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Abstract
This study examines South Korea’s international scholarship 
program based on responses to the Global Korea Scholarship 
(GKS) alumni survey to find how the participants perceive the 
host country’s dimensions of justice and diversity. We employ 
the concept of justice in terms of redistribution, recognition, 
and representation. Analysis of GKS alumni perceptions 
of Korean society revealed that international mobility pro-
grams may provide positive and negative experiences for the 
participants depending on their positionality in terms of gen-
der, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency. Some had 
the exclusive opportunity to access global knowledge, skills, 
and networks. Others were exposed to unexpected misrep-
resentation and misframing while living and learning in the 
new society. We suggest the need for multidimensional policy 
discussions to consider both positive and negative outcomes 
of international scholarship programs and their potential to 
play a transformative role in global higher education.
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International student mobility programs have been fundamental in fostering opinion lead-
ers and in creating outcomes consequential to international relations and development pro-
cesses (Altbach et al., 2009; Dassin et al., 2018; Loerke, 2018; Scott-Smith, 2008). Over the 
past two decades, the literature on international student mobility has highlighted the ben-
efits of international scholarship programs for the recipients (Findlay et al., 2012; Wiers-
Jenssen, 2008) and to the wider society (Solimano, 2008; Spilimbergo, 2008; Stapleton et al., 
2016). More recent studies have focused on analyzing international higher education schol-
arship programs as means of enhancing the host country image or public diplomacy (Aras 
& Mohammed, 2018; Ayhan & Gouda, 2021; Mathews-Aydinli, 2016; Metzgar, 2017; Snow, 
2008; Varpahovskis & Ayhan, 2020; Yun, 2014). One reason for the growing interest in inter-
national scholarship programs as a public diplomacy tool could be its potential to nurture 
international opinion leaders, inculcating a favorable stance toward the host country and a 
better understanding of the host country’s culture, values, and lifestyle (Leonard et al., 2002; 
Scott-Smith, 2008).

Scholarship programs such as the Chevening Fellowship, the Fulbright Program, the UK 
Commonwealth Scholarship and Fellowship Programme, the German Exchange Service 
(DAAD), the New Colombo Plan, and the Open Society Foundation have built extensive 
human networks between host countries and institutions, and participating students, re-
searchers, and policy leaders (Ailes et al., 2005; Byrne, 2016; Dassin et al., 2018; Mawer, 2014; 
Tournès & Scott-Smith, 2018). Varpahovskis and Ayhan (2020) looked at how the Global 
Korea Scholarship (GKS) alumni’s cognitive and affective image of South Korea (hereafter 
Korea) and explain whether or not they maintain their relationship with the country after their 
studies on a personal and a professional level. Other studies examined discrimination, hatred, 
and enmity against international students and scholars in the host countries (Lee et al., 2017; 
Sidhu et al., 2019; Tam & Ayhan, 2021; Yun & Vibber, 2012). Regardless of the normative in-
tentions, international students build complex relationships with the host countries based on 
their experience.

Inspired by previous literature, in this article we examine GKS alumni’s perception 
of the normative dimensions in Korean society; in particular the issues of justice and di-
versity. Ayhan and Gouda (2021) find that the GKS alumni’s image of Korea along these 
normative dimensions has been the most inf luential in determining negative word-of-
mouth about Korea among GKS students. This finding warrants a closer look at how 
different demographic groups of GKS recipients evaluate the issues of diversity and justice 
in Korea. Therefore, we analyzed GKS alumni’s perspectives on these dimensions using 
both quantitative data based on their responses to survey questions, and qualitative data 
based on their open-ended responses. The open-ended responses give reasons for their 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with life in Korea and provide deeper insight and context 
to complement the survey results. This approach helps challenge the assumptions behind 
public diplomacy and education policy on GKS and other similar scholarship schemes. It 
also introduces more transformative elements in discussions on international scholarship 
programs.

This article is structured as follows. The next section develops the conceptual framework. 
This is followed by an explanation of the research design and method, implementation, and 
analysis. We then present our findings. In the last section, we discuss the findings, their impli-
cations for theory and policy, and conclude the article.

Examining the Relationships Behavioral Experience, 
Symbolic Environment, and Communication Behaviors 
among Key Foreign Publics.” Politics & Policy 49(6): 1308–
1322. https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12439.

https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12439
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Changing contexts of global mobility programs and higher education

In recent years, there have been growing concerns about the shrinking space of knowledge 
exchange, learning,and training opportunities, particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
The global pandemic, climate change, rising inequality, and persistent poverty have led 
many to question again the current national, institutional, and local capacity to respond to 
these profound challenges (Dassin et al., 2018; Hong & Hwang, 2020; Peters et al., 2020). As 
the space for human mobility and physical exchanges shrinks, there has been a rising sense 
of urgency to cooperate for sustainable knowledge, solutions, and capacity building. In this 
shifting global context, it is apparent that the role of international scholarship needs to be 
re-examined in order to create new pathways for social change at the local, national, and 
global levels.

In the last decade, there have been increasing calls for assessment and evaluation of individ-
ual and social outcomes of public and private scholarship programs (Campbell, 2018; Findlay 
et al., 2012; Oketch et al., 2014; Stapleton et al., 2016; Volkman et al., 2009). Evaluation studies 
in the field of international scholarships raised both normative and methodological questions 
regarding program values, behaviors, and attitudes of participants and alumni, as well as post-
scholarship program transition (Loerke, 2018; Marsh & Oyelere, 2018; Martel, 2018; Mawer, 
2018; Zha & Wang, 2018). In the field of public diplomacy, despite calls for the rigorous evalu-
ation of exchange or scholarship programs, such efforts remain lacking (Banks, 2020; 
Sommerfeldt & Buhmann, 2019). The small number of works that have been undertaken have 
evaluated student mobility programs from the public diplomacy perspective and overlook top-
ics of justice and diversity.1

Dassin and others (2018) conducted a notable study to question the social, political, and 
normative aspects of global mobility in higher education. The study organizes articles from 
politics, sociology, and policy evaluation studies to highlight five different pathways inter-
national scholarships may take to produce social change—the academic diversity path-
way, the international understanding pathway, the widening of access to higher education, 
the social network pathway, and the agent of change pathway. Unlike the past literature 
on international scholarship programs within public administration studies or evaluation 
studies that heavily focused on the efficiency and effectiveness of strategizing, planning, 
and selecting the appropriate scholarship candidates, recent literature has paid closer at-
tention to the various pathways of scholarship experiences that are deeply connected with 
the global positionality of scholarship program participants and their political, social, and 
cultural agency. However, there is an apparent lack of literature on the scholarship partici-
pants’ beliefs and emotions toward the host country’s society and culture after the program 
is finished. In this regard, we are interested in how GKS alumni perceive the normative 
aspects of the host country and how these perceptions change based on their direct expe-
rience of the country.

