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ABSTRACT  

 

This thesis aims to investigate how popular protests influence international 

bargaining outcomes. The impacts of a government’s domestic vulnerability on its foreign 

policy behaviors have attracted significant scholarly interest. The literature on two-level 

games suggests that domestic weakness can enable a government to increase its bargaining 

leverage by exploiting the risk of involuntary defection. Audience costs theory also 

contends that a democratic government can take advantage of its domestic weakness in 

signaling its resolve and consequently prevail in crisis bargaining. Previous work has 

heavily focused on political institutions as a source of executive constraints. This approach 

placed attention on democracies, which have strong political institutions. By contrast, the 

bargaining strategy of non-democracies largely remains unexplored. Confronting this gap, 

this study examines the role of protests as a non-institutional source of executive 

constraints across regime types. Domestic protests can increase a home government’s 

bargaining leverage when a foreign counterpart perceives them as a credible constraint. I 

argue that the regime type of the home government influences the credibility of protests. 

Specifically, I argue that protests are more effective in conducing favorable bargaining 

outcomes in hybrid regimes than in either democracies or autocracies.  

In chapter 2, I specify my theoretical argument. I discuss how two characteristics 

of a hybrid regime¾relative openness to civil society and a national leader’s vulnerability 

to protests¾contribute to the high level of credibility of protests. Chapter 3 tests my 

theoretical argument by using the Militarized Interstate Dispute (MIDs) dataset. I find that 

countries experiencing protests at home are more likely to achieve concessions from their 
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adversaries at the end of MIDs. This correlation is stronger if the home government is a 

hybrid regime. Chapter 4 presents another large-N-quantitative analysis in the context of 

international border disputes, drawing upon the Issue Correlates of War (ICOW) dataset. 

The results, however, do not support my theory. Protests are negatively correlated with the 

likelihood that the home government achieves concessions from a foreign counterpart. I 

suspect this outcome results from the regional coverage of ICOW, which primarily includes 

democratic countries in the Western Hemisphere. In chapter 5, I conduct archival research 

with primary sources from South Korea and Japan. This chapter investigates how the 

regime type of South Korea has mediated the effects of protests on two international 

negotiations between South Korea and Japan: The Treaty on Basic Relations (1965) and 

the diplomatic dispute on Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted assassination of President Park 

Chung-hee (1974). I conclude with a discussion of the implications of this study and my 

plan for the future research in chapter 6.  

Based on these analyses, I argue that protests in hybrid regime are perceived most 

threatening, and consequently, are most effective in inducing concessions from a foreign 

counterpart. This study expands research on the foreign policy behaviors of hybrid regimes 

by shedding a light on the role of protests as executive constraints. Also, this research 

carries important implications for the audience costs theory with its emphasis on the issue 

of credibility and a foreign counterpart’s evaluation process. Finally, this study contributes 

to expanding burgeoning research on popular protests and foreign policy by investigating 

the conditions under which domestic protests influence policy outcomes in international 

relations.  
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CHAPTER 1.  Introduction 

 

 Introduction 

 
“The current talk on Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan, you 
college students should absolutely oppose this. As the youth of a newly independent 
country, if this situation makes your blood boil, you must go against this negotiation.” 
 

– The South Korean foreign minister, Lee Tong Won’s speech in 1964. 
 
 

From 1950 to 1965, the South Korean and Japanese governments worked on an 

agreement to normalize their diplomatic relations and leave behind the sour history of 

Japanese colonialism in Korea. The South Korean government was keen to maximize the 

amount of Japanese economic aid that they would receive in return for "offering a pardon" 

for the Japanese colonial rule in Korea from 1910 to 1945. However, anti-Japanese 

sentiments were high in South Korea due to the history of tense relations between the two 

countries. South Korean citizens actively resisted their government's attempt to resume 

diplomatic ties with the former oppressor. At the height of negotiations, the South Korean 

foreign minister, Lee Tong Won (in office: 1964-1966), encouraged college students and 

opposition party leaders to participate in protests against the negotiations he was leading. 

The minister's behavior appears to be a rather puzzling reaction from a government officer 

because it seemed that anti-negotiation protests were the chief obstacle to achieving a deal 

with Japan. Also, we might expect that to maintain social order, governments would seek 

to control or repress protests opposing their policies. Why did the minister try to exacerbate 

the anti-Japanese protests in the middle of negotiations? What benefits might the South 

Korean government expect to gain from inciting domestic protests against its own policy?  
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The foreign minister was attempting to harness domestic opposition to strengthen 

his government’s bargaining position in its negotiations with the Japanese government. His 

underlying rationale can be comprehended with Schelling's (1960) conjecture that leaders 

with more constraints may be able to enhance their bargaining leverage in negotiations 

with other states. Arousing steadfast internal voices during external negotiation is a widely 

used negotiation strategy. It is often observed that negotiating parties try to stir up internal 

opposition before or during bargaining with an external counterpart. In the context of 

international negotiations, governments often rely on their strong domestic constituencies 

to justify their requests for more demands to their foreign counterparts. In this study, I 

focus on the role of protests as non-institutional executive constraints which enable their 

home governments to achieve better bargaining outcomes.  

 

 When and How Protests Becomes a Bargaining Chip 

The Research Question 

In this research, I ask: How do domestic protests influence international bargaining 

outcomes? More specifically, under what conditions do domestic protests enhance the 

home governments’ leverage and consequently contribute to favorable bargaining 

outcomes? Recent studies pay attention to the role of popular protests in foreign policy as 

a tool for signaling governments’ intensions (Weeks 2013, 2014); however, few 

researchers have addressed how those signals are perceived by foreign counterparts, which, 

in turn, influences the final bargaining outcomes. Moreover, there are few analyses of how 

the influence of protests varies across different regime types (Ciorciari and Weiss 2016). 

This study aims to build on the burgeoning literature on popular protests and foreign policy 
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in two regards. First, the main focus of this study is on the influence of popular protests on 

foreign policy outcomes, asking what comes next after home governments attempt to use 

the logic of two-level games to pursue favorable outcomes. This research objective requires 

further exploration of the foreign counterpart’s responses to the interactions between 

protests and home governments, which is essential to explain the final bargaining outcomes.  

Second, this study examines how the influence of protests vary across different regime 

types, expanding the scope of analysis to all types of regimes, including democracies. By 

investigating how protests are perceived in relation to home governments’ regime type, 

this study elucidates the conditions under which protests act as a meaningful factor in 

foreign policy arena.  

 

Protests and the Issue of Credibility 

I argue that domestic protests can enhance their home government’s bargaining 

leverage, but only when a foreign counterpart perceives the protests as credible constraints 

on the home government. Protests should be credible as meaningful constraints to induce 

concessions from the counterpart. This issue of credibility matters greatly in the case of 

protests, non-institutional executive constraints, whereas institutional constraints ¾ e.g. 

legislative check or elections ¾ rarely raise this concern. This is because the political 

significance of protests and their consequential influence on governments’ policy decision 

vary case by case whereas institutional constraints are largely static. In this situation, home 

governments have incentives to bluff the threats from protests for better negotiated 

outcomes when the foreign government does not have the full information. In this situation, 

what kinds of conditions will influence the credibility of protests? When do foreign 
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counterpart find home governments’ protests as meaningful constraints? This research 

focuses on three conditions: the regime type of home governments, the scale of protests, 

and the change in the level of repression against protests. 

 

Regime Type 

First and most importantly, the regime type of a home government is a frame of 

reference that largely decides credibility of protests as constraints. I contend that protests 

in hybrid regimes are most effective in inducing favorable bargaining outcomes compared 

to those in authoritarian regimes and democracies for two reasons. First, civil society in 

hybrid regimes is relatively stronger and more autonomous than in authoritarian regimes, 

which makes protests seem more spontaneous and authentic. Second, national leaders in 

hybrid regimes are more vulnerable to popular protests. In hybrid regimes, protest is one 

of the few viable options that citizens can use to constrain the governments when 

institutional changes are largely obstructed. In democracies, protests may be spontaneous 

and genuine, but the political implications are typically less significant than in non-

democracies. Protests are a standard form of participation, which do not impose significant 

threats on democratic leaders’ survival in most cases. Combined with these two conditions, 

protests in hybrid regimes would be perceived as most credible threats and lead to the 

higher likelihood of achieving concessions.  
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The Scale of Protests and the Change in the Repression Level 

I suggest two more conditions that provide crucial information that indicates how 

threatening the protests are to home governments. The scale of protests provides crucial 

information on the credibility of protests. The scale of protests can be measured by the size, 

frequency, and duration of protests. These aspects indicate how strongly citizens are 

discontented with the government’s policy and how much mobilization power protests 

possess. Another critical piece of information comes from home governments’ response to 

protests, specifically, through changes in the repression level used against protests. When 

a home government becomes less repressive to ongoing protests than its usual practice, its 

lenience suggests that the home government is colluding with protesters, exaggerating the 

constraining power of protests in front of foreign counterparts.   

