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Summary

The diplomatic situation on the Korean Peninsulahigractersed by both cooperation and

conflict between various states. Two major issues affect these international relatiofighips

the Nath Korean nulear crisis (2) the power comgiition between the US and ChirEhere

are four major actors in theselations, South Korea, North Korea, the US and CHhiihés

study aims to analyse how changes in the relationship between two different actors around
theKorean Peninsula impactanottteru nt r y 6 s f o r ecallg, this gtunly focasgs. S p e
on three diferent relations (1) the relationship between WShina relations and South

Korean foreign policy changg2) the relationship between WSouth Korea retions and

North Korean foreigmpolicy change and (3)the relatonship between the WE€hina conflict

and South Korean naval development. This work uses the Integrated Conflict Early Warning
System (ICEWS) dataset and vector autoregressive (VAR) times sanigysis to study

changes irthe relationships between countie and changes | mlicagovec ount r\
time. This study aims to present a new perspective on understanding international relations
around the Korean Peninsula through a time sane$ysis of these three differterelatiors.

This thesis providethree academic and policy implicatgfrirst, to understand international

relations around the Korean Peninsula, it is essential to understand the mechanism of foreign
policy change in a sgific country rather than aryse foreign policy at a certain pu in

time. Second, when analysingen countryos foreign policy c¢h:
consider the relationship between neighbouring countries as a significant vafiahblby, by

focusing on the maritime cdnét currently escalating in Nomfast Asia, this study aims to

emphasse the importance of naval power as an international factor of foreign policy change.
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1. Introduction

The diplomatic situation on the Komedeninsula is charactsed by both cooperation and

conflict between various states. Two major issues affect these international relatidrisstips.

there is tle North Koreannuclearcrisis. Both the US, which wants to prevent nuclear
proliferation, andSouth Korea, which is ian armistice with North Korea, ahéghly related

actors in this issue. The North Korean nuclear weapon possessipotengial threato the

US and a obstate to the US Northeast Asia stratggjhe US Department of Defense,12).
North Koreads convent i othradtto South Kotea Ewn aftesthea | s 0
Korean War, North Korea continued to make taily provocationsagainst South lérea, ad

North Korea still openly poses a rhetorical threat to Southe&dry developing various

strategic weapon@linistry of National Befense Republic of Korea, 2018)

A second issue affecting the Korean Peninsuthapower competibn between the
USandChi na. As Chinabs economy and mihahaveary p
faced conflicts in various fields. These confromasi have occurred on the Korg@eninsula
and in the East Asian region. The US hakit ary forces dejpyed in the rgion, nanely the
8" Army in South Korea and the US' Fleet in Japan. The Kean Peninsula borders with
China, and expanding the scopetiier, the US and China contmuo have maritime
conflicts in the South China Segimon, 2012; Freud, 2017; Swaing 2017) This
relationship between the US, China, and North and South Konglaecdescribed as a critical
inertia of cooperation and coidl around the Korean Peninsula. In order to fully understand
internationalrelatiors aound the Korea Peninsula, itis necssary toanalysehow these
interactions take place and how these mtert i ons have affected indi:

policy decisions.

The relationship between the two countries on the Korean Pemilsd o#n



significantly impacted foreignpolicy in other countries. In the early days of the Trump
administration, theUS pushed for hartiner measures; this included high oféts
mentioning military action against North KoréaP, 2017) However, after the amuguation

of the Moon Jaen administration, the intetkorean relationship was improved through the
interKorean summit(Kim, Kim and Yang, 2018; Shin and Moo2019) Sulsequently,
North Korea began to raise the possibility of direct contact with theSisBe then, the 8
has shifted ts hardliner policy and achieved the firsiver US North Korea summit in
history (White House, 2018)The North KoreaUS relationship deterated again after they
failed to reach an agreement at the secontiNe&h Koreasummit in Hanoi; fowever, this
example erpirically confirmed that relationship between the two countries caifielct

foreign policy in another countifiptak and Diamond2019)

Some scholardhave tried to explain the relationship betweehe countries in
Northeast Asiaisinggrandtheories First, realism tried to explain it through the balance and
transition of power betwedmegemonic statgdim, 1991; Christenseri,999; Christenseret
al., 2003; Ross, 2006; Kim and Gates, 201B)particular,whenthe Sovietled communist
and USled liberal groupgompeted in the regioduring the Cold Warthe realist perspéee
became the most influential theooy the Korean gninsula.This trend seemed to decline
briefly after the collapse of the Soviet Union, i&@kina has grown into a regional hegemony
since the mieR000sand theories based on realism h#vereforeagain restoreds policy
influence (Ross, 2006; Beckley, @L7; Shifrinson, 2020)SouthKorean hardiner dodeign
policy is based on this realismepspectiveT hey argue that Chinads
the emergence of a revisionist hegemonic state in the regiooh could createconflict in
the region(Gow, Hirama and Chapman, 2003; Kim, 2015; Kim and Gates, 2015; Anderson

and Cha, 2017Moreover, to prevent this conflictthe US, South Korea, and Japshwould



cooperate to maintain the balance of power in the region.

After the end of the Cold War, theneere academic attengiio explaininternational
relationsin Northeast Asia through liberalism paradigm After the collapse of the Soviet
Uni on, Chi nads eaaommswemniadivelg cadied ®and Sauth Korea and
Japan also increasetheir economic and cultural cooperation with China, a former
communist country. As cooperationcaexchangesicreasedetween the three oatries the
international situation in Northeast Asia temporarily stabilised,thod liberalist analysis
which mainly bcused on economic and cultuedchangs startedto emerge(Kim, 2002)
This tendencyasrealisedin foreign policy through Skparty talks when the North Korean

nuclear crisis intensified ithe early 2000¢Yu, 2006; Pacheco Pardo, 2012)

However, tesetraditionalgrand theoretiapproaches tended to overlook the cultural
and historical baracteristics of Northeast Asaad constructivism, whichbomplemeted this
limitation, was activelyspreadafterward In particular, this constructivisapproach as the
advantage of explainingpecific caseghat would have been difficult to explain wWita
realismperspectiveFor examplerealism has difficulty explaining the continuing diplomatic
conflict between South Korea and Japan despite thateball streegic necessityCha, 2000)
Constructivistsargue that the same eventsultd be accepted ifferently depending on
individual countrieé histoiical and cultual characteristics(Cho, 2010; Wendt, 2016)
Therefore, Constructivistshowed theoreticakffectivenessat explaining the impact of
cultural and historicatharacteristics of South KoreadaJapan on their bilateral relations and
the impact ofcollective identitybetween the two Koreas on int€orean relationgRozman

and Lee, 2006; Cho, 2010)

However, thesegrand thedes have limitations in understanding relations between

countries arond the Korean Peninsul@he first limitation is that theapplication ofthe



argumentoecomes more difficulat state or individual policy-level analysis.Grandtheories
haveacademicstrengthin understanding international relations around the Koreamfida
at the system leveghowever applying the grand theoretic approach is ofteallenging when
analysng state levels ompolicy-specific cases Taking South Korean foreign policy for
example, conservative governmenigich used theSouth Koreda US dlliance as acritical
strategyfor their foreign policy, have frequently causdgblomaticconflicts with JapanThe
Lee Myungbak administratiorhas pushed to strgthen its alliance as eritical foreign
policy strategy However,in 2012, Lee Myundhak dso faced severe cordt with Japan
because he visited Dokdanislandof disputederritory between South Korea and Japfam,
thefirst time asSouth Korean prédent (Kagotani, Kimura and Webe?2014) As such, the

grand theory approach himitationsto explainthe statelevel andpolicy-specific cases

The second limitation is the rigidity of research based on grand thEpkgson
(2014, p. 102@rguedn his article about the relevance between grand theories and paicy
Agr and t hexpectgd tochave muctesnger staying power once it has become the
foundation of policyd This rigidity is also evident in thelifferenta d mi n i s foreignt i on s 0
policies Conservative governments and théaink tanks, who support alliancecentred
foreign policy based orealism, tend tainderestimater deliberately ignore thefluence of
collective identityin inteKorean relations and Chi@&economicinfluence in the Korean
economy, whilegprogressivegovernmentsand their think tankbased on consictivism tend
to overlook China and North Kor@&athreats.As a result, different theories aresither
suppementedhor advancedand the results of policies based @ach theory are often ignored
intentionally. This theoretical rigiditypecomesan obsta@ to understanénd researchhe

rapidly changingnternational relationsituation inNortheast Asia.

This study utilsed midrange theory and quantitative methtmdyy to overcome the



limitations of the grand theoryapproach First, mid-range theory camompensate for the
limitation thatapplyingthe grand theory becomehallengingin statelevel and casspecific
analysis.This thesisanalysed three differentasa with three different levslof analysisto
verify the midrange theory that the relatsmp between two different countriean affed
amothercountry® foreign policy.The firstresearchs a systemlevel analysisthatfocuses on
how SouthKorean foreign policy haschange in the hegemony competition between China
and the USThe second stly is statelevel analysis, which anageshow South KoreaUS
cooperatiorhaschangedNorth Koreds attitude Finally, to verify whethethis theorycan be
applied at the casespecific level,the thesisanalyses the relationshipbetweenUSi South
Korea coopration ancchangesin naval poweitin South Korea and Chindhe thesissought
to overcome the limitations of grand theaiyven researchy analysing caseswith different

levds of analysis

Secomnl, a quantitative methodology was uséd overcomeexisi n ¢ studi es
theoretical and political rigiditycentred on grand theory and qualitative methodology.
Existing studiesof Northeast Asian international relationsvlaa grand theory agsheir
foundation. Consequently, exchanges betwdifarentstudies havéeen restricted and have
tended todeliberately ignore the positiveoutcomesof related policies For example,
researchers who insist on pursuimgrdliner North Korea policies often underestimate the
outcorres of interKorean summits and intéorean ecaomic and cultural exchangek
addition, theyintentionally underestimatehe empirical data that North Korea military
provocations decrease when irk@rean relabns arecooperative(Ministry of National
Defense, 2020)Therefore, this study tried #malyse policies and international relations with
anemphasis owlatadriven researchrhis thesis usea quantitative methodology to focus on

empirical and positivisperspective to break down the barriers between theories created by



the grand theoretifoundation.

This study aims t@nalysehow changes in the relationship between twoed#ht
actors aroud the Korean Paensulai mpact another countryds fore
study focises on three different relations. The first researchesuls the relationship
between UBChina relations and South Korean foreign policy cleas mentioned eker,
as Chinhasemeged as t h e-lagestrppwerocompstiion between the U a
China has been taking place in many different pafrtthhe@world (Ross, 2006; Ikenberry,
2008; Shifrinson, 2020)in particular, in NortheasAsia, such confraitions have bmme
visible through maritime disputes in the South Ch8ea and issues redak to crosstrait
relations, and these tensions haverbevasening in recent year$Simon, 2012; Freund,
2017) International relations in Ndreéast Asia are atsbeing reconsticted aound this
shifting power dynamic. The US is strengthmnits relatims with its allies in the region,
focusing on Quadrilatal Security Dialogue (Quad) participants, namely Japan, India, and
Australia, while Chia is challenging 8 hegemony thragh theBelt and Road InitiativéYu,
2017; Du and Zhang, 2018; The US Depaminof Defense, 2019However, South Korea is
maintainng close relations with the US in relation to security and with China with regard to
the economy. This stud analysedhow South Ko e a 6 s 7iacenomia dilemyna has
changed its foreign policy. Studief this nature wilimprove our understanding of fogsi

palicy changes in countries facing similar diplomatic dilemmas.

The second subject ahis study is therelationship ktween B South Korea
relations and North Korean foreign policy change. Theas been active reseh and
discussion in South Koremdhowt o change North Koreads attit.dL
example, Lee and Chy2001) emphasses theimportance of bilding trust between the two

Koreas through the formation of collective idgntand based on this theory, the progressive



governmeh of South Korea focused on tesng trust between the two countries through

direct inte-Korean exchangesPacheco Pard@2021) also poins out that the strategic

efficiency of isolating North Kore&as reached itsrhit and argus that the most practita

remaining option is to resolve the North Korean nuclear crisis through engagemetiie On t
contrary, Anderson and Cha (2017) emplasses cooperation between US allies in their

policies toward North Keea. Recently, the ruling party in South Korea has dsetdan
independent engagement policy towartencNorth |
which hasraised questia abouthow US South Korea cooperation influences the North

Korean attitude. Bsed on this discussion, this stuatyalysechow North Koreahas changed

its attitude toward South Korea depending on how theSd8th Korea relsonship changed.