Concept of justice and global parity of participation

Justice and diversity, two critical conceptual and practical dimensions for social change, 
have been receiving renewed attention in the United States, the United Kingdom, and many 
parts of European political and policy debates due to increasing economic inequalities, 

 1For some exceptions, see Ayhan, Gouda & Lee (2021), Lee and Snow (2021), Loerke (2018), and Yun (2015).
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sociopolitical movements, and environmental risks. Among the numerous related social and 
political dimensions of justice and diversity, Nancy Fraser’s (2008a, 2008b) works on social 
and political theory and feminist theory have been particularly notable for their sweep and 
scope. She developed a three-dimensional model of justice: redistribution (economic justice), 
recognition (cultural justice), and representation (political justice) (Fraser, 2008a, 2008b). 
Her works analytically disentangle the intersecting dimensions of social justice to clarify the 
concept and challenges of injustice.

Representation—or parity of participation, according to Fraser (2008b)—can be defined as 
the absence of structural exclusion across major areas of social interaction, as well as cultural 
exclusion rooted in political economy, status order, or both (see also Vincent, 2019). It must be 
noted that this participatory parity can be transnational and it is possible, though difficult, to 
consider “justice in the framework of the modern territorial state of a global order” (Fraser, 
2008a, p. 340). While addressing global and transnational issues, she argues that “the obstacle 
to justice [is] neither economic nor cultural, but fundamentally political” (Fraser, 2007, p. 314). 
Hence, the issues of politics of representation and misrepresentation are deeply connected to 
culture.

Fraser (2008b, 2010) argues that in addressing transnational issues of the politics of rep-
resentation and misrepresentation, two levels of misrepresentation occur: ordinary-political 
misrepresentation (related to the full representation of a particular group, voter registration, 
and quotas for political representation) and misframing (related to the wrong exclusion of some 
groups of people due to their backgrounds and banning a chance of participation). Fraser’s 
concepts of misrepresentation and misframing help to critically conceptualize the position-
ality of the mobility program participants who are given sponsored learning opportunities 
to acquire global-level knowledge and skills, but at the same time experience expected and/or 
unexpected misrepresentation and misframing during the program.

Although higher education and the global mobility policy and programs have not been 
the direct topic of Fraser’s works, her conceptualizations of justice and diversity have been 
widely disseminated within the critical study of education and learning policies and practices 
in Europe and North America. Leibowitz and Bozalek (2018), for instance, pointed to the 
importance of participatory parity in the reciprocal relationship of teaching, learning, and re-
searching in higher education as well as across the wider society. Examining higher education 
in South Africa, they argue how maldistribution (a lack of economic justice), misrecognition (a 
lack of cultural justice), and misframing (a lack of political representation) can impact higher 
education actors’ perceptions of and participation in their institutions and their society.

In East Asia, however, only a few scholars have introduced Fraser’s conceptualization to 
the issues of higher education and global mobility. H. J. Lee (2014), Kim (2010), and Moon 
(2016) first initiated theoretical discussions around Fraser’s ideas of justice, redistribution, 
recognition, radical feminism, and a critique of neoliberal capitalism in the Korean context. 
Jung (2017) applied such concepts to education and suggested that if we are to enhance our 
understanding of justice and injustice in education, it is critical to recognize justice more mul-
tidimensionally. Yet, such discussions linking Fraser’s concept of justice with higher education 
and learning have not paid attention to transnational layers of justice and diversity—issues of 
recognition and representation of diverse agents’ multiethnic, multilinguistic, and multicul-
tural backgrounds and the issues of global distribution of knowledge and skills.

In this regard, the critical evaluation of international scholarship literature in Korea, by 
Hong and others reveals that official policy and academic discourse depict international stu-
dents as a source of income, a means of improving university rankings, and most often as an 
object of management. They argue that the existing conceptual frameworks in the areas of 
mobility policy and programs in Korea are insufficient for critically understanding the par-
ticularly complex sets of injustices that are perceived and experienced by many politically un-
represented, socially vulnerable, or alienated global inbetweeners. Their study discusses the 
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importance of placing the participants of the international scholarship programs at the center 
of the agenda and emphasizes the need to pay attention to issues of redistribution (economic 
justice), recognition (cultural justice), and representation (political justice). These consider-
ations provide critical opportunities to connect normative and ethical dimensions to global 
scholarship studies.

METHODOLOGY

Methodological approach

In this article, we intend to challenge the underlying normative public diplomacy and 
education policy assumptions behind GKS and other similar scholarship schemes and 
offer a new dimension in the discussion on international scholarship programs and their 
transformative potential. Therefore, based on Fraser’s (2008a, 2008b) conceptualization of 
justice discussed above, we have examined the dimensions of justice and diversity in GKS. As 
a preliminary study, we thematically categorized 31 survey items into five dimensions: politics 
and governance, economy, culture and the Korean wave, justice, and diversity (see the full 
set of survey questions and the list of dimensions in the Appendices 1–5). Overall, the image 
of Korea in areas of politics and governance, economy, culture, and the Korean Wave were 
positively perceived by the alumni although responses varied according to the respondents’ 
gender, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency. But the perceptions on Korea’s economy, 
politics, and culture were not similarly reflected in the other two aspects of justice and diversity. 
Therefore, we particularly focused on the dimensions of justice and diversity based on Fraser’s 
(2008a, 2008b) conceptualization of justice, specifically: redistribution (economic justice), 
misrecognition (cultural justice), and misrepresentation (political justice).