 

Explaining the Puzzling Behavior of a South Korean Foreign Minister 

When the South Korean prime minister attempted to intensify the protests of 1964, 

the South Korean government was trying to resume the negotiation with Japan that had 

been suspended for four months since the 6.3 Student Movement. The 6.3 Movement was 

a large-scale anti-negotiation movement, mobilizing 30,000 college students at peak day 

on June 3rd, 1964. At that time, the South Korean political system existed as a hybrid regime 

holding multi-party elections with the opposition parties’ participation, but President Park 

Chung-hee abused national resources and repressed the opposition. Park Chung-hee, who 

had assumed power through a military coup in 1961, won the 1963 presidential election in 

a very tight race against an opposition leader with the 1.55% margin of victory. In this 

situation, the movement became more threatening to the South Korean government as the 
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anti-negotiation protests started to stimulate skepticism of the Park administration. Student 

protesters demanded that President Park resign and that the negotiations be cancelled, 

criticizing the government for the lack of political legitimacy. This movement succeeded 

in halting the negotiations. To contain the negative public opinion, the South Korean 

government declared martial law and arrested over 1,200 protesters on June 4th, 1964 

(Korea Democracy Foundation, 2008: 432). On the other hand, the South Korean 

government requested more concessions from the Japanese government on account of its 

political turmoil at home, demonstrating its will to resume the negotiation.  

While observing the movement in South Korea, the Japanese government ¾the 

negotiating counterpart ¾ and the U.S. government ¾ the mediator ¾ discussed whether 

it is necessary to adjust the tentative agreement in the favor of South Korea. Despite the 

chaotic experience of the 6.3 movement, the South Korean foreign minister, Lee, insisted 

that the Korean government should allow some protests to counterbalance Japan’s leverage 

(Lee 1992: 200). This strategy worked. In the end, the South Korean government achieved 

both political and material concessions from the Japanese government, which would not 

have been possible at the early stage of negotiations without the influence of protests. 

Consequently, the South Korean protests increased their government’s bargaining power, 

contributing to achieving a more favorable negotiated deal. Is this a generalizable 

phenomenon that captures the interaction between domestic constraints and international 

relations? If so, under what conditions do protests contribute to favorable bargaining 

outcomes? When a foreign government decides to offer concessions, what are its key 

considerations? These are the key inquiries of this dissertation.  
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 The Plan of this Dissertation 

 
To answer the research questions above, this dissertation combines theory, 

quantitative analysis, and historical case study analysis. This dissertation proceeds as 

follows. In chapter 2, I present my theoretical argument. I start with a review of the 

literature on two-level games with a focus on three sources of executive constraints: 

democratic political institutions, regime elites, and popular protests. Next, I suggest my 

theoretical argument regarding the conditions under which popular protests can provide a 

government with bargaining leverage. I start with a brief description of the bargaining 

situation examined in this project, then discuss the mechanism through which domestic 

protests increase their home government’s bargaining power. Next, I suggest how the 

regime type of a home government influences the credibility of protests as executive 

constraints. In addition to regime type, I introduce the scale of protests and changes in 

repression level as additional conditions that significantly influence the credibility of 

protests. The main takeaway point of my theory is that protests in hybrid regimes are 

generally more effective in strengthening their home government’s bargaining power than 

those in authoritarian regimes and democracies.  

In chapters 3 and 4, I report an empirical assessment of my theoretical argument 

through quantitative analyses. In chapter 3, I test my theoretical argument in the context of 

militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) and find strong empirical support for my theoretical 

argument. Home governments experiencing domestic protests are more likely to achieve 

concessions from their adversaries at the end of MIDs. Also, the relationship between the 

occurrence of protests and the achievement of concessions is strongest when home 

governments are under hybrid regimes. A change in repression levels also demonstrates a 
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significant influence on MID outcomes. When home governments maintain or increase 

their level of repression, the likelihood of achieving concessions increases compared to 

that of the reference outcome, a draw (an end of a MID in a tie). 

In chapter 4, I present my analysis of domestic protests and settlement outcomes of 

international border disputes. International border disputes (territorial, maritime, and river 

claims) are often resolved through peaceful settlements. I test my expectations on the 

relations between domestic protests and settlement outcomes by using the Issue Correlates 

of War (ICOW) dataset. I find only partial support for my theoretical argument in this 

analysis. Contrary to my expectation, domestic protests are associated with a decreased 

likelihood of a home government’s winning concessions, instead of facilitating the foreign 

government’s achieving concessions in negotiations. Concerning the repression level and 

the likelihood of achieving concessions, I find support for my expectations. If governments 

employ the usual or higher levels of repression, this can offset the negative effects of 

protests on a favorable negotiation outcome. In addition, I could not estimate empirical 

models that investigate the interaction of protest and regime type, especially in the case of 

target countries. I suspect that the main reason for this situation is related to the sample 

data I use. In my sample, there are not enough observations for the cases in which protests 

take place under authoritarian regimes or hybrid regimes. The most recent version of the 

ICOW data (version 1.1) collects border disputes mostly in the Americas, and Europe. In 

these regions, the distribution of regime type is not proportional. Consequently, 66.16% of 

challenger states are democracies and 85.2% of target states are democracies in my sample. 

With this data, I could not test how regime type of a home government mediates the effects 

of protests across three regime types.  
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In chapter 5, I conduct a case study on how anti-Japanese protests in South Korea 

influence the negotiation outcomes across two cases. To investigate how anti-Japanese 

protests work in different ways depending on South Korea’s regime type, I select the 

following two cases: (1) the negotiation on the Treaty on Basic Relations and other 

Agreements in 1965 and (2) a diplomatic dispute concerning Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted 

assassination of Park Chung-hee in 1974. By using primary sources from South Korea, 

Japan, and the U.S., I find that South Korean protests under a hybrid regime contributes to 

favorable outcomes whereas those under an authoritarian regime did not work as a 

bargaining chip. I also  briefly discuss the 2015 Korea-Japan negotiation on wartime 

“comfort women” during world war II as a case that shows the effects of South Korean 

protests under a democracy, although I could not include it as another case at this time 

because the dispute over this negotiation is still ongoing. In future research, I will expand 

this case to show how protests influence international negotiations when both home 

governments and foreign governments are under democratic regimes. 

In chapter 6, I summarize this dissertation and discusses the implications, 

limitations, and the plan for expansion. This project carries implications for the foreign 

policy behaviors of hybrid regimes, domestic sources of international relations, and South 

Korea-Japan relations by building upon the literature on two-level games, audience costs 

theory, and the influence of popular protests on foreign policy. However, I am also aware 

that this research has three major limitations, which will inform the future direction of my 

research. First, this project has not considered whether the influence of protests depends 

on a claim of protest. I expect that the impacts of protests are greater if the demands of 

protests are directly related to the issue of ongoing bargaining. Also, it is worth further 
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investigating how the evolution of claim ¾ e.g. from an anti-foreign government protest 

to an anti-home government protest ¾ influences the dynamics of a negotiation process. 

To expand my dissertation in this regard, I am working on building up an original protest 

dataset with a focus on protesters’ demands by using natural language processing (NLP). 

Second, the analysis of settlements of international border disputes is incomplete due to 

the distribution of regime types and the country coverage of my sample. I will extend this 

analysis as soon as the updated data is available. Third, the case study chapter should be 

extended by including another case that demonstrates the effects of protests in a democratic 

dyad. The 2015 negotiations on wartime “comfort women” will serve as an excellent 

additional case study once the controversy on this agreement is completed. 
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CHAPTER 2. Domestic Protests, Regime Type, and International 

Bargaining Outcomes 

 
A government’s domestic vulnerability and its influence on international 

bargaining have received significant scholarly attention. Building upon this literature, this 

project suggests popular protests as a source of constraints and examines their influence on 

international bargaining outcomes. This chapter specifies my theoretical argument that 

popular protests can increase their government’s bargaining leverage, especially under a 

hybrid regime. I start by reviewing the literature on executive constraints and international 

bargaining with a focus on three sources of executive constraints: democratic political 

institutions, regime elites, and popular protests. Then, I suggest my theory that investigates 

under what conditions popular protests contribute to favorable bargaining outcomes, 

emphasizing the home government’s regime type, the scale of protests, and a change in the 

level of repression. 

 

 Review on the Two-level Games and Sources of Domestic Constraints 

Executive constraints can increase home governments’ bargaining power in international 

bargaining under certain conditions. Putnam's (1988) two-level game is an appropriate lens 

through which to view how domestic constraints might influence international bargaining. 

Putnam decomposes international negotiations into international- (Level I) and domestic-

level (Level II) processes and suggests that these two levels are interdependent on each 

other. At the international level, negotiators from each government engage in bargaining 

and reach a tentative agreement. This tentative agreement requires separate discussions at 
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the domestic level, between the government and the group of domestic constituents with 

whom they must coordinate to ratify the agreement.  