Finally, this study amalysedthe relationship between the UShina conflict and
South Koreamaval development. Recently, the US and China haveyegaircraft carriers
to the South China Sea and confronted each other, raising temsithes region(Lendon,
2021) Given thephysical dstance between the US and China and the fact that botkriesun
are nuclear powers, total war between the two t@mmis not realgable. Instead, it is
expected that the two countries will use navatdoto take regics sea controland exer
diplomaic pressure on each oth@eckley, 2017; Caverley and Donalvski, 2020) As
Chinads naval p o v&atemptimg fo seizgded censrqgl throulghecoopeBation
with its allies(The US Departmemnf Defense, 2019)In line with this stategy, Japan has
participated in Freedom of Nawdtion Operations (FOQPS) in the South China Sea, and
recently a France anthé UK decided to deploy their naval assets to the South China Sea
(Panda, 2016; Reuter,021) Consideringthe current sitation n East Asia, this study
analysedthe impact of Chinese and South Karazaval force development on US foreign

policy change, gpecally as it relates to theooperation between the US and its Northeast



Asian allies.

This work useghe IntegratedConflict Early Warning System (ICEWS) dataset and
Vector autoregressive (VARjme series analysis to study changes in the relatipgshi
between countries and chasge i n a countryods f(lautemscldgager, pol i c
Shellman and Ward2015) The ICEWS dataet uses automated algorithms to aggregate
which countries take certaiactions toward the specific country based on mediarteand
then categoses these actions into cooperative and conflictual events by mgsiggch data
point a Goldstein alue(Sdrodt and Yilmaz, 2007)This work also analyses the relationship
between the two countries using the concept of net cooparathich measures whether the
exchanges between two countries over acsjg period wee overall cooperate or
conflictual (Schrodt ard Yilmaz, 2007) Furthermore, as this research notes the impfattte
relationship between the two countries on anotoen t r y 6s f or ei gn spsol i cvy,

VAR, which efficientlyanalyss the impatbetween differerntime series dta(Moon, 1997)

This study aims to present a newgpective on understamdj international relations
around the Korean Peninsuladuch a time series analysis of these three different subjects.
First, to understand iatnational relatios around the Krean Peinsula, it is essential to
understand the mbanism of foreign policghange in a specific country rather tramalyse
foreign poi cy at a certain point i n ti me. Il n Nor
foreign policy oftendepends on doestic orinternational factors. The relationship beétne
two other countriessi the significant international factor affecting forejgolicy change in
Northeast Asia. South Korea continued an engagement approach imtisneelvith North
Korea duringth progréa si ve gover nment 6s -RatyrTatk agreehentr e a ¢ h ¢
on 30ctober 2007, which guaranteed the denuclearisatiomadhMorea and the withdrawal

of sanctions on North Korg&u, 2006; C. H. Lee, 2008; Blaeco Pardo, 2012However, as



the conflict between the US and China has become intense and North Korea ax@lhhee
al so clashed over t hmethed&guh&Kereae engagesnent pulcy hasne nt ¢
drifted without results and was abandonathwhe change in govement(C. H. Lee, 2008

Choi, 2018)

Second, whemmnalysingp ne count r y 0sandepitrisalsgmecesgsayito cy ¢
consider the relationshipetwesn neighbouringcountries as a significant variable. The
countries located in Northst Asia have conipx political,economic¢ and cultural relations
with each other. These relations are simdtarsly both cooperative and conflictual in nature.
Southand North Korea were initially the same country, and, thus, they have a collective
identty; however, athe same time,hiey arecompetitors that currently operate under very
different regime typef_ee and Chun, 2001pouth Korea and Japan share dentacvalues
and capitalist economic systems; however, they have a complicated histamtktt c
(Schneider 2008; Shin, R09; Togshi, 2016) South Korea considers China as its most
important econonai partner; however, at the same time, South Korea wsoalveit Chi naods
strong diplomatic support for North Kor¢#ang and Ha, 2012; Frank, 2018n Northeast
Asia, because cout r relat®rs have frequently changed depending on the time and

situation,it is necessary to pay attention to foreign policy gesnad analysetheir influence.

Finally, by focusing on the maritime conflict currendégcalating irNortheast Asia,
this studyaims to emphase the importance of naval power as an internatioaetiof of
foreign policy change. The nature of naval &zenans they are easy to dispatch and can be
used to put political pressure on the adaey; consequdly, the power coftict in Northeast
Asia is likely to proceed as a naval force competiti@ade, 1994, 1998; Caverley and
Dombrowski, 202Q)Under tlese acumstances, this studdnalysedthe impact of Chinese

and South Korean naval degspment on the co@pation of theUS toward its allies and tried
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to determine how naval force development inficess international relations in East Asia.
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2. Effects of U China Relations on South Korean Breign Policy

Abstract

Researcherbave mainly undertaketne analysis of the Sdgh Korean foreign poty
orientation from a security perspective. Thispterclaims that South Korean foreign
policy priorities are divided into a security partnership (vitd US) and an economic
partnerstp (with China) andanalyseshow USChina reléions affect the two
patnerships through different mechanisms. The research coded event data from the
Integrated Conflict Early Warning System (ICEWS) event data as a tiies,sesing a
Vector Autoregressiv€VAR) model to analysethis causal mechanisnThe model
found that LB-China relations have substantially affected South Korean foreign policy,
specifically its economic partnership. If tShina relations improve, South Kaa
could have the diplomatic flelity to expand cooperation with its econanmartner
(China) despté the sensitive rivalry between its two major partners. This analysis could
constitute a guideline for South Korean foreign policy analysis, allowing an
opportunity to resolve the limitains of existing securitpriented foreign plcy

change analysis.

Keywords: Foreign policy change, ICEWS event data, South Koingza relations,
South KoreaJs relations

2.1. Introduction

As relations between countriesvieadiversified since the end of the Cold War, and the
importance of economic cperation between themad grown, the manners of and degrees to
which economic factors can impact foreign policy changes have increased. Agbordi
Gustavsson(1998) analysed the causal mechanisms behind foreign policy changes,
distinguishing the internainal factors resultingn a foreign policy change into political and
economic factors. International political and economic factors are sometimes sysethroni

and lead policychange in the same direction. At other times, they might conflict with each
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othe and entail differentoreign policy directions.

Because the Korean peninsula is where the strategic interests of the US and China
collide, South Korean foreign policy analy has principally focused on security factors, such
as the US Pacific strategg hi na 6 s ndiup, and ahe goncept of power or alliance
transitions(Castro, 1994; Kim, 2000; Christensetal, 2003; Cha, 2009; Kim, 2015, 2018)
However, becausé&outh Korea maintains a security partnership with the US and an
economic one wit China, and the two cmtries repeatedly engage in conflict and
cooperation, the effects of UShina relations on South Korean foreign policy require furthe

study(Simon, 202; The US Department of Defense, 20195tat, 2020)

Accordingly, this resealcclaims that South Kean foreign policy priorities are
divided into a security partnership with the US and an economic partnershigkwvita, and
analyseshow USChina relaibns affect the two partnerships through different mechanisms.
To investigate tis causal mechanismgcbded event data on South Korea, the US, and China
from Integrated Conflict Early Warning System (ICEWS) everntadas a time series,
employing aVectorautoregressiv€VAR) model, which is useful imnalysinghow different
variablescorrelate. This modelvas used to verify (1) how changes in-G8ina relations
have influenced the diplomatic relationship between IS#drea and China, and (2) how
changes n USChina relations have affected the diplomatic relationship between South
Korea and the US. The modtest results outline a new perspective to understand foreign
policy changes as conflicts between internaticgedurity and economic factors within a
country. The foreign policy priority division could also provide theoretical emgirical

guidelines taexplain the conflict between security and economic interests.
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2.2. Literature Review

2.2.1. A Definition of Foreign Policy Change

Hill (2003, p. 3)claims that fo ei gn pol i cyds academic defini
external relations cwlucted by an independe actor (usually a state) in international

rel ati 68 s deé s (@d03)ipctudes variousctorssuch as governments, coalitions,

and orgargations. He defines foreign policy as an integrated action that consists of both
acbr geactions to singlevents and the integrated actionsaoforsin response to different

events, using the expressidsund in his definition. Thus, the critical elentsrof foreign

policy are actors and their actions.

Purpose Method Effort Policy
Application

Adjustment X X 3 One or some
Change
Program X 3 3 One or some
Change
Problem/Goal |3 3 3 One or some
Change
International 3 3 3 Many
Orientation
Change

Table 1 Type of Foreign Policy Change.

Made by author. Sourc€.Hermann (19909 Ch a n g i n Wheg& Gavarnsnents Choose
to Redir ect Ifeonatienal@tudieR Quarietyys50 .

Defining change in foreign policy is also essential. Hermann classifies foreign policy
change types into four categorig¢termann, 1990, p. Flable 1). Hermanaralysesthe type
of foreign policy change based on what is changing and the number of policies affected. In
South Koreads <case, the Cold War worl d orde

factor in foreign policy change, as South Korea was thet fine of confrontation with the
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Communi st bl oc i n Nor t-Korean$Var stategicperspectiidongt he US
2000) However, with the early 1990s decline of the Cold War order, South Korea also altered

its foreign pdicy direction, diversiying diplomatic relations and establishing diplomatic ties

with former Communist countrigdoo, 1993; Sanford, 1993}ince then, using its economic

growth as a driving force, South Korea has consistently pursued foreign policy @geotiv

establish peze on the Korean Peninsula, strengthen networking with various countries, and
enhance its role in the international commur(i¥inistry of Foreign Affairs Republic of

Korea, 2017, 2018)

Therefore, South Koreads f omeithgendgithd i cy ¢
Cold War, without drastic changes, and foreign policy changes havertzetnmainly at the
adjustment level. Thus, this study primarily focuses on foreign policy changes in level of
effort. The US i s Sout lpartheg angl £ldire isnomost vialr i t i ¢
economic partner. Since 1954, South Korea and the &l& Imaintained a cooperative
defencesystem through the Mutual Defense Tref@tong, 2000, p. 40)South Korea has
obtained the most considerable export benefit f@imma (168,116 million dllars, including
Hong Kong) and recorded a 2019 trade surplus of 59,107 million d¢Ka&tat, 2020)
Referring t(®98Karegn policg changedheory, political and economic factors
are the major international dexs of foreign policy changes. Therefore, tthapterfocuses
on the prioritsation mechanism of South Korean foreign policy based on the change in the

relations between the US and China.

2.2.2. International Factors Affecting Foreign Policy Change

Gustavssolii1999)argues that international political and econoifactors around a particular
country affect a foreign policy change. He classifies the influential factors of a foreign policy

change into two categorig§sustavsson, 1999, p. 83Jhe first category isnternational
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factors, including power relationships among countries, militstrgngth, and national
security perspectivegustavsson, 1999, p. 83lhe second is domestic factors, referring to
voter support, specific political parties, and individuatial organgations that advocate for
specific foreign policiegGustavsson, 1999, pp.i&). When a decisioimaking coalition is
affected by these factors, decisioakers set policy objectives and take strategic actions to
realise them(Gustavsson, 199%. 86) Policies formed through this process thadfect
international and domestic factors, and changes in them lead to changes in policies
(Gustavsson, 1999, p. 86)his research focuses on international factors that affect South

Korean foreign policxhange.

Gustavssor{1998) explains two international factors in his article d&yalysingthe
causal mechanism oBwedenos European Economic Commun
However, the Swedish case is different from that of South Korea, given that both
int ernational political and economic factor
concerning EEC membershiustavsson, 1998)n the South Korean case, the two factors
play adifferent role in its foreign policies, given that its security cooperatidi thie US for
regional security interests is perceived as a threat to China, and that, from an economic
perspective, South Korea cannot give up its trade interests with Qhkareberry, 2008;

Mearsheimer, 2010; Swaine, 2017)
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Figure 1 South Korean Trade Surplus from Major Partners.