Sampling

We used the GKS dataset that was created by Ayhan and his colleagues to examine GKS alum-
ni’s perceptions of Korea (Ayhan et al., 2021; see also Ayhan & Gouda, 2021; Ayhan, Gouda 
& Lee, 2021; Varpahovskis & Ayhan, 2020). The alumni survey in the dataset was conducted 
in June 2018 via Surveymonkey; 741 GKS alumni participated in the survey, but we used 579 
responses which did not have missing values. Among these 579 survey respondents, 15.9% were 
in undergraduate programs, 67.9% in the master’s, and 16.2% were in doctoral programs from 
2005 to 2018. Of these, 55.3% were female. The respondents were from 110 different countries, 
and most were from Indonesia (4.8%), Vietnam (4.3%), Mongolia (3.9%), the Philippines (3.6%), 
and Malaysia (3.1%), while the percentage of other nationalities did not exceed 3%. Table 1 
shows the demographic details of the survey participants.

Operationalization

The survey originally consisted of 92 questions (including closed-ended, open-ended, and 
multiple-choice questions, some of which were followed by multiple subquestions) regarding 
the respondents’ cognitive and affective evaluation of Korea, satisfaction in Korea, and their 
personal demographic information. The survey questions were adopted from Alexander 
Buhmann’s (2016) 4D Model of the Country Image.

We selected ten survey items on the normative dimensions of respondents’ evaluation of 
Korea and broke them down into two categories of justice and diversity. The questions for both 
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categories are listed in Appendix 1. To explore alumni perception on justice, they were asked re-
garding Korea’s commitment to social issues, ethical standards, responsibility for helping in in-
ternational crises, civil rights, welfare system, and fairness in international politics. On diversity, 
the alumni were asked if they perceive Korea as a county that respects the values of other nations 
and peoples, whether it is a welcoming country, and how they rate the integrity of Korea in terms 
of its norms and values. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to measure the reliability of the survey 
items, and for both constructs the result was above .82. We made cross-sectional comparisons 
based on the participants’ gender, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency.

Furthermore, the survey asked the alumni respondents retrospective questions on their 
cognitive evaluation of Korea. Specifically, the respondents were asked how much they agree 
with statements about Korea such as “South Korea is a welcoming country.” After each of 
these questions, the survey asked the participants about their pre-arrival evaluation and their 
present one by providing them 7-point Likert-scale options for both periods. Each response 
was weighted accordingly. Despite existing controversy over the accuracy of the respondents’ 
memory (Garcia, 2011), this method was employed to complement the lack of pre-arrival test 
due to budget and time limits to compare their perceptions of Korea before and after their 
program experience (Ayhan et al., 2018).

The open-ended questions asked the alumni to list their reasons for overall satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with life in Korea. In total, the respondents gave 539 reasons for satisfaction, 
and 574 reasons for dissatisfaction. We analyzed these responses by frequency. Then the re-
sponses related to justice and diversity were grouped into three categories according to the 
respondents’ gender, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency. Some of these responses are 
only directly quoted in the findings section. These answers enrich the analysis by highlighting 
some of the complexities.

Analysis

We analyzed our data using the SPSS 26 software to examine how the GKS alumni evaluate 
Korea in terms of justice and diversity before and after their experience in Korea through 

TA B L E  1   Research participant's demographic information

Gender

Female 320 55.3%

Male 259 44.7%

Total 579 100%

GKS degree

Undergraduate program 92 15.9%

Master's program 393 67.9%

Doctoral program 94 16.2%

Total 579 100%

Current employment status

Employed in a full-time job 343 8.5%

Employed in a part-time job 49 13.8%

Continuing student 80 12.1%

Unemployed 70 6.4%

Other 37 100%

579
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the GKS program. For this purpose, we created an independent variable for each question 
by calculating the difference of opinion (7-point Likert-scale response) before and after their 
experience. A positive calculation was interpreted as a positive change in the respondent’s 
evaluation of Korea, and vice versa.

In addition, these changes in perception of the normative dimensions in Korean society were 
broken down by the respondents’ gender, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency. To mea-
sure the changes in the alumni perception by different demographic and personal characteristics, 
independent sample t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and correlation analysis were 
conducted. We conducted two sample-independent t-tests to examine the gender difference in 
alumni perception. One-way ANOVA was performed to examine the effect of ethnic identity 
(classified as Asian, Black, Caucasian, and others) on alumni’s responses. We further conducted 
post hoc comparison using Scheffe and Tamhane tests. Finally, we conducted correlation analysis 
to measure the direction and strength of the relationship between the responses and the respon-
dents’ Korean language proficiency. All statistical analyses were conducted at the .05 significance 
level while nonresponses were excluded. The analysis results are supplemented with open-ended 
responses on the aspects of redistribution, recognition, and representation.

FINDINGS

Cross-sectional comparisons

Gender

The alumni evaluation of Korea regarding justice and diversity showed difference in percep-
tion before and after the GKS program by gender. While all male alumni showed positive 
perception changes in both dimensions of justice and diversity, the female alumni tended to 
be less positive than the male alumni on all questions (see Table 2). Some negative changes of 
perception were also identified among female respondents. On matters of justice, the female 
alumni perceived Korea negatively on issues regarding ethical standards, civil rights, and the 
welfare system. For the diversity-related questions, the female alumni tended to disagree with 
the statement that Korea respects the values of other nations and peoples and that it is a wel-
coming country.

Open-ended questions regarding reasons for dissatisfaction with life in Korea reveal the 
gendered dynamics of the GKS participants’ experiences in Korea. In particular, the issues of 
misrepresentations and direct discrimination based on the program participants’ gender ap-
peared to be prominent reasons for dissatisfaction. Some of the reasons were “discrimination 
on sex, especially for women,” “discrimination for foreign women,” “sexual harassment and 
the lack of education about the issues,” and “overall intolerance especially toward homosexu-
als.” The respondents’ comments show that they have experienced misrecognition and misrep-
resentation throughout their stay and study, such as receiving age-related comments, getting 
judged by their physical appearance, receiving too much or unwanted attention, and constant 
comments on their foreign appearance. These female participants’ negative evaluations of 
Korea on both justice and diversity suggest the intersectional nature of gender in regard to age 
and physical appearance.

