national economy.
         Korea’s domestic and foreign economic policies are very likely to be affected by these
         external forces. Simply put, globalization removed the government from the commanding
         heights (Yergin and Stanislaw 2002) of the Korean economy and replaced it with international
         economic forces and actors.[1] Civil society organs and citizens have consequently become vulnerable to external
         forces and their influence.
      

      
      In part III, I explore the impact of globalization on South Korea’s foreign economic
         policies and discuss how recent changes in foreign economic policies affect domestic
         politics. To this end, first, I summarize the historical development of the Korean
         economy and explain how globalization has brought changes to the government’s development
         strategies and foreign economic policies in chapter 4. This chapter focuses on the
         changing relationship between the government and civil society. Then, it also discusses
         the challenges and opportunities that globalization and economic liberalization have
         created for the Korean economy in the twenty-first century.
      

      
      Globalization has also created an incentive and an opportunity for Korea to expand
         its economic reach and power. Globalization has reduced barriers on economic interactions
         between countries and promoted competition over trade, natural resources, consumer
         markets, labor, or capital among countries and all different economic actors. South
         Korea is not an exception. In fact, Korea has aggressively sought economic partners
         around the world. For example, the Korean government has tried to develop new economic
         partnerships with developing countries for the purpose of securing energy and natural
         resources, exporting markets, or business ventures. Economic development provides
         the resources to effectively achieve these goals to the Korean government. South Korea’s
         active participation in UN peacekeeping operations or politics of foreign aid illustrates
         the case. Simply put, Korea steps up as a global player economically and politically
         and utilizes its economic resources and developmental experience to expand its economic
         power and political influence. In this regard, I discuss the opportunity that globalization
         has created for Korea in chapter 5. As a specific example that shows Korea’s efforts
         to broaden its economic reach and power, I explore Korea’s Official Development Assistance
         (ODA) politics in this chapter. Korea’s political and economic interests in the ODA
         politics are discussed.
      

      
      Finally, to explore how recent changes in Korea’s foreign economic policies in the
         era of globalization have affected domestic politics, I examine the example of labor
         rights in Korea in chapter 6. This chapter shows that labor standards in terms of
         both legal codes and the actual practices of labor rights in Korea have declined over
         time and that economic globalization and foreign economic policies of the government
         have contributed to this decline.
      

      
      Note

      
      
         
            1. It is also controversial whether or not economic globalization such as trade and capital
                  market liberalization generates positive effects on the economy. According to Stiglitz
                  (2002), the success of globalization policies depends on whether or not a country
                  controls them under their own terms at their own pace. A similar claim is found in
                  Chang (2003, 2010).
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 4

      From a Developmental State to a Neoliberal State

      
         
         
      

      
      The History of Economic Development

      
      Largely, there are two sets of factors that explain the development of the Korean
         economy: external and internal. Externally, among others, foreign aid such as grants
         and concessional loans played an important role in boosting the Korean economy after
         the Korean War (1950~1953). Foreign aid especially from the United States was vital
         in rebuilding the economic infrastructure and promoting industrialization in Korea.
         External pressure to implement economic policy reforms in exchange for foreign aid
         also helped the Korean economy to become a market-oriented industrialized economy
         (Haggard 1990). There are many examples that show such positive effects. The Gyeongbu
         Expressway that connects the two biggest cities in South Korea was built in 1970 and
         still remains as the oldest and most traveled freeway. The 426-kilometer-long freeway
         is believed to pave the way to the economic success South Korea has achieved by significantly
         reducing transportation costs. Big manufacturing companies such as POSCO (Pohan Iron
         and Steel Company), the world’s largest steel manufacturing company as of 2010, were
         successfully established thanks to foreign aid (Lincan and Voicila 2015).
      

      
      Internally, the driving forces that explain Korea’s economic success achieved between
         the end of Korean War and the 1990s are as follows: strong government political leadership,
         developmental strategies, social stability, and people’s solidarity (Park 2011). The
         Korean government utilized foreign aid to construct industrial infrastructure in the
         economy. The government also focused on investing in labor forces by starting universal
         health insurance program in 1977 and praising in higher education. A relatively open
         process in the elite recruitment system stirred Koreans to invest their resources
         on education and allowed the government to enjoy great autonomy from the business
         groups. They viewed education as the main propeller of social mobility and technology
         advances and as a gateway to the middle or high class.[1] Among many external or internal factors that explain the historical development of
         the Korean economy, this chapter focuses on the role of the government and its political
         leadership.
      

      
      The Developmental State and Developmental Strategy

      
      After independence in 1948 and the Korean War in 1953, Korea heavily relied on foreign
         aid and goods to recover from its wartime wounds and destruction. However, as economic
         dependence on the United States deepened, the Seoul government felt threatened by
         the influx of US imports in its market and looked for solution to overcome economic
         troubles. Thus, in 1950s, like many other countries in Latin America and Asia, the
         Korean government had a strategy to develop an economy of import-substitution industrialization
         (ISI), which intended to replace foreign goods with domestic products. Nevertheless,
         Korea continued to languish economically.
      

      
      The Korean political leadership in the 1960s looked for a developmental strategy to
         promote the competitiveness of its economy. In other words, the development strategy
         of the Korean economy was designed by a developmental state. To this end, the government
         established the Economic Planning Board (1961–1994), a state bureaucracy pilot agency,
         in 1961. The Board was empowered and assumed an important mandate of designing and
         implementing five-year economic development plans. Under these plans, in the 1960s,
         the Korean government decided to transform its economy from import-substitution industrialization
         to export-led industrialization (ELI). In other words, as a strategy of promoting
         economic growth, Korea made efforts to develop export-enhancing industries and tried
         to build an export-led economy. Since then, trade policies have taken the central
         place in the government economic policies, and the trade volume has significantly
         increased over time.
      

      
      Considering South Korea’s lack of resources and low levels of skills and productivity
         in the early 1960s, the idea of transforming an economy of import-substitution industrialization
         into an economy of export-led industrialization looked reckless. Here, the government
         initiatives played an important role in this process. The government strongly pushed
         the idea forward by investing resources into new export industries and protecting
         them from international and domestic competition (Yoon 2001; World Bank 1993). Domestically,
         the government repressed labor and forced the business sector to follow state-guide
         developmental policies. Social values such as social stability and people’s solidarity
         were highly promoted in the society. Externally, the developmental strategy consists
         of policies of strong protectionist measures for infant industries, export-promotion,
         and controls of fiscal and monetary policies. The Board nurtured certain sectors with
         financial incentives such as tax-free imports of raw materials and export subsidies
         to develop new export industries, established infrastructures and legal systems to
         support exports, and promoted export growth in the textile, footwear, and small appliance
         industries.
      

      
      In the 1970s, in order to develop export-enhancing industries that are high value
         added, Korea aggressively pursued plans to develop new export industries. That is,
         the third five-year plan focused on developing heavy and chemical industries such
         as ships, steel, and petroleum product industries to solidify the export-driven economy.
         In the 1980s, then, the Korean economy made efforts to promote capital and technology
         intensive industries such as automobiles, computers, and semi-conductor industries.
         For example, as a percentage of GDP, export of electric machinery and equipment accounted
         for about 11.1 percent in 1980, which is the highest among top thirteen largest export
         items (KITA 2015).[2] 
      

      
      To protect infant industries and support export industries, the Korean government
         employed a concentration strategy under which limited resources were invested in small
         groups of firms. Competition among firms in domestic markets was regulated. Banks
         and financial markets were also controlled and coordinated by the government and its
         developmental strategy. Accordingly, a small number of large firms closely connected
         to this concentration strategy emerged as powerful players in the economy at the expense
         of other firms that were dropped in the government plan. Since the Korean government
         exacted certain performance standards from firms in exchange for various industrial
         subsidies (Wade 1992), this reciprocity policy enabled the government to discipline
         private firms. This was one factor that made Korea grew faster than other countries
         without the soft budget constraint problem[3] (Amsden 1989). Conglomerates, which are large corporations with diversified product
         lines, such as Samsung and Hyundai were developed. The conglomerate-centric export
         driven development was the central focus in the developmental strategy. Only in the
         1990s, small and medium businesses became important targets in trade and developmental
         policies.[4] 
      

      
      Economic Liberalization and New Challenges

      
      Up until the early 1990s, Korea maintained a developmental strategy that focused on
         both export promotion and protection of domestic trade and capital markets. While
         the Korean government tried to build a strong export-led economy, they did not fully
         liberalize domestic markets to foreign exporters and investors. Here, an important
         notion to keep in mind is the difference between trade liberalization and trade integration.
         While trade liberalization indicates de jure deregulation of trade, de facto free flows of goods and service, or both, trade integration is mainly used to as
         a term that defines the actual levels of trade dependence between countries. According
         to this distinction, although South Korea is a highly integrated economy into the
         global economy, it is not necessarily a highly liberalized economy. Despite a great
         volume of trade, Korea maintained trade regulation policies and put high barriers
         on import until at least the early 1990s. Basically, the Korean economy was asymmetrically
         integrated into the world economy (Kalinowski and Cho 2012). For example, in 1985,
         Korea maintained relatively high tariff rates on imported goods in manufacturing sectors
         (25 percent). As Korean manufactured goods became competitive in international export
         markets, the average tariff rate on them decreased to 7.5 percent in 2010. Nevertheless,
         tariff rates on primary goods did not decrease but increased to about 28 percent in
         2010 from about 13 percent in 1990. Considering that the world average tariff rate
         on primary goods was about 6 percent in 2010, it is safe to say that Korea strongly
         protected primary goods industries at least until 2012.
      

      
      Moreover, the average tariff rate on all imported goods in Korea (18 percent in 1988)
         was higher than the average of Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
         (OECD) countries (5 percent in 1988) especially before 1995. In particular, there
         were several sectors that Korea heavily protected: rice, pork, dairy, and other agricultural
         goods, automobiles, and services. To this end, the Korean government utilized various
         measures of protection: custom tariffs, concessional entries, import approval, product
         standards, export restrictions, export assistance and subsidies, and so on. General
         liberalization of trade and foreign investment did not come until 1996, as part of
         the preparations for its accession to the OECD in 1996. Largely, Korea’s asymmetric
         integration into the world market was possible because Korean firms and their products
         were allowed to enter foreign markets particularly the US market relatively easily
         due to Korea’s geopolitical position in the Cold War (Stubbs 2005).
      

      
      Things changed in the 1990s. Since the early 1990s, the Korean government adopted
         an outward-looking strategy by liberalizing capital flows and short-term debt inflows
         (Kalinowski and Cho 2012, 245). One of the factors that brought this change to the
         government was political aspiration to join the OECD. To prepare for its accession
         to the OECD in 1996, the Korean government initiated neoliberal institutional reforms
         and liberalized financial market. In addition, the 1997 financial crisis and its consequences
         forced the Korean government to accept and implement IMF-directed market-oriented
         structural reforms to a great extent. But, this change was driven not only by external
         pressure but also by the shift in the government development strategy. The government
         drew lessons from the financial crisis experience and realized the importance of economic
         liberalization, friendly environments for foreign capital, and creation of bilateral
         FTAs along with multilateral trade and investment institutions (Cho and Kalinowski
         2010). Democratically elected political leaders, both Kim Young-sam and Kim Dae-jung,
         embraced the idea of globalization and expedited the process of economic liberalization
         and neo-liberal economic reforms (Kihl 2005). Now, a developmental state began to
         transform into a liberal state.
      

      
      One of the salient strategies that the South Korean government held in this new era
         was bilateralism/regionalism as the main liberalization strategy. Before the 1997
         financial crisis, Korea did not have any FTAs. After the crisis, however, Korea has
         signed several FTAs, starting with the Chile-Korea FTA in 2003. The Korea-US FTA came
         into effect in 2012. As of 2015, eleven FTAs are in effect.[5] The trigger of this change was a series of economic reforms implemented after the
         financial crisis. The reform packages designed by the IMF included deregulations on
         the trade and financial markets, privatization, government transparency, and reduced
         intervention to the market. As a consequence, the Korean economy was open to enhanced
         international competition more widely, which eventually drove the government to consider
         FTAs as a new winning strategy in international trade competition. Another drive that
         made Korea pursue FTAs as a strategy of promoting its economic power was the start
         of a big scale of multilateral FTAs in other regions of the world like European Union
         in 1993 and NAFTA (North American FTA) in 1994. Due to worry about losing competitive
         power in the markets, the Korean government decided to adopt a similar strategy with
         other Western countries to promote its competitiveness, FTA participation and/or creation.
         Similarly, some argue that FTAs were pursued as a way of promoting inflows of FDI
         as a strategy of survival for the Korean economy in the era of globalization (Park,
         Chun, Kim, Lee, and Choi 2003).
      

      
      Bilateral/multilateral FTAs liberalized previously protected sectors, which included
         automobiles, agriculture, and service. For example, the tariff rate imposed on foreign
         automobiles in Korea was 50 percent in 1987. Then, it decreased down to 4 percent
         in 2012 toward US vehicles. It goes down to 0 percent in 2016. Markets for agricultural
         products such as rice and pork are (or will be) open widely under FTAs to the United
         States, European Union, and China.[6] 
      

      
      Trade Dependence and Vulnerability 

      
      Although the conglomerate-centric export-driven development strategy helped the Korean
         economy at least until the middle of 1990s, this strategy has also made this export-led
         economy vulnerable to potential challenges and threats. One of potential threats to
         the economy is external economic shock. External economic shock includes rapid currency
         revaluation, price changes of exported or imported goods, high inflation, and speculative
         attacks by hot money. Among others, probably, the most sensitive issue in an export-led
         economy is price volatility of export and import products.[7] For example, if the price of valuable imported goods such as gas or natural materials
         increases too high, it can cause a high inflation problem and thus damage to export.
         One way of stabilizing the economy against external shock is to diversify trade partners.
         By increasing the number of trade partners, an economy may reduce vulnerability to
         external shock. In this regard, Korea has slowly but constantly increased and diversified
         its trade partners. To effectively evaluate the level of diversification of trade
         partnership, I create the Gini index type of export (import) diversification index.
         The Gini index measures the extent to which the distribution of income among individuals
         or households in an economy deviates from a perfectly equal distribution. Following
         the same logic, I measure Korea’s trade diversification across ten different regions
         and fifty most important trading partners.[8] The Gini index of trade diversification varies between 0 (perfect equality) and 100
         (perfect inequality).
      

      
      According to this measurement, Korea has been successful in diversifying its trade
         partners across diverse regions and countries and thus reduced trade dependence on
         a specific region or partner. In terms of distribution of export and import across
         top fifty countries with which Korea trades, the export Gini index value declined
         from 76 in 1987 to 64 in 2014. More interestingly, the import Gini index value decreased
         from 81 in 1979 to 63 in 2014. In terms of Korea’s trade diversification across ten
         different regions of the world, the export (import) Gini index value declined from
         66 (66) in 1988 to 61 (59) in 2014. These results imply that Korea’s trade dependence
         on a specific country or a region has continuously declined.
      

      
      To some extent, the Korean government’s “nordpolitik” policy in 1980s, which opened
         trade markets to China, the Soviet Union, and other socialist countries, was consistent
         with the government trade policy of diversification. Since then, Korea has strengthened
         its trade ties even with socialist countries. The end of the Cold War also contributed
         to diversification of economic partners. Overall, this strategy has reduced Korea’s
         economic dependence on the US economy. The United States was the top trade partner
         of Korea until 1990s. But, in the twenty-first century, China becomes the most significant
         trade partner to Korea. Figure 4.1 well shows this change.
      

      
         Korea’s Major Trade Partners (1979–2014). Source: Created by author.
            

         

      

      Another consequence of this aggressive economic liberalization policy is increasing
         dependence of the Korean economy on international trade. Throughout its developmental
         history, this export-led economy was highly dependent on international trade. But,
         international trade of goods and service did not account for more than 60 percent
         of its GDP (gross domestic product) up until 1990s. In the twenty-first century, however,
         the trade share of the GDP has continuously increased, and it exceeded 100 percent
         in 2010. Korea is now the only OECD member that its trade volume is greater than the
         size of GDP. This implies that the Korean economy becomes very sensitive and vulnerable
         to fluctuations in external economic conditions. Since this economic vulnerability
         can be converted into political vulnerability to external forces and pressure, this
         creates negative environments for the Korean government in regard to making autonomous
         and independent foreign policy.
      

      
      Moreover, if we look at the number of key items that the Korean economy depends on
         for its export and import, its dependence on a small number of items has deepened,
         posing a potential threat to its economic stability. The share of top seven biggest
         items in the total export (import) volume has continuously increased. Although it
         was less than 50 percent in 1980s and 60 percent in 1990s, the share increased more
         than 70 percent in 2000 and reached to 77 percent in 2010. Deepening export dependence
         on a smaller number of items such as automobiles, mobile communication devices, and
         semi-conductors indicates that the Korean economy becomes very sensitive and vulnerable
         to external shock or economic condition changes. Similarly, the share of top seven
         biggest items in the total import has also continuously increased.
      

      
      Implications for South Korea’s Foreign Policy

      
      As discussed in the previous section, the changes that globalization has brought to
         the Korean economy are rapid economic liberalization through FTAs, growing dependence
         of the Korean economy on international trade, and its deepening dependence on a smaller
         number of trade items. These changes have created a number of challenges and opportunities
         to Korea in the twenty-first century. First, FTAs can be both a challenge and an opportunity
         to Korea. Although the overall tariff rates have declined over time, especially after
         the 1990s, the Korean government has selectively protected key industries such as
         automobile, primary good industries, healthcare, and education services. However,
         as Korea pursues trade liberalization through creation of FTAs such as Korea-US FTA
         in recent years, it is getting hard for the Korean government to maintain protectionist
         measures on these industries.
      