Made by author. Sourc&-Stat. (2020). _ + 10b [ 5 Sout h Koreads Top
Partnershttp://stat.kita.net/stat/world/majétoreaStats06.screen

In terms of the international factor, the existing literature on South Korean foreign
policy change has the tendency to owgpbasse security cooperation with the US and
underesti mate economi c cco0o0pegnilitaryccapabiitiess h  Ch i
grow and China emerges as a challenger to the US, the importance of security cooperation
between the US and South Korea sgwi ng even more from the
perspective(The US Department of Defense, 2019pking ths security tendency into
consideration, Kim(2015) argues that pivotal middigower states, such as South Korea,
could take a mitigating te, managing the likelihood of future alliantransitional conflict
by supporting the domiwesen tdespieo tivee img@ogance ofp r e ma
regional conflict mitigation for South Korea, it is becoming more dependent on China in

economic terms. Hol owi ng t he increase in the South K
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has become more and more tra@gpendent, as evédced in the ratio of imports and exports

within it. This was 81.5 per cent in 2019, as opposed to 53 per cent in($88Btics

KOREA, 2020) The US, the largest importer of South Korean products for decades, has
yielded its position to China since 2003 wi t h 25 per cent of Soutt
China as of 2019K-Stat, 2020) In the same year, the trade surplus from Chwaa five

times larger than that from the US (Figure(K)}Stat, 2020) This economic dependence

affects South Korean foreigomolicy as an international economic factor but has not been

noticed as existing literature has mainly focused on palitactors.

Furthermore, the complexity of relations between South Koreanarghbouring
countries tends to be overlooked. From th8 pPerspective, it is a strategic choice to
prioritise r el ati ons with key allies rising miitaryt he ast
capability(The US Department of Defense, 201dpwever, relations between South Korea
and itsneighboursare more corplicated. Both South Korea and Japan are individually allied
with the US, but South Korea and Japan are not a militarynedliaOn the contrary, South
Korea and Japan have a diplomatic conflict over the Dokdo/Takeshima island and a history
revision issugRozman and Lee,@®6; Cha, 2009)On the other hand, as of 2019, South
Korean export to China was double its exports to the US, which means China has become
South Koreads most i (Kptaty 2020)intother wards,decause op ar t n
the compéxity of South Korean security and its economic priorities, South Korean influence
on the balance of power for regional stability has become less significant than in the Cold

War era.

To address these limitations, this reseanhlyseshe relationship étwesn South
Korean foreign policy changes and {@&ina cooperation. As previously explained, the US

and China are South Koreab6s most(Hong 280800t i al
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K-Stat, 2020) While the tension d&ween the two countries varieie South Korean
government has priorged security in some cases and the economy in others. Therefore, to
overview South Korean foreign policy change, it is necessary to understand the history of

conflict between the US and China and their currenttaitua

2.2.3. The United StatesChina Conflict and South Korean Foreign Policy

Conflicts and cooperation between the US and China within East Asia have more than
seventy years of history. The US and China engaged in military conflict during the Korean

War, and bth countries signed the Armisti¢elong, 2000) As soon as the conflict between

China and the Soviet Union deepened, following their ideologic confrontation and territorial
conflict, China started to cooperate with the US and officially signed diplonmegiint 1979

to control the Soviet U(Goldsteird and Freemdrl@9®N c e i n
However, periodic tensions between China and the US also occurred due to US support for
Tai wan, the US6s major str at e@anandavordsong ¢ 0 n 0 M
2014) The relationship between the US and China thus has a deep history of repeated
conflict and cooperation; conflicts became more frequent in the20800s as China grew

i nto the wlargekt@&demy sarel @@anded its militanamabilities(lkenberry,

2008)

Since 2015, maritime dispwédhave erupted between the two countries in the South
China Sea over freedom of navigation is¢8enon, 2012; Freund, 2017China, Vietnam,
the Philippines, and Malaysia surround the South CHea; they have claimed varying
degrees of sovereignty over it and engaged in a territorial di€puten, 2012, pp. 99097).
China has begun to install artificial islands in the Spratly and Paracel Islands to assert its
territorial water legitimacySimon, 2012, p. 996)Tensions began tose as the US, which

has a strategic interest in the areab6s Sea |
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artificial islands with naval vessels in the name of Freedom of Navigation Operations
(FONOPs)Freund,®217) Thi s conflict affect edcaudeSheal | i e
US, directly and indirectly, demanded their participation in FONOPSs. In response, Japan
conducted a bilateral exercise with the US Navy in the South China Sea, which escalated
tensbns between Japan and China. South Korea has yet to partinigateh operations, in

consideration of its relations with Chi(laanda, 2016)

On the other hand, there are opposite cases in which South Korea has increased its
cooperation with the US whethe USChina relationship has deteriorated. After the fourth
North Korean nuclear test, the hina relationshipapidly worsened because they accused
each other as responsible for the North Korean nuclear provoq#tarea Institute ér
National Unification, 2016) At that time, South Korea decided to deploy Teeminal High
Altitude Area Defense syste(MHAAD) on the Korean Peninsula despite Chinese opposition
and in consideration of Nort h ilgostranaddiger cont i
Korean relationgKlingner, 2015) However, China has claimed that deploying THAAD in
South Korea is a US strategy to weaken Chi n:
weapong(Klingner, 2015; Swime, 2017) Nevertheless, the South Korean goweent and
security experts have argued that the THAAD deployment is an entirely defensive measure in
response to the North Korean nuclear threat,

deterrenceapability(Klingner, 2015; Easley, 2016)

Regardé s s of t his cl ai m, Chinabébs Foreign \
THAAD deployment in South Korea could be usegad of a USled Missile Defense (MD)
system that woul d curb Chi na 6Minisiryuaf Foecrym powe
Affairst he Peopl eds Republ i c .dBéijinghdmposed politicalCadd6 ; Sw

economic sanctions on South Korea, including the cancellatiarhighlevel official visit to
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Seoul and restrictions on Chinese tourism to South K{Beaine, 2017) Degite these
sanctions, South Korea retained its prigation of the security partnership and did not

withdraw its decision on THAAD deployme(Kim, 2018)

As such, South Korea has pursued a foreign policy that sometimes considers its
economic interestwith China) and sometimes emptsasi security (wh the US). Hix and
Jun (2009) argue that the Hawk and Dove foreign policy division influences South Korean
political par t i Analysingparliameotgry voting tendences, itheynclaim
that he South Korean National Assembly is divided by the Hawk, which insists en US
centreddiplomacy, and the Dove, which values direct cooperation with North Kbligaand
Jun, 2009, p. 689) Whi | e t h epoliticallteandemncy qowddr affegtGaseign Ipry,
some empirical cases are difficult to explain through this Hawk and Dove division theory.
The hawkish Park Getimye administration decided to participate in the CliéaAsian
Infrastructure Investment Bar(AlIB) rather than the TranRacific Partership (TPP); the
Obama administration had strongly recommended South Korean particifi€ition2018)
As such, South Koreads foreign policy has
economic interests. Thishapterargues that the relationshigetiveen the US and China

impacts these decisions.

2.3. Theoretical Framework

2.3.1. The South Korean Foreign Policy Dilemma

As the US and Chinads power game becomes
foreign policy dilemma. During the Cold War, the internagilopolitical circumstances made
Sout h Kor e a 0 s-sideduforesgapplicy amwm dbvioas cloites because its existence
was threatened by a Communigseighbour (Castro, 1994; Hong, 2000; Song, 2Q19)

However, as relations between the three countrige hacome morand more intertwined,
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South Korea has found it challenging to conduct a similarsaied foreign policy, this time
between China and the US. The US cannot substitute for China in terms of the economy, and
China cannot be a substitute for W8curity supp r t . Besi des, Sout h
economic and military influence has given both the US and China an essential strategic
benefit, which means that the relation between South Korea and two major powers is not
unilaterally beneficiaKim, 2015; Mo, 2016) Therefore, South Korea cananoeuvrets

foreign policy by changing its emphases between security and economic partnership.

- SK's No.l Trade
I surplus country
(59,107 million dollar,
X, include Hongkong)
Coopcrativc Emphasm . - 5,514,144 Chinese
Cooperanon with tourist visited SK in
3 2019
ECOHOI’}HF Partner - 25% of SK export
((,hlna) goes to China

US-China

South Korean .
: Relations

Foreign Policy

Evaluation
% - Mutual Defense
EmphaSlS Treaty between ROK
Cooperation with and the US since
v 1954
Conflictual Security Partner - Approx. 28,500
(US) USFK stationed in

SK
- Regular bilateral
military exercise

Figure 2 The Effect of USChina Relations on South Korean Foreign Policyrientation.

Made by author.

This chapteremploys two foreign policy notion priorities tanalysethe causal
mechanisms of South Korean foreign policy change (Figure 2). The first priority is the
security partnership, whiatentreson relations with th&S. Since 1954South Korea and the
US have maintained a cooperatigdefencesystem to respond to aggressions toward both
countries through the Mutual Defense Tre@ipng, 2000, p. 40)Moreover, there are about
28,500 US troops stationed in Kor¢idoo, 2016) The secod priority is its economic

partnership. South Korea, which has a tradented economic structure, has obtaitieel
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largest surplus from China (including Hong Kong), recording a 2019 trade surplus of 59,107

million dollars(K-Stat, 2020)

Security and eonomic partnerships are international factors that affect South Korean
foreign policy. South Korea oaot abandon either of the two associations. It needs to
coordinate its foreign policy effort between the two priorities to manage its strategic position
during a conflict between the US and China. Therefore,dmépterhas noted how South
Korea reactsa conflict and cooperation between the two major powers, which liaise with
South Korea in different sectors. When relations between the US and Chirepeeative,
both sides are less likely to force South Korea to make a diplomatic choice. Under these
crcumstances, it is in South Koreads natio
pursue cooperation with an economic partner, sieglian immeliate benefit, rather than

collaboration with a security partner, in which it is hard to obtain imatediompensation.

On the contrary, when relations between the US and China deteriorate, South Korea
is forced to make diplomatic choices. In this cagmjtls Korea could face intense diplomatic
pressure from the US in the security sector, such as thetméjot of US troops in South
Kor ea. South Koreads diplomatic options wou
support, it would be difficult to rewer in a short time. Therefore, South Korea would shift
its foreign policy emphasis to the securitgrimership, reduce (or show efforts to reduce)
cooperation with its economic partners to meet US strategic needs. Focusing on the division
of foreign polcy priorities, thischapteranalyseh ow each priority respon
relationship with edt of the two major powers. This examination will allow the

identification of the causal mechanism of South Korean foreign policy change.

2.3.2. Hypotheses

At the beginning of the Obama administration, the US was carrying dpivat to Asia
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strategy to deal with Chinabds growing influ
Asian allies(Anderson and Cha, 2017)he US and China, which have had repeapesbees

of fragile cooperation and conflict, suddenly implemented a December 2014PAsifc

Economic Cooperation summit. This was held in China and later declared a blueprint for
cooperation in environmental and related economic areas through itanaimincement on

climate chang€The White House, 2014)n 2014, a Chinese naval vessébr the first time
inhistot ook part i n the wealmultdhaisnalRmo of the Pacife si v e,
Exercise (RIMPAC), which also became a symbol of changéslateral relationgTiezzi,

2014)

Positive changes in UShina relations gave South Korea leeway to put diplomatic
emphasis on the economic partnership. On MarcR@8,, South Korea joined the Chinese
organisé AlIB, despite the American and Japamesfusals to participate. On September 3,
Park Geurhye took part in the China Victory Day Parade that some specialists thought could
be the catalyst to expand cooperation between South Korea and(Kimma2018) When
bilateral relations between the @W8d China became cooperative, South Korea expanded its
diplomatic flexibility and pursued eaomic partnershigentredforeign policies over the

security partnership.