The key component that combines these two levels is a win-set. A win-set refers to 

the set of all possible international-level agreements that would gain the necessary 

majority’s approval among the constituents at the domestic level (Putnam 1988; Shepsle 

and Weingast 1987: 90). An international-level deal can be made at a point within the 

overlapping win-sets of negotiating parties. Putnam argues that larger win-sets make Level 

I agreement more likely. However, country A’s small domestic win-set can enhance A’s 

bargaining leverage whereas it makes agreement more difficult. Under this structure, 

negotiators can increase their bargaining leverage by utilizing domestic constraints. Given 

that domestic ratification is required to implement the agreement at the international level, 

negotiators can attempt to make an agreement closer to their own preferred outcome by 

intentionally shrinking their win-set. Assuming that the preference of domestic constituents 

is more hawkish than the negotiators, the negotiators can ask for more concessions from 

the foreign counterparts, arguing that their hands are tied by the influential domestic 

constituency. This is a paradox of strong states Putnam points out: the stronger a state is in 

terms of autonomy from domestic pressure, the weaker its relative bargaining leverage 

internationally (Putnam 1988: 449). Then, what can be the sources of executive 

constraints? Below, I discuss three sources of executive constraints that can increase 

governments’ leverage in international bargaining: democratic political institutions, regime 

elites, and popular protests.  



 

 
 

25 

2.1.1. Democratic Political Institutions 

Democratic political institutions have received much attention in the classic two-level 

game approach. Putnam (1988) named his framework “a theory of ratification,” but he 

notes that he uses the term ratification generically to refer to any decision-process at the 

domestic level that is required to endorse or implement an international-level agreement, 

whether formally or informally (Putnam 1988: 436). However, most of the studies that 

formalize the two-level games framework heavily focus on political institutions, mainly 

formal ratification procedures in domestic legislatures (Iida 1993, 1996; Milner & 

Rosendorff 1997; Pahre 1997; Tarar 2001, 2005; Mansfield et al. 2007). Although there 

are studies that extend sources of constraints to other domestic institutions separate from 

the legislature (Mo 1994, 1995), scholars often focus on entities such as executive branch 

agencies, congressional committees (Mo 1995), bureaucracies (Milner and Tingley 2015), 

or political parties (Eichenberg 1993). In the end, these groups’ political power is assumed 

to be represented by their legislative seats (Mo 1994: 409). Other institutional aspects are 

also considered, such as regime type (Garriga 2009) or components of regime type (Kaarbo 

2001; Ghosn et al. 2008).  

More diverse sources of executive constraints have been introduced to the two-level 

games literature, including internal militant opposition groups (Liberfeld 2008), public 

opinion (Shamir & Shikaki 2005; Milner and Tingley 2015), mass media (Baum and Potter 

2015), business and organized labor (Lehman & McCoy 1992; Bardwell 2000), interest 

groups (Milner and Tingley 2015), and the military (Lehman & McCoy 1992). However, 

there are few studies that systematically delve into the direct influence of the popular-based 
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constraints on Level-I negotiations in large-N quantitative analyses. Domestic protests are 

mentioned, but only as an indicator of the possibility of ratification (Eichenberg 1993: 50).  

Audience costs literature also offers a relevant context for discussing how executive 

constraints affect international crisis bargaining, but this line of research also has tended to 

focus on democratic institutions as sources of executive constraints. In earlier literature on 

audience costs, the locus of investigation focuses on the differences between democracies 

and non-democracies. Democratic leaders can credibly signal their resolve to others by 

using their political costs in the case of policy failure (Fearon 1994). To investigate the 

democratic leaders’ ability to generate audience costs, scholarly attention is drawn to 

institutional aspects as the sources of executive constraints, such as regime type (Fearon 

1994; Eyerman & Hart 1996; Schultz 1999; Partell and Palmer 1999; Gelpi & Griesdorf 

2001; Kurizaki & Whang 2015), electoral participation (Smith 1998; Reiter and Tillman 

2002), the opposition party (Schultz 1998; Trager & Vavreck 2011), the political position 

of ruling parties within the parliamentary system (Palmer et al. 2004), institutional settings 

for the media (Slantchev 2006), etc.  

When we focus only on democratic political institutions, we limit our scope to 

democracies’ bargaining strategy with strong formal institutions. Non-democracies, which 

do not have powerful institutions imposing substantive constraining power on the 

executive, are treated as a residual category without sufficient scholarly attentions.  

Emphasizing a contrast between democracies and non-democracies, this approach could 

mislead us into assuming that the autocratic national leaders are unbound by the domestic 

groups. Consequently, this limited understanding causes the bargaining strategies of non-
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democracies to remain underexplored. The recent literature examines the varied abilities 

of autocratic institutions to generate audience costs, which I discuss in the next section. 

 

2.1.2. Regime Elites as Institutional Constraints 

A burgeoning body of literature investigates regime elites’ constraint on national leaders, 

mostly in non-democracies. Despite the notable absence of strong political institutions, 

non-democratic regimes are not entirely free from domestic constraints on the policy-

making process. Some autocratic leaders are also under domestic constraints, mostly from 

the regime elites, and this situation affects leaders’ policy choices. Studies on elite 

constraints suggest that some autocratic leaders are constrained by regime insiders, so they 

appear to act more like democratic leaders in the realm of war and peace. In this vein, 

selectorate theory argues that autocratic leaders with larger winning coalitions will be more 

selective in deciding whether to initiate a military dispute considering the possible political 

consequences of losing the conflict (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Bueno de Mesquita et 

al. 2005).  

Another strand of research focuses on the regime insiders’ ability and incentives to 

replace the incumbent leader and the ruling group’s military identity (Weeks 2008, 2012, 

2014; Colgan and Weeks 2015; Geddes 2003; Geddes et al. 2014). These studies stress the 

differences in foreign policy behaviors between constrained autocracies ¾ e.g. party-based 

regimes and military regime ¾ and personalist regimes. Compared to constrained 

autocratic regimes, personalist regimes are more likely to initiate international military 

conflict (Peceny and Butler 2004), less likely to prevail in wars and militarized interstate 

disputes (Weeks 2014), more likely to face a large number of casualties (Sirin & Koch 
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2015), less likely to comply with the international norms (Chyze 2014), and more likely to 

pursue nuclear weapons (Way and Weeks 2015). Another important factor is the preference 

of elite groups (Weeks 2012), which explains the distinctive behaviors of military regimes 

compared to non-personalist civilian autocracies. Military regimes are less selective in 

international conflicts (Bak et al. 2016) and that leaders with military backgrounds are 

more bellicose than other types of autocratic regimes (Horowitz and Stam 2014; Horowitz 

et al. 2015). 

Despite its contribution to expanding our understanding on autocrats’ domestic 

constraints, the main pitfall of this literature is that it also appears to be overly reliant upon 

regime type. This approach fills a gap in understanding the crisis behaviors of non-

democratic regimes, however, the main way to do that is disaggregating a big regime type, 

non-democracy, by introducing “more regime types.” Regime type is too static to explain 

changes over time in most cases (Lawrence & Chenoweth 2010: 6). Empirically, a glance 

at simple summary statistics supports this argument. According to the Autocratic Regime 

Data (Geddess et al. 2014), the average regime duration is 43.83 years and 99.37% of 

regimes last longer than 10 years from 1946 to 2010. However, the average MIDs duration 

is 1.52 years and 99.53% of MIDs within a dyad last no longer than 10 years.1 Thus, regime 

type can hardly explain varied bargaining outcomes that a country would face over time. It 

is necessary to explore more situational and nonstationary factors as an alternative way to 

explain the dynamic nature of international bargaining. Therefore, I turn towards a more 

dynamic factor as another source of executive constraints: popular protests. 

 

 
1 I calculate these descriptive data by using the two datasets: The Autocratic Regime Data (Geddes et al. 2014) and the 

Dyaidc MIDs 3.1 (Maoz et al. 2019). 
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2.1.3. Popular Protests as Non-Institutional Constraints 

Protests can impose constraints on governments because they carry the threat of revolution 

(Weeks & Crunkilton 2017). National leaders are concerned about revolution as another 

threat to their political survival and this concern influences various policy choices, 

including public goods provisions and civil liberty to dampen the risk of revolutions 

(Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2010). Protests against the incumbent leader can often 

increase the vulnerability of presidents, suggesting that constituents are unwilling to wait 

until the next election to remove the state’s leader (Kim and Bahry 2008; Hochstetler 2006). 

Autocrats cannot be entirely insulated from threats from protesters on the streets although 

they are more likely to be ousted by regime insiders rather than the public (Svolik 2012). 

Popular protests can influence autocratic leaders’ job security both directly and indirectly. 