      
      Moreover, the more FTAs Korea participates in, the more complicated it is to understand
         the impact of FTAs on the economy. Although FTAs create opportunities for Korea by
         expanding export markets and enhancing the rule of law in the FTA partners, it becomes
         an increasing difficult task to figure out how a FTA affects the national economy
         and to what extent. If “by far the largest gains from FTAs accrue from what you give
         up, not what you extract from others” (Armstrong 2012, 38), governments need to pay
         close attention to the impact of a FTA on consumers’ interests on imported goods and
         services and take a careful approach in dealing with comprehensive multilateral FTAs
         such as the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Nevertheless, the Seoul government has
         been recently aggressive in creating FTAs in terms of both the number of FTAs and
         the total time spent on negotiations, in comparison to other countries. The average
         negation time spent by the Korean government with its FTA partner(s) before a FTA
         is concluded is a bit longer than three years, which is relatively short. For example,
         the Korean government spent only 2.5 years before signing the FTA agreement with China.
         Since FTAs have long-term, multi-dimensional effects on the society, its industrial,
         labor, welfare, health, or environmental policies, the Korean government needs to
         approach FTAs from a comprehensive picture of FTA assessment.
      

      
      Another issue in the Korean economy is its deepening economic dependence on China.
         Since China became South Korea’s top trade partner in 2004, their bilateral trade
         volume has increased over time, reaching about 21 percent of Korea’s total trade in
         2014. On one hand, as China emerges as a rival to the United States economically and
         politically, Korea’s high level of trade dependence on China can cause political,
         diplomatic, and economic difficulties for South Korea. Also, the Korean economy can
         be easily susceptible to a slowdown in China’s economy. On the other hand, trade integration
         can also work as an amalgam of economic progress and political cooperation. As a liberal
         theory explains (Flores-Macías et al. 2013; Hwang 2010), trading partners are likely
         to politically cooperate with each other. Thus, Korea can use deepening economic ties
         with China to develop a strategic and cooperative relationship. In addition, in terms
         of commodity types, about two thirds of Korea’s exported goods to China are not final
         consumption goods, which is higher than for the United States (33.3 percent) and Japan
         (48.3 percent) (Choi 2012). Since this type of commodity receives high levels of tariff
         benefits, it can be said that trade with China brings greater economic benefits to
         the Korean economy than trade with other countries. Then, the decision that Korea
         will make does not have to be located somewhere in between political cooperation with
         the United States and economic benefits with China. Rather, the Korean government
         can focus on how to utilize its economic policies to promote bilateral cooperation
         between Korea and China and hence geo-political stability in the region.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  Of courses, there are other institutional or structural factors that offered a positive
                  environment for the Korean economy. One of them is, ironically, the consequences of
                  the Korean War. Although the Seoul government initiated a partial land reform after
                  independence from Japanese imperialism, it was the Korean War that significantly contributed
                  to the transformation of the society into a relatively equal society. Unlike Latin
                  American countries or other newly independent countries, the Korean society was not
                  under the control of a few giant bureaucrats or merchants right after the Korean War.
                  This environment helped the Korean government to relatively easily regroup the society
                  and push forward its development strategy effectively.
               

            

         

         
            2.  Largely, the volume of export of these items as a percentage of GDP has increased
                  over time: 22.7 (1990), 26.9 (2000), 23.8 (2010), and 24.1 (2014).
               

            

         

         
            3.  The soft budget constraint problem occurs in the situations where government financial
                  support (or expectation of financial support) for firms undermines their incentive
                  to perform well and efficiently.
               

            

         

         
            4.  Small and Medium Business Administration that is designed to help small and medium-sized
                  businesses and firms was established only in 1996.
               

            

         

         
            5.  These FTAs became effective with Chile (2004), Singapore (2006), EFTA (European Free
                  Trade Association, 2006), ASEAN (2007), India (2010), European Union (2011), Peru
                  (2011), United States (2012), Turkey (2013), Australia (2014), and Canada (2014).
                  Four other bilateral FTAs are concluded with Columbia, China, New Zealand, and Vietnam.
                  Three others are under negotiation with Indonesia, China-Japan, and RCEP (Regional
                  Comprehensive Economic Partnership).
               

            

         

         
            6.  Another noticeable thing that a FTA may generate is its impact on non-FTA countries.
                  Scholars have argued whether FTA formation works as stumbling blocks or stepping-stones
                  for higher levels of multilateral trade liberalization.
               

            

         

         
            7.  Changing values of products is highly influenced by exchange rate systems. Like most
                  developing countries before 1990s, therefore, South Korea adopted a fixed exchange
                  rate system as a strategy of stabilizing the economy and trade. Among many advantages
                  of employing a fixed exchange rate system, one of them is to easily stabilize the
                  economy by maintaining low inflation and removing uncertainty in the economy. On the
                  other hand, one of the disadvantages of this system is a high vulnerability to external
                  shocks such as speculative attacks or contagion effects. In fact, right after the
                  1997 financial crisis, Korea decided to adopt a floating exchange rate system.
               

            

         

         
            8.  The ten classified regions are Asia, Europe, North American, Latin America, Middle
                  East, Eastern Europe, Oceania, Southwest Asia, Africa, and others. We examined the
                  top fifty trading partners to Korea because they explain at least 98 percent of the
                  total trade each year during the period of analysis.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 5

      Globalization

      
         
         
         An Opportunity for Expanding Power

         
      

      
      Foreign Aid as a Source of Power

      
      This chapter explains how globalization has created an incentive for the Korean government
         to reach out to countries in the world. Economic development provides the government
         with the resources to effectively achieve this goal. As a specific example, this chapter
         explores the politics of Korea’s Official Development Assistance (ODA) and empirically
         examines factors that significantly affect ODA decisions.
      

      
      Globalization and economic development have changed South Korea’s foreign policy preference
         and behavior (Heo and Roehrig 2014). A remarkable history of economic success in last
         few decades has enhanced the public’s national pride in South Korea and creates a
         momentum among citizens to step up as a valuable global player in international affairs.
         South Korea’s active participation in UN peacekeeping operations (Ko 2012; Roehring
         2013) well represents the case. Globalization has also promoted Korea’s national interests
         abroad. That is, high competition in the international markets creates an incentive
         for the Korean government to develop new economic partnerships with developing countries
         for the purpose of securing energy and natural resources, exporting markets, or business
         ventures. Increased interconnectedness between countries through trade and financial
         relations creates an opportunity for countries including South Korea to effectively
         influence each other.
      

      
      Among other economic measures, foreign aid is a powerful tool through which a donor
         state can draw cooperation from its recipient. This is because foreign aid can generate
         positive sentiments toward donors from the recipient countries at both government
         and society levels. Foreign aid may also work as a leverage through which a donor
         can generate pressure or influence on a recipient to draw policy cooperation in various
         areas. Donor states can make a threat to cut foreign aid to recipients or offer a
         reward of foreign aid to potential recipients for their policy cooperation.[1] Korea’s efforts to develop partnerships worldwide and enhance its international role
         in the fields of international security and humanitarian aid can be considered as
         part of Korea’s middle power diplomacy (Lincan and Voicila 2015). That is, as a middle
         power, Korea is implementing a diplomacy strategy that boosts its international image
         and influence on international affairs through its soft power resources such as foreign
         aid.[2] 
      

      
      However, foreign aid decision is not always or fully driven by political consideration
         or a diplomatic strategy. In fact, practical needs from a recipient such as rescue
         from economic troubles, extreme poverty, pandemic diseases, or natural disasters are
         important factors that affect foreign aid flows (for example, Alesina and Dollar 2000;
         Boone 1996; Collier and Dollar 2002). Also, historical factors such as donors’ colonial
         ties with recipients can positively influence foreign aid decisions (Alesina and Weder
         2002; Neumayer 2003; Svensson 1999). Nevertheless, donors’ interest in drawing cooperation
         from recipients still works as a strong factor that affects the distribution of foreign
         aid. For example, since the 1980s, the Washington government has followed other countries’
         voting records on important issues to its national interest in the UN General Assembly
         and linked the records to its decision about foreign aid (Dreher et al. 2008; Kegley
         and Hook 1991; Wang 1999).[3] 
      

      
      Especially when a country takes an important position in international institutions
         such as a temporary membership in the UN Security Council (UNSC), the country is very
         likely to receive foreign aid (Alesina and Weder 2002; Kuziemko and Werker 2006; Schraeder,
         Hook, and Taylor 1998) or favorable treatment from the International Monetary Fund
         (IMF) (Dreher, Sturm, and Vreeland 2009a) or the World Bank (Dreher, Sturm, and Vreeland
         2009b). For example, Kuziemko and Werker (2006) report that the UNSC members receive
         59 percent more foreign aid from the United States than non-members do. Dreher and
         his colleagues (2009a) show that a temporary member of the UNSC is more likely to
         participate in IMF programs and have fewer numbers of conditions in the program than
         non-members. In another study, they also claim that temporary membership on the UNSC
         is positively associated with the number of World Bank projects a country receives
         (Dreher et al. 2009b).
      

      
      The empirical evidence on the link between foreign aid and political cooperation between
         the sender and the recipient is mixed. A number of studies report a limited relationship
         between foreign aid and political cooperation. Kegley and Hook (1991) show that there
         is no positive relationship between US foreign aid and the recipient’s voting cooperation
         with it in the UNGA. Wang (1999) reports that US foreign aid promotes political cooperation
         only in the votes identified by the United States as important. Dreher (2008) argues
         that aid in the form of loans or food aid is not effective in generating political
         support while general budget support or grants are. This is because the latter has
         a direct and strong impact on the recipient’s budget and is perceived to be more benevolent
         than the former.
      

      
      Still, there is ample evidence that shows significant effects of foreign aid on promotion
         of political cooperation between the sender and the recipient. For example, Dreher
         and Sturm (2012) report that recipients of financial support from the IMF and the
         World Bank are more likely to vote in line with G7 countries. Another study argues
         that temporary members of the UNSC who receive US foreign aid and a large number of
         loan programs from the IMF and the World Bank are more likely to vote similarly with
         the United States or other permanent members than other temporary members who do not
         receive these financial benefits (Hwang et al. 2015). However, since most previous
         works exclusively focus on the United States or great powers as donors, it is not
         clear whether a similar link between foreign aid and policy cooperation can be found
         in other smaller countries like South Korea. In this regard, this chapter contributes
         to the literature on the foreign aid-cooperation nexus by examining South Korea’s
         ODA politics.
      

      
      Korea’s ODA Politics

      
      Up until the early 1990s after the Korean War, South Korea remained as a recipient
         of foreign aid. During the period, Korea received about thirteen billion US dollars
         from other countries especially from the United States. It is well known that this
         foreign aid significantly contributed to the success of the Korean economy. Thanks
         to the so-called “miracle of the Han river” and economic success, South Korea became
         the first country that transformed from a recipient country to a donor country in
         the history of foreign aid (Chun, Munyi, and Lee 2010).
      

      
      Prior to its entry into the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC), which is
         a forum among donor states to discuss issues surrounding foreign aid and underdevelopment
         in developing countries, in 2009, South Korea only occasionally provided financial
         or technical assistance to other developing countries in the 1970s and 1980s. This
         fast-growing economy became a serious donor in the international community in the
         1990s. Since then, the size of Korea’s ODA, which is the most common type of foreign
         aid, has continuously increased over time. The total ODA was about $264.7 million
         in 2001, $802.3 million in 2008, and then about $1.857 billion in 2014. In terms of
         ODA as a percentage of gross national income, it was less than 0.04 percent on average
         in 1990s and 0.07 percent in 2000s. It increased to 0.12 percent in 2010 and 0.14
         percent in 2012. After joining DAC, the Korean government pledged to increase its
         ODA amount up to 0.25 percent of gross national income. Likewise, Korea has taken
         ODA seriously and continues to increase its financial contribution to the international
         community. Although the total amount of Korea’s ODA is relatively smaller than the
         ones of many other OECD countries, it is obvious that Korea’s ODA policy has gained
         a strong foothold in its foreign policy over time.
      

      
      Korea’s ODA is largely divided into concessional loans and grants. Loans are mainly
         executed through the Economic Development Cooperation Fund (EDCF) by the Korea Export
         Import Bank (Eximbank), and grants mainly by the Korea International Cooperation Agency
         (KOICA) (Chun et al. 2010). There are a few noticeable characteristics of Korea’s
         ODA. First, although the size of grant disbursement is larger than the size of loans,
         Korea’s grant/total ODA ratio is relatively low among DAC countries. For example,
         the average grant/ODA ratio among all DAC members was about 96.5 percent in 2014,
         while it was 72.4 percent in Korea. Similarly, the ratio in Korea was 68.8 percent
         on average in 1990s and 75.3 percent in 2000s. Grants are free donation that do not
         require recipients to pay back the principal to donors, while loans are needed to
         be paid back to the donor along with small or close to zero interest. The relatively
         low grant/ODA ratio in Korea may reflect the Korean government’s belief on the effectiveness
         of loans over grants in term of incentivizing recipients for fiscal prudence, which
         results from its own historical experience (Chun et al. 2010). More importantly, a
         relatively low grant/ODA ratio also implies that Korea has a better leverage over
         the recipient than others, and thus it is easier for Korea to draw cooperation from
         the recipient.
      

      
      Korea’s ODA Disbursement Criteria

      
      How does Korea decide to disburse its ODA to others? By examining the disbursement
         criteria and its actual practices, we will be able to evaluate whether Korea’s ODA
         disbursement is driven by humanitarian consideration, political and diplomatic strategy,
         or both. There are several factors that influence the ODA disbursement decision. First
         of all, Korea’s ODA disbursement decision is influenced by humanitarian needs such
         as poverty alleviation, sustainable development assistance, education promotion, and
         rescue from natural disasters or diseases. As a former recipient of foreign aid, Korea
         understands the necessity and effectiveness of foreign aid and assistance for developing
         countries more than any other donor countries. However, it is Korea’s own economic
         and political motives that also strongly affect its ODA disbursement policy. The Korean
         Prime Minister Office report in 2013 clearly states this point (The Korean Prime Minister
         Office 2013). According to the selection criteria of the main ODA targets explained
         in the report, Korea places a great importance on economic cooperation opportunity
         (35 percent) or diplomatic relations with a country (20 percent) rather than a country’s
         economic need (15 percent) or the UN human development index of a country (5 percent)
         (Cho and Jung 2015).[4] This shows that economic and political consideration is the main drive of ODA disbursement
         decision in Korea.
      

      
      Economically, as a way of stabilizing and diversifying the supply channel of energy
         and natural resources and thus enhancing its competitive power in global business,
         the Seoul government has pursued partnerships with resource-rich developing countries.
         In this regard, Korea’s ODA policy has been considered as a tool for so-called resource
         diplomacy. Resource diplomacy is diplomacy to establish partnerships with resource-rich
         countries in the world in order to enhance a nation’s access to resources and its
         energy security (Kalinowski and Cho 2012). For example, according to a study (Chun
         et al. 2010), more than half of Korea’s ODA have been allocated to Asian countries
         in particular to those with which Korea has strong business interests such as Sri
         Lanka, Indonesia, and the Philippines. Since 2006, Korea has expanded the volume of
         ODA that goes to countries in Africa and Middle East such as Angola, Egypt, or Morocco.
         This trend can be explained by Korea’s economic interests of securing energy sources
         or relieving the risk of over-reliance of oil import from the Middle East.
      

      
      Politically, Korea has sought to build and cultivate cooperative relations with developing
         countries as a strategy to expand its soft power (Hwang 2014). Especially since 2008,
         the Korean government has maintained the “Global Korea” policy, which was initiated
         under the President Lee Myung-bak administration. This policy emphasizes South Korea’s
         active international role in global affairs. Due to its geographical location and
         limited state capacity, for example, traditionally Korea was not much interested in
         building relations with African countries. However, in the twenty-first century, Korea
         became increasingly interested in cultivating relations with African countries. Under
         the “Framework for Korea-Africa Development Cooperation 2009–2012” which was issued
         during the second Korea-Africa Forum in 2009, Korea has increased its ODA allocation
         to African countries. Also, by increasing the volume of trade and investment and also
         promoting inter-government dialogues with African countries for economic development
         assistance, the Korean government has tried to institutionalize its relations with
         them and expand its soft power and positioning in the region (Cho 2005; Hwang 2014).[5] In sum, ODA along with other measures has been used as a policy tool for its global
         strategy to translate its economic power and resource into global political influence
         (Kalinowski and Cho 2012).[6] 
      

      
      Empirical Test of ODA Disbursement Decision

      
      As discussed above, although humanitarian needs lie behind foreign aid donation, Korea’s
         ODA policy has been strongly influenced by its national interests. To systemically
         test this speculation, I empirically analyze the determinants of Korea’s ODA disbursement.
         To this end, I collect data on Korea’s annual ODA disbursement to a country (natural
         logarithm form of millions of US dollars) between 1991 and 2012 from the World Bank
         (2015). To measure the degree of humanitarian need from a country, I use a country’s
         GDP per capita. I expect that the lower the value of GDP per capita, the more likely
         the country receives Korea’s ODA.
      

      
      To measure Korea’s economic interests in a country, I use the total bilateral trade
         volume and Korea’s foreign direct investment (FDI) outflows to a country. As the trade
         or investment tie with a country becomes strong, the size of Korea’s ODA an economic
         partner receives is likely to increase. The trade and FDI data comes from the Bank
         of Korea, the Korea Exim Bank, and Ministry of Trade, Industry, and Energy in Korea.
         To account for a potential endogeneity and nonlinearity issues, I use lagged and natural
         logarithm forms of these variables. If Korea’s economic motive is a strong factor
         in explaining ODA disbursement, these variables are expected to be positively significant.
      

      
      Korea’s political interests are measured in two different ways. If a country is a
         member of the UNSC, the country is likely to draw Korea’s attention. Also, if a country
         maintains similar foreign policy preferences with Korea, Korea is likely to help this
         country. Thus, a country’s membership in the UNSC and the ideal point difference between
         Korea and a country are used to measure Korea’s political interests in the equation
         of ODA disbursement. The ideal point estimate data comes from Bailey et al. (2015).
      

