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Abstract

Conventional wisdom dictates that a patron can reassure its protégés by sending costly
signals. Are reassurance measures effective for reassuring protégés? We argue that a
sender-receiver gap may exist when the receiver has certain psychological biases moti-
vated by political ideology that inhibit the receiver from interpreting the costly signal
from the patron as reassurance measures. We test this argument on the South Korean
case and conduct two studies to test our theory. First, we examine how the major
media outlets and the political elites describe security issues of nuclear umbrella and
the deployment of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missiles. The
findings from the text analysis confirm our expectations that progressives have been less
likely to be reassured from the costly signals sent by the United States, potentially due
to their skepticism of U.S. intentions behind sending the signals. Second, we extend two
studies examining the effect of patron’s reassurance measures on the protégé’s support
for the acquisition of independent nuclear arsenals and show that progressives are likely
to express greater support for the acquisition of independent nuclear arsenals when the
patron offers a high credibility commitment of nuclear use or promises to deploy nuclear
weapons to the protégé. Our study has important implications for understanding the
role of political ideology in asymmetric alliances and reassurance dynamics.
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Introduction

Do reassurance measures from the patron reassure the protégé? Conventional wisdom sug-
gests that this is so, as long as the signal is sufficiently costly. In other words, the patron
can convince, or reassure its protégé that the former would be willing to come to the latter’s
aid by sending costly signals. However, recent research suggests that there may often exist
a “sender-receiver” gap in signaling (e.g., Quek, 2016). In other words, a sender might send
certain costly signals to communicate its intention, but the receiver does not update its
beliefs as intended due to certain psychological biases. What explains the conditions under
which a protégé could be sufficiently reassured by the patron?

This question has important theoretical and practical implications for the literature on
foreign policy and alliance politics. The extant models of alliance politics largely overlook the
role of domestic foreign policy preferences of the protégé which could play in alliance relations
as they often assume that various measures of support from the patron help to reassure
their protégé (McManus and Nieman, 2019; Blankenship, 2020). However, this is often
an untenable assumption as the domestic political constituents are likely to have different
perceptions regarding the patron’s intentions (e.g., Moller, 2022). Addressing the question
also has important implications for the dynamics of great power competition between the
United States and China. For example, many International Relations scholars have noted
that U.S. protégés in East Asia are hedging (e.g., Lim and Cooper, 2015). Our research has
implications on why political elites might choose to opt for hedging behavior in light of the
domestic political situation.

We argue that certain psychological biases motivated by political ideology may inhibit



a significant proportion of the protégé’s population from being reassured by costly signals
from the patron. In particular, we suggest that progressives are less likely to be reassured
compared to conservatives in the context of South Korea.! Such divergence in the degree
of reassurance arises because of the difference in perceptions of the patron’s intentions.
Progressives are more skeptical of the reassurance measures offered by the patron than
conservatives due to their dovish and nationalistic tendencies.

We test our theory on the South Korean case by examining the issues of nuclear umbrella
and the deployment of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense missiles. We show that
there was a divergence in reaction between the conservative and progressive media over
these issues. In particular, we find that the progressive media and elites are critical of the
government’s decisions while the conservative media and elites are supportive of the security
benefits rendered by adopting the measures proposed by Washington.

This study makes an important contribution to the literature on interstate communica-
tion by showing how costly signals are not sufficient for reassurance between allies. Scholars
have long contemplated the conditions under which costly signals could be used to com-
municate intentions (e.g., Fearon, 1994, 1997; Kydd, 2000). While much of the literature
on costly signaling and sender-receiver gap focuses on crisis bargaining between adversaries
(e.g., Fearon, 1997; Fuhrmann and Sechser, 2014; Quek, 2016; Yarhi-Milo, Kertzer and Ren-
shon, 2018), scholars have paid relatively scant attention to reassurance measures through
costly signaling between allies.

However, there are important reasons to think about costly signaling mechanisms be-

tween allies more seriously: whether protégés are properly reassured has direct implications

'We use the terms progressive and liberal interchangeably throughout this paper.



on whether they continue to rely on patron’s extended nuclear deterrence or seek outside
options including nuclear weapons (Bleek and Lorber, 2014; Blankenship, 2020). Further-
more, grasping why reassurance sometimes fails between states with relatively similar foreign
policy preferences will help us understand the causes of alliance termination. Much of the
formal literature on alliance dynamics simply assume that allies have overlapping preferences
and focus on the problem of deterring a common threat (e.g., Benson and Smith, 2023).
The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. We first explain why it is important to examine
the preferences of the protégé’s domestic constituents to understand the nature of asymmetric
alliances. We then present our theory on how political ideology of the domestic constituents
of the protégé influences the perceptions of making policy concessions to the patron. Next, we
present our research design and conduct text analysis of the mass media and the statements
of the political elites in how they perceived incidents in which Seoul could be characterized

as making a policy concession to Washington.

Reassurance Measures as Costly Signals

Our argument proceeds in two parts. First, we briefly explain the logic of costly signaling
in the context of reassurances in asymmetric alliances. Next, we theorize why psychological
biased based on political ideology could create a sender-receiver gap for certain constituents
of the protégé in asymmetric alliances. The literature on costly signaling is one of the most
important components in the International Relations scholarship. Scholars have used the
logic of costly signaling to explain various outcomes such as deterrence, reassurance (Kydd,
2000), and coercion. The main intuition behind the logic of costly signaling is simple: if

there exists a sincere type and an insincere type and only the former is willing to pay for



costly signals to communicate its type, the receiver can update its beliefs accordingly after
observing the costly signal from the sender.

Reassurance in the International Relations scholarship is often discussed in the context
of the sender trying to communicate to the receiver that the former is of the “benign” type.
Scholars use the concept of reassurance in the International Relations scholarship in two
senses. First, states that are in adversarial relationships might seek to reassure each other
through costly signals (e.g., Kydd, 2000). Second, allies might seek to reassure each other
to show that one would come to the aid of the other should the latter be attacked by
an adversary (Bleek and Lorber, 2014; Blankenship, 2020; Blankenship and Lin-Greenberg,
2022; Sukin and Lanoszka, 2024). It is this latter sense of reassurance that we concentrate
on in this article.

Scholars have presented competing perspectives on the feasibility of reassurance among
alliance members. On the one hand, past research suggests that robust security guarantees
could be effective in reassuring allies. For example, Bleek and Lorber (2014) shows that major
powers could deter their protégés from seeking to acquire nuclear weapons by reassuring them
with formal security guarantees. However, recent works suggest that it may be more difficult
than previously thought (e.g., Blankenship and Lin-Greenberg, 2022). Others have also
expressed skepticism at the notion that reassurance could be so easily achieved among allies.
For example, Mercer (2018) argues that promises between allies are inherently unreliable.

Theoretically, reassurance through costly signals could be achieved through either hand-
tying or sunk cost signals (Fearon, 1997). McManus and Nieman (2019) identifies various
signals of support that major power patrons could provide to protégés, such as arms transfers,

alliance pacts, joint military exercises and statements of support. One important reason
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why the patron might seek to reassure its protégés through costly signals might be to curb
the protégé’s ambitions for acquiring independent nuclear arsenals (Lin, 2012; Debs and
Monteiro, 2017).

While the formal literature on costly signaling has rendered many important insights,
recent experimental works on costly signaling has cast some doubt on whether costly signaling
works as postulated in formal models. Quek (2016) shows that “receivers do not acquiesce

in line with signaler expectations, despite the sunk costs suffered.”

Sender-Receiver Gap based on Political Ideology

While scholars have long contemplated over the role of human biases and psychology in game
theoretic models, it is only in the recent times that scholars in political science have begun
to consider whether costly signaling works as stipulated by signaling models (e.g., Quek,
2016; Kollner, 2024). In particular, what explains the variation in the magnitude of this gap
between the sender and receiver has been underexplored in IR.

Broadly, there may be two sources from which this sender-receiver gap arises: systemic
biases and individual heterogeneity (Yarhi-Milo, Kertzer and Renshon, 2018, 2155). System-
atic biases refer to the inherent bias present in humans in how they process information. In
addition to systematic biases, there might be an additional source for the gap between the
sender and the receiver, namely individual heterogeneity. According to Yarhi-Milo, Kertzer
and Renshon (2018), sender-receiver gap arising from individual heterogeneity refers to the
gap due to “different experiences, beliefs, and orientations” while some individuals may in-
terpret the message as intended by the sender, others may misinterpret this message and be

suspicious of the intentions of the sender.



A simple example in the context of courtship may help to clarify what we mean here.
Sociologists, biologists and psychologists have presented the theory that various aspects of
courtship such as gifts may serve as costly signals (e.g., Camerer, 1988; Seymour and Sozou,
2009). According to this perspective, an expensive gift with little practical value from a
suitor to a potential mating partner could serve as a costly signal: while both the rich and
poor types of the suitor may find it costly to buy the gift, the very fact that gift is costly
enables the mating partner to differentiate the rich type from the poor type and thereby
helps the mating partner to select the rich type.

One critical assumption in the above analogy is that both the sender (suitor) and the
receiver (mating partner) not only understand, but also agree on the value of the gift. In
other words, the fact that a certain gift is deemed to be precious is commonly understood
by both the sender and the receiver. For costly signaling to be effective, it would be crucial
for the receiver to understand the meaning behind the gift.

Much of the International Relations literature implicitly assumes that both the patron
and the protégé agree on the concept of reassurance measures serving as costly signals (e.g.,
McManus and Nieman, 2019; Blankenship, 2020). For example, McManus and Nieman
(2019) simply assume that the deployment of troops and nuclear weapons to a protégé
state serve as signals of “support.” However, we argue that this is a strong assumption
that may not always hold for two important reasons when critically examined. First, the
anarchical aspect of the international system operates not only among adversaries, but also
among potential allies. In other words, it may not only be rational to be suspicious of
the intentions of one’s adversaries, but also of one’s supposed friends or allies. Perhaps the

recent case of the rift between Ukraine and the United States highlights this dynamic. While



the United States had been initially supportive of Ukraine’s effort to thwart the Russian
invasion, Trump’s reelection caused a sudden turn of events with the Trump administration
withdrawing support. Second, the complexity of the technology behind modern weapon
systems makes it difficult for individuals to understand how they can be operated in practice.
In contrast to the example of a diamond ring which is easy to understand in terms of its
functions, the protégé may not be able to fully understand the purpose or capabilities of the
modern weapon systems.

We argue that political ideology could be an important factor that influences how recep-
tive an individual is to reassurance measures from the patron. Receivers who have a strong
skepticism regarding the intentions of the sender might not be reassured by the signals from
the sender even if they are deemed to be sufficiently costly according to game-theoretic
models. Given that modern weapon systems are complex in nature and the intentions of
other states — including allies — can never be ascertained, the constituents of the protégé
who are skeptical of the intentions of the patron are less likely to interpret such weapons as
reassurance signals.