Mass uprising is certainly another pathway to cause the collapse of autocratic regimes 

despite its rarity (Hollyer et al. 2015; Kricheli et al. 2011). Or, indirectly, protests can 

facilitate regime elites’ coordination to remove autocratic leaders by providing information 

about popular support for the government, as autocratic elections, to the extent they exist, 

can signal popular support and regime stability (Magaloni and Kricheli 2010). Losing a 

war, one of the most critical foreign policy failures, often forces autocratic leaders to be 

removed from office through forceful means, such as a revolution or coup (Chiozza and 

Goemans 2011). For example, military defeats in the Six-Day War mobilized popular 

protests in Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, and this situation forced the leaders of those states to 

lose their influence or even be removed from office (Wolf 2015).  

There are not many studies that address protests as a source of executive constraints 

in international bargaining. Recent studies start to draw attention to the impacts of civic 
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participation on governments’ foreign policy behaviors, including conflict onset, signaling, 

and escalation. Focusing on democratic dyads, Hegre et al. (2020) contend that 

accountability from civil society generates constraining power on belligerent behavior, 

explaining the phenomenon of the “democratic peace.” They find that social accountability 

better explains peaceful interactions within democratic dyads than electoral accountability 

in testing with fatal MIDs onset. In addition, Weiss (2013, 2014) suggests that nationalist 

protests enable the Chinese government to credibly signal their intentions by using the 

timing of repression. Weiss demonstrates how popular protests in China influence foreign 

policy as a tool to signal the Chinese governments’ intention to foreign counterparts either 

to escalate ongoing conflicts or cooperate with foreign governments. Weiss makes a great 

contribution to understanding authoritarian signaling but does not fully account how those 

signals are perceived by foreign counterparts and influence the final bargaining outcomes.   

Ciorciari and Weiss (2016) take a further step in understanding foreign counterparts’ 

perception of nationalist protests depending on the regime type of home governments. 

Based on a case study of four countries, they find that nationalist protests in weakly 

institutionalized democracies are most likely to escalate conflicts and achieve better 

outcomes.  My study also examines how the impacts of protests are mediated by regime 

type, but using a different regime classification and quantitative analyses. I will discuss 

their work more in the next section.  

Building upon this strand of work, I suggest a general explanation on the role of 

popular protests as non-institutional executive constraints in inducing favorable bargaining 

outcomes in international negotiations. More specifically, this study aims to examine under 

what conditions popular protests are perceived credible by foreign counterparts and lead to 
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favorable outcomes to home governments through large-N quantitative analysis. Under 

what conditions protests may become credible constraints is still poorly understood both 

theoretically and empirically. Foreign counterparts’ perception on home governments’ 

protests is a key to explaining bargaining outcomes, considering the interactive nature of 

international bargaining. However, there is a lack of analysis as to how foreign counterparts 

will assess and react to the signals being sent by home governments. This missing link is 

found in the audience costs literature and often invites skeptical perspective on audience 

costs theory itself. In the literature on popular protests as foreign policy constraints, few 

studies address this issue so far except for Weiss (2014), and Ciorciari and Weiss (2016) 

to the best of my knowledge. It is still an open question through which mechanism popular 

protests convince foreign counterparts and influence international bargaining outcomes.  

 

 How Do Domestic Protests Influence International Bargaining Outcomes?  

In this section, I propose a theory as to how domestic protests increase home 

governments’ bargaining leverage and contribute to achieving favorable outcomes. Before 

proceeding, I specify the bargaining situation this study explores. Figure 2.1 presents a 

bargaining situation as a tug of war between two governments, a home government (H) and 

a foreign government (F). Each end point of the line refers to the ideal point of each 

government. From H’s perspective, the closer a deal is made to the left the better bargaining 

outcomes are achieved whereas the closer to the right end, the better outcome it is to F. 

Considering the possibilities of making a deal, two governments offer a more realistic 

bargaining point, the colored dots under “H” and “F.” Each shade around the suggested 
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bargaining point represents a win-set—the set of all possible international-level deals that 

would gain the necessary approval among domestic constituents.  

 

           Figure 2.1. The Bargaining Situation 

 

 

The situation changes in the second box when H’s Domestic Protests intervene in 

the bargaining situation with the assumption that F’s win-set remains the same. With regard 

to the issue of militarized interstate disputes, I assume that the government and the public 

have preferences toward the same direction, but the protesters have a more hawkish 
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position than their home government with a claim further left of the home government’s 

ideal point. I also assume information asymmetry in the nature of protests, that is, only H 

has full information regarding the extent to which its domestic protests are threatening to 

them whereas F has to observe and gauge the impacts of protests on H. Due to the protesters’ 

intervention, H argues that its win-set shrinks and the claimed preference shifts to the left 

following protesters’ position on the far left of the figure. F has to evaluate the credibility 

of protests as executive constraints with limited information. If F is convinced by H’s 

appeal and still wants to make a deal, the final deal would be made at the point of the 

Expected Deal 2, which is closer to the left end than the Expected Deal 1 in the first box. 

Can we expect that protests cause such a shift of the expected deal in favor of the home 

government? If this can happen what are the mechanisms and the necessary conditions? 

This is the main inquiry of this study.  

 

2.2.1. The Mechanism 

I expect that popular protests encourage home governments to demand a harder bargain in 

international negotiations in order to alleviate the negative public sentiment in domestic 

politics. Domestic protests can affect international bargaining in the following two 

situations. First, when protests are directly related to the issues being negotiated, 

governments try to gain better outcomes in the negotiation by appealing to the 

dissatisfaction of the domestic audience on the issue of negotiation. For example, if there 

are nationalist protests in China regarding a territorial dispute with Japan, then the Chinese 

government may need to improve their gains in international bargaining to assuage the 

opposition. In this regard, much work on protests and foreign policy focuses on nationalist 



 

 
 

34 

protests in the middle of international conflicts (Weiss 2013, 2014; Ciorciari & Weiss 

2016; Quek and Johnston 2018; Hoang 2019).  

Second, I suggest that popular protests originated from other issues can also 

influence international bargaining that takes place around the timing of protests.  Weiss 

(2014) suggests that if Chinese nationalist protests focus on other issues as well, foreign 

governments will become skeptical about the degree to which public opinion constrains 

the Chinese governments’ policy options in ongoing international conflicts. However, I 

expect that they will still influence the size of the win-sets since governments’ 

performances tend to be evaluated as a whole; although, I agree that protests concerning 

other issues might show weaker impacts than those directly relating to the ongoing 

international conflict. I discuss the detail below. 

I contend that even in the situation where the issue of protests is different from the 

foreign policy issue negotiated at the international level, protests still can play a role of 

executive constraints in pursuit of better bargaining outcomes. For example, the demands 

of protesters could relate to issues such as corruption or high unemployment. Nonetheless, 

if the protests happen around the time when the government is bargaining with a foreign 

counterpart on another issue, its domestic protests could still impose pressure on the 

government under this scenario: the government's failure to gain a better bargaining 

outcome could further diminish public support for the incumbent government. When the 

domestic audience is already unsatisfied with the government’s performance, another 

policy failure in international affairs might exacerbate this situation. Achieving successful 

outcomes in international bargaining, on the other hand, could compensate for the loss on 

another issue, mitigating public discontent. As the government becomes more desperate 
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for a better crisis outcome due to the pressure exerted on regime stability by the other issue, 

they would likely demand more concessions from their counterpart and increase their 

resolve to prevail in the negotiations.  

In sum, I expect that domestic protests could enhance home governments’ 

bargaining position as non-institutional sources of executive constraints. Home 

governments could be forced to be more resolved to appease the protesters, or at least, they 

could try to use the domestic constraints for better bargaining outcomes. The presence of 

protests could back up the home government’s tying-hands strategy and be more likely to 

achieve a favorable outcome for the home government at the end of the dispute. Based on 

this logic, I suggest hypothesis 1 as follows: 

 
Hypothesis 1: Governments that experience protests are more likely to achieve 

concessions from their foreign counterparts.  

 

2.2.2. The Credibility of Protests and Regime Type 

The Credibility of Protests 

Although opposition voices from protesters have the potential to strengthen home 

governments’ external bargaining positions, not all protests are likely to play this role. 

Considering the interactive nature of international bargaining, protests can successfully 

play a role as bargaining chips only when foreign governments perceive them as credible 

constraining powers. The credibility of protests as executive constraints refers to the 

plausibility that the protests can impose a considerable threat to the home government, 

necessitating its responsiveness to the protesters' demands. The more credible protests are 

(that is, the threats posed by protests are actually constraining home governments), the 
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easier it is to induce concessions from foreign counterparts. The credibility of protests 

should be distinguished from the spontaneity of protests, meaning whether protests are 

voluntarily mobilized or not. The perceived spontaneity of protests is a component of 

credibility. I will discuss this issue in detail in the following section. 