      
      A country’s power and its regime type may be also associated with an ODA disbursement
         decision. That is, a stronger country is not likely to be the target of Korea’s ODA,
         while a democracy is likely to receive it. A nation’s power is measured using national
         capability data (version 4.0) from the Correlates of War project (Singer 1987). Democracy
         is measured using the Polity IV data set (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2013). For easy
         interpretation, I add ten to the original values, and thus the scale of this measure
         varies from zero to twenty. To account for country fixed effects and heteroscedasticity,
         I use an ordinary least squared regression with Driscoll-Kraay standard errors (Driscoll
         and Kraay 1998).
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      Table 5.1 reports the empirical results. As the table shows, the coefficient of the
         GDP per capita variable is negative and statistically significant, which indicates
         that Korea’s ODA decision is strongly influenced by the recipient’s economic condition
         and humanitarian need. However, both trade and FDI variables also have positive and
         statistically significant coefficients. This implies that Korea’s economic interests
         and consideration are also strong factors that explain its ODA disbursement policy.
         In addition, a country that is a member of the UNSC is more likely to receive Korea’s
         ODA than non-members. Foreign policy preference similarity also matters in explaining
         Korea’s decision of ODA. A country that shares similar foreign policy preference with
         South Korea is more likely to receive Korea’s ODA than other countries with dissimilar
         preferences. This result confirms that Korea’s political motive is also an important
         factor in the process of ODA disbursement decision. However, the regime type variable
         or a country’s power variable does not appear to have statistically significant effects
         on ODA disbursement.
      

      
      Overall, the empirical results are very consistent with the policies articulated in
         the Korean Prime Minister Office report in 2013. Both a recipient’s economic need
         and South Korea’s national interests of building strong economic and political ties
         with developing countries significantly affect Korea’s ODA disbursement decision.
      

      
      Conclusions

      
      In this chapter, I explained how globalization and economic development have created
         an incentive and an opportunity for the Korean government to seek economic partners
         worldwide. As a specific example, this chapter explored the politics of Korea’s ODA
         and empirically examined factors that significantly affected its ODA decisions.
      

      
      What we learned from the evaluation of Korea’s ODA politics is that economic risers
         like South Korea are likely to seek political power and influence in world politics
         through active participation in international organizations or financial contribution
         to the international community. Accumulated economic and material resources enable
         them to achieve this goal effectively. In this regard, foreign aid works as a source
         of political power. As realists may argue, the decision of foreign aid allocation
         is political to a great extent. Korea is no exception. Although a developmental state
         has transformed into a liberal state in the era of globalization, the Seoul government
         still plays an important role in promoting business interests abroad through its leverage
         of foreign aid. To secure energy and natural resources and maintain cooperative relations
         with developing countries, Korea has used foreign aid as a policy tool.
      

      
      Yet, Korea’s global strategy to expand its political and cultural power through economic
         assets may not work if it focuses on its own interest too much rather than the recipient’s
         needs. When the recipient considers foreign aid as a means for the sender to coopt
         itself rather than a sincere benevolent action, foreign aid fails to generate positive
         sentiments from recipients toward the sender (Kegley and Hook 1991). In this regard,
         the success of Korea’s ODA politics will depend on how seriously Korea cares for the
         problems facing developing countries and caters to the recipient’s need.
      

      
      In addition, Korea’s contribution to international efforts to address underdevelopment
         issues is limited. The size of Korea’s ODA is not as big as other DAC members’ contributions.
         As previous works report, foreign aid may not carry positive spillover effects on
         political cooperation if the size of foreign aid is not significantly big enough.
         Moreover, it is not clear whether Korea’s ODA or other soft power assets are generating
         influence on its recipients in real politics. In this regard, in chapter 9, I examine
         whether Korea’s ODA and other economic resources draw policy cooperation from its
         ODA recipients or trade partners.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  However, analyzing the causal link between foreign aid and policy cooperation is
                  not simple. As realists argue, it is possible that threats or promises that come with
                  foreign aid from donors actually influence states’ policy behavior. But, as liberals
                  may claim, states that share similar policy preferences with potential donors are
                  more likely and easily to receive foreign aid than other states. Researchers need
                  to address this potential simultaneity issue in their theoretical and empirical work
                  in a rigorous way.
               

            

         

         
            2.  The middle-power diplomacy is diplomacy that focuses on making up the hard-power
                  shortages with the soft-power assets such as economic and cultural resources. Middle
                  powers like South Korea try to increase their influence on international affairs by
                  acting as a bridge between large and small powers. 
               

            

         

         
            3.  Examples of important resolutions include sanctions on Cuba, human rights issues
                  in Iran, Syria, or North Korea, Israeli issues, and nuclear and ballistic missile
                  proliferation.
               

            

         

         
            4.  Other factors include the achievement of the Millennium Developmental Goals (10 percent)
                  and the size of Korean residents in the country (3 percent).
               

            

         

         
            5.  For example, President Roh Moo-hyun launched the Korea’s Initiative for Africa’s
                  Development (KIAD) after his visit to Algeria, Egypt, and Nigeria in 2006. This initiative
                  set out to promote a comprehensive framework for Korea’s cooperation with African
                  countries (Hwang 2014).
               

            

         

         
            6.  Korea’s ODA policy is also influenced by external circumstances and its alliance
                  tie with the United States to some extent. For example, during the Iraq War, Korea
                  increased its size of reconstruction and relief aid to Afghanistan and Iraq in accordance
                  with the US efforts in the region (Chun, Munyi, and Lee 2010).
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 6

       Paradoxical Consequence of Globalization on Domestic Politics

      
         
         
      

      
      In chapter 6, I explore how globalization has brought about a paradoxical consequence
         with respect to the relations between domestic and international politics. On the
         one hand, globalization and its associated neo-liberal reforms weakened the power
         of the government over the market. In addition, thanks to the end of the Cold War,
         the domestic politics of South Korea are no longer constrained as much by external
         forces and security conditions. As a consequence, domestic societal interests and
         issues have become salient in shaping foreign policy. On the other hand, the process
         of globalization has led to an increase in the influence of international forces over
         the domestic economy, politics, and society. The government cannot manage the national
         economy and social policies as effectively as it used to do. Moreover, civil society
         organizations and citizens more generally have consequently become vulnerable to external
         forces. To explore these changes, this chapter examines the example of labor rights
         in Korea. This chapter shows that labor standards in terms of both legal codes and
         the actual practices of labor rights in Korea have declined over time and that economic
         globalization has contributed to this decline.
      

      
      Globalization: 
Racing to the Bottom versus Climbing to the Top
      

      
      Globalization and Policy Convergence

      
      As the level of globalization deepens, the Korean economy becomes sensitive and vulnerable
         to international economic and political forces. That is, multinational corporations,
         foreign investors, international financial institutions, and legal agreements and
         regulations signed with foreign governments through multilateral or bilateral investment
         treaties or FTAs have a tremendous influence on the national economy. As a result,
         the government cannot manage and control the national economy and social policies
         as effectively as it used to do. Ironically, a weakened role of the home government
         in the market does not necessarily benefit citizens and domestic market players.
      

      
      Economic globalization does not mean only a high level of exchanges in goods, services,
         or labor. It also generates pressures on countries to adjust their economic or social
         policies to cope with challenges and demands resulting from economic globalization.
         As a simple trade theory explains, international trade promotes price convergence
         of trading goods between trade partners. Similarly, if economic globalization generates
         certain types of pressures on countries at the system level, we may be able to observe
         convergence of domestic economic policies across countries. Here, the important question
         is what type of pressure globalization generates and in what direction countries move
         toward as the level of economic globalization deepens. 
      

      
      South Korea, the thirteenth-largest economy in the world in 2014, has rapidly grown
         over the last several decades. Although economic globalization has contributed to
         its economic success to a great extent, not all South Koreans have enjoyed the benefits
         of economic globalization and success. In particular, labor in Korea is on the losing
         side of globalization. 
      

      
      With respect to the impact of economic globalization on labor, proponents of the “climb
         to the top (California effect)” argue that countries with relatively loose regulation
         on labor rights take regulatory cues from highly regulated countries and thus improve
         even their labor standards. On the other hand, the “race to the bottom” argument suggests
         that competitive pressures force governments and corporations to lower their labor
         standards to remain competitive in global markets. Although scholarly debate and empirical
         works on this topic are extensive, no studies have empirically tested these claims
         in the context of South Korea.
      

      
      In this regard, this chapter explores the link between globalization and labor standards
         in terms of both legal codes and the actual practices of labor rights. As Greenhill
         and his colleagues suggest (2009), I examine how bilateral trade relationships affect
         labor rights and practice in trade partners. If labor standards are transferred from
         a country to another through their economic channels, it is essential to examine bilateral
         trade volumes weighted by their labor standards in order to evaluate the race to the
         bottom (or top) argument. Also, it is not only trade but also foreign direct investment
         (FDI) that strongly affects the economy and may bring changes in labor rights. In
         this regard, I also examine bilateral flows of FDI. Finally, legal codes of labor
         rights cannot be lowered easily especially because of the visibility of this policy
         change and resistance of labor unions or other social groups to the change. In contrast,
         compliance with labor standards is not directly observed by the public, and thus it
         may reflect the external pressure of changes in labor rights effectively. Thus, along
         with labor rights law and standards, I also examine the actual practices of labor
         rights in this chapter. 
      

      
      Racing to the Bottom or Climbing to the Top?

      
      Numerous studies have explored the link between economic globalization and labor (human)
         rights (e.g., Blanton and Blanton 2007; Greenhill et al. 2009; Kucera 2002; Mosley
         and Uno 2007). The race to the bottom thesis argues that competitive pressures force
         countries to lower their labor standards to remain competitive in global markets (Collinsworth,
         Goold, and Harvey 1994; Mosley and Uno 2007). Growing international competition forces
         national governments to cut labor costs by reducing social spending programs to improve
         domestic firms’ competitiveness in the international market (Rudra 2002; Swank 1998).
         Greater capital mobility and trade openness have arguably undermined the ability of
         governments to respond to economic and social problems such as abuses of labor rights
         and unemployment attendant on the process of liberalization, while providing better
         legal protections for multinationals that may threaten labor rights. Moreover, in
         the era of globalized deregulated capital, labor unions find themselves increasingly
         powerless in bargaining with employers who remain in their domestic markets (Levitsky
         and Way 1998; Murillo 2001; Levitsky 2003). As the proportion of the workforce in
         manufacturing has declined in industrialized economies, so has union membership. Union
         power has also been adversely affected by an increase in more precarious, less secure
         part-time employment which, according to one study, now stands out as a prominent
         feature of contemporary labor markets (Buddelmeyer et al. 2005). Out of concerns of
         job insecurity, labor workers are less likely to formally express their dissent than
         before (Graham 1995). The growth of FDI also leads to a decline in labor rights. Competitive
         pressures on governments force governments to relax regulations on firms’ activities
         (Drezner 2000). Heightened exit and outsourcing threats by multinational corporations
         and investors may constrain governments’ efforts on welfare and labor rights. FDI
         flows are not only driven by big consumer markets but also by low labor and production
         costs in many cases. Accordingly, FDI is relevant to a growth in part-time, contingent
         workers in service and manufacturing sectors (Sassen 1991), job insecurity (Brady
         and Wallace 2000), weak union power (Levitsky 2003), and thus weakened labor rights.
         
      

      
      In marked contrast to this argument, proponents of the “race to the top (California
         effect)” argue that less regulated countries take regulatory cues from more regulated
         countries and thus improve labor standards (Greenhill et al. 2009; Guthrie 2006; Moran,
         Graham, and Blomstrom 2005; Vogel 2005). Countries with higher labor standards can
         urge their trade partners with lower labor standards to improve the rule of law and
         protection of labor rights via consumer pressures or economic sanctions.[1] The inclusion of labor provisions into bilateral or multilateral trade agreements
         can also generate pressures on member states to promote labor rights.[2]  Optimistic accounts also claim that FDI promotes labor rights. This is because first
         multinational corporations from developed countries can bring better practices for
         labor rights to underdeveloped host countries (Garcia-Johnson 2000). In addition,
         importation of higher standards and practices may generate positive spillover effects
         on other local companies and host governments. Multinational corporations may encourage
         them to improve labor rights and practices (Richards et al. 2001). Also, since FDI
         occurs mostly between developed countries, lowering labor and production costs is
         not the main drive that affects the decision of foreign investments. In many cases,
         FDI is motivated by skilled labor or big consumer markets. Therefore, multinational
         corporations have an incentive to employ labor-friendly policies such as investment
         on employee training and higher wages (Garrett 1998; Spar 1999). This claim receives
         empirical support from similar studies that find countries with better labor standards
         tend to attract more FDI (e.g., Blanton and Blanton 2007). 
      

      
      Meanwhile, empirical evidence on the link between economic globalization and labor
         rights is mixed. Aggarwal (1995) reports the positive relationship between developing
         countries while Rodrik (1997) identifies its negative relationship. Mosley and Uno
         (2007) claim that foreign direct investment inflows contribute to increases in labor
         rights, while trade openness has downward pressures on collective labor rights. Greenhill
         and his colleagues argue (2009) that the labor standards of a country are positively
         influenced by the labor standards of its trading partners, not necessarily by its
         overall levels of trade competition. Kucera (2002) and Sorens and Ruger (2012) find
         no significant impact of FDI on labor rights. 
      

      
      Both claims have strong theoretical grounds and empirical support, and debates and
         studies on the link between economic globalization and labor standards are still active.
         Nevertheless, there are a few limitations in the previous studies. First, empirical
         studies of FDI on labor rights in developed countries are quite limited. This line
         of research has been applied to mostly developing countries and only a few developed
         countries especially the United States (Graham 1997; Brady and Wallace 2000).[3]  What we do not know in this field of research is therefore whether FDI and trade
         ties generate any impact on labor rights in developed countries beyond the United
         States and what the relationship is. Also, by ignoring from which country FDI and
         imports inflow and to which country FDI and exports outflow at the dyadic level, scholars
         have failed to examine diverse mechanisms that FDI and trade may create under different
         contexts. In this regard, the following section examines how bilateral trade and FDI
         affect labor rights in South Korea.
      

      
      Bilateral Trade, FDI, and Labor Rights in South Korea

      
      Several factors explain the success of the export-led Korean economy: state capacity
         to create powerful and autonomous bureaucratic agencies and their insulation from
         particular societal interests, the Cold War geopolitical environments, and US support.
         Needless to say, however, international trade is one of the key factors that explain
         the economic success of South Korea. Trade volume as a percentage of GDP has continuously
         increased over time, exceeding more than 100 percentage of GDP in 2010. Foreign direct
         investment into South Korea has also increased over time especially after the 1997
         financial crisis. Before 1997, the average amount of FDI was $ 1 billion per year.
         However, between 1997 and 2002, the average FDI increased to $11.4 billion.
      

      
      With respect to labor rights in South Korea, there are a few notable changes in the
         inflows of trade and FDI. First, Korea’s trade and FDI partners have been diversified.
         Especially, China has become a very significant economic partner to Korea. Since the
         diplomatic relationship between South Korea and China (the People’s Republic of China)
         was established in 1992, for example, the bilateral trade volume has continuously
         increased. Although it was only about $4.4 billion in 1991, it increased to about
         $41.2 billion in 2001 and then about $229 billion in 2013. Ever since the trade volume
         between South Korea and China exceeded the volume of Korea-US trade in 2004, the gap
         has increased over time, reaching about 2.2 times in 2012. Since China maintains labor
         standards lower than the United States or Japan, two other significant trade partners
         to Korea, Korea is less likely to face pressures to promote labor standards from China.
      

      
      Second, in terms of FDI, between 1985 and 2013, the biggest investor was the United
         States. The average US FDI out of total FDI was about 28.6 percent during the period.
         However, the total FDI inflows to South Korea from other than top three investors
         (i.e., the United States, Japan, and European Union) have continuously increased:
         less than 5 percent (1985–1996), 12.6 percent (1997–2002), and 20 percent (2003–2013).
         In other words, the amount of FDI from developing countries such as Malaysia and China
         to Korea has increased in recent years. For example, the amount of bilateral foreign
         direct investment between China and South Korea was only about $43 million in 1991.
         It increased to about $723 million in 2001 and about $5.22 billion in 2011. In November,
         2014, the Seoul and Beijing governments signed the outlines of a free-trade deal that
         would remove tariffs on more than 90 percent of goods over two decades, which will
         significantly push up bilateral trade and FDI volumes.
      

      
      Third, a great amount of FDI inflow into Korea, especially after the 1997 financial
         crisis, is brown-field investment rather than green-field investment. That is, about
         61 percent of FDI was used for the purpose of merger and acquisition of existing production
         facilities rather than starting a new venture and constructing new operational facilities
         from the ground up. It is well known that green-field investments contribute to economic
         growth and development through job creation, the trickling down of skills and technology,
         and higher wages and better labor rights protection. In contrast, brown-field investments
         are associated with downsizing the labor force, mass layoffs, and less labor rights
         protection.
      

      
      Finally, increased trade and FDI with diversified partners, growing economic dependence
         on China, and brown-field investment as the dominant form of investment imply that
         these changes may have negative (at least no positive) effects on labor rights in
         South Korea. Greater capital mobility and trade openness combined with heightened
         exit threats by multinational corporations and investors may constrain government
         social protection and welfare efforts. Since growing international competition also
         forces national governments to cut labor costs by reducing social spending programs
         to improve domestic firms’ competitiveness in the international market (Rudra 2002;
         Swank 1998), similar effects may be observed in South Korea, a highly export-led economy.
         For example, according to a report,[4] the unit labor cost index, which measures nominal wage/production per labor per month
         in manufacture sectors, continuously increased since 1975 until 1995 and then decreased
         after that.[5] The index value increased by about six times (from 19 to 120) from 1975 to 1995 and
         then decreased down to about 90 in 2000 and 100 in 2011.
      

      
      As the Korean economy becomes industrialized, employment opportunities in manufacturing
         sectors decrease. So does union membership. The share of irregular, part time workers
         out of the total work force has continuously increased. Accordingly, labor becomes
         disadvantageous in bargaining with their employers or government.[6]  Since companies, consumers, and governments from new emerging economic partners
         such as China are less likely to care about labor rights than those from the United
         States and EU countries,[7]  I suspect that changes in bilateral trade and FDI contexts bring down labor standards
         especially labor practice. 
      

      
      Hypotheses

      
      Based on previous arguments, I present hypotheses as follows: increases in bilateral
         trade context lead to promotion of labor laws in South Korea as a non-OECD member
         (Hypothesis 1a), and increases in bilateral trade context do not have a significant
         impact on labor practice in South Korea as a non-OECD member (Hypothesis 1b).
      