Why might progressive constituents be more skeptical of the patron’s intentions? We
highlight two factors, namely dovishness and nationalism to explain why progressives might
be more skeptical of the patron’s intentions than conservatives. Past research suggests that
individuals with progressive views are more likely to be more dovish with respect to the use of
military force (Press, Sagan and Valentino, 2013; Kertzer and Brutger, 2016). In the context
of South Korean politics, Shim (2019) argues that “left /right favours a more dovish /hawkish
approach to North Korea, while holding a position of less dependence/dependence on the

US too.” Numerous other works on South Korean politics echo the same theme of the divide



between the left and the right with respect to the attitude on the use of force against North
Korea (e.g., Hix and Jun, 2009; Bae, 2020).

At the same time, progressives in South Korea are more likely to hold nationalistic
attitudes and are more likely to be skeptical of U.S. influence on inter-Korean relations
(Shin and Chang, 2004; Chae and Kim, 2008). The attitude of the progressives are worth
elaborating as it is more complex than often portrayed. According to Chae and Kim (2008),
progressives are more anti-American and more likely to believe that the United States is
responsible for the partition of the Korean peninsula, and does not consider South Korean
interests in dealing with North Korea. However, this does not mean that progressives do not
appreciate the value of the alliance between Seoul and Washington.

Even if the readers accept that there is likely to be a heterogeneity of preferences among
domestic constituents regarding the protégé’s relationship with the patron, one might ask
why it seems to be the case that it is the progressives who are more likely to be skeptical of the
patron’s intentions compared to the conservatives. While past research does not offer a clear
answer to this question, one plausible explanation is that it has to do with path-dependency
as the United States has traditionally favored right-leaning governments as allies during the
Cold War. Thus, the governments supported by the United States often tended to be right-
leaning. For example, O’Rourke (2018) shows that the United States often intervened in
the elections of its own allies such as France to prevent left-leaning parties from coming to
power. It is also well-known that the United States also played a role to various degrees in
supporting the staging of a coup when left-leaning parties were elected in Iran and Chile.

This point also highlights the scope conditions of our argument: we do not suggest that our



argument would be applicable to all patron-protégé relations.?

The above two features of progressives, coupled with path dependency, might be an
especially strong factor in explaining why in the South Korean case why ideology might
play a role in how individuals conceptualize the alliance between Seoul and Washington in
the way it does. The United States was often concerned with left-wing parties coming to
power in its protégés. For example, past research documents how Washington has often been
willing to intervene in the elections of its closest allies such as France (Levin, 2020). The
United States had similar concerns with respect to its relations in South Korea as well. For
example, the United States gathered intelligence to assess whether Park Chung-hee was a
communist sympathizer after he successfully staged a coup.?

The effect of nationalism and dovishness coupled with historical path dependency might
have been to make progressives to be more supportive of increased autonomy from the patron.
Moller (2022) argues that the progressive political elites in South Korea prioritize autonomy
while the conservative elites prioritize security. Robert Gates described Roh Moo-hyun, the
former president of South Korea as “crazy” quoting him as apparently having told Gates that
“the biggest security threats in Asia were the United States and Japan” (Lee, 2014).

After President Park’s assassination, another coup was staged by Chun Doo-hwan and
Roh Tae-woo in 1979. Chun became the president in 1980 and Chun’s military regime ruled
South Korea until 1988. The United States formally recognized the autocratic government
of Chun Doo-hwan which portrayed itself to be anti-communist. Some political scientists

suggested that this incident could have been an important factor which led the progressive

’Indeed, we expect that the relationship between ideology and the perception of the patron in the case
of Russia-Kazakhstan relation would be very different.

3Incidentally, Park Chung-hee was tried and convicted before the outbreak of the Korean War for his
associations with the Worker’s Party of South Korea.



faction to being disillusioned with the role of the United States as the guarantor of liberal
democracy (Shorrock, 1986; Fowler, 1999). While the democratic transition end the rule
of the military regime in 1992, there were elements of conservative politicians being asso-
ciated with the military regime. First, the Democratic Justice Party led by Roh Tae-woo
ultimately merged with the Reunification Democratic Party led by Kim Young-sam and the
New Democratic Republic Party led by Kim Jong-pil to form the Democratic Liberal Party.

The preceding discussion suggests that progressives may be more doubtful of the security
benefits provided by U.S. influence. However, readers might be still skeptical that ideology
could play a role in shaping the perceptions of the domestic constituents of the protégé
state regarding the protégé’s relationship with the patron. Thus, before delving into the
main analysis to test our theory, we present some preliminary descriptive findings across two
different surveys first show that there is a significant difference between progressives and
conservatives in terms of how they view their relation with the patron.

Table 1 presents some basic descriptive results from a past survey in 2021 (Lee et al.,
working paper) showing that ideology is a strong predictor of one’s perception of the United
States’ regional dominance. The dependent variable is agreement with the statement “it is
in South Korea’s national interest for the United States to dominate the Asia-Pacific region”
on a 0 to 10 scale with 0 (10) expressing complete disagreement (complete agreement).
Respondents were asked to rate their ideology on a 7-point scale with 1 (7) being conservative
(progressive). Model 2 includes demographic controls such as age, sex, region, education,
income, and partisanship. In general, individuals who identify themselves progressives are
more likely to disagree with the statement that it is in South Korea’s national interest for

the United States to dominate the Asia-Pacific region.
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Table 1: Perception of Washington’s Domination of the Asia-Pacific Region

Model 1  Model 2

Ideology -0.373* -0.193*
(0.0509)  (0.0606)

Constant 8.992* 7.041%
(0.208) (1.209)

Demographic Controls v

N 1931 1931

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses “p<0.05; *p<0.01

The extant discussion generates the following hypothesis:

H1: Progressives are likely to be more skeptical of the reassurance measures from the patron

compared to conservatives.

Research Design

Case Selection

We now proceed to test our theory on the South Korean case. South Korea represents
a good case to study because it is a key ally of the United States in East Asia with a
robust democratic system that allows various political factions to express independent views.
We examine two security issues. The first issue we examine is the controversy over the
deployment of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missiles to South Korea.
In February 2016, the United States and South Korea announced the deployment of the

THAAD system in South Korea. This defense system is designed to intercept ballistic
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missiles of short, medium, and intermediate ranges (Jakes, 2024). South Korea’s conservative
Park Geun-hye administration explained that the deployment was to enhance South Korea’s
security and protect United States Forces Korea (USFK) from potential nuclear missile
threats North Korea poses. However, some were more doubtful of its utility and outright
expressed concerns that the United States was exploiting South Korea’s position for its own
benefits. China imposed economic sanctions on South Korea in retaliation to the deployment.
What makes this case particularly interesting is that the deployment of such missile defense
system are regarded as reassurance measures from the perspective of conventional alliance
models in the literature (e.g, Blankenship, 2020; McManus and Nieman, 2019). However,
a significant proportion of the South Korean population did not perceive these missiles as
reassurance measures from Washington. On the contrary, they expressed concern about the
deployment out of concern that it would worsen relations with China (Choe, 2016).

The second security issue we analyze is the nuclear umbrella issue. We choose this issue for
both theoretical and practical reasons. Theoretically, nuclear umbrella is one of the strongest
reassurance measure from the patron. In practice, not all issues pertaining to the alliance
relation between the Washington and Seoul receive wide and long coverage. For example,
the THAAD issue was discussed widely but only for few years during the deployment. On
the contrary, the nuclear umbrella has been covered by media steadily since North Korea
revealed its ambition for nuclear arms. Moreover, the debate about the nuclear umbrella
as the reassurance measure can be widely applied to other contexts of asymmetric alliance,
while the controversy over the THAAD deployment is the issue mostly limited to South
Korea. Therefore, examining the second issue also helps to strengthen the generalizability
of our findings.

12



While much of the scholarship on extended nuclear deterrence in asymmetric alliances
often discusses the issues of reassurance of the protégés (e.g., Bleek and Lorber, 2014) and
of moral hazard problems (e.g., Cha, 2016; Posen, 2018), relatively little attention has been
paid to how the protégé perceives the patron’s commitments of nuclear use.* What has often
been overlooked in these accounts is the role of political ideology. For example, while Rublee
(2009) discusses there have been widespread protests against the U.S. deployment of nuclear
missiles, relatively little has been said regarding who would oppose such measures for what
reasons.

We adopt a mixed-method approach by conducting text analysis and extending a past
survey experiment to test our theory. While a survey experiment would help to alleviate
concerns of internal validity, some may wonder whether the findings could be generalized
to other settings. Moreover, some readers may doubt that the findings from a group of
survey respondents could render any important insights about what political elites think
about costly signals from the patron. At the same time, while conducting a text analysis
of all the relevant samples might show that our findings could be generalized beyond the
sample of survey respondents, it presents additional challenges since text data are often noisy.
We suggest that our research design helps to overcome the weaknesses of the respective
approaches by examining both the responses of the mass public and the elite as well as

maximizing both external and internal validity.

4Some notable exceptions are Rublee (2009); Ko (2019); Sukin (2020).

13



Study 1

For the first study, we conducted a text analysis of the major media outlets — Chosun Ilbo

(241 YH), Dong-A Ilbo (& o} Y H), Hankyeoreh (3FA &) and Kyunghyang Shinmun (4

(

FAI#) — and the speeches of the political elites. For the analysis of the major media

O

outlets, we employed structural topic modeling (STM) with the assumption that there are
(at least) two big different topics that these media outlets would discuss in their discourse.’

We tried different specifications regarding the number of splines used to control for the
potential heterogeneity in the distribution of topics covered over time. We also accounted
for presidents’ political orientation by controlling whether a president is progressive or not
in the regression models to assess whether government’s ideology affects the distribution of
topics. We used the stm package for conducting the main analysis (Roberts, Stewart and
Tingley, 2019).

We first downloaded the newspaper articles from Bigkinds® and pre-processed the data
by stemming and dropping stopwords. The main independent variable of interest is the
ideological inclination of the four main media outlets, Chosun Ilbo, Dong-A Ilbo, Hankyoreh

and Kyunhyang Shinmun. The first two of these four outlets are conservative outlets while

the latter two are progressive. The keyword we used for searching the newspapers articles was

50ne major difficulty in using structural topic modeling for political science is deciding the number of
topics to be discovered through clustering. On the one hand, it is important for researchers to theorize ez
ante what kind of topics they expect to observe. In our case, we designated the number of topics to be
discovered to be two for the preliminary analysis based on the theory that the conservative media would
emphasize security benefits from reassurance measures offered by the patron whereas the progressive media
would express skepticism regarding such reassurance measures by emphasizing the costs of loss in autonomy
(Morrow, 1991; Moller, 2022). On the other hand, it is important to be open to the possibility that the
media outlets are likely to discuss more than the two topics that we have theorized. To demonstrate the
robustness of our findings, we present the results for both specifications. In either specification, we run
regression models to test whether political bias of news media affects the preference for reassurance, i.e.,
whether progressive South Korean media cover United States’ reassurance with more skepticism.