Compared to institutional constraints, the issue of credibility matters more to 

protests because the political significance of protests varies depending on the situation, and 

foreign governments have limited information on the actual threat level that protests 

impose on home governments. The presence of strong legislature itself could largely 

guarantee its credibility as a constraint. However, protests, as non-institutional constraints, 

require foreign counterparts to observe and decide the credibility case by case. The political 

importance of a protest varies depending on a protest’s size, duration, frequency, and the 

home government’s regime type as well as its response. Thus, protests require foreign 

counterparts to scrutinize whether the domestic protests actually pose meaningful 

constraints on home governments and, thus, whether further concessions are necessary.  

From the perspectives of foreign counterparts, the biggest concern is this: home 

governments have incentives to bluff by exaggerating the threats from protests, even 

though such threats from protests are not very critical. Assuming that only home 

governments know the nature of protests, the foreign governments need to collect clues to 

avoid being deceived by home governments. Then, what kind of information will help 

foreign governments distinguish bluffs from genuine threats and avoid being exploited? 

From the perspective of home governments, which factors will increase the credibility of 

protests as executive constraints and lead foreign counterparts to offer more concessions? 
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Among various conditions that decides credibility of protests, I focus on regime type of a 

home government as a key element.  

 

Regime Type as a Frame of Reference 

I argue that a home government’s regime types serve a role of a frame of reference 

when a foreign counterpart evaluates the credibility of protests as executive constraints. 

Even protests with the same scale will be perceived differently depending on home 

governments’ regime types. Although this study investigates the role of protests as non-

institutional constraints, the influence of protests cannot be understood without 

understanding the interaction between protests and institutional politics (Tilly 1977; 

Goldstone et al. 2003; Meyer 2004; Tarrow 2011; Ciorciari and Weiss 2016). Rather than 

evaluating the threat level in a vacuum, the foreign government will gauge how much 

influence the protest events generate in a given institutional setting. Regime type largely 

shapes the environment where protests take place, and this environment decides the extent 

to which protests impact home governments.  

Specifically, two features of regime type provide crucial information for protest 

credibility: (1) openness to civil society and (2) the vulnerability of national leaders’ tenure 

to protests. Openness to civil society decides the perceived authenticity of protests when 

protests take place. The vulnerability of national leaders’ tenure determines how much of 

a threat protests pose towards home governments. Considering these two factors, I expect 

that hybrid regimes are the most effective in increasing bargaining leverage with domestic 

protests. Hybrid regimes allow space for popular protests, so protests can be perceived 

more authentic than those in authoritarian regimes. At the same time, the combination of 
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de jure provision of civil liberties and de facto restriction on them increases national leaders’ 

vulnerability to popular protests. Combining these two factors, protests in hybrid regimes 

will look most threatening, which will exchange to the highest credibility of protests as 

constraints described in figure 2.2. Below, I start discussing the detail with trichotomous 

regime classification and definitions of each regime. 

 

Figure 2.2. The Credibility of Protests across Regime Types 

 

 

Regime Classification: Authoritarianism, Hybrid Regimes, and Democracies 

With a focus on two key dimensions of political regimes, public contestation and 

inclusiveness (Dahl 1971), I use a trichotomous classification that consists of authoritarian 

regimes, hybrid regimes, and democracies. I use this regime typology since this well 

demonstrates relevant features of the environment where protest movements take place. I 

expect this will largely shape foreign counterparts’ perception on protests. The most 

problematic category would be hybrid regimes in the middle. There is a consensus on the 
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existence of intermediate regimes, which have both democratic and authoritarian regime 

elements (Collier and Levitsky 1997; Diamond 2002; Schedler 2002; Howard and 

Roesseler 2006) despite the debate on how to conceptualize it. 2  Among various 

democratic/authoritarian elements, there are two core aspects this intermediate regime 

possesses, demonstrating its hybrid nature: (1) the existence of formally democratic 

political institutions for multiparty electoral competition and (2) the lack of field of 

contestation sufficiently open, free, and fair (Diamond 2002; Schedler 2002; Brownlee 

2009; Levitsky and Way 2010).  

Following literature on hybrid regime and electoral authoritarianism, I define a 

hybrid regime as a political system that possesses direct multi-party elections as 

democracy does, but the freedom and fairness of the competition are systematically 

impaired in favor of the incumbent government.3  There are authoritarian regimes and 

democracies at both ends of the spectrum. Authoritarian regimes, so-called “closed 

authoritarianism (Schedler 2002),” are regimes that do not allow multi-party competitions 

—elections are either not held or pure shams that cannot be considered as a meaningful 

institution to decide leaders in this type of regime. Democracies are political systems that 

hold free and fair elections; thus election outcomes are open to uncertainty. Through this 

uncertainty, citizens fully enjoy the opportunities to control and contest the conduct of the 

government.4  

 
2 This intermediate regime type in the gray zone has been conceptualized in a various ways, including illiberal democracy 

(Zakaria 1997), defective democracy (Merkel 2004), electoral authoritarianism (Schedler 2002), semi authoritarianism 
(Ottaway 2013), competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Way 2010), hybrid regime (Gilbert & Mohseni 2011; 
Bozóki and Hegedüs 2018), etc. In this study, I use the term hybrid regime.  

3 Scholars often subcategorize hybrid regimes into competitive and hegemonic authoritarianism depending on the level 
of competitiveness (Diamond 2002; Schedler 2002; Brownlee 2009). However, I disregard this additional distinction. 

4 Democracies also can be further classified as liberal democracies and electoral democracies considering the level of 
democratic development, but this is outside the scope of this study. 
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This classification well aligns with the theoretical foundation of political systems 

proposed by Robert Dahl (1971). He suggests public contestation5 and inclusiveness6 as 

two key dimensions of democratization, which enable us to compare various forms of 

regimes (Dahl 1971: 4). The combination of passive and active suffrage under a free and 

fair rule consumes both public contestation and inclusiveness. Hybrid regimes are actually 

located in the middle in terms of both contestation and inclusiveness (Coppedge et al. 2008). 

With multi-party elections, hybrid regimes show a higher degree of contestation in 

comparison to authoritarian regimes; but the contestation level should be lower than that 

in democracies because the arena of contestation is biased in favor of the incumbent. 

Multiparty elections in hybrid regimes should guarantee a higher level of inclusiveness 

compared to authoritarian regimes. However, inclusiveness in hybrid regimes is flawed 

because citizens’ preferences cannot be fully represented due to impaired freedom and 

fairness of elections.  

Below, I discuss how each regime type affects foreign counterparts’ evaluation on 

protests with a focus on two factors: 1) openness to civil society and 2) leaders’ 

vulnerability to popular protests. Hybrid regimes meet both conditions; they show 

relatively high openness to civil society, increasing the spontaneity of protests. Also, 

national leaders’ tenure is sensitive to popular protests due to their limited legitimacy. 

Holding the other conditions constant, I expect protests in hybrid regimes will be most 

threatening, thus perceived most credible as executive constraints.   

 

 
5 Public contestation refers to the extent to which political competition is allowed to citizens, who wish to contest the 

conduct of the government in order to fully enjoy the opportunities to formulate preferences, signify preferences, and 
have preferences weighted equally in conduct of government (Dahl 1971: 3-4). 

6 Inclusiveness is the proportion of the population entitled to participate and on a more or less equal plane in controlling 
and contesting the conduct of the government (Dahl 1971: 4). 
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Protests in Authoritarian Regimes 

As for authoritarian regimes, the credibility of protests will be low mainly because civil 

society does not possess sufficient openness and autonomy, which largely decides the 

perceived authenticity of protests. First, authoritarian governments allow little room for 

civic participation and governments. The absence of electoral competition is accompanied 

with tight restrictions on other civil liberties, such as freedom of the press, freedom of 

expression, freedom of speech, freedom of assembly, etc. Governments tend to monopolize 

all public participation. Unless governments mobilize pro-government events, most public 

demonstrations or associations are virtually forbidden and harshly repressed (Linz 2000; 

Robertson 2010). The lower costs of repression, relative to democracies, (violating 

physical integrity rights) also contribute to smothering protests from growing enough to 

constraint governments. Authoritarian governments can use repression to quell and/or 

discourage popular protests with low costs. One of the reasons that democracies have 

pacifying effects on state repression is election; citizens can check repressive governments 

by using the threats to vote repressive governments out of office (Davenport 2007b: 10). 

Without this risk, authoritarian leaders can use repression with relatively low costs 

compared to other regimes, which results in citizens’ high costs of civic participation. In 

this situation, public protests are rare events in authoritarian regimes. Even if they take 

place, authoritarian governments are better able to control protests with repression. 