      
      In these hypotheses, I argue that, when South Korea maintained relatively low labor
         standards as a non-member of the OECD, trade is likely to improve its labor standards.
         However, the diffusion of norms and practices regarding labor standards through trade
         is not likely to appear in labor practice. This is because changes in labor practice
         require long periods of time to improve and also because there is in general a wide
         gap between the development of labor laws and their enforcement on the ground especially
         in developing countries, which care mostly for economic growth instead of economic
         equality or labor welfare.
      

      
      However, the situation is different in developed countries. A developed country, which
         already maintains relatively high labor standards, is not likely to be pressured strongly
         by trade partners to promote its labor laws. This is especially the case when their
         significant trade partners like China do not take labor rights seriously. Since lowering
         labor standards is very visible for the public and thus faces strong criticism and
         opposition, it is also difficult for the governments in developed countries to remove
         or modify existing labor laws. The labor law improvement in the late 1990s in South
         Korea is largely explained by the influence of the OECD and the International Labor
         Organization (Watson 1998). Before and after South Korea joined the OECD in October,
         1996, other OECD member states expressed their concerns about South Korea’s labor
         laws and practices. As an export-led economy, South Korea is relatively vulnerable
         to external pressures coming from their important economic partners. Eventually, labor
         standards in Korea have been improved. As a member state of the OECD, Korea cannot
         easily lower its labor law.
      

      
      Nevertheless, due to growing international competition, even developed countries have
         an incentive to relax the enforcement of labor laws. Thus, I present the next hypotheses
         as follows: increases in bilateral trade context do not have a significant impact
         on labor laws in South Korea as an OECD member (Hypothesis 2a), and increases in bilateral
         trade context lead to deterioration in labor practice in South Korea as an OECD member
         (Hypothesis 2b).
      

      
      With respect to the relationship between FDI and labor rights, I present hypotheses
         that link country-level FDI to labor rights as follows: FDI leads to inclines in labor
         law in South Korea (Hypothesis 3a), and FDI leads to declines in labor practice in
         South Korea (Hypothesis 3b). Senders of FDI to South Korea are mostly developed countries,
         which maintain relatively higher labor standards than Korea. Therefore, I expect that
         FDI inflow to South Korea is likely to promote its labor law. However, with respect
         to labor practices, FDI inflow may not have a significant positive impact on it. In
         fact, it may deteriorate labor practices. This is especially because a great amount
         of FDI inflow in South Korea is brown-field investment.
      

      
      Empirical Test of Labor Rights Changes

      
      Model Specification

      
      The dependent variables of this empirical test are: Labor Law and Labor Practice. To measure these variables, I use a data set constructed by Kucera (2002) and Mosley
         and Uno (2007). The country-year data set covers 126 countries between 1985 and 2002.
         In this data set, I focus on collective labor rights. Collective labor rights consist
         of the legal rights of workers to freedom of association and collective bargaining.
         Specifically, it has records of thirty-seven types of violations of labor rights in
         six categories: freedom of association and collective bargaining-related liberties;
         the right to form and join unions; the right of collective bargaining; the right to
         strike; other union activities; and rights in export procession zones (Kucera 2002).
         By assigning a weighting to each violation based on its seriousness and summing all
         scores from each category, they create the annual measure of labor rights violations
         (Mosley and Uno 2007). Then, by disaggregating the measure into separate law and practice
         components, I can get Labor Law and Labor Practice variables (Greenhill et al. 2009). In the data set, the labor law variable ranges
         from 0 (greatest violations) to 28.5 (minimum violations) and the labor practice variable
         ranges from 0 (greatest violations) to 27.5 (minimum violations). 
      

      
      The key explanatory variable is bilateral trade context. For this variable, I use
         the measure developed by Greenhill and his colleagues (2009).[8] Simply put, this measure shows export dependence of the sender on the export destination
         country weighted by the destination country’s labor rights. In this way, we can evaluate
         how strongly the destination’s labor standards influence the sender country through
         their trade channels. In addition, I include the overall trade or FDI inflow volume
         as a percentage of GDP into our models to evaluate general effects of these economic
         factors on labor rights. By creating a dummy variable for South Korea and its interaction
         terms with bilateral trade context, trade, and FDI, I evaluate how these economic
         variables work in South Korea and whether there are any systemic differences between
         Korea and other countries.
      

      
      There are several control variables in the analysis. The level of economic growth,
         the size of population, the level of democracy, and the occurrence of civil war might
         be associated with trade, FDI, and labor rights. Economic growth is measured based
         on GDP per capita, and the level of democracy is measured based on polity scores in
         Polity IV data. 
      

      
      For estimation, I use regression with Driscoll and Kraay standard errors (DKSEs),
         which appropriately adjusts for the disturbances that are heteroskedastic and have
         high-order autocorrelation in the data with a pooled time-series cross-section (TSCS)
         structure (Driscoll and Kraay 1998; Hoechle 2007). 
      

      
      
         Bilateral Trade Context and Labor Rights Laws in Korea. Source: Created by author.
            

         

      

      
      Results

      
      Before empirically testing the hypotheses, I examine trends of labor law and practice
         in Korea and their differences with other OECD countries over time. Korea has maintained
         lower labor rights standards than other OECD countries between 1985 and 2002. In terms
         of labor law, there have been some fluctuations over time, while it remains almost
         constant in other OECD countries. However, when it comes to labor practice, violations
         of labor rights in both Korea and other OECD countries have continuously increased.
      

      
      According to a test of mean difference, the differences of labor rights between OECD
         countries and Korea are statistically significant. With respect to differences in
         labor law, the t-statistic is about 21.04. The t-statistic for the differences in
         labor practice is about 9.84. To evaluate how bilateral trade context affects labor
         rights in South Korea, I created figure 6.1 and figure 6.2 which show trends of labor
         law and practice in South Korea and its trade partners weighted by their bilateral
         trade volume. Although it is not perfectly clear, what we can find in the figure is
         that the difference in labor law between South Korea and its trade partners tends
         to lessen over time. Also, violations of labor practice on both sides tend to increase.
         Broadly, this preliminary analysis supports the hypotheses.
      

      
         Bilateral Trade Context and Labor Rights Practices in Korea. Source: Created by author.
            

         

      

      Table 6.1 shows the results of statistical analysis of our hypotheses. Consistent
         with the preliminary analysis, results in model 1.1 show that Korea in general maintains
         lower labor standards in both labor law and practice than other OECD countries and
         even developing countries. However, there is some evidence that bilateral trade context
         matters, as shown in model 1.2. As trade volume with countries that have high labor
         standards increases, labor standards in South Korea are also likely to increase. However,
         we do not observe the same effects with respect to labor practice, as reported in
         model 1.4. FDI does not have any significant effect on labor law in South Korea, but
         it deteriorates its labor practice.
      

      
      To see how these results change when I examine Korea before and after joining the
         OECD, I test our hypotheses in two samples.
      

      
      As table 6.2 shows, bilateral trade context promotes labor law in Korea when it is
         not a member of the OECD, while it does not bring any significant changes to labor
         practice. However, when Korea is a member of the OECD, bilateral trade context deteriorates
         its labor law. It also has a negative impact on labor practice, although statistically
         insignificant. Overall, the implication of these results is similar to the one in
         table 6.1. FDI appears to promote labor law but deteriorate labor practice when South
         Korea is a member of the OECD, which is consistent with our expectation. But, when
         Korea is underdeveloped, FDI inflow tends to deteriorate labor law but promote labor
         practice.
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      Conclusions

      
      It is widely argued that economic integration generates pressures on economic partners
         to adjust their domestic economic and social policies. However, the impact of economic
         integration on labor rights in developing and developed countries cannot be easily
         summarized. Especially without examining bilateral trade and FDI contexts, theoretically
         and practically, it is difficult to identify the connection between economic globalization
         and labor rights. This section provides quantitative evidence that labor standards
         in South Korea are influenced by its trade partners’ labor standards. When South Korea
         was relatively underdeveloped, the labor standards in its export destinations tended
         to promote South Korea’s labor law. However, it does not have such effects on labor
         practice. When South Korea becomes relatively developed, the labor standards in its
         trade partners do not have a positive impact on labor law in South Korea anymore.
         Instead, bilateral trade context tends to deteriorate labor practice in South Korea.
         
      

      
      It is often assumed that labor law and practice in developed countries are not likely
         to change too much. That is mainly the reason why previous studies overlook the relationship
         between economic integration and labor standards in developed countries. In this regard,
         this section suggests examining racing to the bottom and climbing to the top arguments
         with respect to labor rights in both developed and developing countries. The implication
         of these findings is that labor law and practice between economic partners tend to
         converge. By generating data on bilateral FDI context and carefully examining trends
         in both developed and developing countries, we will be able to assess the link between
         economic globalization and labor rights more clearly in future studies.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  For example, the US Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) program, which provides
                  non-reciprocal, duty-free tariff treatment to certain products imported from designated
                  beneficiary developing countries, is often used to generate pressure on trade partners.
                  Developing countries need to meet certain criteria to be eligible for the program:
                  one of them is to take steps to maintain high labor standards. In 2013, Bangladesh’s
                  eligibility for the program was suspended because of concerns over worker safety and
                  labor rights that intensified after hundreds died there in the global garment industry’s
                  accident. The European Union and other developed countries have implemented similar
                  programs since the 1970s.
               

            

         

         
            2.  For example, GATT Article 20 allows members to impose unilateral trade restrictive
                  measures on countries for unacceptable labor standards. Also, the Korea-US FTA incorporates
                  the framework, called the New Trade Policy for America (2007), which requires US FTA partners to enforce their own labor laws and to implement
                  core international labor standards. Under KORUS FTA, the two countries formed the
                  Labor Affair Council to implement the labor chapters’ provisions (Brock et al. 2014).
               

            

         

         
            3.  These studies report that FDI has degraded labor rights in the United States.

            

         

         
            4.  Korea Productivity Center. 2015. (http://www.kpc.or.kr/)

            

         

         
            5.  This may explain a relatively low inequality in the Korean society in 1980s and 1990s
                  and a growing inequality since 2000s to some extent.
               

            

         

         
            6.  Although labor unions have gained power since democratization in 1988, increases
                  in labor rights are not necessarily a result of the strength of labor unions in South
                  Korea. 
               

            

         

         
            7.  For example, Overseas Private Investment Corporation, which is a private investment
                  insurance by the US government, generated pressure on the Korean government by excluding
                  Korea from the list of this agency in 1991 due to repressive labor standards. In addition,
                  Korea-US FTA entered into force in 2012 explicitly includes the clause of prohibition
                  of weakening labor rights standards.
               

            

         

         
            8.  The bilateral trade context is estimated as follows. First, the volume of export
                  from a country to its export partner is calculated as a percentage of the exporting
                  country’s total export. Then, this value is multiplied by the export partner’s labor
                  rights score. The sum of all these values gives us a country’s bilateral trade context.
                  
               

            

         

      

   
      Part IV

      The Foreign Policy Consequence of Korea’s Trade and ODA

      
         
         
      

      
      In part IV, I explore how these two forces, democratization and globalization, have
         influenced South Korea’s foreign policies and its relations with other states. To
         this end, chapter 7 explains how economic power can be transferred into political
         influence or power by examining states’ voting behavior and their vote congruence
         in the UN General Assembly. As a way of evaluating South Korea’s economic power, this
         chapter uses social network theory to explore South Korea’s centrality in the international
         trade network. By following South Korea’s voting patterns over diverse issue areas
         over time and its vote congruence with the United States, China, Japan, North Korea,
         and significant other states, this chapter also examines whether economic integration
         contributes to vote congruence between South Korea and other countries.
      

      
      As a notable case that shows the political impact of Korea’s economic ties on its
         economic partners, chapter 8 examines the foreign policy consequences of the growth
         in trade between South Korea and Japan. Between 1991 and 2012, Japan and Korea were
         each other’s second- and third-largest trading partners. According to the trade-cooperation
         thesis, their strong trade ties are likely to generate positive externalities in the
         area of foreign policy. However, since emotional confrontation and animosity originating
         from historical disputes have been constant stumbling blocks in their relations, it
         is both interesting and important to examine the extent to which the trade-cooperation
         thesis can be applied to the case of Korea-Japan relations. Through an empirical test,
         this chapter shows that bilateral trade between the two rivals actually promotes their
         vote convergence in the UNGA despite the very high level of animosity on both sides.
      

      
      As discussed in chapter 5, South Korea’s ODA disbursement policy is largely based
         on the strategic purpose of promoting political and economic cooperation with its
         recipients. Therefore, it is important to evaluate whether Korea’s ODA politics are
         in fact effective in eliciting such cooperation. In this regard, chapter 9 explores
         whether Korea’s ODA and trade policies elicit cooperation from ODA recipients and
         trade partners. Vote congruence between South Korea and other states on important
         resolutions in the UNGA such as resolutions on North Korea human rights issues is
         examined.
      

      
      Economic globalization has brought significant changes to international politics and
         states’ foreign policies. For example, the literature on the liberal peace highlights
         the pacifying effects of economic interdependence on economic partners. Scholars of
         this theory claim that trade or foreign direct investment (FDI) partners are less
         likely to fight each other as the trade or FDI volume increases (Polachek 1980; Gartzke
         2007; Oneal and Russett 1999). One rationale of this claim is that enhanced economic
         ties and frequent interactions promote common understanding and interests over various
         issues, thereby leading economic partners to share similar norms, ideas, and foreign
         policy preferences. 
      

      
      Consistent with this theoretical speculation, another group of studies highlight that
         trade and economic ties increase foreign policy cooperation between economic partners
         (Flores-Macías and Kreps 2013, Hwang 2010; Kirshner 2008; Moravcsik 1997). For example,
         Flores-Macías and Kreps (2013) show that China’s trade partners in Africa and Latin
         America are likely to vote with China on human rights issues, which are critical to
         China’s national interests.
      

      
      Nevertheless, there are still only limited numbers of studies that examine the impact
         of economic globalization on states’ foreign policy preferences and cooperation.[1] This is partly because scholars have long considered realist variables such as power
         distribution or alliances to be more critical factors that explain international events
         and states’ behavior than economic variables. However, in the era of globalization
         and economic integration, we cannot underestimate the role of economic variables in
         studies of international conflict as well as international political economy. Overlooking
         the impact of economic globalization on states’ preferences or their satisfaction
         with the status quo limits our understanding of states’ foreign policy behavior. In
         this regard, three chapters in part IV and their findings contribute to the literature
         on the globalization-foreign policy cooperation nexus by enhancing our understanding
         of the foreign policy consequences of Kora’s trade and ODA.
      

      
      Note

      
      
         
            1. States’ preferences are defined as their satisfaction with the prevailing international
                  status quo.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 7

      Economic Power and Voting in the United Nations

      
         
         
      

      
      Economic Power in Trade Network

      
      Trade Network Centrality and Autonomy

      
      States are increasingly connected to each other bilaterally and multilaterally through
         international governmental organizations or regimes. Scholars have argued that states
         are connected in multiple different ways through international organizations, alliance
         ties, memberships in trade or currency blocs, or any social networks.
      

      
      When nations participate in certain regimes such as trade blocs, they become part
         of networks (Keohan, Haas and Levy 1993; Ward 2006). International regimes promote
         interactions and information transfer (Coleman 1990), and also help states to shape
         similar perceptions of their interests and preferences over common issues (Keck and
         Sikkink 1998; Vogler 1995; Young 1999). In this regard, the social network theory
         explains that a state’s centrality in a network affects its behavior. That is, states
         that are more embedded in a network are more likely to move toward the center of the
         network, adopt standards of the regime, and influence other states (Beckfield 2008;
         Hafner-Burton and Montgomery 2006; Heinsz, Zelner, and Guillen 2005; Ingram, Robinson,
         and Busch 2005).
      

      
      As a state’s number of trade partners increases, the state becomes less dependent
         on a single trade partner and hence enjoys greater political autonomy (Martin, Mayer,
         and Thoenig 2008). This is because the state is less sensitive and vulnerable to any
         politically motivated manipulations of trade by its partners (Lake 2007). With many
         trade partners, a state can reduce its dependence on a specific partner by easily
         diverting its trade with the partner to others (Hirschman 1945; Kinne 2012; Mansfield
         and Pevehouse 2000).
      

      
      In this regard, we can examine South Korea’s economic power in terms of its centrality
         in the trade network. To this end, I utilize a measure estimated by Kinne (2012).
         This measure of centrality is advantageous in that it incorporates information on
         a state’s number of trade partners, the strength of its trade ties, and its commercial
         distance from other states into the estimate (2012, 313).[1] According to the estimates, South Korea was a much closed, isolated economy until
         the early 1960s. Its centrality score in the trade network was lower than the world
         average. However, the Korean economy quickly moved to the center of the network in
         the 1970s and became one of the important players in the world trade in 2001.
      

      
      To get a better idea about the significance of location changes in the trade network
         over time, I examined the centrality score changes between 1960 and 2000. The country
         that made the biggest change during the period was South Korea. The centrality score
         increased about 0.4 from 0.598 in 1960 to 0.999 in 2000. The next countries that made
         big jumps in the centrality score were Malaysia (0.396), Thailand (0.299), Vietnam
         (0.295), and Ireland (0.277). During the period, the world average change was about
         0.13. These results imply that South Korea’s economic power had increased significantly
         and South Korea became influential in the network.
      

      
      One flaw in this centrality measure is that it does not clearly show whether trade
         relations between states are symmetric or asymmetric. This is important because more
         dependent states in asymmetric trade relations cannot enjoy much autonomy in their
         policy making, and thus asymmetric trade relations can be an indicator of power weakness
         (Barbieri 1996). In this regard, Kinnes (2012) developed another measure of trade
         power which incorporated information on asymmetric trade relations. Simply, this measure
         captures the number of trade partners that a state has in a given year multiplied
         by its trade partners’ trade dependence on the state. Therefore, the higher the value
         of trade power is, the more autonomy and trade power the state possesses. According
         to the estimates, South Korea’s trade power was very low in the 1950s and 1960s. Its
         value was lower than the world average value until the 1970s. However, while the world
         average score in trade power seldom changed over time, the Korean economy’s trade
         power increased significantly after the 1970s and became one of the important players
         in the world trade in 2001.
      

      
      In terms of changes in trade power between 1960 and 2000, the country that made the
         biggest increase in the score is South Korea. The increased value was about 5.88.
         South Korea was followed by Oman (5.71), Malaysia (5.23), Mali (5.07), and Yemen (4.82).
         Considering that the world average score change was only about 0.58, South Korea made
         a big increase in its trade power.
      