6See https://www.bigkinds.or.kr/.
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“AF=” (THAAD) for the first issue. We downloaded the articles of the four South Korean
news media mentioning “AF=" over a period of eight years, from June 2014, when THAAD
was first mentioned in the Korean National Assembly, to June 2023, when the deployment
was officially completed after the environmental impact assessment was conducted. We were
able to find 12,405 articles covering the THAAD deployment issue during the specific period.
In addition, for a broader discussion on the long-term reassurance measures, we collected

" (nuclear umbrella)

2,216 articles of the four South Korean news media mentioning * 3 - A}
from January 2000 to December 2024.7

Since STM is essentially a clustering technique and researchers can arbitrarily determine
the number of topics around which keywords would form clusters, it is not guaranteed that
each topic contains the expected contents because STM just summarizes and clusters a large
collection of documents by their contents based on the number of topic researchers set. In
implementing our models, we set the number of topics to two based on the theory that
progressives and conservatives in the protégé state would perceive the reassurance signal
by the patron differently. In addition, as the cases we deal with are multifaceted issues,
designating the number of topics to be just two topics seems to be a strong assumption. As
such, we conducted multiple diagnostic tests and conclude that distinguishing nine different
topics is most ‘technically’ appropriate for the THAAD deployment issue and the nuclear
umbrella we explore. We thereby run additional regression models after setting the number

of topics to be discovered in the text is to be nine and thirteen topics, respectively.®

Readers might be concerned that conducting a text analysis of the major media outlets is

"The amount of media coverage of each issue over time is in Appendix. See OA8 and OA9
8See OA10 and OA11
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irrelevant to our understanding of foreign policy since it does directly show what the political
elites believe. Indeed, the extent to which the mass public influences foreign policy has been
an ongoing debate among IR scholars (e.g., Jacobs and Page, 2005; Kertzer and Zeitzoff,
2017). Given the concern that the mass public has little to no effect on foreign policy, we
further conduct text analysis of elite speeches for the THAAD issue by analyzing the speech

9 We group the members

acts of the legislative members in the foreign policy committee.
of the National Assembly into two groups, progressive and conservative depending on their

party affiliation.!”

Study 2

We next extend two experimental studies on the effect of U.S. reassurance signals on the
attitude of South Korean citizens regarding the acquisition of independent nuclear arsenals.
We first extend Ko (2019)’s study on the effectiveness of various measures that the United
States could take to discourage the protégé from pursuing measures to acquire independent
nuclear weapons. Theoretically, the deployment of nuclear weapons by the patron could
be regarded as a form of sunk-cost signal (Fearon, 1997). Ko (2019) has four conditions —
Control, Declare, Deploy, and Threat — in her study.!! We interact the treatment conditions

with ideology to test our theory. If our theory is valid, we should be able to observe a pattern

9The speech acts of the legislative members on the nuclear umbrella issue were too few in number to
conduct a meaningful analysis.

YDuring the period of the THAAD deployment,the New Frontier Party (A4~ 2] &) was a conservative
and incumbent party, and the Democratic Party of Korea (I & ©] 7] 4) was a progressive party.

1Ko (2019) gives the treatments as follows: “a superpower ally publicly promised the country a nuclear
umbrella.” (Declare); “a superpower ally deployed strategic nuclear weapons on the soil of the country,
publicly promising a nuclear umbrella." (Deploy); “a superpower ally, which publicly promised a nuclear
umbrella, is opposed to any attempt at seeking nuclear armament, telling the country (that the respondents
belong to) that it will withdraw from the alliance if the country develops indigenous nuclear weapons.”
(Threat); “the country does not have a super power ally that can offer a nuclear umbrella.” (Control)
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with progressives being more likely to express support for the acquisition of independent
nuclear weapons when treated with reassurance signals.!?

We next extend Sukin (2020)’s study of the effectiveness of commitment to use nuclear
weapons on behalf of the protégé in dissuading the latter from pursuing the acquisition of
nuclear weapons. In this experiment, Sukin (2020) has one control group and two treatment
groups.'®> The two treatment groups are intended to capture the different levels of U.S.
nuclear umbrella credibility by providing the survey respondents with information that South
Korean military officials believe that it is unlikely (likely) that the United States would
respond with nuclear weapons in case of an attack from North Korea in the low credibility
(high credibility) treatment condition. The counterintuitive finding from this study is that
South Koreans show a greater support for acquiring independent nuclear arsenals under the
high credibility treatment condition. The crux of the argument is that South Koreans seem
to be fearful of becoming entrapped into a war that they do not want when the United States
maintains control over the use of nuclear weapons. We once again interact the treatment
conditions with ideology to test our theory. If our theory is valid, progressives should be

more likely to express support for nuclear weapons acquisition than conservatives under the

high-credibility treatment condition.

12The original study codes ideology on a 5-point scale with 1 being very liberal and 5 being very conser-
vative. We recode this with 1 being the most conservative and 5 being the most progressive for the ease of
interpretation and comparability.

13Tn the low-credibility (high-credibility) treatment group, the survey respondents are provided with the
information that South Korean military officials think that the United States would respond with nuclear
weapons with a low (high) probability in case of a North Korean attack.
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Empirical Findings
THAAD Deployment

Table 2: Keywords with Topics (THAAD)

Topic Keywords
1 Sovereignty ol 5 & (President), & X (candidate), =%l (people), A (government), A=
(THAAD), & ((party) leader), 9] (lawmaker), &A1 ¢1 (Moon Jae-in), thAl (pres-
idential election), 53] (National Assembly)

2 Security %= (China), At= (THAAD), u]= (USA), 53+ (North Korea), 3= (South Korea),
vl 2] (deployment), A% (government), "] A} Y (missile), o] 5 % (president), 2]
(diplomacy)

We first present the results from the quantitative text analysis conducted on the major
media outlets. Table 2 shows the top 10 keywords for the two topics.!* We observe a
significant difference in the types of words depending on the topic. Specifically, the keywords
for the first topic pertain to security issues, such as “missile,” “North Korea,” and other
contiguous countries sharing security concerns with South Korea. Thus, we label the first
topic as Security. On the other hand, the keywords for the second topic focus on sovereignty
issues and South Korean domestic politics, suggesting that the second topic consists of
articles linking the THAAD deployment to domestic political matters. This is crucial since
there was widespread criticism from progressives regarding her arbitrary decision to deploy
THAAD missiles during President Park’s tenure. Therefore, we conclude that the second
topic can be labeled as Sovereignty, and we expect that progressive media are more likely to
cover the second topic but less likely to cover the first topic compared to conservative media.

We conducted a series of regression analysis to estimate the treatment effect associated

with each topic. Figure 1 shows that the proportion of progressive media discussing both

14The distribution of the keywords probability is in the appendix. See OAL.
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Figure 1: Treatment Effect Associated with Topics (THAAD)
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Note: The marginal effect is computed based on models 3 and 6 of OAb5.

Sovereignty and Security differs significantly from that of conservative media. On average,
progressive media discuss sovereignty 0.067 (0.053, 0.081) more than conservative media but
cover security 0.066 (0.050, 0.082) less. This suggests that ideological orientation influences
how South Korean media cover the THAAD deployment. Progressives in the protégé state
are skeptical of the patron’s reassurance signal and emphasize sovereignty when discussing
the issue. In contrast, conservatives focus on the security aspects of reassurance, aligning
with the patron’s intended signal.'®

Next, we increase the number of topics from two to nine based on multiple diagnostic
tests.!6 Table 3 presents the top seven keywords for the nine topics along with their labels.”
Each topic contains keywords that are clearly distinct from those of other topics. For exam-

ple, since the keywords in the third and seventh topics reflect opposition to the deployment

15Full models with control variables and multiple splines are in the appendix. See OA5.

16See OA10.
1"The distribution of the keywords probability is in the appendix. See OA2.
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Table 3: Keywords with Topics (THAAD, 9 topics)

Topic Keywords

1 Security o] ALY (missile), & 3§ (North Korea), ¥A}F (launch), & 7 (interception), ®-o] (de-
fense), W= (USA), AF= (THAAD)

2 Sino-Korean Relations %=+ (China), ] % ® (president), £] 2 (diplomacy), ¥ = (South Korea), A=
(THAAD), %= (the two countries), 3] & (meeting)

3  Anti-THAAD A= (THAAD), Wi #] (deployment), ===+ (Ministry of National Defense), &%
(government), A% (decision), 45 (Seongju (city)), ¥Ftll (opposition)

4  Geopolitics %= (China), n]=+ (USA), $t=F (South Korea), ¥+ (Japan), A Al (economy), £] 1
(diplomacy), =7} (State)

5  Domestic Politics S X (candidate), 055 (president), t1 & ((party) leader), =% (people), tHA (pres-
idential election), ] (lawmaker), &4 ¢ (Moon Jae-in)

6  Economic Retaliation %= (China), $t=F (South Korea), 719 (Company), A= (THAAD), B & (retalia-
tion), A% (Market), 4 (government)

7  Anti-Park Geun-hye 57 (president), B3] (Park Geun-hye), % (government), J 3] (protest), =%
(people), B3 (impeachment), 3 2}t (Cheongwadae)

8  Inter-Korean Relations 53} (North Korea), A (government), 3H4FE (Korean Penninsula), 1]= (USA), T
% (in/on/for North Korea), ™% (president), ?+® (security)

9  US Foreign Policy = (USA), EE = (Trump), 153 (president), 3+ (South Korea), 3 HH (ad-

ministration), 9] (US forces), ¥4 & (Washington)

itself and negative views on President Park, who approved the THAAD deployment, these
topics can be easily labeled as Anti-THAAD and Anti-Park Geun-hye, respectively. In con-
trast, the first and sixth topics contain words related to North Korea’s military ambitions
and China’s economic retaliation against the THAAD deployment, as well as South Korea’s
concerns about these issues. Therefore, we label them as Security and Economic Retaliation,
respectively.

Figure 2 presents the treatment effect of media bias on the distribution of topics per
document. The results clearly show that progressive media cover the THAAD deployment
issue more negatively than conservative media. Progressive outlets discuss Anti-THAAD,
a topic related to protests against the THAAD deployment, and Anti-Park Geun-hye, a
topic related to protests against the president who decided the deployment, significantly
more than conservative media. Additionally, progressive media frame the THAAD issue

within the context of Domestic Politics, which could indicate that their coverage is linked to
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Figure 2: Treatment Effect Associated with Topics (THAAD, 9 topics)
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concerns over national sovereignty. In contrast, conservative media focus more on Security, a
topic related to North Korea’s military ambitions, and Economy, a topic addressing China’s
economic retaliation against the THAAD deployment, more than progressive media. These
findings suggest that progressive media highlight domestic anti-THAAD movements, while
conservative media emphasize the legitimacy of THAAD by covering North Korea’s military
threats and attributing blame to China for its economic retaliation.

Given the importance and the salience of the issue, it is not surprising that the issue
was discussed widely among the political elites in South Korea. There were diverse reac-
tions from the elites within South Korea surrounding the THAAD issue. While there were
understandably negative reactions towards China from a significant proportion of the domes-
tic constituents to China’s imposition of economic sanctions when South Korea ultimately

pushed ahead with the deployment, others also expressed concerns that South Korea was
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becoming entrapped in a great power competition between Washington and Beijing. As one
may expect, the THAAD dispute was an important foreign policy issue in South Korea.