However, relations between the US and China began to deteriorate due to differences
int heir positions on North Koreads fourth nu
(ballistic missile) launch test on February 7 of the same year. China expitssgispleasure
with the US claim that China was responsible for the North Koredeanucrisis through its
foreign ministry spokesman. Furthermore, at a January 27 meeting between the US and
Chinese foreign ministers, China expressed opposition toUtBed6 pr opos al of

sanctions on North Korg&orea Institute for National Unifi¢eon, 2016)
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Against this backebp, the conservative Park Gehpe government decided to
deploy THAAD, which China opposed, while strengthening its security cooperation with the
US and facing an economic crisis with Ch{am, 2018) Even considering thdhe security
environment around the Korean Peninsula had deteriorated rapidly due to the North Korean
nuclear crisis, it was a sudden change in South Komeangh policy. Because since 2013,
the South Korean and US governments had reviewed the THAADeent, and South

Korea rejected it for several years due to Chinese oppog§8iwaine, 2017; Kim, 2018)

Therefore, thichapterclaims the following hypotheses. The first hypothesis is that if
the relationship between the US and China is cooperafioeth Korea will maintain a

cooperative relationship with the ecomia partnership.

H1: As USChi na rel ations become <cooperative,

(economic partnership) increases.

The ICEWS dataset weighs event intensity by Goidstalue, which measures a
cooperative event by a positive value (frd to 10) and a confligelated event by a negative
value (from-1 to -10) (Goldstein, 1992)This research subtracted the number of odnfl
related events from cooperative events teighi the net cooperation between the two
countries. The hypothesis posits that South Korea will process an economy parnership
oriented foreign policy while the US and China have a cooperative relationskip, zam be
determined by an increase in the neimber of South Korean cooperative events toward

China.

H2: Asthe USChi na r el ati ons become conflictual,

(security partnership) increases.

If relations between the U&nd China deteriorate, the US could more atyiv

S«

S
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demand its alliesd cooperation and ask them
the two countries. Since the US plays a significant role in deterring North Korean military
provocation and iglso a major partner idenuclearisatiomegotations with North Korea,

South Korea will increase cooperation with the security partnershipchiageranalyses the

effect of the change in relations between the US and China on South Korean foreign policy

through testing these two hypotheses.

2.4. Reseach Design

2.4.1. The Integrated Conflict Early Warning System (ICEWS) Dataset

This studyutilises the ICEWS dataset to measure the change in cooperation between South
Korea, the US, and China. The US government initiated the development of the ICEWS
dataset to @ate a comprehensive, integrated, automated, generalizable, and validated system

to monibr, address, and forecast national,-sabonal, and international crises in a manner

that could support resource allocation decisions made to mitigate such(©dsBsr i e n , 201
p. 89) The main components of the ICEWS dataset are: (1) Event, who did what to whom,
when, and where. This information is automatically extracted from the text of various news
stories, (2) Source Name/Sector/Country, this identifies thesfs@ator/country of #hactor,

(3) Event Type, it is an action that occurs between a source and a target, (4) Target
Name/ Sector/ Country, this refers to the nam
target, (5) Event Intensity iGoldstein Value A value ranging from10 to +10 is used to

express the level of cooperation or hostility exhibited in the event (lymetenschlager,

Shellman and Ward, 2015, pp.ida.).

Take [O00B,Ipd3definition of foreign policy into account: this research
focuses on the governmeamdated actors for the source sector: administration, national

assembly, ministries, individual politicians, and goweental organizations, including the
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military. The essential data to weigh the cooperation between the twoieswar# the event
intensity (Goldstein value) and the number of events. This study uses event intensity as a
criterion for distinguishing whetlnean individual event is a cooperation (from 1 to 10) or

conflict (from-10 to-1) event(Goldstein, 1992)

To weigh net cooperation, thetal number of cooperative events minus the total
number of conflict events in a month is defined as net cooperation. Because event data are
based on official exchangesd media reportsdate characteristics such as weekends or
holidays could affect theatia analysis, resulting in frequent zero values. This could make the
analysis challenging to measure the level of cooperation accur@dtalytenschlager,
Shellman and Ward, 2015)hus, the data are coded on a monthly time sds&xt,
subtracting the number of conflict events from the total number of cooperative events
prevents excessive interpretation of cooperation in times of frequent dyad exchanges. For
example, in a specific period, the US and China actively exchange atiopend conflict.
However, if the data only consider the number of cooperative events at this period, it would
appear that the UShina relationship is merely cooperative even though there are as many
conflicts as cooperation. To prevent this error, treseacth uses the concept of net

cooperation t@nalysethe relationship between the two countries.

This studyanalyse South Korean foreign policy direction data from 1995 to 2018.
Considering that South Kor ea meendstaBlishechsm@es o f f
1992, it would be ideal if the data was coded from that year. However, the practical limitation
that ICEWS data has been coded since 1995 was taken into account. Moreover, the dynamics
of ChinaUS relations in this period were alsonsidered, including conflicts between China
and the US due to cros#rait relations and the emergence of China thieadry due to

Chinabés rapid economic growth since the 2000
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2.4.2. Dependent Variable

This studyods dependent Koraanifoeign pelicyi This reseach ¢ h a n ¢
analyses the net cooperation from South Korea to China for the first hypothesie aret

cooperation from South Korea to the US for the second hypothesis. Thus, the event intensity

and direction of the ICEWS datasate used to code the net cooperation of South Korea
towards the US and China. For dependent variables, the directitie efvént is essential

because the present research focused on South Korean foreign policy. Unlike the independent
variable of interest he dependent variable focuses on S

and the US rather than on the relationship betwdgead countries.
2.4.3. Explanatory Variables

In this research, the independent variable of interest is the relationship between the US and
China. Independent variables also used the concept of net cooperation to code the total
monthly cooperation and conflict tveeen the US and China. However, the relationship
between the two countries does not consider the direction of cooperation or clonéitier

words, the relationship between the US and China is coded by the total net cooperation and

conflict between théwo countries. The descriptive statistics of these variables are presented

in Table 2.

Variables Obs Mean SD Min. Max.
SKto CN 286 31.67832 48.59877 -1 373
USCN 286 191.1573 206.5892 -66 1524
Relationship

SK to US 286 55.67133 60.60986 -2 445

Note: SK=South Korea, US=United States, CN=China
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of Event Data.

Made by author. Saoe: Boschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 dCEWS Coded Event Dala
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]
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Figure 3 South Korean Net Cooperation to China and Net USChina Cooperation.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 dCEWS Coded Event Dala
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [§UNF]

The timeseries graph of U€hina relations and South Korean cooperation toward
the US and China shows the characteristics of trilateral relations.gsimssumed in the first
hypothesis, South Korean cooperation toward China has increased-@kinaSrelations
have improved Kigure 3). This tendency appeared in the-@&xty Talks period, which
produced its first tangible results when it issuediatjdeclaration on September 19, 2005
(Choi, 2018) Similarly, when the US and China reached an agreement on reducing
greenhouse gas emissions at APEC in November 2014CHif#a cooperation and South

Korean cooperation with China increagétie White Housg2014).
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Figure 4 South Korean Net Cooperation to the US and Net U&hina Cooperation.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Micha@015 dCEWS oded Event Dafa
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]

Conversely, as explained in the second hypothesis, South Korean cooperation toward
the US has shown a tendency to increase in tte daworsening USChina relations (see
Figure 4). On Apr i | -3QcollidedwitH a ChibhebecAir Eb&mlfittg v y 0 s
and emergenclanded on Hainan Island, China. The Chinese fighter pilot was killed, and the
US and China were at odds oveartskerring the EP3 C6 s (BBCg2001) The graph
shows that UShina relations rapidly deteriorate during that time, and South Korean

cooperation toward the US increases immediately after the incident, while South Korean

cooperation toward China decress Smilarly, the graph shows worsening tGhina

E
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relations and increased cooperation with th

FONOPs in the South China Sea in October 26t&und, 2017)

2.4.4. Control Variables

North Korean military provocation (MPV), the South Koreadefencebudget increase rate

( SKDI ) , the South Korean ruling partyds mil
Korean ruling partydés peace positive notion
do not significantly impactooperation between the Udd China; however, they can affect

South Korean cooperation toward other countries. The NKMPV is a dummy variable, the
value of which is 1 if a specific month experiences North Korean military provocation with
military or civilian @sualties or a nuclear missile test, whereas the value is 0 for the
months without these conditions. North Korean military provocations are an imminent threat

to South Korea, which serves as a factor that makes Seoul focus on smdemityd

diplomacy

Since Hix and Jun2009 have argued that t he South
political orientation toward North Korea and the US can serve as a criterion for classifying
the foreign policy tendencies of its political coalition, the South Korearergownt 6 s
political orientaion is taken into account as an exogenous variable. It is coded by the
presidentdds political party of originés not
positive (SKPP) issue, referring to the Manifesto Corflrauseet al., 2018) The same
value is applied duri ng batany phange ih valoe opcureng i d e n |
after the general elections made in the middle of the term is reflected. The increase ratio in
the defencebudget is also used to indicate atmn i s t r a t-relianoedtendesc@ _kef
1993) The same value is applied for the year because the change is made annually in the

defenceobudget and applies to the entire year.
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2.4.5. Vector Autoregressive Model

Figure 3 and 4 are a descriptive time segegh without statistical analysis. It portrays the
general tendency of how South Korean cooperation changes concerning a specific diplomatic
incident between the US and China. In this study, a Vector Autosageg®AR) model was

used to test the hypabes.A VAR model is a system with multiple equations in which each
dependent variable is regressed to the previous value of the same variable and other
dependent variableéMoon, 1997) This model uses three variables: (1) net-Cléna
cooperation, (2) rteSouh Korean cooperation toward China, and (3) neut® Korean
cooperation toward the US. These variables are highly likely to correlate with each other.
Therefore, this research uses a VAR model capable of simultanesmallysingmultiple

time-seriesdata.

All three variables are treated as endogenaalse theibehaviourtoward one
another i s usualbehavioarf fTehcet eAdk abyk edtsh drmsd r mat i
test, aHannarQuinn Information Criterion (HQICjest, and the likelihood tia (LR) test for
lag length are used to find appraie lag lengths. Two lags of variables, one and six, are
included in the model, based on the diagnostic statistics results for the lag length specification.
Therefore, i t i lehadas everiie previbus ane and sixantoetlss @ffects

each related countryds reactions in the mode

For the estimation of the VAR model, this research uses Granger causality and
impulse response analysis. First, the coefficients of the individual lagged|ganaliested.
Although the VAR analysis considers the significance of an individual lagged term less
critical than the combineahalysimgged Ltagfédcie
significance can be useful for finding which lagged terms afiabées influence the

dependent variables of each equafjgoon, 2011) It IS poOssibeHawgourt hat C
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might affect that of another actor after a certain period has passed in intezkatns.

Second, to examine the systetb@haviourand ddlthe coef fi ci ents that des
dynamics, a Granger causality test is used. Ushtgsts in the VAR model, the Granger

causality test estimates whether lagged independent varialfiect unlagged dependent
variables. Each fest result gplans Gr anger c aus alanatysmgane si gni
explanatory variableds joint signi f(foonance w

2011)

Third, to assess the reciprocal characteristics of these relationships, impulse response
analysisis ued. By simulating shocks to each equation model, the specific characteristics of
responses in the system can d®alysedas to whdter they are reciprocal, inverse, or
ambiguous(Moon, 1997) Impulse response graphs are produttedee how the equatis
react to a positive, one standard deviation shock to an individual variable. The response
direction is evaluated by the sum of the point estimates of responses to the simulated shock. A
positive value indicates a reciprocal relasbip. A negative vakiindicates an inverse
relationship, which denotes a hostile respo
versa. A close to zero value and includes both positive and negative terms is considered an

ambiguous relationship.