      
      As both the centrality and trade power measures show, South Korea has become an important
         player in the world trade market and network. This implies that South Korea’s increased
         economic power and autonomy may help South Korea to be more independent from external
         forces in its foreign policy decision making than before.
      

      
      Voting in the UNGA

      
      The UN General Assembly is the most comprehensive representative international organization
         that deals with various agendas including international security, territorial disputes,
         economic development, human rights, Palestinian issues, and the environment. Member
         states of the United Nations vote on resolutions more than a hundred times annually
         and reveal their policy preferences over those resolutions. Although the voting issues
         and resolutions in the UNGA are less salient to world politics than the ones in the
         UN Security Council, the votes in the UNGA and the impact of these votes on world
         politics are never negligible.
      

      
      States, especially great powers, cannot underestimate the importance of the organization
         and its resolutions. The passage of resolutions offers legitimacy to multilateral
         actions and boosts worldwide support for the actions from the international community.
         The UNGA and its decisions reduce political costs that great powers have to pay internationally
         and domestically when they otherwise take unilateral actions. 
      

      
      By passing resolutions in the UNGA, states address their concerns about international
         security, human rights violations, environmental degradation, and so on. In this regard,
         scholars have used the UNGA vote data to measure states’ policy preference positions
         and their distance from others in the literature on international politics (Bailey
         et al. 2015; Voeten 2000, 2004). By examining a state’s voting behavior and its (dis)similarity
         with others, scholars often measure policy preference gaps between states (Voeten
         2000, 2004; Hwang 2010).
      

      
      The Impact of Economic Relations on Voting

      
      A host of scholars claim that a state’s voting in the UNGA is significantly influenced
         by their economic relationship with others. For example, foreign aid is often used
         as a tool through which donors draw support from recipient countries for their national
         interests (Dreher et al. 2008; Wang 1999).[2] The major shareholders of the IMF and the World Bank can influence recipients of
         the funds and loans by using these economic institutions as a leverage of power (Eldar
         2008; Fleck and Kilby 2006; Gwin 1997; Thacker 1999; Woods 2003). As a consequence,
         states tend to vote similarly in the UN. For example, recent empirical studies show
         that recipients of financial support from the IMF and the World Bank are more likely
         to vote in line with G7 countries (Dreher and Sturm 2012) or the United States (Hwang,
         Sanford, and Lee 2015).
      

      
      The literature on UNGA voting and its findings imply that economic or political ties
         between states explain their vote (dis)similarity to a great extent. Although various
         factors at both domestic and international levels may affect a state’s voting decisions,
         economic ties, or interdependence also have a significant impact on it. In this regard,
         it is reasonable to suspect that South Korea’s growing economic power may have a positive
         impact on its economic partners and their vote congruence with South Korea in the
         UNGA.
      

      
      South Korea’s Rising Economic Power and Vote Congruence

      
      As South Korea’s economy expands, its economic relations with neighboring states have
         also deepened. Let’s look at two examples, North Korea and China. Ever since the devastating
         Korean War in 1950–1953, South Korea did not have a formal economic relationship with
         North Korea until 1988. However, after the so-called 7-7 Declaration by the South
         Korean government in 1988 and its respective response from the North Korean government,
         the two Koreas began to open their markets and trade with each other. Since then,
         levels of total trade, humanitarian aid, and various forms of economic interaction
         have grown rapidly. For instance, in 1991, the bilateral trade volume was about $112
         million and accounted for only 4.16 percent of North Korea’s total trade. It increased
         to $400 million in 2000 and then $2 billion in 2012. South Korea was North Korea’s
         second largest trading partner, accounting for about 38 percent of North Korea’s total
         trade in 2007. According to the CIA World Factbook, South Korea explains 27 percent
         of North Korea’s total exports and 22 percent of its total imports in 2014. Therefore,
         it would be fair to say that the North Korean economy is strongly influenced by South
         Korea.
      

      
      South Korea–China economic relations have also strengthened over time. Since their
         diplomatic relationship was established in 1992, the bilateral trade volume has increased.
         It was only about $4.4 billion in 1991, but then it increased to about $41.2 billion
         in 2001 and about $229 billion in 2013. The bilateral trade volume between South Korea
         and China exceeded the one between South Korea and the United States in 2004, and
         it reached more than twice as much as the South Korea–US trade volume in 2012. The
         amount of bilateral foreign direct investment was only about $43 million in 1991.
         It increased to about $723 million in 2001 and about $5.22 billion in 2011. The South
         Korea–China Free Trade Agreements went into effect in December 2015. Thanks to the
         agreements, their bilateral trade volume is expected to increase up to $300 billion
         per year in the future.
      

      
      Not to mention the United States and Japan, the second- and third-largest trade partners,
         South Korea’s trade and economic ties with China and North Korea have become serious
         factors in defining their relations. Therefore, it is reasonable to suspect that increasing
         economic integration between South Korea and its neighboring states may have significant
         effects on their foreign policy preferences and cooperation.
      

      
      Voting Similarity between South Korea and Neighboring States

      
      To examine foreign policy preference similarity between South Korea and its neighboring
         states, I use the UNGA roll call vote data. Since South Korea became a member of the
         UN in 1991, it has regularly participated in voting. Given a resolution, states have
         four options in their voting: voting for yes, voting for no, abstention, and absence.
         Since it is hard to presume states’ policy preferences on an issue when their representatives
         are absent from meetings, I treat absence as missing. How to deal with abstention
         is controversial. This is because the implications of abstentions vary depending on
         the context in which votes take place. Abstentions can be equivalent to no votes (Voeten
         2000), a middle ground between yes and no votes (Gartzke 1998; Voeten 2004), or absence
         from the vote. Since there are many possible reasons for taking abstention as a voting
         option across states, treating all abstentions equally as an expression of yes, no,
         or a middle ground between them is troublesome. Therefore, I also treat them as missing.
      

      
      A great number of votes in the UNGA are procedural votes. Since these lopsided (unanimous
         or near-unanimous) votes do not effectively show states’ policy preference differences,
         following Jackman (2001) and Poole and Rosenthal (1997), I exclude them if fewer than
         2.5 percent of states are on the losing side. As a result, I have 1,009 total votes
         in the roll call vote data in the UNGA from 1991 to 2012 (forty-six annual votes on
         average). When states vote on an issue in the same way (that is, yes or no), the variable
         is coded as one, otherwise zero.[3]  
      

      
      The data contains votes on diverse issues. Examples include votes on the Middle East,
         Cuban embargo, human rights crises, and Pakistani and Indian nuclear tests. States
         maintain a rigid position on some vote agendas that are directly associated with their
         national security or domestic politics. For example, China advocates for non-interference
         stance on human rights issues in another state, which is strictly against the US position.
         Therefore, we are likely to observe discernable differences among states on their
         preferences over human rights issues. As such, it is important to examine states’
         voting behavior on different issue agendas. I classified all votes into six different
         categories: nuclear, arms and security, human rights, economic development, Palestine,
         and others.[4]  Between 1991 and 2012, there were 201 nuclear, 125 arms and security, 55 economic
         development, 258 human rights, 241 Palestine, and 129 other issue votes.
      

      
      To encourage states to vote cooperatively with it, the United States has identified
         important resolutions to its national interests since 1983. Since the United States
         has put forth great efforts to draw cooperation from other states on those issues
         (Dreher et al. 2008; Kegley and Hook 1991; Wang 1999), it is likely that South Korea
         will vote alongside the United States on those important resolutions. Information
         on important resolutions comes from the US State Department.[5] Examples include resolutions that condemn the US embargo on Cuba,[6] and human rights situations in North Korea and Syria, and support for Committee on
         the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People.
      

      
      According to my summary of vote congruence between South Korea and its significant
         neighboring states over all resolutions, the first interesting finding is a relatively
         low vote congruence rate between the United States and South Korea. Although it is
         certain that the United States does not get much support for its position on resolutions
         from other countries either, their average vote congruence rate of 24.3 percent (29.6
         percent if joint abstentions are included) between 1991 and 2012 looks very low. This
         is even lower than the one between the two Koreas, 30 percent, or the one between
         South Korea and Russia, 34.2 percent. Interestingly, the vote congruence rate between
         South Korea and Japan is 48.5 percent (75.6 percent if joint abstentions are included),
         which is highest among others. South Korea and China have a relatively high vote congruence
         rate, 36.3 percent. Considering that the US-China vote congruence rate is only 5 percent,
         the vote congruence rate between South Korea and China is very high. This implies
         that South Korea has taken independent positions on foreign policy issues from the
         United States and its influence.
      

      
      However, this conclusion is too hasty. Since not all resolutions matter much to the
         United States, we need to examine vote congruence rates on important resolutions identified
         by the United States. When it comes to important resolutions, the numbers change a
         lot. While South Korea–US vote congruence rate increases to 43.4 percent, it decreases
         to 8.8 percent and 12.5 percent for South Korea–North Korea and South Korea–China,
         respectively. These numbers indicate that the United States maintains strong support
         from South Korea on critical issues to its national interests.
      

      
      It is also important to know whether the vote congruence rate has fluctuated over
         time and, if so, then why. To this end, I plot vote congruence rates for South Korea–US,
         South Korea–China, South Korea–North Korea, and the US-China. The results appear in
         figure 7.1.
      

      
         Vote Congruence Rate (%) in the UNGA (1991–2012). Source: Created by author.
            

         

      

      There are a few notable things in these figures. First, it seems that South Korea–US
         vote congruence is a function of the US-China vote congruence. A similar pattern is
         found in in the relationship between South and North Korea. In other words, when the
         United States and China vote together, South Korea and China (North Korea) also tend
         to agree on the vote. This finding also confirms that the United States is a big factor
         in explaining South Korea’s voting behavior and its cooperation with China and North
         Korea (Hwang, Oh, and Kim 2014; Hwang and Lee 2017). This is probably because military
         tension and external forces on the peninsula, such as the United States and China,
         are powerful factors that have driven South Korea’s foreign policy behavior.
      

      
      Another interesting finding is that South Korea’s political leadership significantly
         affects the vote congruence rate with the United States and China. Vertical reference
         lines in the figure indicate changes in presidency. Under the Kim Dae-jung administration
         (1993–1998), South Korea’s vote congruence rate with the United States was higher
         than the one with China. But, under the Roh Moo-hyun administration (1998–2003), South
         Korea–US vote congruence rate was lowest among other South Korean administrations,
         while its vote congruence rate with China was relatively high. Considering that the
         Roh Moo-hyun administration’s foreign policy positions were very liberal and independent,
         this finding is not very surprising. This result indicates that the president’s political
         leadership is a strong factor that affects Korea’s foreign policy preferences.
      

      
      Another notable finding is that, since the beginning of the twenty-first century,
         South Korea’s vote congruence with North Korea or China has continuously increased
         over time. Since their economic ties have been also strengthened recent years, it
         is possible to say that economic relations are positively associated with their vote
         congruence.
      

      
      As discussed above, vote issues bring significant changes to states’ foreign policy
         preferences. In this regard, I examine South Korea’s vote congruence rates with its
         neighboring states over six different types of vote issues, nuclear (201), arms and
         security (125), human rights (258), economic development (55), Palestine (241), and
         others (129). The findings are interesting. First, South Korea tends to disagree with
         North Korea and China when it comes to resolutions on human rights issues. Their vote
         congruence rates are only 8.1 and 8.6, respectively, while South Korea–US vote congruence
         rate is 50.8 percent. This indicates that human rights have become salient issues
         that divide states in world politics. In general, the two Koreas tend not to agree
         on human rights, nuclear, and security issues.
      

      
      Another finding is that South Korea tends to vote similarly with Japan, China, and
         Russia rather than the United States on arms control and international security issues.
         Examples include resolutions on prohibition of the dumping of radioactive wastes,
         prevention of an arms race in outer space, and prohibition of anti-personal landmines.
         While South Korea’s vote congruence rate with the United States on arms control and
         international security issues is only 28 percent, it is 40.7 percent with Japan, 31.9
         percent with China, and 35.8 percent with Russia. As Voeten (2004) argues, the US
         unilateral policies on security issues may contribute to divergent policy preferences
         between the United States and almost all other states including South Korea. As well
         known, on Israeli issues, the United States has maintained very strong positive stance
         toward Israel. Consequently, South Korea–US vote congruence rate on Israeli issues
         is only 0.41 percent, while the vote congruence rate with China reaches to 73 percent.
         Even on nuclear issues, South Korea shows higher vote congruence rates with China
         (28.5 percent), Russia (30 percent), and Japan (38.9 percent) than the rate with the
         United States (16.4 percent).
      

      
      In order to clearly explore whether trade or economic ties play an important role
         explaining vote congruence between South Korea and its significant neighboring states,
         rigorous empirical analyses are necessary. In this regard, in chapter 8, I perform
         a statistical test of the relationship between trade and South Korea–Japan vote congruence.
         In chapter 9, the impact of trade and ODA on vote congruence between South Korea and
         other states is statistically examined.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  For detailed information on the formula of estimating the centrality measure, please
                  refer to Kinne (2012).
               

            

         

         
            2.  Of course, foreign aid can be allocated to recipient countries based on other reasons
                  such as economic needs or rescue from natural disaster (e.g., Alesina and Dollar 2000;
                  Boone 1996; Collier and Dollar 2002). Many other factors such as the regime type of
                  the recipient, the executive’s political orientation, and alliances also affect foreign
                  aid allocation decisions (Carter and Stone 2015). One theoretical and also technical
                  issue in the study of foreign aid and UN voting is simultaneity. That is, there are
                  at least two possible reasons why foreign aid may lead to similar voting behavior
                  (Carter and Stone 2015). As realists claim, threats or promises that come with foreign
                  aid from major powers (donors) may actually influence states’ voting decisions even
                  against their own preferences. In this case, foreign aid independently affects states’
                  voting behavior in the United Nations. However, as liberalists may claim, states that
                  share similar voting preferences with major donors are more likely to receive foreign
                  aid than other states. Theoretical and empirical studies need to address this potential
                  simultaneity issue in a proper way. However, in the case of two Koreas, this simultaneity
                  issue does not exist, since foreign aid is not likely to be a consequence of similar
                  policy preferences between the two Koreas.
               

            

         

         
            3.  Although states can vote strategically, I assume that revealed preferences in the
                  UN reflect states’ actual preferences to a great extent.
               

            

         

         
            4.  Nuclear votes include votes on limitations of development and transfer of nuclear
                  weapons and materials. Arms and security votes include votes on arms race in the outer
                  space, arms control and disarmament, and law of sea. Economic development votes include
                  votes on right to development and trade and oil embargo. Human rights include votes
                  on children and women’s rights, death penalty, and refugee. Palestinian votes include
                  Israeli settlement and Palestinian refugees. Other votes include issues on decolonization,
                  Antarctica, the role of the UN, cultural property, and so forth.
               

            

         

         
            5.  The information is available from its website (http://www.state.gov/p/io/rls/rpt/index.htm) or archives.
               

            

         

         
            6. Since 1960, the United States has imposed an embargo on trade and financial transactions
                  with Cuba. The UNGA has adopted a resolution condemning this embargo each year since
                  1992.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 8

      Trade Between South Korea and Japan, Vote Congruence

      
         
         
      

      
      A notable case through which we can examine the impact of Korea’s economic integration
         on foreign policy cooperation with its economic partner is Japan. Between 1991 and
         2012, Japan and Korea were each other’s second- and third-largest trading partners.
         According to the trade-cooperation thesis, trade tends to increase common interests
         and mutual understanding of diverse foreign policy issues by reducing uncertainty
         and thus generate positive externalities in the area of foreign policy between trade
         partners.
      

      
      However, emotional confrontation and historical issues including Dokdo/Takesima (hereafter
         Dokdo) have been constant stumbling blocks in Korea-Japan relations. For example,
         according to a poll for BBC World Service in 2014 (BBC 2014), about 79 percent of
         Koreans hold negative views of Japan’s influence in the world, while only 15 percent
         of them have positive views. Similarly, only 13 percent of Japanese hold positive
         views of Korea and about 37 percent of them have negative views. At the government
         level, disputes over historical issues often impede their relations and policy cooperation
         (Wiegand 2015).
      

      
      Therefore, it is interesting and important to examine whether the trade-cooperation
         thesis can be applied to the case of Korea-Japan relations. Does trade between South
         Korea and Japan promote foreign policy cooperation? Do historical legacies and emotional
         confrontation obscure the potential positive effects of trade on foreign policy cooperation
         between the two neighboring states? These are the questions that this chapter addresses.
      

      
      Using roll-call vote data in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA),[1] I test the impact of trade on Korea-Japan foreign policy cooperation. The findings
         show that as the volume of trade increases, the Korea-Japan vote congruence rate is
         also likely to increase, confirming the existence of the trade-cooperation effects.
         Other factors such as the United States as a vital common ally also significantly
         promote their vote congruence rates.
      

      
      In the following, this chapter first explains how trade interdependence affects foreign
         policy cooperation between trade partners especially between Korea and Japan. Next,
         it explores states’ voting behavior in the UNGA and several factors that may affect
         their voting. Research design, the data and variables used in this paper, and the
         empirical results are reported in the next sections. Finally, it concludes with a
         summary of the findings and their implications.
      

      
      Trade and Its Political Externalities

      
      Considerable research argues that trade interdependence or integration has positive
         spillover effects on trade partners in various ways. Broadly, as Hirschman (1945)
         and Rosecrance (1986) claim, trade partners have incentives to maintain trade ties
         by working closely with their partners on foreign policy issues. For example, a study
         shows that the probability of vote convergence with China on human rights issues in
         the UNGA for its trade partners in Africa and Latin America increases as their bilateral
         trade flows increase (Flores-Macías and Kreps 2013).[2] Also, states with a strong economic tie are not likely to engage in militarized conflict
         with each other (Gartzke 2007; Oneal and Russett 1999). These positive effects are
         expected because economic partners have an incentive to maintain their economic ties
         for the purpose of material gains. Since political leaders especially in democracies
         are accountable to citizens, disruption of trade ties can cause damage to the economy
         and thus the political leadership.
      