Another reason that authoritarian governments are ready to repress popular protests 

is high vulnerability of leaders’ tenure to popular protests. The lack of legitimacy in 

monopolizing political power is a chronic problem for authoritarian leaders. With this 

flawed legitimacy, non-democratic leaders could be more vulnerable once crises happen, 
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such as war (Debs and Goemans 2010) or natural disasters (Flores and Smith 2013). In 

authoritarian regimes, ordinary citizens do not have access to institutional means for 

reflecting their preferences in policies. People usually endure this frustrating situation 

because they have imperfect information about others’ true preference and expected harsh 

repression. However, once a serious policy failure stirs up the public rage and causes a 

protest movement, this can be even more threatening to an authoritarian leader’s job 

security in the absence of other institutional methods to punish the leader. A protest 

movement in a more repressive authoritarian regime should be more likely to escalate into 

a successful uprising (Kricheli et al. 2011). If a protest movement breaks out, it will pose 

a serious threat to national leaders and the system, helping citizens to overcome imperfect 

information about others’ true preference. Due to this greater risk, authoritarian 

governments are willing and able to repress protests when they actually find the protests 

threatening to their hold on power. 

Considering authoritarian governments’ capacity and willingness to manage and 

repress popular protests, foreign counterparts will have doubts about home governments 

claim that protests are tying their hands in international bargaining. When there are active 

protests in an authoritarian regime, foreign governments will question about whether 

protests are “grassroots” movements from the bottom or mobilized by home governments. 

Since authoritarian governments are able to selectively allow protests that do not pose 

serious threats to home governments (Lorentzen 2013; Weiss 2014), ongoing protests in 

authoritarian governments will be perceived as empty threats to home governments. Thus, 

it will be less effective for authoritarian governments to use popular protests as an 

alternative constraint on power. For example, in Fall 2017, more than 100,000 North 
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Korean people rallied against the “U.S. imperialists,” resisting the eighth set of United 

Nations Security Council sanctions (Agence France-Presse 2017). Although this foreign 

policy protest could be classified as a large-scale one with a great number of participants, 

it is hard to believe that this mass rally was voluntarily mobilized by the people’s will. Also, 

it is less likely that this mass demonstration actually imposed a threat to the North Korean 

leader’s survival. This is why the large-scale mass demonstration in an authoritarian regime, 

such as North Korea, will not be contributing to home governments’ stronger bargaining 

power in international negotiations.  

 

Protests in Democracies 

There is no doubt that civil society enjoys the highest level of openness and capacity 

compared to the other two categories. With lower levels of repression and highly protected 

civil liberties, protests most frequently take places in democracies. Also, there is little doubt 

whether democratic governments manufacture popular protests. The spontaneity of 

protests is rarely questioned. Then, should protests in democracies be most credible as 

executive constraints and, thereby, be the most effective means of increasing home 

governments’ bargaining leverage? My answer is no for two reasons.  

First, the political significance of a protest will be discounted since the 

opportunities for civic participation is wide open, and protest is a normal element of 

political participation. In democracies, civil liberties tend to be highly protected, offering 

a favorable environment for protest mobilization. The costs of participation are low in 

democracies; thus, the political significance of protests can be devaluated compared to 

those in non-democracies, holding the other factors as the same. In this regard, liberal 
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democracies are considered as “movement societies” where protest is a part of the standard 

repertoire of political participation for ordinary citizens through the diffusion, 

institutionalization, and professionalization of protest (Meyer and Tarrow 1998). As 

protests become everyday events, they are less likely to be considered a serious threat 

unless the scale of protests is very large.  

Secondly, protests in democracies will not so much contribute to increasing the 

credibility of protests due to their minimal impact on leaders’ survival in office. The 

process to replace national leaders is highly institutionalized by law in democracies; so 

democratic leaders can guarantee their job security during their term. Indeed, in terms of 

“unconditional likelihood of losing office (Chiozza and Goemans 2004),” democratic 

leaders face a higher risk of losing office in any year compared to their non-democratic 

counterparts. However, this unconditional likelihood of losing office should be 

distinguished from the likelihood of losing office conditional on a critical situational 

factor, such as a war outcome (Debs and Goemans 2010). Debs and Goemans (2010) argue 

that democratic leaders would not face higher risk of losing office conditional on war 

outcomes, and this low cost of a defeat enables democratic leaders to be more cooperative 

in international conflicts. I contend that this logic can explain the lower sensitivity of 

democratic leaders’ tenure to popular protests. Democratic leaders are free from the 

legitimacy issue in staying in power, so it is unlikely that protests trigger a mass uprising 

that topples the government. Rather, institutional politics will absorb popular discontent 

expressed by protests. Protest becomes a complementary political action to 

institutionalized participation allying with state actors rather than challenging them 

(Goldstone 2004). Joining forces with institutional politics, protests in democracies also 
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have constraining power, but it is less likely that protests become the direct cause of ousting 

democratic leaders or subverting the political systems. Citizens in democracies are more 

likely to wait until the next elections and vote out the incumbent leader and/or the ruling 

party if they want to punish them. Therefore, democratic leaders will be placed on safer 

position in holding their power compared to their non-democratic counterparts in the face 

of popular protests.  

Considering these two reasons, the tying-hands strategy to use popular protests as 

bargaining leverage will not be very effective when home governments’ regime type is 

democracy. Protest in democracies will not be considered as serious as those in non-

democracies given that it is one of the common methods of political participation. 

Democratic leaders’ tenure is highly institutionalized by law, so their tenure is less 

susceptible to popular protests.  

 

Protests in Hybrid Regimes 

Protests in hybrid regimes will be most credible compared to those in authoritarian regimes 

or democracies. Their hybrid nature, partial openness to civil society and the incumbents’ 

lack of legitimacy in political power makes, makes protests in hybrid regime most 

threatening compared to those in their authoritarian and democratic counterparts. This 

greater level of threat from protests is exchanged to the higher level of credibility of 

protests as executive constraints. 

First, hybrid regimes show more openness to civil society compared to authoritarian 

regimes. Such relatively high openness will increase the perceived spontaneity of protests 

once they break out. Protest is allowed as a part of legitimate political life. In hybrid 
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regimes, governments cannot entirely forbid protests with massive repression as in 

authoritarian regimes (Robertson 2010), although they often try to control civil society in 

a more subtle way with legal regulations (Gilbert and Moheseni 2018). Moreover, 

introducing political competition to regimes opens more space for social mobilization and 

provides greater leverage to civil society. The presence of alternative political elites makes 

popular protests more threatening to incumbent leaders. Alliances between the opposition 

and civil society groups often increase the opposition’s ability to remove authoritarian 

leaders (Bunce and Wolchick 2011). By using the possibility of electoral difficulties for 

incumbents, social organizations in hybrid regimes, such as labor unions, often obtain at 

least some bargaining power against their governments (Magaloni 2006; Robertson and 

Teitelbaum 2011). The higher openness to civil society will contribute to dispelling the 

doubts about authenticity of protests. 

Second, leaders’ vulnerability to protests will be higher than that in democracies. 

Due to the “authoritarian nature” of hybrid regimes, leaders suffer from the ever-present 

lack of legitimacy in their political power. Citizens’ frustration could be greater because of 

the inconsistency between the de jure civil liberties they are entitled to and the de facto 

restrictions they face. When this frustration bursts out through popular protests, leaders 

will face serious threats to their job security. Political competition is allowed, but freedom 

and fairness are impaired for the incumbents’ favor. The incumbent leaders often use 

electoral manipulation, abuse state resources, and curb press freedom (Levitsky and Way 

2010). Repression is often employed as an electoral tactic when they perceive threats to 

their victory (Hafner-Burton et al. 2010). In addition, although protests are formally 

allowed as a form of civic participation, their influences on policy outcomes are limited. 
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Moreover, it is much more difficult to punish the incumbents’ policy failure through 

elections. Continued frustration in institutional arenas will encourage citizens to turn to 

non-institutional means to make political change (Ciorciari and Weiss 2016). 7  This 

situation will make leaders in hybrid regimes much more vulnerable to protests once 

protests gain a momentum.  

Overall, hybrid regimes’ civil society enjoys some openness and mobilizing power. 

Thus, the spontaneity of protests is perceived relatively high. At the same time, the 

inconsistency between de jure provision of civil rights and de facto restrictions on them 

make national leaders more vulnerable to popular protests. Combining these two dynamics, 

protests in hybrid regimes will be perceived more threatening than those in other regimes. 

The more threatening the protests, the more likely foreign counterparts are to find protests 

more credible. Thus, home governments will be more likely to achieve concessions when 

their regime type is hybrid regimes.  

 
 

Hypothesis 2: Protests in hybrid regimes are more likely to correlate with concessions 
from foreign counterparts than those in democracies and authoritarian 
regimes. 