Ethnicity

On the justice-related questions, whether Korea takes responsibility for helping in international 
crises was the only question for which all alumni showed positive change of perception 
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regardless of their ethnicity. For the rest of the questions related to justice, the Caucasian 
alumni perceptions changed negatively after their GKS experience. Additionally, post hoc 
test results (classified as 1 = Asian, 2 = Black, 3 = Caucasian, and 4 = others) reveal that the 
Black alumni had the most significant perception change for the positive, followed by the 
Asian alumni. For the diversity-related questions on whether Korea respects the values of 
other nations and is a welcoming country, the Asian and Caucasian alumni’s evaluation turned 
negative after their experiences in Korea, while the Black alumni’s perceptions changed for 
the positive (see Table 3). The post hoc test corresponds to the previous results which showed 
that the Black alumni perceptions changed most positively after their stay and study in Korea, 
followed by the Asian alumni. The Caucasian alumni responses showed negative change in 
their perceptions on justice and diversity in Korea.

The open-ended responses giving reasons for dissatisfaction showed they were discriminated 
based on their ethnic identity. “Discrimination of skin color and ethnicity,” “discrimination 
against poor country and people from the developing country,” “racial discrimination and rac-
ism,” and “prejudice against foreigners” were some of the most common reasons given by the 
GKS alumni. Discrimination against Chinese and other Asians tends to be more apparent when 
we compare the results based on ethnicity. The respondents’ comments on their experience 
of ethnic and racial discrimination include: “Some Koreans discriminate people from Asia;” 
“Discrimination against Chinese is serious;” “Discrimination against nonwhite foreigners is 
common.” The respondents also recalled their experience of racism and discrimination when 
they were off-campus and exposed to the wider society. Some more striking comments read: 
“The acceptance [of others] in public is challenging. For example, at times it is evident that 
people have second look at people with a different skin color;” “I faced racism in public few 
times, that made me not want to stay in Korea after my studies;” “Koreans seem to favor 
Caucasians;” “Some, really, some people look down on people from not developed countries 
while you can see their nice attitude towards people from developed countries;” “The differ-
ent treatment to Asians, while Koreans more welcome to the Americans or Europeans.” The 
results of our analysis on the perception on the Korean society based on the respondents’ eth-
nicity provide some uneasy and challenging questions.

Korean language proficiency

Language has been one of the most important aspects in non-English speaking countries’ 
international mobility policy and practice (Ghanem, 2017; Hall et al., 2005; C. Lee, 2014). When 
analyzing the GKS alumni’s evaluation of Korea in terms of justice and diversity based on their 
Korean language proficiency, all statistically significant results show negative correlation. As 
shown in Table 4, the more fluent the alumni was in Korean, the less positively they evaluated 
Korea after their GKS experience. More specifically, the respondents who were proficient in 
Korean more often disagreed on justice-related statements that Korea is strongly committed 
to social issues, has high ethical standards, takes responsibility for helping in international 
crises, and has excellent civil rights. On diversity-related statements as well, the alumni who 
were more proficient in Korean tended to disagree more that Korea respects the values of 
other nations and people and is a welcoming country. They also gave lower ratings on Korea’s 
integrity on its norms and values.

In the open-ended responses, those respondents who were proficient in Korean expressed 
their dissatisfactions regarding the language barrier, communication issues, and Korean lan-
guage classes. The scholarship program participants are required to attend a year-long Korean 
language course, but the respondents were skeptical on whether it adequately prepared them 
for their studies: “One year feels like too short to learn Korean enough to be part of Korean 
society;” “Unreasonable expectations for international students to become fluent in Korean 
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with just one year of Korean language studies;” and “not only classes, but the education system 
itself is mainly in Korean, implying that sometimes I would miss out on the course contents.” 
Some alumni were dissatisfied with the quality of the language course: “[The] quality of Korean 
language course was lower than expected;” “Korean language is very difficult and the teach-
ing system is bad;” “I am not satisfied with the Korean language program, with the book;” 
and “Instead of encouraging me, a teacher bullied me, others treated me as a bad student.” 
As English is not a working language in most teaching, learning, and research environments 
in higher education, Korean proficiency is critical for day-to-day survival of the scholarship 

TA B L E  4   GKS alumni perception on South Korea's justice and diversity aspects by Korean language 
proficiency

Questions Correlation
Korean 
proficiency

Justice

50. South Korea is known for its strong commitment to social 
issues (e.g., development aid, civil rights)

Pearson correlation −.094*

Sig. (two-tailed) .04

N 456

51. South Korea has high ethical standards Pearson correlation −.172**

Sig. (two-tailed) .00

N 468

52. South Korea is a socially responsible member of the 
international community

Pearson correlation −.09

Sig. (two-tailed) .05

N 473

54. South Korea takes responsibility for helping in 
international crises

Pearson correlation −.129**

Sig. (two-tailed) .01

N 449

56. South Korea has excellent civil rights Pearson correlation −.134**

Sig. (two-tailed) .00

N 439

57. South Korea has a very just welfare system Pearson correlation −.06

Sig. (two-tailed) .19

N 417

58. South Korea acts very fairly in international politics Pearson correlation −.09

Sig. (two-tailed) .08

N 426

Diversity

53. South Korea respects the values of other nations and 
peoples

Pearson correlation −.153**

Sig. (two-tailed) .00

N 472

55. South Korea is a welcoming country Pearson correlation −.094*

Sig. (two-tailed) .04

N 489

59. How do you rate the integrity of South Korea, its norms 
and values (e.g., in civil rights, sustainability, and 
international politics)?

Pearson correlation −.111*

Sig. (two-tailed) .02

N 451

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01.
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participants. Some other notable comments from the alumni were: “My Korean communica-
tions and interaction ability is not good enough [to study and work with supervisors and re-
searchers] in the labs;” and “There was insufficient communication among the professors and 
the students. As a result, I [as a foreigner] suffered.” The issues of discrimination, prejudice, and 
language capacity caused difficulties in interaction, communication, and relationship building 
between Koreans and scholarship program participants. In addition, the alumni with interme-
diate to advanced levels of Korean language proficiency also experienced various injustices.