2.5. Findings

The timeseriesdatao f VAR model s require st aseriepdatary t e
were verified as stationary through the Augmented Didkaller test (Appendix 1). Later, to
determine the appropriate lag length, this research used AIC, HQ@Q,Ratests (Appndix

2). Two lags of variables are included in the model, based on the diagnostic statistics results

for the specification of the lag length. Because the AIC and H&pl&lysedone and LR

proposed six as the appropriate lag lengths fomtludel, the modeutilises both one and six
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as its |l ag | engths. T hbehawourverte previous ons andssxs u me d

mont hs affects t he r éeaehaviouimthesanodelf each rel ated
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Increase Rate

Increase Rate

Equation Interaction Lag term Coefficient Equation Interaction Lag term Coefficient
SK to CN US-CN 1 .0014701 SK to US US-CN 1 -.0200202
Cooperation 6 0434647 Cooperation 6 0056742
SK to US 1 249472 5%** SK to CN 1 .0514046
6 .0609525 6 .1205653*
NK - 24.0049%* NK - 15.22619
Provocation Provocation
Peace Positive - -4.595209 Peace Positive - 17.48777%**
Military - 1.841762 Military - 26.37892%**
Positive Positive
Defense - -1.307183 Defense - -1.593664
Budget Budget

Notes: SK=South Korea, US=United States, CN=Chiffap < .01, * p<.05,*p<.1

Table 3 The Effect of Each Lagged Term of State Interaction in the VAR Analysis.

Made by author. Sourc&oschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean; Shellman, Steve; StarANaad)btichael (2015

dCEWS Coded Event Daha https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29, UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w==

[fi le UNF]
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An examination of the initial VAR model analysis results reveals a good overall fit of
the model, with Rsquaredvalues that range from .23 to .10. Table 3 presents the results of
the VAR analysis. It shows how each lagged term of the independent vaaéfblets the
dependent variable of each equation. For the equation of South Korean cooperation toward
Ching the VAR results show that South Korean cooperation toward China is most directly
affected by USChina cooperation and South Korelehaviourtoward the US. The sixth
lagged term of U&hina cooperatiah the USChina relationship six months before the
evert on the dependent varialdeis statistically significant at the 99 per cent level. The first
lagged term of South Koredehaviourtoward the USSout Koreanbehaviourtoward the
US one month before the event on the dependent vaiablalso statisticdf signficant at

the 99 per cent level.

The result means that WU&hina cooperation has a significant impact on South
Korean cooperation toward China, as claimed by the first hypothesis. Notably, the result that
US-China cooperation has a positive coediit on South Korean cooperation toward i@
could be statistical evidence to support the argument of foreign policy priority division. A
positive change in U&hina relations gives Seoul leeway to be diplomatically flexible and

cooperate more actively thiChina, the principal economic partner.

On the other hand, the fact that South Korean cooperation toward the US has a
positive coefficient on Korean cooperation toward China runs counter to the second
hypot hesi s. Thi s r es ulfareigrspoligygmeayg nosbe & mater ofSo ut h
binay choice between security and economic priorities but of applying a distinctive strategic
emphasis on two different partnerships. It is necessary to ascertain what variables affect
South Korean cooperation towatw US to verify the causal mechanism. Hever, the VAR

model 6s results provided the guidance for f
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South Korean administration (peace positive and military positive) has a significant
coefficient with SouthKorean cooperation toward the US, whicloiocides with Hix and

J u (ADR9)finding.

Dependent Independent Chi? P> Direction

Variable Variable

SKto CN USCN 10.731 0.005*** +
Cooperation

SK to US USCN 1.6709 0.434 -
Cooperation

Note: SK=South Korea, U&Jnited States, CN=China, *** p<.01, ** p<.05, p<.1
Table 4 Granger Causality Test Result.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 dCEWS Coded Event Dafa
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]
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Figure 5 South Korean Cooperation Impulse Response Test Result.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, ElizZaeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 dCEWS Coded Event Data
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]
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Table 4 presents the Grangeussiity test and impulse response analysis results for
the VAR model. Like the VAR model result, the Granger causality test confirmed that South
Korean cooperation toward China has a causal relation witlClhi$a cooperation. The
impulse response test fadithatif US-China cooperation impacts South Korean cooperation
toward China, it is highly likely to change positively after six months (Figure 5). Like the
VAR model and Granger causality test results, this result attests to the argument of the first
hypathesis that positive changes in UShina relations allow South Korea to focus its

diplomatic efforts on the economic partnership.

However, contrary to the second hypothesis, the Granger causality test and impulse
response test results show that South Horreign policy does not necessarily shift
between security and economic partnerships. The improvement i€huh& relations
facilitates South Korean cooperation toward China, but this does not necessarily mean South
Korean cooperation toward the US igtdliorating. Instead, South Korean cooperation
toward the US has a positive coefficient with South Korean cooperation toward China.
However, the VAR model and the Granger causality test could not confirm the variable
affecting South Korean cooperation @ the US. This means that while cooperation with
the economic partnership is affected by-ORina relations, another causal mechanism may

affect the security partnership.

In summary, hypothesis 1 is confirmed by the VAR, Granger causality, and impulse
resporse t est . China is South Koreads most i mpot
conduct close bilateral exchanges. However, it is often difficult to pursuecmwromic
cooperation with China due to conflicts of interest with the US, Southalbobosest
military ally (The US Department of Defense, 2018herefore, for South Korea to expand

cooperation toward China, UShina relations should b&tabilisel . As the US and
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relationship changes frequently, Seoul should verify the-teng stabilisation of the US
China relationship, which usually takes more than six months. The bottom line is that Korea

promotes cooperation toward China after stahij of USChina relations is verified.

However, hypothesis®i f t he US an dperaioh decraades, Sought CoC
Korean cooperation toward the US increéses disconfirmed. The deterioration of US
China relations reduces the probability of South Korean cooperation toward China, but this
does not necessarily mean strengthened cooperatiortheigeurity partnership. This result
ultimately means that South Korean foreign policy is driven by diplomatic psadiitn
between the security and economic partnerships, not by choosing between them. As the VAR
and Granger causality test confirmedhe tincrease in cooperation with the security
partnership has a significant positive effect on increasing cooperation with the economic
partnership. This means that stadation of USChina relations should be seen as a primary
condition for cooperation h the economic partnership and not a criterion for a choice

between economy and security priorities.

In conclusion, the model used in this study could only confirm the causal mechanism
related to the cooperation with the economic partnership. For Soaréa,KChina is an
indispensable economic partner, and maintaining close ties with the country is one of its
maj or foreign policy priorities. However, as
where South Korean diplomatic choices are requiregliénty occur. Seoul appears to use a
strategy of responding to these demands while reducing cooperation with Beijing. This
demonstrates its diplomatic efforts to its security partner while maintaining essential ties with
Beijing behind the scenes. Inhet words, the relationship between the US and China is a
significant causal mechanism for South Korean cooperation toward the economic partnership;

however, this does not necessarily mean that South Korea should choose its strategic position
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between two dferert foreign policy priorities; instead, it should manage its foreign policy
emphasis between them. It is necessary to conduct further research to identify the causal

mechanism behind the diplomacy between South Korea and its security partnership.

2.6. Conclusion

This chapter provided a comprehensive theory to facilitate understanding of how the
relationship between the US and China influences South Korean foreign policy. As regional
tensions between the US and China increase, South Korea has experiéoreggh golicy
dilemma arising from the conflict between its security and economic interests. Priority
divisions of foreign policy direction are useful to explain South Korean foreign policy
orientations, which are characsed by keen shifts in diplomatemptasis to match changes

in US-China relations. If the latter were to improve, South Korea could have greater

diplomatic flexibility and expanded cooperation with China.

During the Cold War, and up until the early 1990s, South Korea did not have a
strategic choice dilemma. The US has been the best partner in both security and economy for
South Korea, and the Cold War international order has given Seoul this clear diplomatic
option(Hong, 20000 However, the change i n a®€hintahd sKor e
rise as an economic partner has made it difficult for South Korea to make the same binary
choice as in the past. The finding that cooperation with its economic partner (Chinag relat
to the USChina relationship provides a basis for explagn'Sou h  Kor ean f or ei gn
untraditional changes, such as active cooperation with China by thRdJmnservative
government and active cooperation with the US by therskédint, progresive government,

which has been difficult to explain througtevious literature.

The manifestation of a cooperation pri@ation strategy is not purely a South

Korean phenomenon. The special relationship between Taiwan and China has led Taiwan to
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face the diplomatic dilemma of cooperation with both the US @fiha: the US, as a
guardian against the Chinese threat to its state existence versus China, its most influential
economic partnefLin, 2016) When faced with a similar foreign policy dilemma, Italy also

joined the Chinded Belt and Road Initiative desptheEU and NATOGO6s securi
(ltaly joins Chi na,019)Nkismoresggn pokcy tBalenay differs drgme c t
existing international relations theolgentredon a sectty perspective and hard power
transitions. As economic cooperatibetwesn countries becomes increasingly frequent and
political tensions between the US and China become visible worldwide, foreign policy
strategy changes following the differentiation vbe¢n these economy and security

partnerships could become a uniaEheromenon.

This chapterhighlights the importance of the foreign policy priority division by
analysingthe causal mechanisms behind foreign policy changes, examining cooperation with
an economic partner separately from cooperation with a securityepavioreover, this
chapterhas highlighted the limitations of existing South Korean foreign policy change
theories, namely, their focus on hard power and security. However, furthersthssuare
necessary because, although this research sheds liitlgdivision of foreign policy priority
and the causal mechanism of cooperation with an economic partner, it could not identify the
causal mechanisms behind the cooperation with a separityer. The result only provided a
guideline for further researdhrgeting the idea that South Korean cooperation toward the US
mi ght be influenced by the administrationods
economic par t neer smidchapisins Futare orgsearclka tom applying this
circumstance of a n@ power rivalry and cooperation with an economic partner to empirical

cases apart from South Korea is also required.

The new perspectives incorporated in foreign policy priority diwisicould
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contribute to practical South Korean policy analysis. TAR¥ndthe Granger causality test
found that USChina relations substantially affected South Korean foreign policy, particularly
its cooperation with an economic partner (China). If-Cl8na relations improve, South
Korea could have the diplomatic flexiity to expand cooperation outside the economic
sector with that partner. This analysis could constitute a guideline for more accurate South
Korean foreign policy analysis in the future, oaling the opportunity to resolve the

limitations of existing SoutKoreanforeign policy change analysis.
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2.8. Appendices

Variables Test Result

SKto CN -7.415%**
US-CN Cooperation -6.482***

SKto US -5.615%**

Note: *** denotes significance at the 1% level

Appendix 1 Augmented DickeyFuller Test Result.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; QBrigean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 4dCEWS Coded Event Dala
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Hardar Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]

Lag LR p AIC HQIC
0 34.9242 35.0023
1 56.516 0.000 34.7867 34.9116*
2 11.663 0.233 34.8093 34.9811
3 19.706 0.020 34.8032 35.0219
4 4.3404 0.888 34.852 35.1175
5 6.6695 0.671 34.8924 35.2(49
6 22.51** 0.007 34.8763 35.2356

Appendix 2 SelectiorOrder Criteria Result.

Made by author. Soce: Boschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, Sean;
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich@015 dCEWS Coded Event Daita
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V29,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]
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3. An Analysis of the Influence of the South KoredUnited States

Cooperation on North Korean Foreign Policy Change

Abstract

This chapterclaims that South Kored)S cooperation is one of the most significant
variables for North Korean foreign policy change athlyss the effectiveness of
South KoredJS cooperation based on its influence on North Korean cooperation
toward South Korea. T@nalyse this causal relation, | coded event data from the
Integrated Conflict Early Warning System (ICEWS) as a time series andi0sector
autoregressive (VAR) model. The model found that the South Kd&aooperation
substantially affected North Korean éign policy, specifically its cooperation toward
South Korea. If the frequency of cooperative events between South Koresedid th
increases, North Korea coutdaliseit cannot achieve its political objective by using
coercive attitude and instead expaswbperation toward South Korea because of its
lossaversive foreign policy change characteristics.