Scholars might wonder whether such differences hold at the elite level. While quantitative
analyses are hard to conduct for perceptions at the elite level, we present some additional
analyses at the elite-level to show how the elites think differently about the patron-protégé
relationship depending on their ideology. In particular, we have conducted a text analysis
of the speeches of the legislative members of the “Foreign Policy and Defense Committee” in
South Korea’s National Assembly from 2014 to 2023 and classified their statements regarding
the deployment of THAAD missiles into three categories: positive, neutral and negative.'®
Examining the preferences of legislators through text analysis has gained more attention
in recent years among International Relations scholars (e.g., Myrick, 2021). There were
approximately 560 speech acts by 59 legislative members across multiple parties in South
Korea during the period examined. While the deployment of the THAAD missiles was an
important issue, not all sessions of the committee meetings covered the issue. We examined
how various political elites with potentially heterogeneous policy preferences reacted to the
deployment of THAAD missiles.

There were multiple speech acts for most legislators. Because of the small sample size, we
decided to hand-code the response and classify the response into three categories: support,
neutral, or oppose depending on the stance on the deployment of the THAAD missiles

conveyed by the speech act. As an example of speech acts that were classified as being

opposed to the deployment, Chang-il Kang of the Democratic Party stated “THAAD is for

18These speech acts by South Korean legislative members can be downloaded from the National Assembly
BigData website (https://dataset.nanet.go.kr/). We used the keyword “AF=" (THAAD) to search for the
relevant speech acts.
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the US national interest rather than that of South Korea." As an example of a speech act
that was classified as being supportive of the deployment, Yoo-chul Won stated that "it is
necessary for the South Korean government to conduct a better PR effort that THAAD is
being deployed in response to North Korean nuclear and missile threats..."

Most of these speech acts were classified into the neutral category as we found that a
significant proportion of these speech acts either contained insufficient information or were
not relevant to the issue for us to categorize the speech as expressing support or opposition
to the deployment of the THAAD missiles. For example, some speech acts included the word
THAAD merely because the legislator in question was naming a host of diplomatic issues
that South Korea was facing.!” At the same time, many of these speech acts were generated
when the legislators were questioning the foreign minister about the issue.?? As these speech
acts were more of a question asking for the opinion of the foreign minister rather than a
statement expressing their own opinions on the issue, these speech acts were classified as
being neutral.

We conducted a series of logistic regression analysis to probe the plausibility of our
analysis. Our unit of analysis is legislator-session: if a certain legislator in a given session
made at least one statement expressing opposition against the deployment of the missiles,
we coded the legislator as being opposed to the deployment of the missiles for the given

session.?!’ For the control variables, we include the tenure and the sex of the legislator, the

19For example, at the 332nd meeting of the Foreign Affairs and Unification Committee held on May 4,
2015, Rep. Kim Hyun asked the Minister of Foreign Affairs about the impact of joining AIIB and deploying
THAAD on diplomatic relations between South Korea and neighboring countries.

20For example, at the confirmation hearing for the Minister of Unification held on March 11, 2015, Rep.
Lee Jae-oh asked the nominee for the Minister of Unification whether he supported or opposed the deployment
of THAAD.

21'While theoretically possible, we observed no legislator with speech acts both expressing support for and
opposition against the deployment across different speech acts.
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executive of the government as well as the ruling party during which the session was held.
We conducted a series of logistic regression using these two dependent variables. The results
are presented in Table 4. Model 1 (2) uses opposition to (support for) the deployment as
the binary dependent variable. Model 3 uses a ordered logistic regression where opposition,
neutral and support are coded as -1, 0, and 1, respectively. All the models show support
for our theory: members of progressive parties, on average, spoke more negatively about the
THAAD deployment than those of conservative parties at the Foreign Affairs and Unification
Committee meeting.??

One interesting aspect of the THAAD dispute is that all members of the committee ulti-
mately voted to formally approve of the deployment of the missiles, including the progressive
members. Given that there is a large body of literature suggesting that citizens do not like
policy inconsistency (e.g., Tomz, 2007; Davies and Johns, 2013; Levy et al., 2015), it may be
a little surprising that the members ultimately voted to approve of the deployment despite
the rhetoric. One potential explanation is the hypothesis suggested by Fearon (1994) in his
original argument: leaders of small powers may wish to bluff even at the risk of getting
caught. As Fearon (1994, 580) notes: “leaders of small states may be rewarded for escalating
crises with big states and then backing down, where they would be castigated for simply
backing down. Standing up to a “bully” may be praised even if one ultimately retreats.”
Of course, the irony here is that South Korea was not in a crisis bargaining situation with
the United States — the conventional interpretation according to the rationalist framework

would be that the United States was merely seeking to reassure South Korea by deploying

22We also replicate the findings in the appendix with legislator as the unit of analysis. See OA7. Although
the results are robust, we note that the control variables pertaining to the session and the administration
are necessarily excluded in the analysis when using legislator as the unit of analysis.
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Table 4: Legislator Response to THAAD Deployment

Dependent variable:

Negative Positive Neg.-Pos.
logistic logistic ordered
logistic
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Progressive Party 2.890* —4.889** —2.549*
(1.160) (1.212) (0.688)
Tenure 0.386 —0.024 —0.072
(0.284) (0.480) (0.145)
Male 0.046 17.891* 0.135
(1.321) (4.414) (0.740)
Ruling Party 1.218 0.452 0.224
(0.849) (0.986) (0.440)
President Moon —25.483*  —15.624** 0.478
(2.577) (2.490) (0.427)
President Yoon —22.988** 3.296 2.041*
(1.742) (3.246) (0.819)
Observations 261 261 261
Meeting FE Yes Yes No
Log Likelihood -43.979 -27.491 -136.203
Negative|Neutral -4.055
Neutral|Positive 1.841

Note: Legislator-session is the unit of analysis. Robust stan-
dard errors clustered by legislator in parentheses. Tp<0.1;
*p<0.05; *p<0.01

THAAD missiles. Given such conventional wisdom, it is interesting to note that at least some
segment of the population including political elites apparently believed that Washington was
bullying Seoul into acquiescing to the deployment.

Nuclear Umbrella

We next present the findings on the nuclear umbrella issue to see if our theory could be

applicable to a long-term and more generalizable issue regarding reassurance. Table 5 shows
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Table 5: Keywords with Topics (Nuclear Umbrella)

Topic Keywords
1 Security )= (USA), &3 (North Korea), $+= (South Korea), 3tu] (USA-South Korea), 1]
A (missile), -4} (nuclear umbrella), 395 (Korean Peninsula), 153 (presi-
dent), A (deterrence), A (strategy)

2 Regional Peace 53t (North Korea), #] = (USA), ™l 53 (president), 3= (South Korea), &=
(China), €+ (Japan), A& (government), 3 F 7] (nuclear weapon), %= (Ko-
rean Peninsula), E¥ = (Trump)

that there are two main topics of Security and Regional Peace when the nuclear umbrella
issue is discussed by the South Korean media.?® While many of the keywords overlap, we
see that the keywords related to the topic of Regional Peace tends to use words such as
“nuclear weapon,” and contiguous countries such as “China” and “Japan” whereas the topic

99

of Security tends to emphasize the security aspect of the issue such as “deterrence,” “strategy”
and “missile.” It is quite clear that the words of the second topics are related to security.
However, the first topic is hard to be labeled coherently merely by examining the keywords
used. Therefore, we further examined the context in which the keywords were used for a
clearer differentiation between these two topics.

When reviewing the titles and opening sentences of articles associated with the first
topic, we observe a clear pattern in how the keywords are used. North Korea is mentioned
in the context of rivalry with South Korea, as seen in statements such as “it has been 67
years since the division, and 60 years since the armistice of the Korean War. Today, South
and North Korea still live in constant rivalry, facing the threat of war.” This suggests that
the article does not portray North Korea itself as a security threat but rather frames the

ongoing confrontation between South and North Korea as the primary security challenge

on the Korean Peninsula. Within this context, the U.S. nuclear umbrella is described as

23The distribution of the keywords probability is in the appendix. See OA3.
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exacerbating the problem. In contrast, the second topic, labeled as Security, frames North
Korea itself as a threat due to its military ambitions. Furthermore, other articles explicitly
state that “we must open the path to realizing the dream of a ‘nuclear-free peaceful Korean

Peninsula’...”

or “we should think not only of the victims of the indiscriminate nuclear
attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 64 years ago but also of the specter of nuclear weapons

that has loomed over the world since that day.”?* Therefore, we conclude that the keywords

in the first topic are primarily used in the context of Regional Peace.

Figure 3: Treatment Effect Associated with Topics (Nuclear Umbrella)
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Note: The marginal effect is computed based on models 3 and 6 of OAG6.

Figure 3 presents the effect of media bias on the proportion of topics in news articles
and shows that the proportion of progressive media discussing both Regional Peace and
Security differs significantly from that of conservative media. On average, the progressive

media discuss Regional Peace 0.113 (0.082, 0.144) more but cover Security 0.110 (0.077,

24Gee OA18.3.
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Table 6: Keywords with Topics (Nuclear Umbrella)
Topic Keywords

1 US-SK Military )= (USA), & F 7] (nuclear arms), & (North Korea), 3t= (South Korea), <&
(strategy), 34k (nuclear umbrella), 3t¥+% (Korean Penninsula)

2 Domestic Politics =7 (people), & E (candidaate), Ul & (party leader), 5% (president), A% (gov-
ernment), 2] ¥ (lawmaker), 42} (thoughts)

3 US-SK Relation 3t (South Korea), U= (USA), u] (US forces), t A} (ambassador), &3t (being
in Korea), %= (China), %3 (North Korea)

4 US Presidential Election u]= (USA), 5= (China), 5% (president), EE 2z (Trump), 3+= (South Korea),
2] W (diplomacy), ¢FE (security)

5  SK-Japan Relation dE (Japan), u]=F (USA), 52| (prime minister), 35 7] (nuclear arms), 5 (gov-
ernment), 3= (South Korea), M A (world)

6  US-SK Relation 2 5% (president), $tu](USA-South Korea), #]=+ (USA), B4} (leader), &7 (exten-
sion), 73} (enhancement), 3= (South Korea)

7  Russia-Ukraine Z Al o} (Russia), u]=F (USA), +3 o]y (Ukraine), §3 (Europe), ¥ (Putin), T
%% (president), A& (war)

8  NK Denuclearization 53 (North Korea), 1]= (USA), 3] & (meeting), Bl &3} (denuclearization), 3HH+%
(Korean Penninsula), §4 (negotiation), 242 (Kim Jong Un)

9  US-SK Military 2 &3 (exercise), B3+ (North Korea), 3t1] (USA-South Korea), 3% (Korean Penin-
sula), A2F (strategy), U]= (USA), A7l (deployment)

10 NK Nuclear Issue 3 (North Korea), 1] (USA), tl5 3 (president), A A] (Sanctions), F+ (govern-
ment), & (in/on/for North Korea), %= (China)

11 NK Missile 531 (North Korea), U] AFY (missile), ©A}F (launch), ICBM, =%} (provocation), 2%
<2 (Kim Jong Un), "= (USA)

12 US-SK Military 3 = (USA), (A2d) A3 ((OPCON) transition), 3+ (North Korea), -4t (nu-
clear umbrella), = (South Korea), A 2H() (operational control), 23 (minister)

13 Peace %3} (peace) 3% (Korean Penninsula), ‘@5 (North and South Korea), 53+ (North

Korea), u]=F (USA), A& (government), 5 < (reunification)

0.143) less than the conservative media. This suggests that ideology influences how the South

Korean media cover the nuclear umbrella, one of the most powerful reassurance tools provided

by a patron. Progressives in the protégé state are skeptical of the patron’s reassurance

signals regarding the nuclear umbrella and emphasize peace within the region, especially

the Korean peninsula, when discussing the issue, as they believe that the nuclear umbrella

could instigate conflict and threaten regional security by provoking neighboring countries. In

contrast, conservatives focus on the domestic security aspects of reassurance, aligning with

the patron’s intended signal, particularly in relation to North Korea’s military ambitions.?