Redistribution of financial and educational opportunities

GKS alumni experiences of lack of recognition and representation do not mean that the scholarship 
recipients reject the importance of financial opportunities and incentives. Given that the GKS 
program provides a generous scholarship package for international students, one would expect to 
see positive comments from the recipients who are given the opportunity to live and learn in a new 
country. For the GKS alumni, participating in the GKS program gave them opportunities for “new 
life experience,” “discovery of a new culture,” “learning opportunities for a new language,” and 
most importantly, “making friends from all over the world.” To the open-ended question on reasons 
for satisfaction with life in Korea, the alumni mentioned the quality of higher education. Other 
reasons included the learning environment and access to facilities (e.g., “excellent study/learning 
environment,” “high level of education with advanced technology,” “good research facilities,” 
“access to facilities for studies”), and high institutional and academic standards and expectations 
(e.g., “internationally recognized educational institution,” “high education standards,” “higher 
expectation for study,” “encouraging and enthusiastic study environment”).

In particular, the GKS program seems to provide critical financial stability for students 
who need monetary assistance. Research participants repeatedly mentioned financial benefits 
such as financial stability, financial well-being, and satisfaction with having “no financial con-
cern.” For many of the program participants, “GKS unquestionably provides sufficient living 
expenses for the students;” “The financial support that I got from the Korean Government 
Scholarship Program (KGSP)2 are very helpful that I didn’t need to be bothered by financial 
problems;” and the “Upkeep allowance and tuition waiver implied I had less financial stress 
while at Korea.” This finding is supported by the survey question that inquired whether the 
alumni would have come to study in Korea if they did not receive the Korean government 
scholarship: 60.1% answered either “unlikely” or “somewhat unlikely.” Moreover, when asked 
why they chose to study in Korea and were given seven different reasons (quality of higher 
education in Korea; Korean government scholarship; to study about Korea; to live in Korea; 
to leave my country, to be closer to friends/family who are in Korea; and Korean popular cul-
ture), 56% of the total respondents chose the Korean government scholarship opportunity as 
their number one reason, while 21.8% opted for the quality of higher education. Although the 
program participants’ household background or their level of income is uncertain, the fully 
sponsored international scholarship program provided the critical financial resources to over-
come economic barriers to higher education and learning opportunities.

IMPLICATIONS

By recontextualizing the perceptions and experiences of the GKS alumni on the dimensions 
of justice and diversity, this article highlighted some of the complexities in fostering global 

 2KGSP is one of GKS programs.
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leaders who are expected to become international and intercultural bridges between the host 
and their home countries. The re-categorized alumni survey data were analyzed based on indi-
vidual characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, and Korean language proficiency. The analysis 
revealed concerning results regarding Korean society and its sociopolitical structure as expe-
rienced by the international scholarship participants. There are several implications for the 
academic study on higher education mobility as well as for international scholarship policy 
and implementation.

One clear challenge is the issue of representation or misrepresentation (political injustice). 
While Fraser (2008b, 2010) divided the levels of misrepresentation into ordinary-political mis-
representations and misframing, in this research, we have identified various types of misfram-
ing that have been experienced and perceived by international scholarship participants. Some 
of the alumni recalled their heightened experience of misframing based on gender and ethnicity. 
As shown in the findings of this study, the results depended on the positionality of the scholar-
ship program participants. For some, the GKS program was an exclusive opportunity to gain 
access to global knowledge, skills, and networks, but for others, it exposed them to unexpected 
misrepresentation and misframing while living in a new society. Some of the comments col-
lected from the alumni in the section on ethnicity are particularly concerning. Similarly, the re-
sults from the gender analysis of the alumni perception of Korean society are equally alarming.

However, one should be careful when highlighting issues pertaining to cultural injustice. 
Culturally rooted issues in Korean society—such as discrimination against Chinese interna-
tional students and other Asian students—reveal the lack of recognition, or malrecognition 
(cultural injustice), thereby promoting group differentiation based on ethnicity and gender. At 
the same time, it is critical to note that this experienced and perceived cultural injustice is also 
related to economic discrimination against the poor (e.g., developed or developing countries of 
origin). Therefore, any solution that attempts to remedy these concerns must not only address 
cultural injustice but also economic and political injustice.

Here, it is critical not to undermine the importance of financial opportunities and incen-
tives given to scholarship recipients. Although some experienced misrepresentation and mal-
recognition, the financial benefits of the government scholarship program are still critical for 
the majority of the participants. Naturally, such an opportunity is favorably perceived and ex-
pressed. The question on the redistributive potential of scholarships in regard to the dynamic 
between redistribution (economic justice) and representation (political justice) cannot be fully 
answered in this research. Therefore, further investigation is needed to answer if scholarship 
participants from low-income countries and/or the low-income households have a positive per-
ception of Korea and their experiences of that country, and whether their images of Korea are 
more positive than those of their cohorts.

CONCLUSION

To conclude, the present analysis of the GKS alumni survey on the dimensions of justice and 
diversity challenges some of the existing public diplomacy and international education policy 
assumptions. Participation in the GKS program does not guarantee that they will retain a 
positive image of Korea as the host country, which means the program participants may not 
necessarily become willing international and intercultural bridges. Therefore, government 
scholarship programs should broaden their strategies and methodologies to include more 
culturally engaged and ethically grounded principles and practices. Culturally sensitive 
curricula and multilinguistic and cross-cultural pedagogical practices in Korea’s higher 
education may expand the public sphere of justice in addressing complex sets of injustices in 
Korean society. If the GKS or other scholarship-based international student mobility programs 
aim to foster the participants as the host country’s strategic public diplomacy stakeholders, not 
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only the higher education institutions but also the entire society must become more inclusive 
of those who are perceived as the “Other.” We argue that appropriate cultural recognition of 
different types of knowledge, values, and norms is the very first step toward coexistence.
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A PPEN DI X 1.

SURVEY QUESTIONS

Politics & Governance

How much do you agree with this statement? Competent political officials govern this country

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a very stable political system

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea provides well-functioning welfare systems and 
pension plans

Economy

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea’s economy is highly innovative and fit for the future

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea produces very high-quality goods and services

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has highly competent entrepreneurs

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is very wealthy

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is technologically highly advanced

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea holds a strong position in the global economy

How much do you agree with this statement? The labour market in South Korea is equipped with highly 
competent people

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a well-functioning infrastructure

How do you rate South Korea’s competitiveness, its political and economic performance and effectiveness?

Culture & Korean Wave

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a globally influential culture

How much do you agree with this statement? Athletes and sports teams from South Korea are internationally 
known for their success

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is home to beautiful cultural assets (e.g., arts, 
architecture, music, film etc.)