Keywords: North Korea; USouth Korea Cooperation; Foreign Policy Change;
Korean Peninsula Security

3.1. Introduction

The role of the US in intékorean coopeation has always been controversial. In Korean

politics, the relations with the US is an important criterion for distinguisipiokfical

tendencies and an important consideration for establishing foreign fidlicend Jun, 2009)
Progressive politicianand experts have argued that excessive US influence on the Korean
Peninsula is a factor that limits intkorean exchange§Sang and Kim, 202Q) On the

contrary, conservative politicians and scholars argue that North Korea mEsogme US

Forces KoreaYSFK) and the South KoredS alliance as their most significant threat, and

thus a deteriorati on hithe USveould resultdnotliedoastostheir e | at |
most effective leverage in negotiations with the North, which is virtually a nucteeerp

(Cha, 2002)
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In a more academic assessment, Yoon <Jarg(2011) argues that the US
conciliatory attitude toward North Kea is likely to lead to cooperation from the North, and
that if the US and South Korea maintain policy consistency ficth caintries pursuing
appeasement policies toward the North), it is more likely to draw cooperation from the North.
In a similar cotext, Moon and Ba€2003)analysel t he Pr es i dliaenNorthBu s h 0 's
Korea policy, argui ng t halbe North é&oreB ypdidy haald mi n i
actually made the North aggressive and caused thbldsth Korea relationship to reach a
stalemate On the contrary, Victor Ch&002) argues that the key strategy for successful
negotiations with North Korea i® tensure thait does not fekereasonable to use a coercive
negotiation strategy under any circumstances through solid caopdsatween South Korea,

the US, and Japan.

The core issue of the controversy is whether cooperation between the US and South
Korea will leadto a change iNor t h Kor eads foreign policy ir
direction. Scholars who argue thatoperation between South Korea and the US leads to
North Koreabs <cooperation toward -3wrave h Kor
charactestic of foreignpolicy change. In other words, if South Korea and the US are
expected to take a coercive stanggaal n st North Koreads provo
negotiating attitudes, Pyongyang may give up its Hiaed policy and shift its plicy in a
corciliatory manne (Cha, 2002; Song and Ryu, 2018)n the contrary, scholars who argue
that cooperation between @b Korea and the US makes North Korea more aggressive
emphasse the collective identity formation aspect of the foreign polibgnge. In othe
words, through active exchanges, South Korea can implicate their collective identity with
North Korean leadergnd, based on this perception, North Korean leadership could promote

cooperation toward the Soughloon, 2001; Cho, 2010; Wendt016) Therebre, they argue
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that if South Korea excessively focuses on codmerawith the US, which North Korea
perceives & a threat to their regime, or neglects kerean exchanges while following
Washingtondés <coerci ve Kwentually miedorth &Korgaanore c y , [

aggressive.

This study focuses on the SoutloikaUS cooper ati on and Nortl
policy change, using event data and the vector autoregressive model (VaRglysehow
strengthening cooperation between Soutirdé@ andthe 8 af f ect s Nort h Kor
policy changes. The Integrated Glast Early Warning System (ICEWS) dataset tdiged as
event data. The ICEWS dataset is a dataset that aggregates individual interactions, or events,
between one country ammshother basedn media coverage and evaluates each event intensity
according tathe Goldstein valu¢Lautenschlager, Shellmand Ward, 2015)By analysing
this dataset through the VAR model, this reseamchlyse how Nort h Koreads

with the Suth has charegl as the cooperation between South KorealamtlS changes.

Considering that many existing studies were inflieel by international relations
paradigm, this study conducted a ddtiven analysis as much as possible to break away
from the® biases. Thigs different from previous studies thatdopted an international
relations paradigm because instead of clainimglegitimacy of policy through a political
paradigm, it focuses on the policy performance of South Kof&aooperation to chge
North Koreds f or ei gn p ol i c ythis stddy is tudefal inghatlitipwvydesa s p e ¢
policy-makers with a more datzentred analysis of the outcome of South Ko#d&

cooperation.
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3.2. Literature Review

3.2.1. Change of Political Approach toward North Koge

North Koreanforeign policy change is always considérto be an essential factor in the
Kor ean Peni nsul a @mwongstlec aritical tconditidne foa thes @eaceful
coexistence between North Korea and its neighb® North Korean denuclesation, which
requres change in its foreign policy. Duritige Cold War period after the Korean War, the
South Korean governmentidd to induce North Korean foreign policy change through
regime competition(Han, 2012, p. 38) The Rhee Syngman administratiomsisted on
unification using military power, and the Park Chtimge administration tried to induce
North Korean regime change collapse through economic development competititong,
1999; Han, 2012)These policies were based on the theory that turniovthe leadeship
influences a change in its foreign policy, and they sought to change North Koremm
policy through tle collapse of its regiméStanley, 2009; Miées, Leeds and Carroll, 2015;

Pilster, Bohmelt and Tago, 2015)

However, new percéjons of NorthKorean policy changes began to emerge as the
Cold War ended. Lee and Ch(2001,p. 190)argue that inteKorean relations haveoth the
identity of individual sovergin st ates and the divided countr
They also argue #i both Koreas need to establish a common understanding of new inter
Korean relations to overcombet gap between these two different identiflese and Chun,
2001) Following these arguments, the importance of collective iiyemtegan to be
emphassed n interKorean relations, andew North Korean policies aimed to achieve a
peaceful coexistence har than sticking to the unificatiofChoi, 2010; S. R. Cho, 2017)
This tendency was implemented for the first time in the Kimepung admini str a

Surshine Policy.
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The Sunshine Policy was promoted to induce a collective identity between two
leades hi ps and t he Kuolatoma atheptham ithe teadership surnquer of
North Korea. Thus, peaceful exchanges betvikertwo Koreas increased. Asconciliatory
policy continued to be pursued durfirstnnger t he
Korean summit since thorean War was held, and private sector exchanges such as the
Kaesong Industrial Complex amdountain Kumgang tours wewdso orgarsed (Ministry of
Unification Republic of Korea, 2003Pespite this conciliatory atmospte, South Korean
understanding of North Korean foreign policy changed once again as North Korea developed
nuclear weapondAt first, the situation seemed stabilise as a tentative agreement was
reached through the Sparty talks, but as the relationgttveen the North and the US
deteriorated and they later failed to implement the agreement, the North Korean foreign
policy changemechanism also began to kestudial in a new directiofC. H. Lee, 2008;

Lee, 2016)

Since then, t he Gtlamgicgatienderhasrbees proneted irothed s
US, and casecutive conservative governments in South Korea have taken power; South
Korea induced North Korearorfeign policy change through cooperation with the US by
supporting their economic sanctions towbBiath Korea(Park, 2008; Snyder, 2009; Cha and
Katz, 2011; Kim 2016) This policy takes into account the lesgersive nature dhe foreign
policy changeand the critical mechanism is to induce North Korea to pursue conciliatory
policies to avoid damageaused by sanctiorfkim, 2016, p. 78)However, despite tightened
sanctions, North Korea continued to develop nuclear weapmhsantinued its aggressive
policy toward the South with itsilitary provocations, including the sinking of the ROKS

Cheonan ad the Yeonpyeong Island bombardm@eck, 2011; Frank, 2018)

Amid the controversy over the achievements of different Nortre&olicies, the

p |
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US continwes to impose sanctions on the North regardless of changes in the administration,
causing controveysin South Korea over Ufad North Korea policyYang and Ha, 2012;

Frank, 2018) Since the Moon Jai@ adminidration took powein 2017, some politicians

have begun to argue that there should be an exchange with North Korea independent of US
sanctionswhich has also caused subtle conflicts between South Korea and t{icabiy

2020) Some polittians even consider the US, whicbhntrols South Korean indepeent

interKor ean policy promotion, to be hindering
(Kang, 2020) On the contrary, some politicians and scholars argue that ctiopesdth the

US is essenti al s diectiomanaihle wecaugdnoenotimysynchronyséd

North Korea policies with the US has more significant policy outcqiviasn, 2011, p. 282)

3.2.2. Different Attitudes toward USSouth Korea Cooperation

Scholars whoanalysethe tendency of South Korean politicabalition with a focus on

foreign policy notion divide South Korean administration into hawks, being those who
emphasiseoopeation with allies and pressure on the North, and doves, meaning those who
emphasiseollective identity with the North and direcooperation with thenfHix and Jun,

2009; S. R. Cho, 2017However, this studgnalysee Nor t h Kor eads attitu
Korea, focusing on the South Koreattitude toward its cooperation with the US, not on the
traditional hawkish grsusdovish poitical orientation classifi@t i o n . South Kore
Korean policy can be divided into two notions based on its attitudedovesperation with

the US. The fist notion is the allianeeentrednotion, whichemphasise the importance of

the South KoredJS alliance giving a consiste signal to North Korea through policy
cooperation(Cha, 2002; Cha and Katz, P} Kim, 2015; Kimand Gates, 20155econdly,

the selfreliant notionemphasise promoting an independent North Korea policy that is not

tiedtote US6s Nor t (Modha2004;&hop2010; Chay, 2010)
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The alliancecentrednotion calls for delivering a unified mesgge to North Korea
through South KorgdJS cooperation based on the South Kot alliance. Given that
Sout h Kor e afives are pdace @and demirisaion on the Korean Peninsula and
North Koteaésiobjtde r egi rdeldysa créidalaoteiinlachiewyng t h e
these objectives. Yoon Joimgn (2011) argues that the appeasement policy toward North
Koreais more effective when theiie an accordance of the political notion between South
Korea and the US. Victor CH2002)insiststhat it is vital to make it unsustaihle for North
Korea to maintain its status quo through cooperation between South Kerékg tand Japan,
and the allince should be prepared to impose punishment even if an appeasement policy is
pursued. These arg@mts value the impact of the US in n&gtions with North Korea and
serve as the basis for the argument that the South KdEealliance needs to engage in

negotiations with North Korea in the same voice to impose North Korean cooperation.

On the contrgy, the selreliant notion is wary obverestimating the role of the US
and argues that South Korea, the major actor in theadrean issue, should playleading
role in the Korean Peninsula issio, 2016; Song, 2019 he selreliant notion arguethat
trust between the two Koreas must be established to ensure peace on the Korean Peninsula,
and South Korea should promoteckanges with North Korea warious field{Moon, 2001)
Cho Youngchul (2010) argues that the Kim 25 ung ad mi n nshiherPalicy on 0 s
positively impacted the formation of collective identity between the two Koreas, which
helped shift the Clinton admni st r at i on 6 dicy tdwardt appeakemene and, p o
consequently, built trust between the twor&ms. Moon Chung (2011)also criticeed the
Lee Myungb a k ad mi ni sling, alltaricecentdeslpolibyatowdrd North Korea for
being tied to rigid principles and partisan ideogy and praised the Kim Daeng

administrationos Sunshine P o Ithectwo Koréasa by h el p
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separatingegconomic and cultural exchanges from security issues. TheeBatit notion does
not deny the eéictiveness of policy coopdian with the US; however, ikmphasisg that
South Korea needs to be the main actor on the Kd?eamsula issue rather thanlaterally

foll owing the USO6s policy notion.

This research focuses on the impact of South Ket#ancooperation because,
despte the importance of this variable, the impact of S&gashington relations on North

Korea policy has not been studied much imepious research. Therefore, rather than

examining the unity of ipoldytendedcies this dydseeksni st r &

to analysethe impact of direct cooperation between the two countries on relations witih No

Koreads ¢ oo pSeuth&Kbreaon towar d

3.3. Theoretical Framework

3.3.1. South Korean Perception towar8outh KoreaUS Cooperation

Self-ReliantNotion Alliance-CentredNotion

Cooperation| Inter-Korean Interrational
Focus

USCooperation| PossibleThreat to Noith Korea  NecessaryPressire on North

Korea
NK Foreign Policy| Trust between countries Necessity to avoid collapse
Change (Collective Identity) regime (bssaversior)

Mechanism

Table 5 South Korean Notions on South KoreaUS Cooperation.

Made by author.