      
      In addition, economic ties can serve as a leverage with which states draw cooperation
         from their partners. Threats to end or weaken economic relationships exert pressure
         and power over trade partners. For example, when Korea intended to hold military exercises
         on the Dokdo Island in September 2012, Japan threatened to scrap a currency-swap deal
         with Korea (Yokota 2012), generating pressure on the Korean government to alter the
         plan.
      

      
      Trade can also promote mutual understanding and common interest over various issues
         (Rosamond 2000), a sense of community (Deutsch et al. 1957), or similar foreign policy
         preferences (Flores-Macías and Kreps 2013; Hwang 2010; Moravcsik 1997) by increasing
         information and knowledge flow and opportunities for contact. Enhanced trade ties
         and frequent interactions reduce uncertainty on specific terms and situations (Russett,
         Oneal, and Davis 1998) and accumulate common knowledge, interest, needs shared by
         states and non-state actors, thereby leading trading partners to share similar ideas,
         norms, and foreign policy preferences. As states have converging foreign policy preferences,
         they are more likely to cooperate with each other over various foreign policy issues
         as well as economic issues.[3] 
      

      
      According to this literature, long-time trade partners such as South Korea and Japan
         are likely to share similar policy preferences and cooperate with each other as their
         trade relations deepen. The volume of bilateral trade between Korea and Japan was
         about $0.22 billion in 1965. It reached about $13 billion in 1985, $49.7 billion in
         1995, $72.4 billion in 2005, and $108 billion in 2011.[4] For the last several decades, Japan has been the first- (in 1980s) or second- (after
         1980s) largest trade partner to Korea, and Korea has been Japan’s third largest partner.
         The volume of bilateral investment has also increased over time. It was about $0.24
         billion in 1991 and then $5.2 billion in 2012. Following the trade-cooperation thesis,
         thus, it is reasonable to suspect that a high level of bilateral trade between Korea
         and Japan promotes similar foreign policy preferences and cooperation on foreign policy
         issues.
      

      
      Meanwhile, there are a few possible reasons why trade may not generate positive spillover
         effects on political cooperation between Korea and Japan. First, economic interdependence
         or integration may not generate such positive externalities on foreign relations when
         economic interdependence is asymmetric. This is because asymmetric interdependence
         may induce worries and security concerns to a more dependent state. Due to a growing
         power gap and relative gains that asymmetric trade brings about, a less dependent
         state has an incentive to exploit the trade relationship to exercise power over its
         trade partner. Similarly, a more dependent state is likely to worry its trade dependence
         and hesitate to cooperate with its trade partner (Barbieri 1996; Barbieri and Schneider
         1999; Keohane and Nye 1977; Ward et al. 2007).[5]   For realists who mostly focus on relative gains instead of absolute gains that
         trade can bring to the partners, trade and economic integration are viewed to cause
         a security dilemma in the long run (Mearsheimer 2001; Waltz 1979). However, since
         South Korea and Japan are mutually dependent to a great extent especially after the
         1980s, their trade relationship can be defined as symmetric trade interdependence.
         Thus, their trade relations are not likely to raise a serious security concern on
         either side. 
      

      
      Another possible factor that may inhibit foreign policy cooperation or preference
         similarity between Korea and Japan is their colonial history. Due to colonial legacies
         and unresolved historical issues, continuous tensions and confrontations still exist
         in their relations. For example, territorial disputes over the Dokdo Island easily
         stir patriotic sentiments and mobilize people under national flags. Issues surrounding
         apologies and compensation to comfort women have also raised high levels of emotional
         anger and troubles in both societies. Especially, these issues bring together all
         Koreans, no matter what their political positions are. In this situation, a close
         trade tie can be perceived as a link to colonial history and/or work as a channel
         through which they can express anti-Japanese or anti-Korean sentiments instead of
         as a catalyst of historical disputes.
      

      
      Although this suspicion is reasonable and historical issues are likely to affect Korea-Japan
         relations to some extent, I believe historical disputes may not erase positive effects
         of trade on foreign policy preferences and cooperation. Although historical issues
         and territorial disputes are significant factors that define Korea-Japan relations,
         these issues are chronic and hard to resolve in the short term. In the case of the
         dispute over the Dokdo Island, there is no serious security issue or population at
         stake. Comparably, current foreign policy issues such as arms control and North Korea’s
         nuclear programs are imminent and require prompt and practical responses and policy
         cooperation from states.[6] 
      

      
      The Korea-Japan bilateral trade relationship is strong enough to hold them together
         economically and politically. Increased contact, information flows, enhanced communication,
         and cultural exchange through trade ties have promoted mutual understanding of foreign
         policy issues. Also, economic and material gains that trade brings about create an
         incentive for both states to work together on foreign policy issues that are important
         to its trade partner’s national interests. Thus, I expect that trade itself has a
         significant positive impact on foreign policy cooperation between Korea and Japan.
      

      
      South Korea–Japan Foreign Policy
 Preference Similarity
      

      
      If trade generates positive spillover effects on cooperation over foreign policy issues,
         we should be able to observe them in the issues that are important to Japanese and/or
         Korean national interests. One of the salient issues to both states is national security.
         South Korea and Japan face serious security threats directly from North Korea and
         its nuclear and missile programs. Moreover, rising China and its strengthened political
         and military tie with Russia pose a potential threat to regional stability. Korea
         and Japan, key players in the regional politics, may view each other along with the
         United States as an important political partner to maintain and promote regional stability
         and peace.[7]   
      

      
      One example that shows their mutual security interests is the vote on UN Resolution
         61/89 in 2006. This resolution was introduced to request that the UN Secretary-General
         seek the views of member states on the feasibility and draft parameters of the Arms
         Trade Treaty, which intended to regulate the international trade of conventional arms
         and eventually entered into force in December 2014. Out of concerns that the treaty
         may limit national sovereignty and national constitutional protection of individual
         rights, this resolution was identified by the United States as important to its national
         interests. As such, the US State Department encouraged other states to vote against
         it. Nevertheless, South Korea and Japan voted in favor of the resolution, while the
         United States voted against it.
      

      
      Another example can be found in the case of the General Security of Military Information
         Act in 2012, which would allow Seoul and Tokyo to share military intelligence information.
         Although they failed to finalize the agreement on the act due to fierce public criticism,
         the two governments’ efforts to sign the act effectively show their interests in building
         strong security ties with each other. Generally speaking, as the dominant features
         that shape Asian regional politics and order have shifted from economic nationalism
         and security bilateralism to economic interdependence and security multilateralism
         (Acharya 2014), the necessity of building a strong Korea-Japan partnership has also
         risen.
      

      
      I start the analysis of foreign policy cooperation by examining vote congruence rates
         between Korea and Japan in the UNGA between 1991 and 2012. Surprisingly, their vote
         congruence rates are relatively high. In terms of joint voting of yes or no, their
         average vote congruence rate (48.5 percent) is much higher than their congruence rates
         with other neighboring states. For instance, the average vote congruence rates between
         Korea and the United States and between Japan and the United States are only 24.3
         percent and 31.2 percent, respectively. In terms of joint voting of yes, no, or abstention,
         they vote quite similarly (76.8 percent) in comparison to Korea-US (29.6 percent)
         and Japan-US (35.5 percent) vote congruence. In terms of issue-specific voting, Korea
         and Japan tend to vote similarly on nuclear (39 percent), arms and security (41 percent),
         and human rights (54 percent) issues.[8] 
      

      
      To effectively evaluate Korea-Japan foreign policy preference similarity, we need
         to know what other countries’ policy preferences are. To this end, I examine states’
         ideal points. States’ ideal point estimates show a state’s most preferred position
         over vote issues and its difference from others. In this sense, ideal point estimates
         effectively serve the purpose of comparing states’ foreign policy preferences with
         each other (Bailey et al. 2015; Voeten 2000, 2004). According to ideal point estimates
         generated by Bailey, Strezhnev, and Voeten (2015), the average ideal point difference
         between Korea and Japan is very minimal (0.22) between 1991 and 2014 as opposed to
         others (for example, 2.15 for Korea-US and 1.96 for the US-Japan). To show how close
         the ideal points of Korea and Japan are in comparison to others, I generated figure
         8.1.[9] 
      

      
         States’ Ideal Point Estmates (1991–2014). Source: Created by author.
            

         

      

      As the figure shows, there are very narrow gaps between Korea and Japan in their ideal
         points in the period of analysis. Especially after 2002, both states’ ideal points
         are almost identical. Considering their rivalry relations and high levels of emotional
         confrontation, the results in the figure are striking. Overall, the initial examination
         of Korea and Japan’s voting behavior in the UNGA shows that the two neighboring states
         tend to have very similar foreign policy preferences. In the next section, I systemically
         explore whether trade contributes to this high level of foreign policy cooperation
         and preference similarity.
      

      
      Research Design

      
      To test whether trade promotes Korea-Japan policy preference similarity, this chapter
         analyzes their vote congruence in the UNGA. The dependent variable in this empirical
         analysis is Vote Congruence between South Korea and Japan. When they vote on an issue in the same way (that is,
         yes or no), the variable is coded as one, otherwise zero.[10] After dropping lopsided votes,[11] I have 1009 total votes in the roll call vote data in the UNGA from 1991 to 2012
         (forty-six annual votes on average). The data contains votes on diverse issues. Examples
         include votes on the Middle East, Cuban embargo, human rights crises, and Pakistani
         and Indian nuclear tests. I classified all votes into six different categories: nuclear,
         arms and security, human rights, economic development, Palestine, and others.[12]  During the period of analysis, there were 201 nuclear, 125 arms and security, 55
         economic development, 258 human rights, 241 Palestine, and 129 other issue votes.
      

      
      The key explanatory variable is bilateral trade (Trade) between Korea and Japan, which is measured based on annual bilateral trade flows
         (in natural logarithm form of millions of current US dollars). The data comes from
         the Korea International Trade Association. As the volume of trade increases, Korea
         and Japan are likely to vote together in the UNGA [Hypothesis 1].
      

      
      There are a few variables that may be associated with trade interdependence and affect
         Korea-Japan foreign policy behavior. First, the US factor plays an important role
         explaining Korea-Japan trade and their foreign policy cooperation. As a long-time
         strong ally to the United States, both the Seoul and Tokyo governments need to strategically
         consider US policy preferences before forming their own policy position. From the
         view of the United States, it is essential to coordinate policy cooperation with both
         Japan and Korea for regional stability. If the US position on a vote has a serious
         influence on the policy preference and decision of Korea and/or Japan on the vote,
         it is likely that Korea-Japan vote congruence is confounded by Korea-US (or Japan-US)
         vote congruence. To control for this US factor, I create a dummy variable (Vote congruence [Korea-US]) and include it in the model. When Korea and the United States vote on a resolution
         in the same way, I code this variable as one, otherwise zero. This variable is expected
         to have positive effects on vote congruence between Korea and Japan.
      

      
      As discussed above, security concerns shared by Korea and Japan can promote their
         foreign policy cooperation. To evaluate the impact of shared security concerns on
         Korea-Japan vote congruence, I create two variables, North Korean Events and Dokdo Crises. When a negative event such as Yeonpyeong shelling (August 2010) occurred and a resolution in the UNGA was voted on in the
         same month (or in the next three months), North Korean Events is coded as negative one. When a positive event such as the first summit conference
         between the two Koreas occurred between South and North Korea, the variable is coded
         as one, otherwise zero. The occurrence of a negative (positive) event between South
         and North Korea is expected to increase (decrease) shared security concerns and hence
         Korea-Japan vote congruence. In addition, when there are Dokdo crises between Korea
         and Japan, the vote congruence is likely to decline. Due to rising anti-Japan and
         anti-Korea sentiments in domestic politics and negative externalities of the territorial
         dispute into other foreign policy areas, both governments are not likely to cooperate
         with each other over foreign policy issues.
      

      
      There are several other control variables in the models. First, I control for foreign
         direct investment (FDI), which is measured based on annual bilateral FDI flows (in natural logarithm form
         of millions of current US dollars). Theoretically, FDI, similar to trade, is supposed
         to generate positive effects on foreign policy preference similarity. However, in
         practice, as previous studies report (for example, Prasad, Rogoff, Wei, and Kose 2003),
         FDI and financial integration may not bring many mutual benefits to financial partners.
         Hence, I do not expect FDI has a significant impact on foreign policy preference similarity.
         The data comes from the Bank of Korea. Second, since their policy preferences can
         vary across different policy issues, I control for vote issues. Five dummies that
         indicate nuclear, arms and security, human rights, Palestine, and other issues are
         created. Therefore, economic development issues are the reference category. Due to
         similar geopolitical locations and security concerns, it is expected that Korea and
         Japan are likely to reveal similar policy preferences over nuclear and arms and security
         issues in comparison to other issues. I also control for South Korean leadership.
         Conditional on political leadership in South Korea, its vote congruence with Japan
         may vary. Dummy variables for each South Korean president are included in the models.
         I expect that vote congruence with Japan is less likely to occur under the Kim Dae-jung
         and Roh Moo-hyun administrations than under others, because these two presidents are
         known to be more progressive on North Korean issues and more independent on foreign
         policy issues than others.
      

      
      Since the dependent variable is binary, I utilize a logit model for estimation. To
         deal with the potential problem of heteroskedasticity, I estimate the model using
         a regression with robust (Huber-White) standard errors. Observations in the data can
         be grouped based on the presidential administration in Korea. To address this nested
         structure of the data, as an alternative method, I utilize a mixed-effects logit model
         with random effects for the presidential administration.
      

      
      Results

      
      Table 8.1 reports results from four different models where different combinations
         of control variables and estimation models are used to examine Korea-Japan vote congruence.
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      As shown in the table, as the liberals argue, bilateral trade has a statistically
         significant positive impact on Korea-Japan vote congruence. This implies that a high
         level of trade integration between Korea and Japan promotes their mutual interests
         and understanding of foreign policy issues. 
      

      
      The results also show that Korea-Japan vote congruence is strongly influenced by the
         US-Korea vote congruence. That is, when the United States and Korea vote in the same
         way, Korea and Japan are also likely to reveal similar preferences on the vote. Put
         differently, Japan is less likely to vote in the same way as Korea when the United
         States disagrees with Korea on a vote. This result implies that the US relationship
         with Korea and/or Japan is a significant factor that explains Korea-Japan relations
         and their foreign policy preferences. Thus, although liberal variables such as trade
         are meaningful in explaining the relations between South Korea and Japan, realist
         variables such as the presence of the United States in the region and security concerns
         are also important driving forces in their relations. 
      

      
      To evaluate the substantive effects of these variables on the probability of Korea-Japan
         vote congruence, I estimate changes of predicted probabilities in model 3 in table
         8.1 using the Clarify simulation program (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003). When I
         fix all dummy variables at their zeroes except Human Right  (that is, the probability of vote congruence on a human rights vote on which Korea
         and the United States disagree, under Kim Dae-jung administration), Trade at its 10 percentile value, and others at their mean values, the mean predicted probability
         of vote congruence between South Korea and Japan is about 12.77 percent. Under the
         same conditions where  Trade  is now fixed at its 90-percentile value, the predicted probability increases to
         32.95 percent. When Vote Congruence [US-Korea] is fixed at one (that is, when the United States and Korea agree on a vote) and Trade at its 10-percentile value, the predicted probability increases to about 68.47 percent.
         This probability even goes up to 82.48 percent when Trade is fixed at its 90-percentile value. The results indicate that bilateral trade ties
         and the US-Korea alliance (and the US-Japan alliance) significantly affect Korea-Japan
         relations and their foreign policy cooperation. 
      

      
      Meanwhile, shared security concerns have no significant impact on their voting decisions.
         This is probably because, unlike economic integration that generates positive spillover
         effects on economic partners in terms of their mutual understanding of diverse policy
         issues beyond economic area, shared security concerns have a relatively limited influence
         on security partners in their cooperation in other policy areas.[13]   Similarly, although Dokdo crises have a negative impact on the probability of vote
         congruence, the result is not statistically meaningful. This implies that, although
         disputes over Dokdo have strong rally effects domestically, they are not likely to
         damage their foreign relations seriously (McDevitt 2013; Yokota 2012). FDI does not
         generate any statistically significant impact on vote congruence, either. 
      

      
      The two countries show different joint voting patterns conditional on vote agendas.
         In comparison to economic development issues, South Korea and Japan tend to show relatively
         similar policy preferences on Palestinian, nuclear, and security related issues. The
         South Korean presidential administration variables do not matter too much in explaining
         Korea-Japan vote congruence. 
      

      
      Conclusions

      
      This chapter started with a theoretically interesting research question: Does trade
         promote foreign policy cooperation between Korea and Japan, which have long struggled
         with improving their relations due to unresolved historical issues? By theoretically
         discussing and empirically evaluating Korea-Japan vote congruence in the UNGA, this
         chapter attempted to provide the answer.
      

      
      The empirical results confirm the existence of the trade-cooperation effects. That
         is, bilateral trade promotes Korea-Japan vote congruence rates, even when controlling
         for historical disputes. There is no easy solution to historical disputes between
         Korea and Japan. Nor is there likely to be a decrease in nationalist sentiments surrounding
         those issues in the short term. However, despite historical disputes and emotional
         confrontation, trade is likely to lead the two states to share similar foreign policy
         preferences and work closely on votes in the UNGA. In this regard, the finding offers
         good news for the future of South Korea–Japan relations. Material gains, common interests,
         and mutual understanding of foreign issues enhanced by trade may create an opportunity
         for the states to reduce tensions over historical issues.
      

      
      This analysis has a few limitations. First, states’ voting behavior in the UNGA could
         be strategic. In other words, states may not sincerely reveal their policy preferences
         on foreign policy issues due to political consideration or other external factors
         such as their relations with the United States. In this regard, future work will benefit
         by examining foreign policy cooperation between Korea and Japan in a different way
         other than the UN vote analysis.
      

      
      In addition, although trade induces cooperation between Korea and Japan at the government
         level, there might be still no big changes in emotional confrontation and tensions
         at the citizen level. If trade does not generate any positive impact on citizens and
         their sentiments toward each other, it will limit the level of cooperation between
         the two governments eventually. For better and comprehensive understanding of trade
         effects on their relations, analysis of the effects of trade on citizens needs to
         be done in further work.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  In the literature on international politics, UN General Assembly votes have become
                  the standard data source for measures of the degree to which states have common preferences
                  over foreign policies.
               