25Full models with control variables and multiple splines are in the appendix. See OA5.
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We have also tried increasing the number of topics to 13 based on multiple diagnostic
tests.?6 Table 6 presents the top seven keywords for these 13 topics along with their labels.?”
The keywords for each topic show clear distinctions from those of other topics. For example,
the eighth and tenth topics contain keywords related to North Korea’s denuclearization and
responses to its nuclear ambitions, such as sanctions. Therefore, we label these topics as NK
Denuclearization and NK Nuclear Issue, respectively. Similarly, the eleventh topic is labeled
as NK Missile because its keywords pertain to North Korea’s missile threats. Moreover, since
the keywords of topics 1, 9, and 12 all relate to the military relationship between the United
States and South Korea, we label them as US-SK Military 1, US-SK Military 2, and US-SK
Military 3. In contrast, the thirteenth and fifth topics contain words associated with peace
and South Korea’s concerns about the impact of nuclearization of the Korean peninsula on
Japan, including Japan’s long-standing military ambitions. Thus, we label these topics as
Peace and SK-Japan Relation, respectively.

Figure 4 presents the treatment effect of media bias on the distribution of topics per doc-
ument. The results indicate that progressive media tend to cover the nuclear umbrella issue
more negatively than conservative media. Specifically, progressive outlets frequently discuss
the issue in terms of Peace, reflecting their emphasis on the desire for regional stability. Addi-
tionally, they mention SK-Japan Relations and Russia- Ukraine more often than conservative
media, suggesting concerns about the potential destabilizing effects of the nuclear umbrella
and its role in fueling regional arms races. Furthermore, progressive media often frame the

issue within the context of domestic politics, potentially linking it to questions of national

26See OALL.
2"The distribution of the keywords probability is in the appendix. See OA4
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Figure 4: Treatment Effect Associated with Topics (Nuclear Umbrella, 13 topics)
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sovereignty. In contrast, conservative media focus more on security-related aspects, which
may reflect their inclination to highlight the strategic necessity of the U.S.-provided nuclear
umbrella. They frequently discuss topics such as NK Missile, which underscores North Ko-
rea’s military ambitions, and US-SK Military 2, which emphasizes the strategic importance
of the nuclear umbrella in the U.S.-South Korea military alliance. These patterns suggest
that conservative media are more receptive to the patron’s reassurance signals, viewing them
as critical for national security. On the other hand, progressive media appear more skeptical
of such reassurances, as they perceive nuclear weapons as ultimately detrimental to regional

peace.

Extension of Ko (2019) and Sukin (2020)

The above text analysis demonstrates that there is likely to be a partisan gap between

progressives and conservatives in terms of how they perceive reassurance signals from the
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patron. However, readers may be concerned that text data are inherently noisy and lack
internal validity. Thus, we also provide further evidence of our theory by extending two
survey experimental studies on the attitude of South Korean population in support for
acquiring independent nuclear arsenals to strengthen the internal validity of our argument
(Ko, 2019; Sukin, 2020). The top panel of Table 7 shows that there is a positive and
statistically significant interaction effect between Deployment and Ideology suggesting that
progressives are more likely to espouse support for independent nuclear arsenals compared
conservatives when exposed to the treatment condition that the patron would deploy nuclear
weapons to the protégé state.

Theoretically, making a high credibility commitment could be regarded as a form of
hand-tying signal. Ideology was not an important element of Sukin (2020)’s original theory.
Based on our theory, we hypothesize that the effect suggested by Sukin (2020) would be the
most pronounced among progressives. Since progressives are likely to perceive a greater cost
in the loss of autonomy due to their mistrust of the patron’s intentions, they are more likely
to express greater support for acquiring independent nuclear arsenals once they are treated
with the information suggesting that the United States could use nuclear weapons that may
potentially be against Seoul’s will. The bottom panel of Table 7 shows that the greatest effect
of the treatment seems to come from the progressives shown by the positive and statistically
significant interaction effect between the high credibility treatment condition and ideology.
Figure 5 shows the marginal effects of the treatment depending on the ideological inclination
of the survey respondents based on models 3 and 5. Both graphs in the figure suggest that
progressives are more likely to express support or express greater degree of support for the

acquisition of independent nuclear arsenals when exposed to costly reassurance signals.

31



Table 7: Extension of Ko (2019) and Sukin (2020)

Panel A: Ko (2019)

Dependent variable:

Support for Nuclear Armament (Binary)

LPM logistic
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Declaration —0.028 —0.085 —0.107 —0.343
(0.058) (0.099) (0.233) (0.399)
Deployment —0.051 —0.249* —0.216 —1.017*
(0.058) (0.100) (0.233) (0.418)
Threat —0.014 —0.094 —0.054 —0.381
(0.058) (0.099) (0.232) (0.399)
Ideology —0.010 —0.044* —0.180"
(0.012) (0.023) (0.097)
Declaration x Ideology 0.023 0.094
(0.033) (0.137)
Deployment x Ideology 0.077* 0.313*
(0.032) (0.134)
Threat x Ideology 0.033 0.133
(0.033) (0.136)
Constant 0.499** 0.582** —0.107 0.331
(0.050) (0.071) (0.164) (0.285)
Observations 600 600 600 600
Adjusted R? —0.004 0.001
Log Likelihood —412.411  —409.023
Akaike Inf. Crit. 832.822 834.046
Dependent variable:
Panel B: Sukin (2020) Support for Nuclear Armament
OLS logistic
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
High Credibility 0.034* —0.071 0.254* —0.493
(0.016)  (0.047) (0.116) (0.372)
Low Credibility —0.020 —0.056 —0.142 —0.561
(0.016)  (0.050) (0.111) (0.380)
Ideology —0.044* —0.285**
(0.008) (0.062)
High Credibility x Ideology 0.025* 0.175*
(0.011) (0.084)
Low Credibility x Ideology 0.009 0.097
(0.012) (0.085)
Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,242 2,242 2,242 2,242
Adjusted R? 0.835 0.839
Log Likelihood —1,377.711  —1,357.663
Akaike Inf. Crit. 2,795.422 2,761.326

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Tp<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01
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Figure 5: Marginal Effect of Reassurance on the Probability of Support for Independent
Nuclear Armament
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Note: The marginal effect is computed based on models 4 (Ko (2019)) and 8
(Sukin (2020)) of Table 7.

Conclusion and Discussion

While past research suggests that states could build trust and communicate intentions
through costly signals, we show that costly signals are effectively only to the extent that
states have a baseline level of trust. In particular, we show that progressives of the protégé
are less likely to be reassured through costly signals sent by the patron because it is not
self-evident what the exact purpose of this costly signal is. On the contrary, costly signals
can actually backfire because they may only serve to demonstrate that the patron harbors
overly revisionist and aggressive intentions which certain members of the protégé do not
want.

The contribution of our paper is threefold. First, it proposes a novel theory and provides
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systematic evidence on the heterogeneity of preferences within the protégé regarding the pro-
tégé’s relationship with the patron. While past qualitative accounts have certainly discussed
the divergence in preferences between conservatives and progressives (e.g., Moller, 2022), our
study is the first to theorize the conditions under which the divergence in preferences is likely
to become salient and test it using both quantitative and qualitative evidence.

Second, our study provides important implications for reassurance dynamics in asym-
metric alliances. In contrast to the past literature that often assumes trust could be built
through costly signals (e.g., Kydd, 2000), our study shows that reassurance is more difficult
than previously thought. By showing how political ideology could be an important factor
determining whether the protégé would indeed be reassured, our work proposes an important
element for examining reassurance dynamics in asymmetric alliances and contributes to the
understanding of which segments of the protégé’s populations are likely to have difficulty in
being reassured by the patron.

Third, our study also highlights that the fear of entrapment may also exist in protégés.
Most studies on asymmetric alliances have tended to focus on the types of measures a major
power patron adopts to alleviate risks of entrapment. For example, Cha (2016) argues that
the non-existence of a multilateral alliance in Northeast Asia was borne out of Washington’s
aims to better constrain its protégés from pursuing revisionist foreign policies. Documen-
tal evidence shows that key U.S. decision-makers were concerned about Chiang Kai-shek
spearheading offensive efforts against China that could potentially entrap Washington in
an unwanted war (Chang, 1988). Similar concerns remain among certain International Re-
lations scholars today. For example, Posen (2018) argues for the restraint in U.S. foreign

policies, citing the risks of reckless driving of the protégés. While analyzing the interests
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and motivations from the perspective of a major power patron is certainly important, it is
also important to consider the preferences of the minor power protégé since they also may
have similar concerns when international crises arise between a major power patron and its
adversary.

One obvious limitation to the paper is the lack of generalizability. While we have provided
an explanation for political ideology might be an important factor in shaping the foreign
policy preferences of the constituencies in case of South Korea, it remains to be investigated
whether we would be able to observe such salient differences between conservatives and
progressives in other protégés. Scholars studying asymmetric alliances with regional expertise
of other countries might wish to examine whether such salient differences in preferences
become apparent when similar incidents arise.

While an in-depth analysis of each of these cases is beyond the scope of this paper, we
cite some examples that may help to illustrate this common pattern. Andreas Papandreou
exerted much effort to prove to the Greek public that he was not an American stooge and
even renounced his U.S. citizenship. In Iceland, it was the Socialist party who was opposed
to NATO membership and left-wing parties often competed in elections on the platform
that they would withdraw Iceland from NATO (Nato, N.d.). The Social Democratic Party of
West Germany was insistent on West Germany maintaining the ability to pursue autonomous
policies, denouncing the European Steel and Coal Community and the European Defence
Community, both of which were promoted by the United States as plans for European
integration (Levin, 2020). Washington subsequently decided to intervene to help Adenauer
for the election (Levin, 2020). The British Conservative Party has traditionally sought

close ties with the United States, while the Labour Party has traditionally pursued a more
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autonomous policy, espousing a policy “independent of capitalist America” (Epstein, 1951).