 

 

 
7 With a focus on nationalist protests and home governments’ regime type, Ciorciary and Weiss (2016) make a great 

contribution to understanding the effects of protests on final outcomes of disputes. They also support this notion that 
protests will impose special risks in intermediate regimes, which do not possess institutionalized mechanism for 
peaceful political change. However, their conceptualization of intermediate regimes includes not only competitive 
authoritarian regimes but also weakly institutionalized democracies. Based on a case study on four cases, they conclude 
that weakly institutionalized democracies are most susceptible to nationalist protests whereas competitive authoritarian 
regimes have repressive tools to counter protests. I agree with the explanation on intermediate regimes’ vulnerability 
to protests, but I use different regime classification without weakly institutionalized democracies as an independent 
category. Without formal definition of weakly institutionalized democracies in their study, it is difficult to discuss 
differences between regime classifications. In this study, I do not consider the degree of democratic development within 
a democracy category as I suggest earlier, and regime-in-transition is out of this study’s interest.  
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2.2.3. Other Conditions: The Scale of Protests and a Change in Repression Levels 

Of course, regime type is not the only condition that determines the credibility of 

protests. Although the main focus of this study is regime type, I suggest two additional 

conditions: (1) the scale of protests and (2) the level of repression against protests. Among 

various factors, these two conditions are directly related to the political significance of 

protests. Also, they are common information that a foreign counterpart can observe from 

any protest event. 

 

The Scale of Protests  

I expect that the larger the scale of protests is, the more credible the protest would 

appear. Large-scale protests show how strongly citizens are dissatisfied with the 

government’s policy. Greater intensity and activeness are related to the authenticity of 

protests; it tends to be less likely that the government mobilizes fierce protests against itself, 

considering the possible risk of expansion and the cost of mobilization. Active protests also 

contribute to higher risks that national leaders are removed from office. The greater the 

activeness of a protest movement is, the stronger the pressure that will be imposed on the 

ruling government. 

The scale of protests can be indicated by their size and frequency. The size of 

protests means the number of participants, which indicates the levels of dissatisfaction 

among citizens. The larger the portion of citizens willing to participate in protests, the 

greater the leverage the movement has (DeNardo 2014; Chenoweth and Stephan 2011). 

Moreover, a larger movement facilitates additional mechanisms underlying successful 

campaign outcomes, such as attracting more individuals and social groups (Karklins and 
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Peterson 1994; Tarrow 2011), the backfire of repression, and shifts in loyalty among 

regime elites (Chenoweth and Stephan 2011; Nepstad 2013). In addition to the size, 

frequent outbreaks of protest events within a given time period could also demonstrate how 

strongly citizens are unsatisfied with a government’s policies. The high frequency of 

protests indicates the public’s discontent with a government’s performance remain 

unresolved. There is always a risk that any ongoing protest movement may invite political 

opposition and expand to anti-government protests. Thus, it is imperative for the 

government to achieve a diplomatic victory to alleviate the negative opinion and dissipate 

the crowd in the street before this escalation. This situation would look convincing to the 

foreign counterpart that this situation pushes the home government to achieve a satisfying 

outcome to alleviate the negative opinion and dissipate the crowd in the street. Thus, my 

expectation is that the greater the scale of protest, the more likely a home government is to 

achieve concessions. 

 

The Level of Repression against Protesters  

The third element will be a change in repression level, which indicates home 

governments’ responses to protesters. Foreign counterparts will pay attention to whether 

the government represses the protests to a greater or lesser extent than one would expect 

based on its typical repression levels. I should note that this element is different from a 

general repression level depending on regime type, a structural factor discussed in the 

previous section. The key is a behavioral factor, which demonstrates how home 

governments react to protests, compared to their general level of repression. Foreign 

counterparts’ concern resides in the possibility that home governments will bluff by 
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exaggerating the risks protests pose while they are conspiring with protesters. Therefore, 

when a home government requests more concessions due to a resentful domestic audience, 

this appeal should be compelling only if the home government demonstrates their efforts 

to control this opinion to increase the chance of deal-making. The home government’s 

repressive response will demonstrate that they do not connive with the protesters and 

increase the perceived authenticity of protests. Therefore, the foreign government will pay 

attention to how the home government reacts to domestic challenges. 

In the repression literature, there is a consensus that governments generally respond 

with some form of repressive action when they face challenges to the status quo (Mitchell 

and McCormick 1988; Poe and Tate 1994; Davenport 1995; Poe, Tate, and Keith 1999; 

Davenport 2007a), although it has been debated whether repression actually reduces 

dissent activities (Hibbs 1973; Fichbach & Gurr 1981; Moore 1998, 2000). Even 

democracies are likely to employ negative sanctions against protests as other regime types 

although they are least likely to continue repressive behaviors (Carey 2006). Thus, it is 

natural to expect an increase in home governments’ repression level in the presence of 

protests. If home governments reduce repression levels or show a benign response to 

protesters, foreign counterparts will find it suspicious. This is how home governments’ 

response to protests can be one of the clues that decide the credibility of protests as 

constraints. 

Based on background knowledge about the home government, the foreign 

counterpart will investigate whether the repression level applied to the ongoing protests 

diverts from the home government’s usual reactions. If the repression level was increasing 

or remaining the same as usual, the foreign government will not be doubtful about the 
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credibility of protests as meaningful executive constraints. If the home government appears 

unusually less repressive to the protests, the credibility of protests will decrease. Foreign 

governments will suspect that home governments actually welcome the protests or even 

instigate protesters’ anger to use them as bargaining leverage. This will discourage foreign 

governments to offer concessions.  

Although there is not much theoretical work on how changes in repression levels 

effect the credibility of protests, there are some real-world cases, which support my 

expectations. When large-scale anti-Japanese protests swept China in 2005 following a 

series of sensitive incidents, including the Japanese prime minister’s visits to Yasukuni 

Shrine, a revision to Japanese history textbooks mainly about WWII history, and Japan’s 

bid for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. The Chinese government tolerated 

small-scale protests and Internet petitions at first, but it ended up permitting large-scale 

protests as well (Weiss 2014: 128). Even at some protest events, police officers held signs 

to guide protesters toward the way to march (Weiss 2014: 152). The foreign counterpart, 

the Japanese government in this case, noticed the Chinese government’s unusual responses 

to protests. Japan pointed out that the Chinese authority did not take action even though 

they expected a demonstration beforehand (Weiss 2014: 153). Japanese politicians 

disparaged Chinese protests as a fabricated product of state-led propaganda, judging by the 

Chinese government’s normal practices that severely restricted demonstrations since the 

Tiananmen incident (Weiss 2014: 152-153).  

This case demonstrates that home governments’ extraordinarily benign reactions 

will reduce the credibility of protests. Even with this low credibility, China achieved 

concessions from the Japanese government. Weiss (2014) explains that the Japanese 
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government offered concessions to China even though they knew about the uncommon 

tolerance. This is because the foreign observer understood that it would be very difficult 

for China to repress nationalist protests although the Chinese government intentionally let 

protests occur in the first place (Weiss 2014: 154-155). It might be the case in the suggested 

example, but it is still undeniable that the Chinese governments’ approval reduced the 

credibility of protest from the foreign counterpart’s perspective. I contend that it will be 

even easier for home governments to achieve concessions if they demonstrate their efforts 

to keep distance from protests by maintaining or increasing repression levels against 

protesters. This repressive response will make sure that home governments are not 

supportive of their protesters and increase the credibility of protests.  

There is another case that a home government’s sympathetic response to protests 

backfired. There were violent anti-Chinese protests in Vietnam in 2014. The Vietnamese 

government arrested over one thousand people to suppress protests. However, the 

government also showed supportive reactions to the incident at the same time. The 

Vietnamese prime minister, Nguyen Tan Dung, sent a text message to millions of 

Vietnamese citizens and praised the protesters, saying “the prime minister requests and 

calls on every Vietnamese to boost their patriotism to defend the fatherland’s sacred 

sovereignty with actions in line with the law (Buckley and Wong 2014).” This reaction 

looked unusually generous and even supportive, considering that Vietnam is a country with 

a poor record of respecting the freedom of assembly. This surprisingly tolerant reaction 

induced its counterpart, China, to blame the Vietnamese government as the “provocateur” 

of the protests. In this way, the irregular tolerance of protests will decrease the credibility 

of the claims that protests actually constrain the home government’s policy options. Based 
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on this logic, I expect as follows: If the repression level against protests remains unchanged 

or increases relative to preexisting levels of repression, the government is likely to achieve 

a concession from the foreign counterpart.   

What is the relationship between the three conditions, regime type, the scale of 

protests, and the level of repression? Putting a priority on regime type, I suggest that they 

complement one another. For instance, controlling the scale of protests, I expect protests 

in a hybrid regime will be perceived as the most threatening and effective in achieving 

concessions. However, if a protest movement is held on a large scale in a democracy, this 

protest should demonstrate its strong constraining power on the government. Or, even a 

home government is under a hybrid regime, if a foreign counterpart finds that a home 

government ignites the protest movements rather than trying to repress them, the foreign 

counterpart would not offer more concessions. 