The selfreliant notion clans that direct cooperation with North and collective identity

formation are critical mechanismstha el i ci t Nor t h (GKLee, 2088)Isee,c 0 0 p €
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2009; Moon and Lee, 2009; Choi, 2010ue to the isolative nature of tidorth Korean
regime and theomplexity of maintaining it, it is not easy for the North Korean regime to
pursue its reforms orottake the initiative in cooperation with the Soytbho, 2014)
Therefore, when the South takes the initiative in pogsiappeaement strategies that
emphaisetheir collective identity and heritage, the North has tended to be less resistant and
more opea to cooperatiorfCho, 2010) The selireliant notion also claims that it is essential

to reduce reliance on the US for the impéntation of independent NbrKorea policy and
expand thecountryés own security capabicdanthees so
Korean Peninsula. This tendency is more likely to be at odds with the US on sanction issues
(Kim, 2003; Nam, 2006) Those who support this notionabically argue that excessive
security cooperation ith the US could pose an existential threaitoth Korea, which could
ultimately serve as an excuse for Pyongyang to engage in hostile actions again@viSeoul

and Lee, 209; Cho, 2014)

On the othehand, when the leadership coalitiadues alliances, it will make efforts
for alliance cooperatn (Cha, 2002; Song, 2019As such government tends to value
cooperating with the US, it is possible to observe an increasedpecation with the US
within the event data. Allianesentred notion argues that South KorkEs security
cooperation is the nsb effective diplomatic measure to pressure North Korea and that strict
responses to the North and pressure through securiter@am with the US will faze the

North to come to the negating table in the long rufCha, 2002)

As mentioned earliethese two tendencies are not mutually exclusive within the
same leadership coalition. One of these notions may be more pronomibeda single
administraion, depending on the timing, and, in some cases, the tendency may change within

the same adminisition. This study considers these changes andlyss how they
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influenced North Korean cooperation to South Korea, ratherahalgsing the propensity of
aparticular administration. TabEsummarses the characteristics of the two different notions.
This study focused on the cooperation between South Korea and the US as a significant

variable to divide political propensity.

3.3.2. Influence of South KoredJS Camperation on North Korean Foreign Policy
Change

North Korea claims the presence of US troops in I5&utrea and the implementation of the

South KoredJS bilateral exercise as an existential threat to the North Korean réginyer,

2000; Cho, 2014)Thatis the reason why Kim Joagn demanded the cancellation of the

South KoredJS bilateral exercise, dnTrump accepted the demand on June 12, 2018, during

the USNorth Korea summit in Singapoif&hugerman, 2018From a sekreliant noti onos
point of view, U5-North Korea relations are less important than titerean relations. While
acknowledging theeflet of t he USFKO&6s deterrence, they
troops in South Korea and the South Kelka bilaterd exercise will stimulate an armrace

between the two Koreas, and thus the relationship with the US can be adjusted depending on

the process afienuclearisatioMoon and Lee, 2009)

In other words, they believe that if excessive cooperation with the USlateasu
Nort h Kor eisnisconsesuehtha daiises military tension on the Korean Peninsula
and provokes North Korea to isue a nuclear prograiMoon, 2001; Lee, 2009)That is
why the seMreliant notion argues that asymmetry needs to be adjusted lalanced
relationship wih the US(Song, 2019, p. 144Also, they consider reducing South Korean
dependence on US securgypport and securing the capacity to carry out their own North

Korea policy to be esseatifactors in policy implementation. Tdugh this process, they
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argue that South Korea canstall trust in the North Korean leadership and change the

Nor t h 0 spolitydghroagh g mutual understanding.

Behind the selfeliant North Korea policy argumg there is controversy about the
effect i veness of diay wt pressiingr Noehd KKoregp Many experts have
mentioned the possibility of a collapse of therfidKorean regime, but no one knows yet
whether the regime has faced the threat of cedafBennett and Lind, 2011)The
adminstrations of Lee Myundak and Park Gewye applied independent economic
sanctions against North Korea in line with the Obaghaaa ni st rati onds fistr
policy (Cha and Katz, 2011; Christensét@15; Kim, 2016) However, the North Korean
regimedid not collapse, and Nortkorea even completed its nuclear weapons prodRwss,
2012) Thus, the selfeliant notion argueshat excessive security reliance on the US and
high-intensity pressure on Northafea could provoke military action and triggam arms

race on the KoreaReninsulgCho, 2014)

On the other hand, the alliancentred notion recognisse that strengthening
cooperation between South Korea and the US is a critical element of its North Korea policy.
They argue thator South Korea, thconflict deterrence funain of the USFK is essential,
and achieving the completienuclearisationf North Korea through co@pation with the US
is an important factor in peace on the Korean Penin&dag and Ryu, 2018Alliance-
centrednotion also klieves that the mostffective strategy in negotiating with North Korea
is to pressure the North by strengthening cooperatitdmtive US in order to bring it to the
negotiating tabléCha, 2002; Choi, 2018 hey consider North Korea to be a rationabact
and note thdossavershe aspect of North Koreabs dipl oma
North Koreads dy makimgrhen readehhatptheye suffer abgreat political

and economic loss when they maintain a coercive attitude toward Songth &d the US.



67

Competiton between the two North Korea policy notions persists. The controversy
over the South KoredS coogration has grown further as the North destroyed the Kaesong
Inter-Korean Liaison Office in the North on June 16, 2020, andeghifo a hostilenotion
aganst South Korea(Bicker, 2020) Alliance-centred specialists are calling for the
resumption of the uspended South KorddS bilateral exercise to put pressure on North
Korea. Meanwhile, the seteliant notion politicians shamplcriticise Nor t h tikrsr ea 6 s
but argues that it is impossible to undo what has been done to create a peaceful atmosphere of
cooperation. They also insist that it is vital to bring the North back to the negotiating table
rather than further stimulateostile activities. After all the main point of argument in this

debate is the two sidesod dhtHefUBr ent assessmen

3.3.3. Hypotheses

As mentioned earlier, the sekliant notion and the allianagentrednotion have different
perceptios of the South KoredJS reldionshp. From the perspective of the sedfiant
notion, interKorean relations are fundamentadlyproblem between South and North Korea,
and the essential goal is to implement the capability to conduetesialit interKorean
cooperation. This tendewn yields a seHreliant defencepolicy that can reduce security
dependence on the UBlinistry of National Defense Republic of Korea, 200Bhe fact that
one of the core objectives of the sadfiant defencepolicy is the trasfer of wartime
operationa control is additional evidence for this argumébee, 2009; S. R. Cho, 2017)
Therefore, politicias that favar selfreliant North Korea policy acknowledge the importance
of cooperation with the US but do not dwell on aligniheir policy with the USS. R. Cho,

2017)

On the other hand, the alliancentred notion makes a different argument for

cooreration with the US. North Korea has not always resporfdedurablyt o Seoul 6s



68

appeasemerpolicies. Direct cooperation with M Korea, which is claimely seltreliant
experts, calls for comprehensive reciprocity and collective identity in policy imgpitation.
However, the question of whether reciprocity is always valid with North Koge@ains
controversial because, for Nb#orea, South Korea is ntite only negotiation option. North
Korea indeed has a traditional ally, China, and the North has ine&ing more efforts to
negotiate directly with the US since Pyongyang officially dedaitepossesses nuclear
capabilities(Ji, 2001; Wu, 2005; Ha and @h, 2010; Han, 2012for North Korea, South
Koreads proposal hawavgr ultmately,a lftihgr sacctionsv #rough

negotiations with the US is more importé8nhyder, 2000)

Therefore, the allianceentred notion agues that in order for inteKorean
coopeation to appear attractive to North Korea, it is necessary to eventually strengthen the
solid South KorealS alliance, which Pyongyang fears most, and reinforce combined
security cooperation with the US allies nele Korean Peninsula so @ Pyongyang ca

approach Seoul firgShin, 2018)

H1
( \ P i ‘ Increase NK
Inter-Korean | P"S‘;(’lgsd Increase SK-US | |  Cooperation
Relations ‘ ~~_Cooperation_—Ts > Nk ‘ Cooperation toward SK

Increase NK
| Decrease SK-US | Cooperation

US.< NK Cooperation toward SK

HO

Figure 6 Effect of South Korea-US Cooperation on North Korean Foreign Policy
Change.

Made by Author
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HO: Increased frequency of cooperation betw&mth Korea and the US dexases the

|l i keli hood of North Koreads cooperation towa

H1: Increased frequency of cooptoa between South Korea and the US incredbes

|l i keli hood of North Koreabds cooperation towa

This studyandyses whether cooperation bgeen South Korea and the US has a negative

i mpact on North Koreads at dtratdgic dlwiceda drawr at he
cooperation from théorth through the VAR model. Therefore, HO is related to the self

reliant not osrar@ument, and H1 supge the allianceentredn ot i ondés ar gument .
reliant notion, which argues that the relationshgtween the two Koreas is meaningful in
inter-Korean relations, also claims that South Korea should risk confrontationhsithsS if

the US continuesot contr ol South Koreads independent
Korean relations; thus, this apmach would yield a tendency of relative deeliin
cooperation with the US. On the contrary, the alliaceetrednotion tends to increase
cooperatiorwith the US because it argues that building a strong cooperative relationship with

the US is crucial inmproving interKorean relations. Thighapterhas analysé a North

Korean foreign policy change mechanism through the VARetbased on these hypotless

This study 1is not intended to evaluate
policy. Insteadthis chaptemwas written to compensate for the shortcomings of existing North
Korea policy research practices, which haaealysed interKorean policiesusing the
administrationods pol it i-el@dtand aeliamc@enteednotiorm di v i
are not exclusive concepts that can be applied to specific political coalitions. What is clear is
that North Korea policie have longterm outlooks, ad thepolicy can be changed within a

single administration depending on the domestic and internatipoldical situation.
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Therefore, it is necessary amalysethe changes in North Korea policy both between and
within adminidratons using the notion &ssifcation presented in this study and also evaluate

the effectiveness of these policies from a ddfemperspective.
3.4. Research Design
3.4.1. Dependent Variable

Thedependent variable for thi setdperationtowaad t he ¢
South Korea, which was coded using the event intensity and direction of the ICEWS dataset.

The direction ofthe event was essential for the dependent variables. Because the present
research pertains t o reigneoliay nopiom ortthédoith Kdeant h Ko
cooperation toward Sout h, the dependent vari
Sauth Korea rather than focusing on the relationship between dyad countries. In particular,
because appeasement attitude iscae strategy of the selfeliant notion and an
administration with a selfeliant strategy naturally has a more cooperative a#titosvard

North Korea, i f the model had considered So

there is a possibility thahe analysis result coulddve bea distorted.
3.4.2. Control Variables

The research used the in€for ean s ummi t a n d y Nrovocations Ksoar e a 6 s
control variable. An inteKorean summit is considered to have the effect of drawing
cooperation from Nidh Korea, at least in thehort term. Based on this assessmidat,study

analysed whether inteiKorean summits have had a positieef f e c t on North
cooperation with the South. On the other hat
South Koea mlitically and economially, and Pyongyang is strategicallysing military

provocations as a card to pressure S@etk, 2011Han, 2012; Shin, 2012Because of the
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military provocationdés destructive mdltur e,
naturally decrease the North conducts military provocation. From a ldagn perspective,
however, Nor t h owaatiorsacd@uld benadctbriintsiaengghenpg cooperation
between South Korea and the US, which would pressure the Nottmdigally and

ultimatelyi mpose on Pyongyangds cooperation with
3.4.3. Explanatory Variables

The independent variable oftarest in this research was the cooperatietween the US and
South Korea. The direction of the event was not taken intoust when considering this
variable because this study aimedaimalysethe cooperation between the dyad countries
within the USSauth Korea relationship. The concept of net cooperation was also applied to
code the independent variables: the total montblylict between the US ahSouth Korea

was subtracted from the totalomthly cooperation between the two nations to determine the

net cooperation. Tablé presents descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent

variables.
Variables Observation Mean Sd. Dev. Min Max
USSK | 304 130.2796 121.8037 -1 697
Cooperation
NK | 304 29.42763 125.5356 -715 932
Cooperation
toward SK

Table 6 Descriptive Statisics.

Made by author. Surce: Boschee, Elizalih; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; @i&, Sear
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Micha€l015 dCEWS Coded Event Dai
https://doi.org/10.7910/10N/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V.
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w [fileUNF]
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Figure 7 Relations between USSK Cooperation and NK Cooperationtoward SK.