Such patterns are found in other regions of the world as well. The opposition to the
Australian prime minister’s pledge to let Washington use Australian military bases for a
missile test came from the left (Lohr, 1985). David Lange of the Labour Party denied U.S.
nuclear-powered vessels from entering New Zealand ports, thereby effectively abrogating the
ANZUS defense treaty (Leeds et al., 2002; Catalinac, 2010). While the exact role of the
United States in the downfall of Allende remains controversial to this day (Shiraz, 2011),
it would be fair to assess that neither was particularly fond of each other (Levin, 2020).
Juan Velasco Alvarado of Peru was well-known for his anti-American foreign policy stance
(Brands, 2010). In the case of Brazil, while Washington did not actively take part in the
ousting of Joao Goulart who was often accused of being a communist, it was clear that
Kennedy was not too fond of him especially after he refused to support expelling Cuba from
the Organization of American States (Pereira, 2018).

We see similar dynamics in East Asia even in recent times. In the case of Japan, Hatoyama
initially ran on a platform with a pledge to end Tokyo’s dependence on Washington for
security. The Hatoyama cabinet of the Democratic Party of Japan thereby embroiled itself
in a dispute with the United States over the military bases in Okinawa, while the Liberal
Democratic Party has traditionally called for closer co-operation with Washington (Green,
2011). Observers noted that Obama was not unhappy to see Hatoyama resign (Fackler and
Landler, 2010).

Perhaps another important concern regarding the theory and the analysis presented here
might be that we unduly reduce the complex alliance relationships into a matter of costly

signaling and thereby portray the progressives as biased despite our qualifications above.
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To be clear, the purpose of this study is not to measure the degree of psychological bias of
different media outlets or individuals. Nor are we categorically claiming that conservatives
hold an objectively truthful view of the world and progressives hold a biased view of the
world. Our main purpose has been to theorize and show that political ideology could be an
important factor in how the different constituencies within the protégé respond to the costly
signals from the patron.

The findings from this study highlights the need for scholars to think about how to
characterize asymmetric alliances more seriously. While we have largely adopted the con-
ventional framework of reassurance measures as costly signaling as used in past IR research
(e.g., Blankenship, 2020; Blankenship and Lin-Greenberg, 2022), other scholars may argue
that what a major power patron “truly” wants may not be so much about reassuring its
protégé but seeking control over it or at least projecting power by utilizing its protégés (e.g.,

Morrow, 1991).
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OA5 Regression Result (THAAD)

Sovereignty Security
Model 1T  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 Model 6
(Intercept) 0.309*  —0.052* 0.177** 0.690*** 1.052%* 0.820***
(0.006) (0.024) (0.060) (0.006) (0.024) (0.060)
Progressive Media  0.092**  (0.084*** 0.067**  —0.091"* —0.085"** —0.066"**
(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)
President Moon —0.182"*  —0.165™** 0.181* 0.165**
(0.011) (0.016) (0.012) (0.016)
President Yoon —0.344**  —0.439*** 0.342*** 0.442***
(0.026) (0.030) (0.026) (0.030)
s(q_seq, 3)1 1.005*** —1.007***
(0.057) (0.057)
s(q_seq, 3)2 0.056 —0.051
(0.046) (0.046)
s(q_seq, 3)3 0.986*** —0.984***
(0.053) (0.051)
s(q_seq, 6)1 —0.189 0.190
(0.098) (0.097)
s(q_seq, 6)2 0.156** —0.154**
(0.056) (0.056)
s(q_seq, 6)3 0.351%*** —0.349**
(0.070) (0.070)
s(q_seq, 6)4 —0.075 0.074
(0.069) (0.068)
s(q_seq, 6)5 0.698*** —0.692***
(0.078) (0.079)
s(q_seq, 6)6 0.722%* —0.724**
(0.077) (0.076)
docs 12405 12405 12405 12405 12405 12405

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05



OA6 Regression Result (Nuclear Umbrella)

Security Peace
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
(Intercept) 0.589*** 0.512 0.657* 0.411** 0.492 0.394

(0.011)  (0.305)  (0.325)  (0.011)  (0.294)  (0.315)
Progressive Media —0.176** —0.110"* —0.114** 0.175"* 0.111** 0.113"
(0.016)  (0.017)  (0.016)  (0.016)  (0.017)  (0.016)

President Kim —0.293 —0.415 0.284 0.375
(0.286) (0.287) (0.276)  (0.280)
President Roh 0.099 —0.124 —0.110 0.091
(0.218)  (0.214) (0.212)  (0.211)
President Lee 0.093 —0.210 —0.115 0.188
(0.200) (0.197) (0.196)  (0.196)
President Park 0.053 —0.050 —0.078 0.030
(0.187) (0.184) (0.186)  (0.182)
President Moon —0.104 —0.172 0.076 0.155
(0.187) (0.184) (0.184)  (0.182)
President Yoon 0.177 —0.012 —0.203  —0.002
(0.193) (0.192) (0.189)  (0.188)
s(q_seq, 3)1 —0.589 0.600
(0.384) (0.382)
s(q_seq, 3)2 0.332 —0.300
(0.240) (0.235)
s(q_seq, 3)3 —0.017 0.037
(0.249) (0.250)
s(q_seq, 6)1 —0.393 0.384
(0.325) (0.327)
s(q_seq, 6)2 0.342 —0.378
(0.259) (0.249)
s(q_seq, 6)3 —0.309 0.279
(0.282) (0.274)
s(q_seq, 6)4 0.230 —0.264
(0.267) (0.262)
s(q_seq, 6)5 0.053 —0.091
(0.285) (0.273)
s(q_seq, 6)6 —0.211 0.175
(0.277) (0.271)
docs 2216 2216 2216 2216 2216 2216

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05



OAT7

Legislator Response to THAAD Deployment

Dependent variable:

Negative Positive Neg.-Pos.
logistic logistic ordered
logistic
(1) (2) (3)
Progressive Party 1.879* —3.360** —3.044***
(0.831) (1.096) (0.827)
Constant —2.526™** —0.074
(0.741) (0.388)
Log Likelihood —27.721 —23.146 —47.041
Negative|Neutral —3.661
Neutral|Positive 0.101
Observations 59 59 99

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by legislator in paren-
theses. Legislator is the unit of analysis. *p<0.05; **p<0.01;
“*p<0.001



OA8 Media Coverage by Time (THAAD)
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OA11 Diagnostic Values by Number of Topics (Nuclear Umbrella)
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OA12 Document Probability Distribution by Topic (THAAD)
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OA13 Document Probability Distribution by Topic (THAAD, 9
Topics)
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OA14 Document Probability Distribution by Topic (Nuclear Um-

brella)
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OA15 Document Probability Distribution by Topic (Nuclear Um-
brella, 13 Topics)
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OA16 Topic Distribution by Time (THAAD)
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OA17 Topic Distribution by Time (Nuclear Umbrella)
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OA18 Top 10 Articles Leverage Each Topic
OA18.1 THAAD - Sovereignty

1] "RENET A 73 B3 “ZEE AREA AN 4 HEUFT oA
F2 44 7 £ 207k 249 12130 2% MBC 27]E014 29tk thee £8 A%
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"[Full Text| Democratic Party Primary 7th Debate ’Achieving Strong Decentralization.” The
7th debate for the Democratic Party’s presidential primary was held on the 24th at 12:30
PM in the Gwangju MBC public hall. Below is the full transcript of the debate. Il Opening
Remarks Choi Seong: I am Choi Seong, from the beautiful Gwangju. My wife is from Jeonju.
The moment the Sewol ferry was raised, the sentiment in Honam (Southwest region) was for
regime change. We can achieve a reform-oriented government with the Democratic Party,
inheriting the spirit of Kim Dae-jung, and forming a coalition with the People’s Party. I
apologize as the only candidate from Honam in the Democratic Party..."

[2] "[11 12 W1ZE A 7] glo] H-28H AthY o] B3 B3| = 8 & F 4 B13Y 03A]150%
A ABEFY A2 Ay A9 UrH T A GFHETVE AA7E SA =
LA ZANE dA AFE A ﬂ Altﬂ £ ¢

=2 A3 5= A olA 3] A=
I A% FAbgo] "ol H Tt o] 33 1/\1 3k ARl o] R4S o] 3A40RE &5 Aol A
2 771 Ay @l do } 9l ¢k 1000] W] NS L cZH AR "

g

"[11 12 People General Protest Live - Part 2] Two Girls Holding Candles, Lighting the Dark-
ness of the Era Il 13th, 03:50 AM: Police Begin Arresting Protesters Near Gyeongbokgung
Station, Seizing Workers’ Party Vehicles According to live coverage by Fact TV, at 3:30
AM, police clashed with protesters during the arrest of citizens involved in a sit-in protest.
During this confrontation, one citizen was injured and was taken to the hospital around 3:40

»n

AM. About 1,000 citizens who remained at the scene chanted, "Violent police...’.

3] "E2 AT 33 0] Wb @, B Je)m RS XA 201681 FEL
‘O E wtzalE Ry dauR 98 A A o5 e s ok A9 2
BE ool W 714 AT WL Tl B e 717 B9 HE FEAT AR B
42 A7 F2A WO} o] 5L & vk fel3 Foo] BolAE HE E A BEY
Bol A d= B ARAA & AL, AZe) BF 2wsl 5.

"33 Candlelight Citizens Speak About 'Impeachment, Spring, and the Republic of Korea’ll
The historic conclusion of 2016 Heonna 1’ was 'Impeach President Park Geun-hye.” The most
powerful force behind this monumental decision—the first-ever presidential impeachment in
the history of South Korea—was the candlelight citizens who stood in the nation’s public
squares for nearly five months, braving snow and rain. Regardless of snow, rain, or the harsh
winter cold, these citizens gathered from Gwanghwamun Square in the north to Jeju City
Hall in the south, and from the west in Gwangju’s Geumnam-ro to the east..."

4] "ol 2R B Tk Sk, M Alo]= F 4 3l U2s] BhE L shopste 93
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"Everything You Need to Know, Complete Summary of the Choi Soon-sil Gate, Part 3l
President Park Geun-hye, Resign! The cry is sweeping across the nation. Testimonies are
emerging, confirming that the establishment of a foundation to extort money from corpora-
tions was directed by the president. The cases of Choi Soon-sil’s abuse of power, manipulating
the Blue House and the administration, and profiting from events like the 2018 Pyeongchang
Winter Olympics and the Korean Wave continue to pile up. Hankyeoreh newspaper, which
has been presenting the complete summary of the Choi Soon-sil Gate, releases Part 3. If you
read this, you will understand everything about Choi Soon-sil..."

5] "M H G hE S0hA? Sge) v e 9RE AN e 82 A2 (karma) 2
£ Zo] Y& 98 B d(E) ol O‘E(%i&’)ﬁﬂ otk e bl Ao}
o A% AAet 28Uk B3 93} g0z e AYUh GHE A
o v oL (R ST o e Sau) hetol] 234
SUth A4 AU A8 AP e Uk Sk ge AUV .

"Seocheongwon Running for Party Leader? The Last Mission of the Loser is ’Orderly Re-
treat’ll There is a term called karma.” In Korean, it is translated as @ (eop) or @ X
(eopbo). Karma refers to actions that bring the consequences of good or evil in the future.
It is done through the body, speech, and mind. Eopbo means the cause and effect of good
and bad actions. Every human is trapped in karma. Political choices and actions cannot
simply be divided into good and evil."