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has delicious foods and a wonderful cuisine

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a very fascinating history

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has rich traditions

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has beautiful scenery

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a lot of well-preserved nature

How do you rate South Korea in terms of aesthetics, i.e., its beauty and attractiveness as a cultural and scenic 
space

Justice

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is known for its strong commitment to social issues 
(e.g., development aid, civil rights)

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has high ethical standards

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is a socially responsible member of the international 
community

(Continues)
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How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea takes responsibility for helping in international 
crises

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has excellent civil rights

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea has a very just welfare system

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea acts very fairly in international politics

Diversity

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea respects the values of other nations and peoples

How much do you agree with this statement? South Korea is a welcoming country

How do you rate the integrity of South Korea, its norms and values (e.g., in civil rights, sustainability, and 
international politics)?

A PPEN DI X 2 .

GKS ALUMNI PERCEPTION ON SOUTH KOREA BY GENDER

Questions Sex N Means
Standard 
deviation

Means 
difference T p

Politics & Governance

41. Competent political officials 
govern this country

Female 255 −.1137 1.405 −.277 −2.117 .035*

Male 215 .1628 1.416 −.277

42. South Korea has a very 
stable political system

Female 261 −.176 1.483 −.564 −4.260 .000**

Male 227 .388 1.430 −.564

44. South Korea provides well-
functioning welfare systems 
and pension plans

Female 224 .027 1.485 −.223 −1.591 .112

Male 200 .250 1.392 −.223

Economy

32. South Korea’s economy is 
highly innovative and fit for 
the future

Female 301 .040 1.505 −.364 −2.996 .003*

Male 250 .404 1.311 −.364

33. South Korea produces very 
high quality goods and 
services

Female 304 .368 1.377 −.184 −1.797 .073

Male 246 .553 1.028 −.184

34. South Korea has highly 
competent entrepreneurs

Female 273 .150 1.418 −.330 −2.759 .006*

Male 229 .480 1.230 −.330

35. South Korea is very wealthy Female 301 −.033 1.458 −.523 −4.578 .000**

Male 245 .490 1.147 −.523

36. South Korea is 
technologically highly 
advanced

Female 310 .455 1.078 −.147 −1.632 .103

Male 251 .602 1.036 −.147

37. South Korea holds a strong 
position in the global 
economy

Female 287 .251 1.116 −.274 −2.779 .006*

Male 244 .525 1.149 −.274

38. The labour market in South 
Korea is equipped with 
highly competent people

Female 271 −.151 1.588 −.413 −2.988 .003

Male 233 .262 1.499 −.413

43. South Korea has a well-
functioning infrastructure

Female 276 .587 1.136 −.209 −2.046 .041

Male 235 .796 1.166 −.209

A P P E N D I X  1   (Continued)
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Questions Sex N Means
Standard 
deviation

Means 
difference T p

48. How do you rate South 
Korea’s competitiveness, 
its political and economic 
performance and 
effectiveness?

Female 280 .282 1.112 −.148 −1.550 .122

Male 230 .430 1.029 −.148

Culture & Korean Wave

39. South Korea has a globally 
influential culture

Female 302 .457 1.232 −.098 −.896 .371

Male 238 .555 1.291 −.098

40. Athletes and sports teams 
from South Korea are 
internationally known for 
their success

Female 271 .387 .963 −.028 −.293 .769

Male 236 .415 1.169 −.028

60. South Korea is home to 
beautiful cultural assets (e.g. 
arts, architecture, music, 
film etc.)

Female 296 .426 1.019 −.169 −1.849 .065

Male 232 .595 1.073 −.169

61. South Korea has delicious 
foods and a wonderful 
cuisine

Female 275 .560 1.419 −.308 −2.305 .022*

Male 212 .868 1.515 −.308

62. South Korea has a very 
fascinating history

Female 280 .386 1.041 −.281 −2.821 .005*

Male 219 .667 1.151 −.281

63. South Korea has rich 
traditions

Female 292 .418 1.014 −.220 −2.372 .018*

Male 221 .638 1.077 −.220

64. South Korea has beautiful 
scenery

Female 283 .477 1.032 −.395 −4.043 .000**

Male 218 .872 1.145 −.395

65. South Korea has a lot of 
well-preserved nature

Female 260 .381 1.141 −.375 −3.483 .001**

Male 209 .756 1.182 −.375

67. How do you rate South 
Korea in terms of 
aesthetics, i.e. its beauty and 
attractiveness as a cultural 
and scenic space

Female 289 .291 .985 −.390 −4.303 .000**

Male 213 .681 1.029 −.390

Justice

50. South Korea is known for its 
strong commitment to social 
issues (e.g. development aid, 
civil rights)

Female 237 .063 1.432 −.256 −1.936 .053

Male 219 .320 1.391 −.256

51. South Korea has high 
ethical standards

Female 252 −.313 1.528 −.466 −3.412 .001**

Male 216 .153 1.408 −.466

52. South Korea is a socially 
responsible member of the 
international community

Female 250 .032 1.064 −.354 −3.488 .001**

Male 223 .386 1.133 −.354

54. South Korea takes 
responsibility for helping in 
international crises

Female 230 .109 1.070 −.220 −3.488 .031*

Male 219 .329 1.089 −.220

56. South Korea has excellent 
civil rights

Female 226 −.155 1.319 −.413 −3.192 .002*

Male 213 .258 1.392 −.413

A P P E N D I X  2   (Continued)
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Questions Sex N Means
Standard 
deviation

Means 
difference T p

57. South Korea has a very just 
welfare system

Female 217 −.055 1.315 −.205 −1.557 .120

Male 200 .150 1.377 −.205

58. South Korea acts very fairly 
in international politics

Female 222 .050 1.017 −.215 −1.989 .047*

Male 204 .265 1.199 −.215

Diversity

53. South Korea respects the 
values of other nations and 
peoples

Female 252 −.516 1.524 −.557 −4.019 .000**

Male 220 .041 1.475 −.557

55. South Korea is a welcoming 
country

Female 264 −.390 1.701 −.577 −4.022 .000**

Male 225 .187 1.470 −.577

59. How do you rate the 
integrity of South Korea, 
its norms and values (e.g. in 
civil rights, sustainability, 
and international politics)?