            

         

         
            2.  Scholars also claim that China enjoys only limited power. For example, a study shows
                  that, due to China’s deficient structural power in international monetary institutions
                  such as the IMF, there is a significant gap between China’s increasing power resources
                  and its influence on other states’ policy choices (Ciorciari 2014).
               

            

         

         
            3.  Due to this positive effect, economic interdependence as strategic interdependence
                  was promoted by the United States as a strategy of reducing potential threats from
                  other great powers right after World War II.
               

            

         

         
            4.  The data comes from the Korea International Trade Association (www.kita.net).

            

         

         
            5.  In addition, it is hard to isolate the independent effect of economic tie on cooperation
                  from other factors such as political or military leverage that a less dependent state
                  can exert over a more dependent state (Flores-Macías and Kreps 2013).
               

            

         

         
            6.  Although historical issues are long lasting and chronic, this does not necessarily
                  mean that Korea-Japan confrontation over historical issues is imaginary or unlikely
                  to lead to a tragic clash. Since states are sensitive to territorial disputes, territorial
                  disputes over the Dokdo Island can escalate into militarized conflicts at any time.
               

            

         

         
            7.  In some senses, Korea and Japan have stronger incentives to work together than the
                  United States. While the United States views the regional security issues from its
                  global security strategy, Korea and Japan, which directly face North Korea, China,
                  and Russia, may consider avoidance of militarized conflicts as the first priority
                  for national security. Put differently, while regional skirmishes may be considerable,
                  if not preferable, policy options for the United States, military clashes are least
                  favorable to Korea and Japan.
               

            

         

         
            8.  Refer to chapter 7 and figure 7.1 for detailed information on vote congruence.

            

         

         
            9.  Positive values indicate state positions toward the United States led liberal order
                  in a simple, one-dimensional policy space, while negative values show state positions
                  away from the liberal order (Bailey et al. 2015). Most states’ ideal pointes are located
                  between -3 and + 3.
               

            

         

         
            10.  Although states can vote strategically, I assume that revealed preferences in the
                  UN reflect states’ preferences to a great extent. Since there are many possible reasons
                  for taking abstention as a voting option across states, treating joint abstention
                  as an expression of the same preference is troublesome. Therefore, I code joint abstention
                  as zero.
               

            

         

         
            11.  Since unanimous or near-unanimous (lopsided) votes do not effectively show states’
                  policy preference differences, following Jackman (2001) and Poole and Rosenthal (1997),
                  I exclude lopsided votes in which fewer than 2.5 percent of states were on the losing
                  side.
               

            

         

         
            12.  Nuclear votes include votes on limitations of development and transfer of nuclear
                  weapons and materials. Arms and security votes include votes on arms race in the outer
                  space, arms control and disarmament, and law of sea. Economic development votes include
                  votes on right to development and trade and oil embargo. Human rights include votes
                  on children and women’s rights, death penalty, and refugee. Palestinian votes include
                  Israeli settlement and Palestine refugee. Other votes include issues on decolonization,
                  Antarctica, the role of the UN, cultural property, and so on.
               

            

         

         
            13.  In this regard, it is desirable to analyze the impact of shared security concerns
                  on their voting on security related issues in a further work.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 9

      The Impact of Korea’s ODA and Trade on Foreign Policy Cooperation

      
         
         
      

      
      ODA, Trade, and Political Cooperation

      
      Does Official Development Assistance (ODA), which is the most common type of foreign
         aid, generate positive political effects on the relationship between donors and recipients?
         While foreign aid is in principle designed to provide help to recipients in trouble,
         it is well known that this benevolent action tends to promote political cooperation
         between donors and recipients (Dreher and Sturm 2012; Hwang, Sanford, and Lee 2015),
         and thus a donor has an incentive to cultivate its relationship with a recipient through
         foreign aid (Kuziemko and Werker 2006; Wang 1999). Especially for great powers, foreign
         aid can be an effective policy tool through which they draw cooperation from relatively
         weak powers or countries in a financial trouble.
      

      
      As discussed in chapter 5, South Korea’s ODA disbursement policy is largely based
         on the strategic purpose of drawing or promoting political and economic cooperation
         from its recipients. Therefore, it is important to evaluate whether Korea’s ODA politics
         are in fact effective in drawing cooperation from other states.
      

      
      South Korea’s economic power has increased in the trade network, as discussed in chapter
         7. States located at the center of the network are likely to interact with other states,
         transfer information, and influence other states’ perceptions of their preferences
         more than states located outside of the network (Coleman 1990; Hafner-Burton and Montgomery
         2006; Heinsz, Zelner, and Guillen 2005; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Vogler 1995; Young
         1999). In addition, as bilateral trade ties deepen, trade partners are likely to share
         similar ideas, norms, and national interests. As such, it is also important whether
         trade ties with South Korea generate positive externalities in their foreign policy
         cooperation.
      

      
      One limitation of this literature is that previous works mostly focus on the United
         States or only a few great powers as donors or trade powers. It is not clear whether
         the foreign aid-policy cooperation or trade-cooperation effects are similarly found
         in other middle or small power states. In this regard, this chapter and its findings
         contribute to the literature by examining whether the recipients of ODA from South
         Korea and its trade partners take its side on important foreign policy issues to South
         Korea.
      

      
      The empirical findings of this analysis confirm the existence of positive political
         effects of Korea’s ODA and trade on policy cooperation with its recipients and trade
         partners. The recipients of Korea’s ODA or its trade partners are likely to vote alongside
         South Korea on important issues in the UN General Assembly (UNGA).
      

      
      In the following sections, I first summarize the literature on foreign aid, trade,
         and political cooperation. Next, theoretical discussion and related hypotheses are
         presented. Research design, variables, and data are introduced in the next section.
         Finally, I summarize the findings and conclude with implications.
      

      
      Korea’s ODA, Trade, and Vote Congruence with Others

      
      Since South Korea became a donor of ODA in 1991, the number and size of Korea’s outflow
         ODA have increased over time (Cho and Jung 2015; Lumsdain and Schopf 2007). Korea
         received $12.8 billion as foreign aid internationally between 1945 and 1995 (Hwang
         2014). But the country graduated from the World Bank’s lending list in 1995 and became
         a member of the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in 2009 (Chun, Munyi,
         and Lee 2010). From 1991 to 2014, Korea’s outflow ODA was more than $14.1 billion
         (OECD 2015).[1] Considering that Korea’s ODA is mainly concentrated in relatively small and weak
         economies in South Asia or Africa, the impact of Korea’s ODA is never negligible to
         a recipient. Here, an important political question is whether Korea’s ODA programs
         generate positive spillover effects on the relationship with its recipients.
      

      
      Foreign aid is a useful tool through which donors can draw cooperation from its recipients.
         Donor states can promote positive sentiments toward donors from the citizens in recipient
         countries and also generate pressure or influence on a recipient by politically manipulating
         the disbursement and the size of ODA. In fact, there is ample evidence that shows
         significant effects of foreign aid on promotion of political cooperation between the
         sender and the recipient (Dreher and Sturm 2012; Hwang et al. 2015).[2] 
      

      
      As discussed in chapter 8, a strong trade tie can also promote foreign policy cooperation
         between trade partners. Due to material gains or enhanced opportunities for contact
         and information flow that trade brings about, trade partners tend to work closely
         and share similar preferences over foreign policy issues (Hass 1958; Hirschman 1945;
         Mousseau 2000; Rosecrance 1986). In particular, members of the same economic international
         institutions such as free trade blocs or trade networks tend to share similar ideas
         and social knowledge (Finnemore 1996; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Keohane and Hoffman 1993;
         Vogler 1995). This implies that they are likely to take a similar position on relevant
         policy issues such as trade and financial liberalization (Hwang 2010; Moravcsik 1997).
      

      
      Vote Congruence in the UNGA

      
      To evaluate the impact of Korea’s ODA and trade on foreign policy cooperation, I examine
         vote congruence between Korea and other states in the UNGA. Since the UNGA deals with
         various issues of international politics and passes resolutions to address these issues,
         the UNGA is the perfect place to examine the impact of these economic factors on foreign
         policy cooperation.
      

      
      The following hypotheses are designed to evaluate the nexus between ODA or trade and
         policy cooperation between Korea and other states. First, I argue that as the volume
         of Korea’s ODA increases, the recipient state is likely to vote with Korea on votes
         in the UNGA (Hypothesis 1a). Similarly, as the volume of bilateral trade increases,
         a trade partner is likely to vote with South Korea (Hypothesis 1b). Since not all
         votes in the UNGA are politically important and Korea is sensitive to nuclear proliferation
         and human rights issues, I also argue that the positive impact of ODA or bilateral
         trade on vote congruence is likely to be salient on humanitarian and nuclear votes
         (Hypotheses 2a and 2b).
      

      
      Resolutions on which South and North Korea disagree are likely to be important to
         South Korea more than other resolutions. Among others, probably the most important
         resolutions to South Korea would be resolutions that target North Korea. Since 2005,
         members of the UNGA have voted on resolutions that exclusively focus on and condemn
         North Korean’s human rights abuses. While these resolutions sometimes passed unanimously
         without taking votes between 2005 and 2012, five resolutions took votes in 2006, 2008,
         2009, 2010, and 2011. Therefore, these votes offer a good window through which we
         can examine the impact of Korea’s ODA on its recipients.
      

      
      One finding in regard to these resolutions is that increasing numbers of states take
         South Korea’s side. In the 2006 resolution, ninety-nine states were in favor of the
         resolution, twenty-one states were against it, and fifty-six abstained. In the 2008
         resolution, there were ninety-four yes votes, twenty-two no votes, and sixty-three
         abstentions. The number of states that support the resolution has continuously increased
         over time from 99 (2009), 106 (2010), to 123 (2011), while no votes and abstentions
         have decreased from 20 and 63 (2009), 20 and 57 (2010), to 16 and 51 (2011), respectively.
         In recent years, member states of the UNGA agreed to pass these resolutions unanimously
         without taking votes.
      

      
      Another interesting finding is that a host of countries show indirect support for
         the resolutions by switching their previous positions from 
no votes to abstention, especially if they receive South Korea’s ODA. 
For example, Indonesia, the third-biggest recipient of Korea’s ODA 
between 1991 and 2013, cast “no” votes on all resolutions until 2009, 
but took abstention on the 2010 resolution. Sri Lanka, the fifth-biggest 
recipient of Korea’s ODA during the same period, voted against the 
resolution in 2008 but abstained from voting in 2009, 2010, and 2011. Similar voting
         behavior is observed from Laos and Pakistan, the 
sixteenth- and seventeenth-biggest recipients of Korea’s ODA, respectively.
      

      
      In sum, I argue that the more a state receives ODA from Korea, the more likely the
         recipient votes with it on issues disagreed on by South and North Koreas in the UNGA
         (Hypothesis 3a) or on the UNGA resolutions on North Korean human rights abuses (Hypothesis
         3b). Also, the more a state trades with South Korea, it is more likely to vote with
         it on issues disagreed on by South and North Korea (Hypothesis 4a) or on the resolutions
         regarding human rights abuses in North Korea (Hypothesis 4b).
      

      
      Research Design

      
      To test the hypotheses, I use the UNGA roll call data between 1991 and 2012. Thus,
         the unit of analysis is a state’s vote on an issue in the UNGA. Since near unanimous
         votes do not carry much information on states’ policy preferences, I exclude them
         if more than 97.5 percent of states vote together. It gives us 1,009 total votes in
         the roll call data. The UN roll call data comes from Voeten (2013). 
      

      
      The dependent variable of this analysis is Vote Congruence between Korea and another state. When a state votes with Korea by casting a yes or
         no vote, I code it as one, otherwise zero. Since abstention occurs for many different
         reasons and it does not clearly show policy preference similarity between countries,
         I do not count joint abstention between Korea and a state as vote congruence. 
      

      
      The key explanatory variable is Korea’s annual ODA disbursement to a state. One issue
         in the analysis of ODA effects is endogeneity. That is, since Korea is likely to send
         ODA to a close, cooperative state rather than an enemy or uncooperative state, it
         is difficult to evaluate the impact of ODA on policy cooperation from a recipient.
         In other words, policy cooperation may not be the outcome of ODA but the cause of
         ODA in some cases. To resolve this problem, I utilize an instrumental variable method.
         A good instrumental variable must be correlated with the endogenous explanatory variable
         (that is, Korea’s ODA) but not suffer from the same problem (that is, reverse causation)
         that the original explanatory variable has. In this regard, as an instrumental variable,
         I use the total foreign aid a state receives from the world excluding South Korea.
         If a state receives ODA from Korea, the state is also likely to receive foreign aid
         from others. But, theoretically, the total foreign aid that a state receives should
         not be correlated with the recipient’s policy cooperation with Korea. A lagged form
         of the ODA variable is used. The data comes from the World Bank (2015).
      

      
      Another key explanatory variable is trade tie with South Korea. To see how salient
         the trade tie is in the recipient economy, I measure bilateral trade as the ratio
         of the recipient’s GDP.[3]   To account for a potential endogeneity issue, a lagged form of the trade variable
         is used.
      

      
      There are several control variables in this analysis. Korea’s foreign direct investment
         (FDI) may generate positive spillover effects on policy cooperation between Korea
         and its recipient of FDI. To control for the salience of the FDI in the recipient
         economy, I measure Korea’s FDI outflows to a state as the ratio of the recipient’s
         GDP. The FDI data comes from the Bank of Korea. A lagged form of FDI variable is used.
         A state’s power and its regime type may be associated with ODA, trade, and vote congruence.
         A stronger state is not likely to be vulnerable to Korea’s ODA or trade and thus less
         likely to vote similarly with Korea. But, a democracy is expected to have similar
         voting preferences with Korea. A nation’s power is measured using national capability
         data (version 4.0) from the Correlates of War project (Singer 1987). Democracy is
         measured using the Polity IV data set (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2013). For easy
         interpretation, I add ten to the original values of the democracy measure and thus
         the scale of this measure varies from zero to twenty.
      

      
      Since the UNGA deals with various issues, I classify them into six different categories:
         nuclear, human rights, arms and security, economic development, Palestine, and others.
         To evaluate whether the probability of vote congruence changes issue by issue, I create
         and include dummy variables for the first five issues. Thus, other issues are the
         reference category.
      

      
      With respect to human rights resolutions, states with bad human rights records are
         less likely to support those resolutions. To control for this impact, I use the Political
         Terror Scale (PTS) data, which is collected based on the US State Department Country
         Reports on Human Rights Practices (Gibney, Cornett, Wood, Haschke, and Arnon 2015).
         To account for regional variations, I also include dummy variables for Africa, Asia,
         Europe, Latin America, and Middle East. Thus, Oceania and other regions are the reference
         category in models in table 9.1.
      

      
      Finally, since the dependent variable is binary, I employ logit models for estimation.
         To address unobserved heterogeneity across countries, I estimate the models with country
         random effects and standard errors clustered by countries.
      

      
      Results

      
      As table 9.1 shows, Korea’s ODA has a positive impact on vote congruence with its
         recipients. As the volume of ODA increases, the recipient is more likely to vote with
         Korea in all votes, nuclear and security votes, and votes disagreed on by South and
         North Korea. This positive impact is distinct especially in votes disagreed on by
         the two Koreas. The trade variable also has a strong positive impact on vote congruence
         between South Korea and its trade partner over nuclear and security votes, and votes
         disagreed on by the two Koreas.
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      To show the substantive effects of Korea’s ODA on the predicted probabilities of vote
         congruence between South Korea and its ODA recipient, I simulated models 1.2 and 1.3
         using the Clarify simulation program (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003). To this end,
         I fix all variables at their means but human rights issues and Africa dummies at one.
         The predicted probabilities of vote congruence significantly increase as the volume
         of Korea’s ODA increases.
      

      
      With respect to resolutions contested by South and North Korea, a state’s probability
         of taking South Korea’s side increases from 3 percent to 32 percent as the amount
         of ODA received from South Korea increases from zero to 10 million US dollars.
      

      
      In the analysis of the impact of Korea’s ODA on vote congruence on five resolutions
         that condemn North Korea human rights abuses, I treat abstention in three different
         ways. First, as in other samples, I code abstention as missing. However, as explained
         above, in these resolutions against North Korea, a host of countries show indirect
         support for the resolutions by switching their previous positions from no votes to
         abstention. To account for this behavior, I also code abstention in two additional
         ways: support for resolutions and a middle ground between yes and no votes. In the
         latter case, I employ an ordered logit model with country random effects for estimation.
      

      
      When I treat abstention as missing or supporting votes, Korea’s ODA still appears
         to have a positive impact on vote congruence between South Korea and its ODA recipient.
         But, this effect becomes insignificant when I code abstention as a middle ground between
         yes and no votes. Meanwhile, the trade variable has positive significant effects on
         vote congruence only when abstention is coded as a middle ground between yes and no
         votes. This implies that the link between trade and vote congruence over North Korean
         resolutions is not robust.
      

      
      
      To evaluate the substantive impact of ODA on predicted probabilities of vote congruence
         on resolutions on North Korea, I again simulated the results. According to the simulated
         estimates, the probability of supporting the resolution on North Korean human rights
         abuses increases from 52 percent to 81 percent when the amount of Korea’s ODA a state
         receives increases from zero to 20 million US dollars. These are striking findings.
         The results imply that Korea’s ODA politics is very effective.
      

      
      The empirical results also show that FDI does not appear to have statistically meaningful
         effects on vote congruence. In general, a strong state tends not to vote alongside
         Korea, while a state’s regime type does not matter in explaining vote congruence in
         models in table 9.1. But, with respect to resolutions against North Korea, democracies
         are more likely to take South Korea’s side than non-democracies. States with bad human
         rights records, as expected, are less likely to vote alongside South Korea on human
         rights and nuclear issues and also resolutions against North Korea.
      

      
      In terms of vote issues, states tend to vote alongside Korea on Palestinian or economic
         development issues more than on security or human rights issues. As opposed to European
         states, Asian, African, and Middle Eastern states are not likely to vote alongside
         South Korea.
      