Made by author. SourceBosche, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer;, O'Bricdean
Shdlman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Micha@015 d4CEWS Coded Event Daiy
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, 9,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sNg7+w38w==[fileU NF]

A time series graplof US-South Korea coopelian and North Korean cooperation
toward South Korea reveals the characteristics ofreHnt argumentAs assumed in the
hypothesis zero, North Korean cooperation toward South Korea has decrease®@sthuS
Korea cooperatiomasimproved (Figure’). These tendencies begin to be visible after 2002
when the Agreed Framework was practically nullified. Howeiés necessary tanalysethe

data using statistical models. Because, assuming that there is aretatsaiship betwen
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the two events and th#ttere is a specific lagged term, it can be seen that relations between
South Korea and the US have a figsi coefficient with North Korean cooperation toward

South Korea.
3.4.4. Vector Autoregressive Model

Although Figure7 is a desdptive time series graph thiout statistical analysis, this graph
illustrates the general tendency of how North Korean cooperatianges in relation to
specific diplomatic incidents between the US and South Korea. To furthbrsethe data
statisticaly, a Vector AutoregressivéVAR) model was used to test the hypotheses. A VAR
model is a system with multiple equations in whichhedependent variable is regressed to
the previous value of the same variable and other depemdeables(Moon, 1997) The
model employed for this stdy used two variables: (1) net tEduth Kaea cooperation, and

(2) net North Korean cooperation towardugh Korea.

Because théehaviourof the two variables toward one another is usually affected by
t he obeladoursddh vaiables are treated assndogenous. An Akai kebé
Criterion (AIC) test, aHannanQuinn Information Criterion (HQIC)ed, and the likelihood
ratio (LR) test for lag length were used to find appropriate lag lengths. One lag variable, four,
is included in the model baseash the results of diagnostic statistics for the specification of
the lag length (Appendi8). Accordingly in the model, théehaviourof the US and South

Korea over the previous four months is assumed to affect the reaofidorth Korea.

Two control \ariables were identified, namely North Korean military provocation
(NKMPV) and interKorean summit (SKNKP The NKMPV is a dummy variable: in a given
month, if North Korean military provocation with military or civilian caliies ocurs or if
there is a aclear or missile test, a value of 1 is assigned; months without these conditions are

assigned the valus 0. SKNKS is also a dummy variable, the value of which is 1 if a specific
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month has an intdlorean summit, whereabée vdue is 0 for months withoutNKMPYV is a
negative factor for North Korean cooperation toward South Korea while SKNKS is a positive

factor.

This research used Granger causality and impulse response analysis for the
estimation of the VAR model. Spedaéilly, the coefficient of the Igged variable was tested
first. Although the significance of an individual lagged term is consideree teds critical
than the combined | agged coefficientsod signi
analysethe sigiificance of each laggedrie in order to determine which lagged terms of
variables have i nfl uenc eiableg(Yoone281d)ht is plausitdet i on 6 s
that, even after a dain period of time has passed, thehaviourof one actor mighstill
affect that of anotheactor. Second, so as to examine the systdmaiaviourand all the
coefficients that describe the vddih e s 6 dynami cs, the stuldey used
Granger causality test usegdsts in the VAR model to estineatvhether lagged independen
variables affect unlagged dependent variables. The result of e#&est Explains the
significance of @Ganger causality byanalysingthe joint significance of am explanatory

variable with all its lags on the dependent variglgteon, 2011)

Third, to veify the impact of SeodWa s hi ngt on relations on
cooperation with the South, impulse pesse analysis was used. Simulating shocks to each
equation model enabled the analysis of the specific characteristics aigespahe system
(Moon, 1997) Impulse response graphs were produced to assess how the system of equations
would react to a posite, one standard deviation shock to an individual variable. Through the
impulse response teshis study verified which chegesin South KoredJS reldions would
result in changes in North Koreabs codperat.

analyses, this research comprehensively examines how changes in cooperation between
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South Koea and the US affect North Koesaadperation with th&outh.

3.5. Findings
Equation Interaction Lag term Coefficient
NK to SK US-SK 4 1473492***
Coopeation
Inter-Korean - 427.QL24***
Summt
NK Provoation - -70.92886***
USSK | NK Provocation - 50.99915*
Cooperation

Note: SK=South Korea, US=United States, NK=North Korea, *< .01, ** p <.05,*p <.1
Table 7 VAR Result.

Made by author. SourceBoschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer;rie&B Sear
Shellman, Sitve; Starz James; Ward, Michael (2015 dCEWS Coded Event Dafi
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse, V2!
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]

Time series data used in VAR models need to be stationary tested. Adleifas d&a in this

study have been verified as stationary through the Augmented Ekakigy test (Appendix

4). Later, to determinénhe appropriate lag lengththis research usdtie AIC, HQIC, and LR

test (AppendixX3). One lag of the variable was included in thedel, based on the results of
diagnostic statistics for the specification of the lag length. Because the LR, AIC, and HQIC
andyse four as the apppriate lag lengths fothis model, the modaeiltilised four for its lag
lengths. Therefore, it was assuntbdt thebehaviourof states over the previous four months

affected the reactbhelmnaninthédmoddach r el ated state

An examination of th results of thenitial VAR model analysis reveals a good
overall fit of the model, with Bquared valugthat range from .36 to .1®6able7 presentshe

results of the VAR analysis. For the equation of North Korean cooperaterd South
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Korea, the VAR results show #itt North Korean cooperation toward the South is affected by
US-South Korea cooperatioifhe four lagged terms of the &uth Korea cooperation
that is, the USSouth Korea relationship four months before the ewenthe dependent

variabléd is statisticallysignificant at thé@9 percent level.

The result means that USouth Korea cooperatidmas a significant impact on North
Korean cooperation toward the South, as claimed éyhttpothesis one. Notably, the ritsu
shows that South KoredS cooperation is I|ikely to induc:¢
the South; ultimately, South Kor&#S cogeration is more likely to work positively to draw
cooperation with the North and funmti as an effective means of pressgrthe North,
whereas sintarly positive outcomes are less likely to result as an effect of undermining the
trust between the two Keas by threatening the survival of the North Korean regime. As a
result, North Korea dizy are likely to be effective wirethey are supported by cperation

between Seoul and Washington.

Dependent Indepeneént Chi? p >
Variable Variable
NK to SK| US-SK 17.479 0.002***
Coqperation

Note: SK=South Korea, US=Ueitl Sta¢s, NK=North Korea, ***p <.01,* p <.05,*p <.1

Table 8 Granger Causality Test Result.

Made by athor. Source:Boschee, Ehateth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, S
Shellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, MichagRk015 dCEWS Coded Event Daf;
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28075, Harvard Dataverse,
UNF:6:NOSHBvyt0SQ8sMg7+w3@&== [fileUNF]

Table 8 presents the Granger causality test result for the VAReid.ike the VAR

model result, the Granger causality test also confirmed that North Korean cooperation toward
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South Korea &s acausal relation with 8-South Korea cooperation. This result, likes th
results of the VAR model and the Granger causality tEs¢sts to the argument of the
hypothesis one that positive changes in&sith Korea relations could positively influence
North Korean cooperation ward South Korea. This result could be evidetacsupport the

positive effect oCooperation between 8th Korea and the US in NorBouth relations.

Impulse Response Function, US-SK Cooperation, NK to SK

0 2 4 6 8
Event Month

95% ClI impulse response function (irf)

Graphs by irfname, impulse variable, and response variable

Figure 8 Impulse-Response Test Result.

Made by author. Soue: Boschee, Elizabeth; Lautenschlager, Jennifer; O'Brien, .
Stellman, Steve; Starz, James; Ward, Mich#2015 dCEWS Coded Ewet Datd
https://doiorg/10.790D/DVN/28075, Havard Dataverse, 20,
UNF:6:NOSHB7wyt0SQ8sMg7+w38w== [fileUNF]

This argument is also confirmed through the impulse response test. Nartleskod
cooperation toward $h Korea declined in the short term when simulating changes in South
KoreaUS relations, but, afterabbu f our mont hs, t he Nmaeadeds coo

In other words, South KorddS cooperation is positively sigreintin the long term, even
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though it decreases North Koreabs cooperatio
meaningful test result that can resolve, to some exteng ¢mgoing debate on the

effectiveness of South KordaS cooperation on int&korean relations.

In corclusion, South Kore&S cooperation is likely to have a positive impact on

i nduci ng Nor t ton. Rrom teegpérspective af immediate changexbserved

in the descriptive statistics, cooperation between South Korgdie US may appear to va

a negative impact on North Koreads <cooper af
(Figure 2) seemt show an increase in cooperation between Sldatka and the US, while

North Koreads <cooper at.iTasnendency hes dedndlpridayut h de
evidence in creatingcepticismabout South Kore&dS cooperation. However, aftanalysing

datawith the VAR model, South KoreldS cooperation @ually has a positive influence on

North Korean cooperation toward the 8oBpecifically, NorthKoe a 6s cooper ati on

increase four months after the increase in South Kdf@aooperation.

3.6. Conclusion

Referring to the findings of this study, it can be concluded that North Korea has a strong
tendency to respond to SoulpreaUS cooperation witha lossaversive characteristic.

Shortly after the two allies showed signs of strengthening their comperiiorth Korea

showed a tendency to take a hing stance on the South KorekS cooperation, making it

seem like theresianegative effect on Noht Korean cooperation toward the South. Ultimately,
however, the North has shifted to a conciliatory adét b resume negotiations if it is
convinced that Seoul and Washington Wyl | not
and that if Seoul andVashington stop responding to the negotiations, the opportunity to lift

the UN sanctions will be elimined.

While the major finding of this study is that South Kétd& cooperation positively
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affects North Korean cooperatidoward South Korea, it is @cessary to note that this
cooperation has usually been enacted with a time difference. The processigi olicy
change takes a considerable amount of time as it is necessanalygechanges in the
international and domas pdlitical environmentsand establish strategies to react to these
changes. This principle is also valid for North Korea, whinhpaticular, tends to disrupt
South KoreaUS cooperation through military provocations and, in the short term, rhetorical
threats. The VAR analysislso showed that North Korea tends to respond negatively to US
South Korea cooperation in the short tehayever, North Korea changed its attitude after a
specific time. This finding suggests that South Korea needs to simulsyesstablish
domestic andoreign strategies to cope with this coolaff period in the process of pursuing

its policy toward Noith Korea.

For example, the political situation was riavourablejust before the Moon Jda
admi ni st r at-Kocean8wnmit in 2058t Nolit Kote@ aconducted a nuclear test on
September 3, 2017, and US President Donald Trump also publicly meshth@ possibility
of military action against the NortfY TN, 2017; Ministry of National Defense Republic of
Korea, 2018) The Moon Jaein administraibn emphasise the restoration of intd{orean
relations before taking powg¢dongA.com, 2017)However,it pushed for a hartine policy
toward North Korea, opting to strengthen cooperation with the US rather than use an
appeaseent approach to the Northlue t o t he worsening situati
nuclear tes(Jung and Kim, 2017)0On September 8,d8th Korea and US deployed additional
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) systems in South Korea to strengthen
missie deterrence against the dih.(Jung and Kim, 2017)nterKorean relations were
expected to continue to deteriorate as North Koesponded with a ballistic missile test

(Ministry of National Defense Republic of Korea, 2018, p. 2&%®) the contrary, thilorth
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has changed its dtiidesince 2018: the intekorean summit was held on April 27, 2018, and
the first USNorth Korea summiin history occurred on June 12. As is shown in the finding
of this research, the response based on concrete South-BSreaopeation showed a

positive influence on the North Korean attitude toward the South a few months later.

This study has an acadenaientribution in that inalysé the impact of cooperation
bet ween two countries on an daspoicy imglicationst r y 0 s
especially for South Korean security polayakers, that it sheds light on evaluating the
controversial inpact of South Kore&S cooperabn toward North Korean foreign policy
change. North Korea policy can sometimes be conailiasometimes hardine. Hovever, it
is important for policymakers to note that such South Ketéa cooperation is likely to have
aposi tive i mp acooperatiom, nd rhager Whethet thedslicy has a conciliatory

or hardliner direction.
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