Female 239 .017 1.021 −.219 −2.149 .032*

Male 212 .236 1.132 −.219

Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01.

A PPEN DI X 3.

GKS ALUMNI PERCEPTION ON SOUTH KOREA BY ETHNICITY

Questions Total Asian Black White Others F p
Post hoc 
test

Politics & Governance

41. Competent 
political officials 
govern this 
country

N 469 243 70 97 59 11.774 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 3

Means .013 .119 .671 −.443 −.458

Standard 
deviation

1.417 1.242 1.176 1.486 1.822

42. South Korea 
has a very stable 
political system

N 487 253 75 99 60 15.508 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 3

Means .082 .107 .947 −.515 −.117

Standard 
deviation

1.483 1.357 1.173 1.574 1.678

44. South Korea 
provides well-
functioning 
welfare systems 
and pension plans

N 423 228 63 82 50 8.785 .000** 2 > 3

1 > 3

Means .130 .298 .556 −.463 −.200

Standard 
deviation

1.446 1.327 1.161 1.573 1.726

Economy

32. South Korea’s 
economy is highly 
innovative and fit 
for the future

N 550 288 80 113 69 10.579 .000** 2 > 3,4

Means .205 .326 .750 −.204 −.261 1 < 3,4

Standard 
deviation

1.432 1.300 1.436 1.434 1.651

A P P E N D I X  2   (Continued)
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Questions Total Asian Black White Others F p
Post hoc 
test

33. South Korea 
produces very 
high quality goods 
and services

N 549 289 78 113 69 3.086 .027* 2 > 4

Means .454 .443 .808 .372 .232

Standard 
deviation

1.235 1.192 1.217 1.344 1.190

34. South Korea has 
highly competent 
entrepreneurs

N 501 267 76 98 60 12.589 .000** 2 > 3,4,

1 > 3

Means .307 .360 .987 −.133 −.067

Standard 
deviation

1.338 1.133 1.291 1.375 1.755

35. South Korea is 
very wealthy

N 545 285 80 110 70 11.263 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means .202 .161 .950 −.100 −.014

Standard 
deviation

1.353 1.306 1.211 1.433 1.280

36. South Korea is 
technologically 
highly advanced

N 560 291 82 115 72 4.016 .008 * 2 > 3

Means .523 .588 .756 .322 .319

Standard 
deviation

1.060 1.035 1.095 .996 1.149

37. South Korea holds 
a strong position 
in the global 
economy

N 530 276 79 107 68 7.064 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means .377 .319 .899 .280 .162

Standard 
deviation

1.139 1.122 1.139 1.062 1.180

38. The labor market 
in South Korea 
is equipped with 
highly competent 
people

N 503 268 76 97 62 9.843 .000** 2 > 3,4

1 > 3

Means .042 .104 .737 −.402 −.387

Standard 
deviation

1.560 1.444 1.473 1.546 1.832

43. South Korea has 
a well-functioning 
infrastructure

N 510 263 80 102 65 3.521 .015* 2 > 3

Means .690 .681 1.038 .559 .508

Standard 
deviation

1.143 1.025 1.227 1.239 1.264

48. How do you rate 
South Korea’s 
competitiveness, 
its political 
and economic 
performance and 
effectiveness?

N 509 264 75 106 64 8.367 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 4

Means .350 .394 .787 .160 −.031

Standard 
deviation

1.077 .989 1.166 1.025 1.221

Culture & Korean Wave

39. South Korea 
has a globally 
influential culture

N 539 285 77 111 66 .997 .394

Means .501 .523 .662 .441 .318

Standard 
deviation

1.259 1.128 1.231 1.406 1.541

40. Athletes and 
sports teams from 
South Korea are 
internationally 
known for their 
success

N 506 269 75 98 64 2.128 .096

Means .401 .450 .573 .265 .203

Standard 
deviation

1.064 1.020 1.055 1.031 1.262

A P P E N D I X  3   (Continued)
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Questions Total Asian Black White Others F p
Post hoc 
test

60. South Korea is 
home to beautiful 
cultural assets (e.g. 
arts, architecture, 
music, film etc.)

N 527 277 75 107 68 9.441 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means .505 .491 1.040 .271 .338

Standard 
deviation

1.041 .939 1.340 .907 1.074

61. South Korea has 
delicious foods 
and a wonderful 
cuisine

N 486 263 65 100 58 1.843 .139

Means .698 .627 1.092 .670 .621

Standard 
deviation

1.468 1.411 1.598 1.288 1.795

62. South Korea has 
a very fascinating 
history

N 498 262 72 101 63 3.909 .009*

Means .512 .500 .833 .267 .587

Standard 
deviation

1.097 1.027 1.199 1.182 1.042

63. South Korea has 
rich traditions

N 512 267 72 107 66 5.611 .001** 2 > 1,3,4

Means .514 .502 .944 .336 .379

Standard 
deviation

1.047 1.027 1.124 .941 1.092

64. South Korea has 
beautiful scenery

N 500 266 73 101 60 4.750 .003* 2 > 1,3

Means .650 .605 1.082 .495 .583

Standard 
deviation

1.100 1.088 1.222 1.074 .926

65. South Korea has 
a lot of well-
preserved nature

N 468 251 67 93 57 9.514 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 3

Means .547 .594 1.060 .097 .474

Standard 
deviation

1.174 1.082 1.313 1.189 1.120

Means .252 .260 .746 .053 −.016

Standard 
deviation

1.195 1.150 1.172 1.030 1.478

67. How do you rate 
South Korea 
in terms of 
aesthetics, i.e. 
its beauty and 
attractiveness as a 
cultural and scenic 
space

N 501 268 67 106 60 3.279 .021*

Means .459 .478 .761 .292 .333

Standard 
deviation

1.020 1.026 1.156 .839 1.068

Justice

50. South Korea 
is known for 
its strong 
commitment to 
social issues (e.g. 
development aid, 
civil rights)

N 455 243 69 85 58 9.355 .000** 2 > 3,4

1 > 3,4

Means .191 .317 .710 −.282 −.259

Standard 
deviation

1.414 1.303 1.351 1.485 1.540

51. South Korea 
has high ethical 
standards

N 467 252 67 90 58 10.524 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means −.092 −.016 .612 −.467 −.655