K
9%

[6] "“Fm|of ‘FolET) R FFRE of S vs “ A vkt AR S | e’ l HEol vl
T Aol Athe) (A E 4 A= Ad 234, T A= %Zi A OﬂH A3] ARF
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"“Choo Mi-ae’s ‘Patronage’ to Create a Strong Opposition Party’ vs ‘If the ‘Absolute Major-
ity” is Wrong, the Party Will Collapse’l On the 23rd, four days before the Democratic Party
of Korea’s National Convention, about 40 delegates gathered at the office of the Gyeongcheon
district committee in Seoul for a heated discussion. The topic of the debate was whom to
support as the party leader in the upcoming convention. Was this an expression of their in-
tention not to ‘give orders’ to delegates, where the regional committee chair doesn’t instruct
members to vote for a specific candidate, commonly known as ‘order’?"

[7] "[D-4 259 tA 3190 A A AEZE 26.06% 11079123108 o] FFA RS
9YFE 5999 thA71A] g ‘259 thA d7 gto]lH JUlo|EE ATt wjd o}
Q2 APART £2 AR W, 4 TRl Fge) BE, AN 249 5 B4 B
—Zr_& 22 dHEHYUTH (£7] AVPO A E 31 A Zbo] ok et ARt A A Y
Utk W99 oA AFAE S-S 26.06% 11079423109 2§ (19.."
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[D-4 Today’s Election Scene| 19th Presidential Election Early Voting Rate: 26.06%), 11,072,310
Participantsll Kyunghyang Shinmun will provide daily live updates from the election scene

from May 9th until the presidential election. Every morning, we’ll share major election-

related news, including reports from Kyunghyang Shinmun and other major media outlets,

activities of candidates and political parties, and movements in civil society. (The listed

times are not the actual event times but the posting times on Kyunghyang.com.) W 19th

Presidential Election Early Voting Rate: 26.06%), 11,072,310 Participants (19...

8] "[D-30 ©59) B4 WAHBA %, A= T G A Wolok Arhdl R E B
FALE AFAEL 9ARE 5909 tai7kA e 252 vl @Y kol qirjol=
E AP Y obd FPAEH £ JeS BE 2 S804 £ 5ol B
472 242 FASH MOF LI50E  EA AR 99 F2AH AYY
o Aol FE A HEolUFT hAFHE olaRd old AFY £ 5 3
/\ﬂ n

"|D-30 Today’s Election Scene| Moon Jae-in: ‘If Ahn Takes Over the THAAD Agreement,
Does That Mean the Comfort Women Agreement Is Also a Done Deal?”” l Kyunghyang
Shinmun will provide daily live updates from the election scene from May 9th until the pres-
idential election. Every morning, we’ll share major election-related news, including reports
from Kyunghyang Shinmun and other major media outlets, commentary from candidates
and political parties, and more. W 4:50 PM: Moon Jae-in: 'It Feels Like the Death of a
Close Friend’ - Memorial for the Kim Young-ae. Moon Jae-in, the Democratic Party’s pres-
idential candidate, posted on Facebook that he felt like the death of Kim Young-ae, who
passed away from pancreatic cancer today, was like the loss of a close friend."

9] o ElA, A A A7t S M 0aE el e 9 Aol Sre
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AR Y AN ALY UE, 2 EA AR A

"“This Presidential Election Won’t Have a Powerful Electoral Coalition’l As the impeach-
ment trial of President Park Geun-hye gains momentum, the movement toward the presiden-
tial election is also accelerating. The announcements of presidential candidates are coming
one after another. Separately from the election campaigns, movements for coalition-building,
such as the third-party theory and the big tent theory, are also active. Regarding the vari-
ables and outlook for this presidential election, political commentator Dr. Yoo Chang-seon,
political strategist Park Seong-min, and public opinion analysis expert Jeong..."

[10] n‘%_]iﬂ-i]’? FIA A dejvlo] 7t H ol A2 AHAEGE? 2744 <3HA
d21-9) AMAE S )F 2 05 3A vk AAA Fol AN A B & U]
oh o W A2l 71 B Aoy, 3 eﬂzl %5 ) 2| (h2L hani.cokn) 2. (5 2
o] FAAT) YR NEATE 2R E (AUAT ) AFEL 84
AR ARG AN S AsiA E7F S A4

"“Progressive Values’ Become an Alibi for the Two-Party System M What is the cover story of
Hankyoreh 217 The weekly magazine Hankyoreh 21 publishes its cover story every Tuesday
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at 3 PM on the Hankyoreh website. To read more articles from Hankyoreh 21, visit the
Hankyoreh 21 homepage (h21.hani.co.kr). ‘People from civic organizations pushing for the
creation of the Democratic Party’s satellite party, Democratic Party Union, argue that it
is an inevitable tactical move for judging the Yoon Seok-youl government and for political
reform.”"
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OA18.2 THAAD - Security
1] "[S=]EN F e E d S E
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"[Exclusive| Helvey: 'U.S. Troops in Korea May Stay at Current Level, No Fixed Plans’ll
‘The U.S. defense commitment to South Korea is ironclad. However, how this will be imple-
mented is not fixed.” David Helvey, the Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Indo-Pacific
Security Affairs at the U.S. Department of Defense (pictured), responded in this way during
an exclusive written interview with Dong-A Ilbo on January 31. When asked if he could
confirm whether U.S. troops in South Korea would be maintained at their current level, he
replied with this statement."
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[2] "] 54 2 v k2 ]3] ) (SCM) 5 A AW & H F Fo] 3U(AA A7
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[Full Text] Joint Statement of the 54th Korea-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) M
The Korean and U.S. military authorities held the 54th Korea-U.S. Security Consultative
Meeting (SCM) in Washington on the 3rd (local time) and released a joint statement. Min-
ister of National Defense Lee Jong-seop and U.S. Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin stated
that in order to deter the growing North Korean nuclear threat, they would ’strengthen
the alliance’s capabilities, information sharing, consultation procedures, joint planning, and
execution.” The two ministers also said, ’If necessary, the United States...”"

B ARGV AP FFHY v TP AAL AR FTM AT v F DY
< .
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oLH 2] 3] 2] (SCM, Security Consultative Mee.."

[Full Text| Joint Statement of the Korea-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting: U.S. Secretary
of Defense "End of Kim Jong-un’s Regime’lll On the 3rd (local time), the South Korean and
U.S. ministries of defense held the 54th Korea-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM)
in Washington and agreed to ’establish a basic framework to effectively deter and respond
to the escalating North Korean nuclear and missile threats through revisions to the tailored
deterrence strategy.” Below is the full text of the SCM joint statement. 1. The 54th Korea-
U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM, Security Consultative Meeting)..."
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"|[Joint Contribution| Reasons Why THAAD Is Technically Harmful to South Korea’s De-
fensel South Korea’s decision to install the U.S. Terminal High Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) system on its territory carries significant political implications for the entire
Northeast Asia region. It will have ripple effects on China-South Korea relations, U.S.-
China relations, and U.S.-Japan-China relations, and is likely to create immense tension in
the relationships among all major regional actors, potentially affecting cooperation on North
Korea. The capabilities of the THAAD defense system deployed in South Korea and..."
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[Full Text| Joint Statement of the 49th Korea-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM)H
The 49th Korea-U.S. Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) was held on October 28, 2017,
in Seoul. The meeting was co-chaired by Minister of National Defense Song Young-moo of
the Republic of Korea and Secretary of Defense James Mattis of the United States, with
senior officials from both countries’ defense and foreign ministries in attendance. Prior to
this meeting, on October 27, 2017, the Republic of Korea’s Joint Chiefs of Staff..."

6] "E=AAe) a9l e AF ALY, 4R o] BB E BF Watms} 4o] 47)
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[Editorial Desk’s News Reading] North Korea’s New Missile, Can Hit Targets in 4 Minutes;
Helpless Against Mixed Launches with Rocket Artilleryl There is growing attention on
North Korea’s 'Iskander-style’ missile, which it launched four times on the 4th and 9th. The
Ministry of Defense and military authorities have not officially acknowledged that the new
North Korean missile is a ballistic missile but have stated that it can be intercepted by
the latest Patriot PAC-3 missiles. However, many experts believe that the new North Ko-
rean missile is a 'game changer,” significantly different from previous North Korean ballistic

missiles..."

[7] "[E&5]59 €8 59 SLBM A=7| A2 tjHAlst bt A=l &3to] &3 3t
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"[Miltalk] North Korea’s Sinpo Transformed into an SLBM Strategic Base with Hundreds
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of Millions of Dollarsl Amid increasing speculation that North Korea is likely to conduct
a submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) provocation in the future, various signs in-
dicating such a move have been detected by intelligence agencies and the United Nations
Security Council, drawing attention. Recently, at the Sinpo shipyard in South Hamgyong
Province, which serves as the strategic base for North Korea’s SLBM, new buildings for a
submarine training center and submarine repair facilities have either been completed or are
under construction. Additionally, SLBM..."
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"|Editorial Desk’s News Reading| If North Korea Fires Its New 4-Weapon Set, It Could
Have the Effect of a Small Tactical Nuclear Weaponl Debate continues over North Korea’s
new missile and rocket systems, including the North Korean version of the Iskander missile
and large-caliber rocket artillery (multiple rocket launchers), which it has been testing since
May. U.S. President Donald Trump has consistently downplayed North Korea’s new missile
launches, calling them "short-range missiles anyone can fire." Regarding concerns that North
Korea’s new missiles may be difficult to intercept, South Korea’s Defense Minister Jeong
Kyeong-doo..."