      
      Conclusions 

      
      As the literature on foreign aid explains, donors of foreign aid have political interests
         in helping their recipients. The situation is not different in the Korean case. As
         the Seoul government clearly states, its economic and political motivation strongly
         affects the ODA disbursement policy. ODA has been used as a policy tool for its strategy
         to translate its economic resources into global political influence.
      

      
      The results of this analysis provide empirical evidence on the effect of Korea’s ODA
         on policy cooperation from its recipients. That is, a state that receives ODA from
         Korea is likely to vote alongside Korea in the UNGA votes. In addition, it appears
         that trade in general promotes foreign policy cooperation between South Korea and
         its trade partners. In sum, South Korea’s ODA and trade relations work as the basis
         for soft power and political influence. This is an interesting and striking finding
         in that most previous studies of political effects of foreign aid or trade focus on
         a few great powers such as the United States and China. The results in this chapter
         show that a middle power such as South Korea can draw political cooperation from others.
      

      
      As the volume of foreign aid that Korea sends to developing states, especially in
         Africa, and also their trade volume continue to increase, it is important to analyze
         how and what changes this donor-recipient or trade tie will bring about in their foreign
         relations and policy cooperation. In this regard, further work will benefit by investigating
         the policy consequences of Korea’s foreign aid or trade in other policy areas or other
         international organizations beyond the UNGA.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  Korea’s outflow ODA was only $57 million in 1991, but it increased to $1.86 billion
                  in 2014. Refer to table 5.1 for more details.
               

            

         

         
            2.  Nevertheless, there are a few possible reasons why ODA in specific and foreign aid
                  in general may not generate positive spillover effects on political cooperation between
                  a donor and a recipient. First, factors that concern a country’s survival or national
                  security might be too strong to limit the influence of foreign aid on the recipient
                  and its cooperation with the sender. This would be the case especially when the size
                  of foreign aid is relatively small. Since foreign aid like other types of economic
                  benefits is considered as low politics, its positive effects of foreign aid on political
                  cooperation may come into effect subject to political or security related conditions.
                  Second, as the previous argument implies, foreign aid may carry such positive spillover
                  effects on political cooperation only if the size of foreign aid is significantly
                  big enough. In other words, when the size is relatively small, foreign aid may not
                  elicit cooperative behavior from recipients. Third, the recipient may consider foreign
                  aid as a means for the sender to coopt itself rather than a sincere benevolent action
                  (Kegley and Hook 1991). In this case, foreign aid fails to generate positive reaction
                  from recipients, if not negative. Finally, foreign aid may go to mainly recipients
                  who are already close to the sender, not the other way around. Thus, policy cooperation
                  is not the result of foreign aid but probably the cause of it. In this case, it is
                  necessary to systemically sort out any positive effects of foreign aid on political
                  cooperation by controlling for a potential endogeneity issue.
               

            

         

         
            3.  The trade data comes from the Korea Exim Bank, and Ministry of Trade, Industry, and
                  Energy in Korea.
               

            

         

      

   
      Part V

      Conclusion

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 10

      The Future of South Korea’s Foreign Policies

      
         
         
      

      
      What Have We Learned?

      
      In the post-Cold War era, the politics in Northeast Asian region has become complex.
         Power shifts and economic globalization have accentuated the uncertainties and complexities
         of great power politics in the region (Kim 2004). A rising China, the US-China’s struggle
         for power, North Korea’s emergence as a potential nuclear power and its threat to
         the region’s stability, and Japan’s rising nationalism and efforts to expand military
         power[1] have complicated geopolitics and the regional order. Globalization has accelerated
         interconnectedness between countries and reshaped their relations and foreign policy
         priorities. South Korea, a close ally of the United States and also a strong economic
         partner of China, and its foreign policies toward neighboring countries have a significant
         impact on the regional politics.
      

      
      Korea’s foreign policies can be understood as a consequence of interplay between domestic
         and international politics. In this regard, this book examined how democratization
         and economic globalization have changed the terrain of Korean domestic politics and
         consequently reshaped Korea’s foreign policies. Democratization has revitalized Korean
         civil society and its role in foreign policy. Prior to democratization, authoritarian
         political leaderships predominantly shaped foreign policies, and civil society had
         only a limited influence on the decision-making. The Cold War system of confrontations
         and tensions with North Korea also worked as external constraints that limited public
         discourse on foreign policies and restricted the activities of civil society. However,
         democratization has reinvigorated and polarized civil society. The public are actively
         engaged with foreign policies. Citizens began to raise different voices on sensitive
         foreign policy issues. Motivated by democratic experience and rising nationalism,
         a growing number of people demand autonomous and independent foreign policies to the
         government. They question on the nature of Korea-US relations and present different
         views on North Korean crises. Increasing influence of civil society on foreign policy
         implies that it is getting hard for the United States to draw policy cooperation from
         the Korean government.
      

      
      For instance, according to a survey on opinions of the US government’s handing of
         North Korea’s nuclear weapons program in 2007,[2] 55 percent of South Koreans (18 percent strongly and 37 percent somewhat) disapproved
         it, while 43 percent of South Koreas (12 percent strongly and 31 percent somewhat)
         approved it. Another example is found in South Korea’s hesitation to deploy the Terminal
         High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system on the Korean peninsula. Although the Seoul
         government announced its plan to deploy the missile defense system in July 2016 after
         a prolonged discussion with the United States, the government still faces strong opposition
         from the public on the deployment decision. While both US and Korean governments claim
         that this system is a defensive measure to ensure the security of South Korea and
         to protect alliance forces from North Korea’s potential aggression with its weapons
         of mass destruction, almost half of South Koreans oppose it, believing that this system
         mainly targets China and thus serves the US national interest most.
      

      
      As the US hedging or balancing policy against rising China becomes aggressive, South
         Korea’s foreign policies toward neighboring countries can significantly affect rivalry
         competition among major powers and stability in the region. Nevertheless, in democratized
         and politically polarized Korea, high political competition among different groups
         of people and political parties has made understanding of Korea’s foreign policies
         very complicated.
      

      
      Especially, the spread of information and enhanced communications through the Internet
         have promoted grassroots movements for democratic reforms. The importance of the Internet
         and online political activities will continue to grow in Korean society. As chapter
         3 explains, for example, thanks to diversified information cues, external crises with
         North Korea do not easily generate rally effects in democratic South Korea any more.
         Instead, rising nationalism plays positively toward North Korea.
      

      
      Another interesting finding is that economic globalization has reshaped South Korea’s
         relations with others. As chapter 5 explains, South Korea, as a growing economic power,
         has sought to forge foreign relations with other middle or small powers beyond the
         confines of the region. Over the last two decades, the amount of Korea’s foreign aid
         that goes to developing countries has exponentially increased. As the government clearly
         states, diplomatic and economic relations are the two most important factors that
         affect Korea’s foreign aid disbursement policy. Chapter 9 provides empirical evidence
         that shows South Korea’s strategy works to some extent. The recipients of Korea’s
         ODA are likely to vote alongside South Korea in the UNGA over important resolutions
         including the ones that condemn human rights abuses in North Korea.
      

      
      Chapter 8 also shows that economic interdependence between South Korea and Japan has
         positive effects on their vote congruence in the UNGA. Despite a high level of animosity
         or confrontation on both sides that originates from historical disputes, the two neighboring
         states tend to cooperate with each other, as the level of economic interdependence
         increases. In fact, South Korea and Japan are each other’s very cooperative foreign
         policy partners. The impact of emotional confrontation and animosity originating from
         historical disputes on their relations is hardly visible in the area of foreign policy.
         
      

      
      Nevertheless, it is hasty to conclude that foreign aid, trade, or economic integration
         always generates positive effects on Korea’s relations with other states. Military
         tensions and power struggles between the United States and China are still powerful
         factors that drive Korea’s foreign policies. From a realist perspective, geopolitical
         issues have constantly influenced the relationship between South and North Korea.
         Even in the post-Cold War era, the structure of military deterrence in this region
         still remains. American commitment to protect South Korea and Japan and contain the
         expansion of Chinese power plays an important role in regional security. China, despite
         its growing complaints with North Korea’s nuclear program, has been a strong ally
         and supporter of the North Korean regime. While tensions between the United States
         and China have not subsided, a growing regional rivalry between China and Japan has
         complicated regional geopolitics. From this perspective, the inter–Korean relationship
         is mainly a function of the politics of great powers in the region. In addition, despite
         some positive bilateral moves such as the inter–Korean summit talks in 2000 and again
         in 2007, the two Koreas have not made much progress in reducing military tension.
      

      
      As chapter 7 introduces, vote congruence between the two Koreas is strongly influenced
         by the United States and China’s positions on votes. The US position on a vote also
         significantly affects vote congruence between South Korea and China. This implies
         that political rather than economic factors are still significant in explaining cooperation
         on the Korean Peninsula.
      

      
      Globalization has made the Korean economy become sensitive and vulnerable to international
         economic or political forces. On one hand, globalization has liberalized civil society.
         The power of the government over civil society has weakened. As a consequence, domestic
         societal interests become salient in shaping domestic politics and thus foreign policies.
         On the other hand, however, globalization has made Korean society become more vulnerable
         to external forces than before. Globalization, which is accompanied with high levels
         of international competition, induces economic policy convergence among states including
         Korea. Economic reforms such as trade and capital market liberalization, deregulations
         on multinational corporations, and privatization of previously government-owned enterprises
         are followed. The Korean government could not manage and control the national economy
         and social policies as effectively as it used to do. Instead, multinational corporations,
         foreign investors, international economic institutions, and legal constraints and
         regulations resulting from multilateral or bilateral investment treaties or FTAs have
         a tremendous influence on the national economy. A high level of competition, social
         disruption, human rights and environmental degradation, or any other negative impact
         of globalization on the Korean economy can further polarize and divide the society.
         Eventually, this division is likely to significantly affect Korea’s foreign policies
         especially in the field of international political economy.
      

      
      What Lies Ahead? 
The Future of South Korea’s Foreign Policies
      

      
      What are the implications and lessons we can draw from the findings of this book for
         the future of South Korea and its foreign policy? As civil society generates growing
         pressure on the government to make independent foreign policy decisions, South Korea’s
         foreign policy is likely to be influenced by its own national interests rather than
         by its strategic consideration of political ties with other states.
      

      
      In this regard, one notable thing is that there is a relatively big gap between citizens’
         attitudes and sentiments toward neighboring states and the government’s actual foreign
         policy cooperation with them. For example, it is well known that the level of animosity
         or confrontation between South Korea and Japan is very high in recent years as nationalist
         sentiments are rising on both sides. According to BBC World Service Poll, in 2007,
         31 percent of South Koreans viewed Japan’s influence in the world positively and 58
         percent of them viewed it negatively. But, in 2014, only 15 percent of South Korean
         respondents viewed Japan’s influence in the world positively and 79 percent of them
         were very negative on it. This is a striking change. Similarly, in the 2014 poll,
         only 13 percent of Japanese were positive about South Korea’s influence in the world.
         Obviously, there are growing tensions between South Korea and Japan at the citizen
         level on both sides.
      

      
      As figure 8.1 and table 8.1 show, however, South Korea and Japan tend to vote alongside
         each other to a great extent. Their ideal points are almost identical especially in
         recent years. This implies that the two rivals have quite similar foreign policy preferences.
         This is a striking finding, considering high levels of mutual animosity. As chapter
         8 explains, this cooperation is possible partly because a high level of economic interdependence,
         common security concerns, or the United States as a common ally promotes their preference
         similarity. In addition, heightened animosity or nationalist sentiments and their
         impact on South Korea–Japan relations can be understood in the context of domestic
         politics (Hwang, Cho, and Wiegand 2016). That is, as historical disputes erupt, political
         leaders tend to enjoy rally effects from the disputes. This implies that political
         leaders may have an incentive to politically utilize historical disputes and confrontations
         as a tool to boost their popularity in domestic politics.
      

      
      Similarly but in a different way, rising nationalism in South Korea has promoted nationalist
         sentiments toward North Korea and its people. For many South Koreans, North Korea
         is not now viewed as an evil state to get rid of but as a rogue state to deal with.
         Majority of South Koreans still view North Korea as the other half of the country
         to be reunited in a near future. Accordingly, efforts to build a positive relationship
         with North Korea out of humanitarian or nationalistic sentiments have been made. In
         addition, many South Koreans tend to undervalue security threats from the North, believing
         that low levels of military clashes with North Korea are not likely to escalate into
         a big scale of war on the Korean Peninsula. South Korean’s lukewarm responses to North
         Korea’s provocations such as submarine infiltration in June 1998, a Daepodong missile launch in August 1998, frequent clashes between North and South Korean naval
         vessels along South Korea’s North Limit Line (NLL)[3] including the South Korean warship Cheonan sinking in 2010, and even a series of the North’s nuclear weapon test well represent
         this point. Many South Koreans, especially young people, tend not to take North Korean
         crises seriously.[4] The disappearance of rally effects in democratized South Korea is another evidence
         of this trend.
      

      
      These nationalist sentiments and lukewarm or optimistic attitudes toward North Korean
         crises may cause a rift between the United States and South Korea in the future. In
         general, South Koreans maintain positive opinions on the United States and its role
         in world politics. According to BBC World Service Poll, South Koreans’ opinions on
         the role of the United States in the world become more positive. In 2007, 35 percent
         of South Koreans were positive on the influence of the United States on the world
         and 54 percent of them were negative. In 2014, however, 58 percent of them had a positive
         view of the United States, and only 28 percent of them had a negative view of it.
      

      
      Although this survey results suggests that public opinion in South Korea is not turning
         against the US foreign policies, the story is different when it comes to North Korean
         issues. As explained above, the Korean civil society tends to view North Korean crises
         from a nationalist and optimistic perspective. As public opinion becomes an important
         factor in deciding foreign policies in South Korea, it is likely that Seoul and Washington
         tend to reveal somewhat divergent preferences over foreign policy issues such as handling
         of North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. For example, as the North Korean regime
         continues to develop their nuclear weapon program and poses a real threat to the US
         national security, we are likely to observe divergent policy preferences between the
         United States and South Korean governments on possible options to contain and control
         the risk. Although aggressive military engagements such as air strikes on suspected
         nuclear reactors or weapon sites are not necessarily a bad policy option to adopt
         for Washington, the Seoul government and South Koreans would not take any chance to
         risk a war with a rogue state that has a nuclear weapon capability in their backyard.
         Similarly, although a nuclear-armed South Korea as a response to North Korea’s nuclear
         program is probably perceived as a viable option for strategic defense for many Korean
         citizens and politicians, it is hardly acceptable to the United States. Therefore,
         as North Korean nuclear crisis gets worse, it is likely to pose a big challenge to
         the US-Korea relations in the future.
      

      
      Thanks to trade and economic integration into the world economy, Korea has grown rapidly
         and become a strong economic power. The trade share of the GDP in Korea has continuously
         increased, and it exceeded 100 percent in 2010. Korea is now the only OECD member
         that its trade volume is greater than the size of GDP. However, as Kinnes (2012) explains,
         trade can be a source of constraint rather than autonomy. That is, the deep embeddedness
         of a state into the trade network may increase its vulnerability to disruptions of
         network ties (2012, 312). South Korea’s central location of the trade network can
         work as both a source of power and a source of constraint. Then, the question is how
         to make trade work as a source of power rather than constraint. In this regard, as
         social networks become diversified, South Korea is likely to seek to develop and strengthen
         its political and diplomatic relations with other middle and small powers beyond the
         confines of the Northeast Asian region.
      

      
      Similarly, as chapter 4 introduced, the Korean economy becomes very dependent on a
         few number of items for its export and import. The share of top seven biggest items
         in the total export (import) volume increased from less than 50 (58) percent in 1980s
         to 60 (62) percent in 1990s and 77 (71) percent in 2010. This dependence poses a potential
         threat to its economic stability. Economic instability and vulnerability can also
         be transferred into political vulnerability to its trade partners in particular China.
         How to respond to this challenge will significantly affect Korea’s foreign relations
         with trade partners.
      

      
      Another issue in the Korean economy is its deepening economic dependence on China.
         China became South Korea’s top trade partner in 2004 and their bilateral trade volume
         accounted for about 21 percent of Korea’s total trade in 2014. As China emerges as
         a rival to the United States economically and politically, Korea’s trade dependence
         on China can cause political, diplomatic, and economic difficulties for South Korea
         and its relations with the United States. However, trade integration can also work
         as an amalgam of economic progress and political cooperation. As a liberal theory
         explains, trading partners are likely to share similar culture, norms, or foreign
         policy preferences through enhanced communications and dialogues, and economic integration
         may work as a vehicle for problem solving. Then, the choice that Korea may have in
         the future does not have to be taking a side with either the United States or China.
         Rather, the Korean government can utilize its economic and political ties with them
         to promote regional security and stability.
      

      
      Globalization or economic interdependence has sharply increased the costs of the use
         of force. To resolve disputes with other states, accomplish policy goals, or generate
         and hold political support from others, states need to utilize economic and cultural
         power as well as military power in the era of globalization. As a growing economic
         power, the Korean government has put efforts to increase its soft power in regional
         and world politics through for example its financial contributions to the international
         community or participation in UN peacekeeping operations. In particular, Korea has
         focused on developing and strengthening its political and diplomatic relations with
         other middle and small powers beyond the confines of the Northeast Asian region. As
         these efforts continue, Korea is likely to effectively elicit foreign policy cooperation
         from trade partners, ODA recipients, and other developing countries.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1.  For example, new security bills that allow the Self-Defense Forces’ operation in
                  foreign conflict to aid allied nations under attack were approved and became effective
                  in September 2015.
               

            

         

         
            2.  The BBC World Service Poll of 2014 and 2007. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/23_01_07_us_poll.pdf. 
               

            

         

         
            3.  The Northern Limit Line is a disputed maritime demarcation line in the Yellow Sea
                  between South Korea and North Korea. Since the 1953 Armistice Agreement that ended
                  the Korean War failed to include an agreement on a maritime demarcation line, South
                  and North Korea have engaged in disputes and military confrontations.
               

            

         

         
            4.  Another factor that explains lukewarm or indifferent responses from South Koreans
                  especially young people to North Korean crises is extreme economic troubles they face.
                  Due to high youth unemployment, pressure on early retirement, high competition, and
                  their struggle to survive in this society, a great number of South Koreans do not
                  see external crises as imminent threats to their lives. 
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