Standard 
deviation

1.486 1.408 1.141 1.439 1.850
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Questions Total Asian Black White Others F p
Post hoc 
test

52. South Korea 
is a socially 
responsible 
member of the 
international 
community

N 472 252 72 93 55 8.234 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means .203 .175 .750 −.043 .036

Standard 
deviation

1.106 1.094 1.045 .988 1.217

54. South Korea takes 
responsibility 
for helping in 
international 
crises

N 448 241 70 83 54 3.071 .028* 2 > 3

Means .217 .216 .529 .012 .130

Standard 
deviation

1.085 1.078 1.100 1.121 .972

56. South Korea has 
excellent civil 
rights

N 438 236 65 85 52 15.222 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 3

Means .046 .174 .692 −.682 −.154

Standard 
deviation

1.371 1.237 1.322 1.382 1.474

57. South Korea has 
a very just welfare 
system

N 416 223 64 82 47 13.403 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

1 > 4

Means .043 .260 .453 −.646 −.340

Standard 
deviation

1.349 1.210 1.259 1.400 1.508

58. South Korea 
acts very fairly 
in international 
politics

N 425 222 68 85 50 3.630 .013* 2 > 3

Means .153 .126 .485 −.094 .240

Standard 
deviation

1.113 1.077 1.044 1.278 .960

Diversity

53. South Korea 
respects the values 
of other nations 
and peoples

N 471 251 72 91 57 9.693 .000** 2 > 1,3,4

Means −.255 −.339 .569 −.637 −.316

Standard 
deviation

1.527 1.484 1.452 1.434 1.616

55. South Korea 
is a welcoming 
country

N 488 259 73 98 58 2.903 .034* 2 > 3

Means −.125 −.097 .260 −.469 −.155

Standard 
deviation

1.625 1.648 1.581 1.514 1.673

59. How do you rate 
the integrity of 
South Korea, its 
norms and values 
(e.g. in civil rights, 
sustainability, 
and international 
politics)?

N 450 238 70 87 55 8.194 .000** 2 > 3,4

1 > 3

Means .120 .189 .529 −.230 −.145

Standard 
deviation

1.080 1.003 1.100 1.128 1.096

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01.
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A PPEN DI X 5.

GKS ALUMNI PERCEPTION ON SOUTH KOREA BY KOREAN LANGUAGE 
PROFICIENCY

Questions Correlation Korean proficiency

Politics & Governance

41. Competent political officials govern this country Pearson correlation −.092*

Sig. (2-tailed) .05

N 470

42. South Korea has a very stable political system Pearson correlation −.139**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 488

44. South Korea provides well-functioning welfare 
systems and pension plans

Pearson correlation .00

Sig. (2-tailed) .94

N 424

Economy

32. South Korea’s economy is highly innovative and 
fit for the future

Pearson correlation −.169**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 551

33. South Korea produces very high-quality goods 
and services

Pearson correlation −.123**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 550

34. South Korea has highly competent entrepreneurs Pearson correlation −.140**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 502

35. South Korea is very wealthy Pearson correlation −.159**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 546

36. South Korea is technologically highly advanced Pearson correlation −.06

Sig. (2-tailed) .13

N 561

37. South Korea holds a strong position in the global 
economy

Pearson correlation −.091*

Sig. (2-tailed) .04

N 531

38. The labour market in South Korea is equipped 
with highly competent people

Pearson correlation −.164**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 504

43. South Korea has a well-functioning 
infrastructure

Pearson correlation −.087*

Sig. (2-tailed) .05

N 511

48. How do you rate South Korea’s competitiveness, 
its political and economic performance and 
effectiveness?

Pearson correlation −.106*

Sig. (2-tailed) .02

N 510

(Continues)
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Questions Correlation Korean proficiency

Culture & Korean Wave

39. South Korea has a globally influential culture Pearson correlation −.088*

Sig. (2-tailed) .04

N 540

40. Athletes and sports teams from South Korea are 
internationally known for their success

Pearson correlation .00

Sig. (2-tailed) .93

N 507

60. South Korea is home to beautiful cultural assets 
(e.g., arts, architecture, music, film etc.)

Pearson correlation −.149**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 528

61. South Korea has delicious foods and a wonderful 
cuisine

Pearson correlation −.118**

Sig. (2-tailed) .01

N 487

62. South Korea has a very fascinating history Pearson correlation −.089*

Sig. (2-tailed) .05

N 499

63. South Korea has rich traditions Pearson correlation −.154**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 513

64. South Korea has beautiful scenery Pearson correlation −.105*

Sig. (2-tailed) .02

N 501.

65. South Korea has a lot of well-preserved nature Pearson correlation −.126**

Sig. (2-tailed) .01

N 469

67. How do you rate South Korea in terms of 
aesthetics, i.e. its beauty and attractiveness as a 
cultural and scenic space

Pearson correlation −.145**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 502

Justice

50. South Korea is known for its strong commitment 
to social issues (e.g. development aid, civil rights).

Pearson correlation −.094*

Sig. (2-tailed) .04

N 456

51. South Korea has high ethical standards Pearson correlation −.172**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 468

52. South Korea is a socially responsible member of 
the international community

Pearson correlation −.09

Sig. (2-tailed) .05

N 473

54. South Korea takes responsibility for helping in 
international crises

Pearson correlation −.129**

Sig. (2-tailed) .01

N 449

A P P E N D I X  5   (Continued)

(Continues)
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Questions Correlation Korean proficiency

56. South Korea has excellent civil rights Pearson correlation −.134**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 439

57. South Korea has a very just welfare system Pearson correlation −.06

Sig. (2-tailed) .19

N 417

58. South Korea acts very fairly in international 
politics

Pearson correlation −.09

Sig. (2-tailed) .08

N 426

Diversity

53. South Korea respects the values of other nations 
and peoples

Pearson correlation −.153**

Sig. (2-tailed) .00

N 472

55. South Korea is a welcoming country Pearson correlation −.094*

Sig. (2-tailed) .04

N 489

59. How do you rate the integrity of South Korea, 
its norms and values (e.g., in civil rights, 
sustainability, and international politics)?

Pearson correlation −.111*

Sig. (2-tailed) .02

N 451

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01.

A P P E N D I X  5   (Continued)