9] "[DE[E WAD £TAW HE Y P, 24 £ LSOl 45| T 9o
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"[Miltalk| If North Korean Missiles Launch, ‘Bang’ — Military Developing Interception
WeaponsB [Exclusive] Military authorities are reportedly developing weapons capable of
intercepting North Korean ballistic missiles by launching high-speed missiles (interceptors)
from platforms like the KF-X (Korean Fighter eXperimental) during the missile’s ascent
phase. Intercepting missiles in the ascent phase can prevent missile debris from falling
over North Korean territory, which could also serve as a deterrent to North Korea’s missile
launches. In particular, intercepting missiles like the "North Korean version of Iskander’ is..."
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"[Interview| Submarine Expert Moon Geun-sik: ’North Korean SLBM is the Pinnacle of
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North Korean Nuclear Capabilities... We Must Accelerate Our Nuclear Submarine Develop-
ment for Underwater Kill Chain’[l ‘The core of the kill chain for nuclear defense is "point-
of-origin attacks." In the water, the point-of-origin is a submarine carrying nuclear weapons.
To attack an enemy submarine, our submarine must continuously track and monitor it. By
tailing the enemy’s nuclear-armed submarine and waiting for the moment it launches an
SLBM (Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile), our submarine should immediately destroy
it with a torpedo.” Moon Geun-sik, from the Korea Defense Security Forum, stresses the
urgency of strengthening Korea’s nuclear submarine capabilities."
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OA18.3 Nuclear Umbrella — Peace
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"“Loss of Korean-Japanese East Asian Identity, Threatening Peace in Northeast Asia” ‘100th
Anniversary of the Korea - Japan Forced Annexation, Present and Future’ Korea-Japan
Roundtablel Im Heon-young (Director) - Invasion and War Are Clearly Crimes; Civil So-
cieties of Both Countries Should Promote Peace Movements. ~ Professor Yun Geon-cha -
Public Apology from the Emperor and Prime Minister is Necessary"
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"Special Feature / "100 Years of Korea-Japan Forced Annexation, Present and Future’ Korea-
Japan Roundtable - 'Loss of Korean-Japanese East Asian Identity, Threatening Peace in
Northeast Asia’ll As we approach the 100th anniversary of the Korea-Japan forced annex-
ation, various initiatives and movements are being carried out, primarily led by civil society.
In South Korea, the National Traitor 100th Anniversary Joint Promotion Committee is at
the forefront, forming a civic organization called the Korea-Japan Joint Action Committee
for the 100th Anniversary of the Forced Annexation. At the government level, statements
related to the 100th anniversary of the forced annexation are expected to be issued around
the 15th of this month."
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[Why?| The Dream of a North-South Confederation / Oh In-Dong The Blueprint for a
North-South Economic Community by Oh In Dong (Korean-American orthopedic doctor)ll
It has been 67 years since the division, and 60 years since the armistice of the Korean War.
Today, South and North Korea still live in constant rivalry, facing the threat of war. When
visiting the North, the people constantly talk about unification. Meanwhile, in the South,
discussions about unification are sparse, and people seem more focused on enjoying the
improved economic conditions. Nonetheless, unification remains a hope."
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"[2007 Presidential Election Voter Engagement and Primary Candidate Verification| Minju
Party @ Roh Hyeon-chan, Ahead of the first round of voting for the Democratic Labor
Party’s presidential candidate, which will be held on the 9thl The presidential election
advisory board of Hankyoreh conducted a group interview with three primary candidates:
Kwon Young-gil, Roh Hyeon-chan, and Shim Sang-jeong. The purpose was to evaluate
the feasibility of the policy proposals of the progressive party candidates and highlight the
differences between the candidates. In the advisory board of Hankyoreh, Professor Kim Ki-
won (Economics) from the Korea National Open University and Professor Lee Ju-hee from
Ewha Womans University were involved."
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"Jeong Jin-seok: 'Hanjin Shipping and Lotte are like invasive species, such as bass’l Jeong
Jin-seok, the floor leader of the Saenuri Party, emphasized the need for a ’social compromise’
while mentioning the social inequality structure in his first representative speech in the 20th
National Assembly. In the speech on the 20th at the National Assembly, he referenced
recent issues such as the Gyeongui Line subway worker’s death and illegal practices by large
corporations, pointing out the social inequality structure. He suggested that solutions to
this problem should include labor reform, advocated by the conservative camp, and other
approaches from the progressive camp."
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"Let’s Communicate Korea (10) Experiment! Communication <3> Cho Seung-su - Jeon
Won-cheok" Il Jeon Won-cheok (Attorney) = Let’s start by discussing the conditions for a
healthy leftist. First, they must accept liberal democracy. Many people misunderstand the
left as Marxist, but Western progressivism is a branch of liberalism. Second, they should not
rely on violence or populism. Leftists should not automatically resort to the streets. How

violent were past groups like the Democratic Labor Party or the Korean Confederation of
Trade Unions?"

7] "R e MAFol FRE Fuko] obd of Rl <AL A 7Y ARA B
g Y2 2ae] A7) a8 Hgo] s, Bae] 4% 44 BS “PIE AP
£ =wrole} Bokabrh SA g Hhol o2 % vl skolu} sl o] ohuth. 1992 ahut
= W93 FEAAT 20059 62431 ] 919 FEHY ] AFE Y gt FAREe @

24



o] F AR 2L dojok ek ool A

"Why Kim Jong-un’s Nuclear Test Is Not a 'Reckless Prank’" Il As expressed in its editorial
on the 7th, Hankyoreh opposes North Korea’s nuclear weapons development and possession,
and considers North Korea’s 4th nuclear test to be a "provocation that threatens peace."
However, opposition is just an opinion and not a solution or alternative. We must open the
path to realizing the dream of a "nuclear-free peaceful Korean Peninsula," as declared in
the 1992 Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula and the 2005
Six-Party Talks’ "September 19 Joint Statement."
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"Why Has North Korea’s Nuclear Issue Become Complicated Again?"ll Up until a year
and a half ago, the "North Korea issue" was nearly resolved. The participants in the Six-
Party Talks in Beijing had agreed that if North Korea disabled its nuclear facilities, allowed
international inspectors to return, and declared its nuclear facilities (on the condition of
dismantling them), they would receive energy support, relax sanctions, and move toward full
"normalization of relations." Right after this, the New York Philharmonic visited Pyongyang
and held a concert.
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"A World Without Nuclear Weapons"l August is a time to deeply reflect on nuclear
weapons. We should think not only of the victims of the indiscriminate nuclear attacks
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 64 years ago but also of the specter of nuclear weapons that
has loomed over the world since that day. In his speech in Prague last April, U.S. President
Barack Obama said that the United States has a "moral responsibility" to act in order to
accelerate the arrival of a world without nuclear weapons.
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"Let’s Communicate, Korea (10) Experiment! Communication (3)l - Jo Seung-su & Jeon
Won-cheok" Jo Seung-su: "The progressive movement must engage in profound self-reflection
to change." "Resistance in the square should be acknowledged, but violence must not be
tolerated," said Jeon Won-cheok.
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OA18.4 Nuclear Umbrella — Security
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[Exclusive| The Presidential Office and the White House Conduct First Joint Nuclear Um-
brella Training in Washington" l The Presidential Office and the White House recently con-
ducted a government-wide simulation of the nuclear umbrella operation (TTS) ahead of the
summit between South Korean President Yoon Suk-yeol and U.S. President Joe Biden. The
training, which simulated responses to North Korea’s step-by-step nuclear provocations, was
led by the highest-level organizations of the two countries, rather than the military authori-
ties. This was the first time such a training was conducted. The “Washington Declaration,”
which was a result of the summit, includes plans to enhance the extended deterrence (nuclear
umbrella).
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South Korea and the U.S. to Begin Joint Training for Nuclear Attack Response from Next
August"ll Starting as early as next August, during the Ulchi Freedom Shield (UFS) training,
joint exercises between South Korea and the U.S. will incorporate scenarios for responding
to a North Korean nuclear attack. A dedicated “hotline” will also be established to ensure
24 /7 communication between the leaders of the two countries during a crisis. This will bring
the integration of both countries’ military forces into the concept of "cohesive extended
deterrence," including the use of U.S. strategic assets for nuclear retaliation in response to
a North Korean nuclear strike.
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"South Korea to Introduce SM-6 Interceptor Missile, 'Patriot of the Sea’'l On the 14th
(local time), the United States provisionally approved the sale of the SM-6 naval surface-
to-air interceptor missile to South Korea. Known as the "Patriot of the Sea," the SM-6 is
a versatile missile capable of intercepting North Korean aircraft, ballistic missiles, and even
hypersonic missiles. It is expected that around 100 units will be introduced between 2025
and 2031. When deployed on South Korea’s next-generation Aegis destroyers starting in
2025, it will significantly enhance the country’s missile defense capabilities.
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"U.S.-South Korea Joint Statement: Nuclear Retaliation for North Korea’s Biological and
Chemical Attacks"Ill The United States has committed to a full-scale nuclear retaliation in
response to tactical nuclear attacks and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) that could
target South Korea. On the 16th (local time), during a meeting of the Extended Deterrence
Strategy and Consultation Group (EDSCG), a joint statement was adopted, stating that
"any nuclear attack from North Korea will face overwhelming and decisive retaliation."

"Kim Jong Un’s ‘ICBM Surprise Launch Order’: North Korea Fired Missile in 9 Hours"
B On the 18th, North Korea revealed that Kim Jong Un, the Supreme Leader, gave an
“unscheduled surprise order” to launch a intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) of the
“Hwasong-15" type. This was the first time Kim issued such a surprise order for an ICBM
launch. It openly threatened that the ICBM, capable of striking the U.S. mainland, could
be launched unexpectedly in real combat situations.
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"S. Korea and US: ‘Overwhelming Response’ to Any North Korean Nuclear Attack, Strength-
ening of Nuclear Umbrella" Il The United States has agreed to initiate a full nuclear retali-
ation against tactical nuclear attacks aimed at South Korea, as well as large-scale weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) attacks comparable to nuclear weapons. During the extended
deterrence strategy talks held on the 16th (local time) at the deputy foreign and defense
ministers’ level, the two countries adopted a joint statement, affirming that North Korea’s
nuclear attacks would face an “overwhelming and decisive” response.
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"North Korea’s ICBM Reaches Operational Stage, Missile Command Leads Launch" Il
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North Korea launched the Hwasong-15 intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) on the af-
ternoon of the 18th, bringing the entire US mainland within its range. This is the first I[CBM
provocation of the year. The launch was reportedly carried out without prior planning, fol-
lowing an order from Kim Jong-un. After showcasing 17 ICBMs during a recent military
parade to demonstrate mass production capabilities, North Korea’s emphasis on the “sudden
command” launch signals that the ICBM has entered the operational deployment phase.
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"US to Deploy More Strategic Assets to the Korean Peninsula, Strengthen Nuclear Um-
brella"l The US and South Korea have agreed to more frequently deploy strategic assets,
including F-22 and F-35 stealth fighter jets and nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, to the
Korean Peninsula as part of efforts to strengthen the nuclear umbrella (extended deterrence
against North Korea). US Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin confirmed this during a joint
press conference with South Korean Defense Minister Lee Jong-sup on the 31st at the Min-
istry of National Defense in Yongsan, Seoul. Austin responded to a question about the
expected deployment of strategic assets in the future.
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"Korea and the US Conduct Drills at the Pentagon, Share Nuclear Umbrella Operations" Il
On the 22nd (local time), the US and South Korean military authorities conducted a tabletop
exercise at the Pentagon, simulating scenarios in which North Korea uses nuclear weapons
and how to respond with the "nuclear umbrella." For the first time, the South Korean dele-
gation joined US Navy’s nuclear-powered submarines. This exercise marks the formal recog-
nition of nuclear-powered submarines as part of the extended deterrence measures against
North Korea. The joint announcement confirmed that "in the event North Korea targets the
US or its allies..."
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"Yoon Criticized the Lack of Nuclear Operations in August, Now Korea and the US Agree
on ‘Nuclear War’ Response Training" Il In response to the intensification of North Korea’s
nuclear missile threats, South Korea and the United States have agreed to include nuclear
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operations training in their joint exercise, "Ulchi Freedom Shield (UFS)," scheduled for
August next year. Until now, the two countries have conducted training exercises considering
the possibility of North Korea’s nuclear weapons usage but had not included scenarios based
on actual nuclear deployment. The joint training will focus on coordinating responses to a
North Korean nuclear attack.
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