 

 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I suggest my theoretical argument building upon the existing 

literature on the two-level game, audience costs theory, and executive constraints in 

authoritarian regimes. I argue that protests can strengthen their home government’s 

bargaining position as non-institutional executive constraints, but only when the foreign 

counterpart perceives them as credible domestic pressure. I contend that the credibility of 

protests can be largely decided by the home government’s regime type. I expect that 

protests in a hybrid regime will be most effective in inducing a favorable outcome. In 

addition to regime type, I suggest that the scale of protests and the level of repression 
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against protests would also contribute to increasing the credibility of protests. In the 

following three chapters, I test my contention with a mixed method approach. 
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CHAPTER 3. How Domestic Protests Influence Militarized Interstate 

Disputes 

 

 Introduction 

I test my theoretical argument in the context of militarized interstate disputes in this 

chapter. I define “achieving concessions” as receiving a yield made by the counterpart. A 

yield refers to the submission by one state to the demands made by another state, other than 

those directly attributable to the threat, display, or use of military force, following the 

conceptualization of MIDs 3 (Ghosn et al. 2004: 137). I find empirical support for my 

expectations in statistical tests using multinomial logistic regressions. According to the 

results, domestic protests are positively associated with achieving concessions. Protests are 

even more effective in achieving concessions from a counterpart when they are highly 

active, the home government’s political system is a hybrid regime, and the repression level 

employed by the home government maintains at least usual levels or higher.  

This chapter proceeds as follows. I briefly recap my theoretical argument and 

suggest four hypotheses to be tested.  review the literature on the influence of executive 

constraints on international bargaining outcomes. Next, I review my research design and 

report the results from a set of multinomial logistic regression models. I conclude with a 

summary of findings and a discussion of implications.  
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 Theory and Hypotheses 

I briefly summarize my argument and suggest expectations. Executive constraints 

in domestic politics can often contribute to enhancing a government’s bargaining position 

in international negotiations, as the “two-level games” framework suggests (Putnam 1988). 

In this chapter, I expect that popular protests serve this role as non-institutional constraints 

in international bargaining in the context of militarized interstate disputes. I argue that the 

presence of protests could back up a home government’s tying hands strategy, contributing 

to conducing a favorable outcome at the end of a dispute. I also expect that this effect gets 

stronger as the scale of protest grows. I, therefore, propose the following hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 1-1: A governments that experiences protests at home is more likely to 
achieve concessions from its foreign counterparts in a militarized 
dispute. 

 

Hypothesis 1-2: The greater the scale of protest, the more likely home governments 
are to achieve concessions in a militarized dispute. 

 

 

To expect the final bargaining outcomes, how the foreign counterpart perceives the 

situation is the key. Protests can induce concessions only when the foreign government 

views them as credible constraints on the home government. What kind of conditions 

would increase the credibility of protests as constraining power? Among various possible 

conditions, I emphasize the importance of the following two aspects: the home 

government's regime type and a change in the level of repression. 
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First, I contend that the regime type of a home government is a critical clue when 

the foreign government evaluates the credibility of protests. I expect that protests will 

appear credible if the home government is a hybrid regime. In hybrid regimes, civil society 

enjoys relatively high openness, which makes protests perceived as spontaneous and 

authentic activities by citizens. Also, national leaders in hybrid regimes tend to be more 

vulnerable to non-institutional crisis. Thus, when the home government under hybrid 

regimes argue that their hands are tied by protests, this contention will be more convincing. 

Considering these two characteristics, protests in hybrid regimes will be perceived as more 

credible and contribute to favorable bargaining outcomes. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Protests in hybrid regimes are more likely to correlate with concessions 
from foreign counterparts than those in democracies and authoritarian 
regimes. 

 

The home government’s reactions to protests also provide a significant piece of 

information in the foreign counterpart’s evaluation process. I suggest a change in the level 

of repression as another condition influencing the perceived credibility of protests. As 

discussed earlier, the main concern of a foreign counterpart under information asymmetry 

is whether a home government colludes with protesters for a better negotiation outcome. 

How the home government reacts to protests would be critical information to investigate if 

the home government is allied with the protest. Governments tend to be more repressive in 

the face of political dissent. Deviating from this pattern, if a home government shows more 

benign or even supportive reactions to protests compared to its usual practice, a foreign 

government will question the credibility of protests. Then, the home government’s chance 

of achieving concessions will decrease. 
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Hypothesis 3: If the repression level against protests remains unchanged or increases 
relative to preexisting levels of repression, the government is likely to 
achieve a concession from the foreign counterpart. 

 

 Research Design  

I have argued that as a source of executive constraints, domestic protests can enhance home 

governments’ bargaining positions in international crises especially when the following 

conditions are met: protests are highly active; home governments’ regime type is hybrid 

regime; and protests are accompanied with usual or higher levels of repression. To test 

these hypotheses, I primarily rely on data made available through the dyadic Militarized 

Interstate Disputes (MIDs) dataset version 3.0 (Maoz et al. 2019) and Historical Phoenix 

Event Data Version 1.0 (Althaus et al. 2017). The unit of analysis for my main models is a 

directed-dyad dispute-year. A directed-dyad is composed of two countries that engage in 

an international dispute, state A and B. This dyadic MIDs data list each MID twice: once 

with state A and B, and once again with the countries reversed (Maoz et al. 2019: 1). The 

data covers all countries in the international system from 1816 to 2010, but I use the data 

from 1979 due to the coverage of protest dataset for the independent variable. With regard 

to protest events, I use the BBC version of Historical Phoenix Event Data. This data was 

established based on the BBC Summary of World Broadcasts from 1979 to 2015, by using 

state-of-the-art PETRARCH-2 software (Althaus et al. 2017).  I selectively use protest 

events among a variety of event types that the Phoenix data collects, following the CAMEO 

ontology framework (Schrodt 2012).  
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Dependent Variable  

I introduce a categorical variable, MID outcome, which consists of six categories. The 

original MID outcome variable in the Dyadic MIDs data set is composed of the following 

nine categories: Victory for State A, Victory for State B, Yield by State A, Yield by State 

B, Stalemate, Compromise, Released (for seizures), Unclear, and Ongoing if a MID did 

not end at the end of a given year. I recode this variable into 6 categories: (1) A’s achieving 

concessions [yield of side B]; (2) A’s military victory; (3) B’s achieving concessions [yield 

of side A]; (4) B’s military victory; (5) Draw [stalemate, compromise, released, and 

unclear]; and (6) Ongoing.  Table 3.1 reports the details of my dependent variable. The 

main category of interest is “A’s achieving concessions,” which refers to the submission 

by one state to the demands made by another state other than those directly attributable to 

the threat, display, or use of military force. Thus, state A is identified to achieve concessions 

from state B when state B capitulates by yielding to the demands of state A before either 

state has acquired any substantial tactical gains by threatening, displaying, or using 

militarized force (Ghosn et al 2003: 137).  

I would like to note that “achieving concessions” should be distinguished from 

another type of winning outcomes in MIDs, victory. A victory is defined by the favorable 

outcome achieved by one state through the use of militarized action that imposes military 

defeat upon the opponent (Ghosn et al. 2004: 137). In this case, the final MID outcome is 

made through the direct application of successful military actions, not by bargaining. 

Therefore, victory does not fall into the category of achieving concessions.  
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Table 3.1. Outcomes of Militarized Interstates Disputes (MIDs) 

Types of Outcomes                                                                     Frequency Percentage (%) 

A’s achieving concession [yield of side B] 90 2.63    

A’s military victory 118 3.45 

B’s achieving concession [yield of side A] 90 2.63    

B’s military victory 120 3.50 

Draw [stalemate, compromise, released, & unclear]  2,066 60.34 

Ongoing 940 27.45 
Total 3,424                   100.00 

 

Explanatory Variable  

The main independent variable is domestic protests. I construct two protest variables for 

180 days prior to a MID.8 First, I construct a binary variable, Protest A (Y/N), which 

indicates whether there were domestic protests during a given time period prior to a MID 

in state A. This variable is coded as 1 if there were domestic protests for 180 days prior to 

a MID, 0 otherwise. Second, to measure the scale of protests, I employ a continuous 

variable, Protest Scale A. I normalize raw protest counts, ranging from 0 through 19 since 

there are big differences in the raw counts of protests depending on the duration of 

observing protests. With regard to further analysis of protests events during different time 

periods (30, 60, 90, and 360 days prior to a MID), please refer to appendix.  

Table 3.2 presents summary statistics for the protest variables. I do not include 

protests during a MID to avoid the issue of possible endogeneity. In addition, I include 

State B’s protest variables as well (Protest B and Protest Scale B) to control the possible 

effects of the counterpart’s domestic protests, since the effects of a country’s domestic 

 
8 I also measure protests during four additional time periods for robustness check: 30 days, 60 days, 90 days, and 360 

days prior to a MIDs.The results look consistent except for the shortest time period, 30 days prior to a MID. The results 
are reported in the Appendix. 

9 Normalized protest count = (raw protest count – minimum) / (maximum-minimum) 
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constraints on negotiation outcomes can largely depend on the counterpart’s constraints as 

well (Tarar 2001).  

 
 

Table 3.2. Measuring Protests (for 180 days prior to a MID initiation) 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Protest A (Y/N) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest B (Y/N) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest A (Scale, raw count) 3,356 3.11621 5.433535 0 56 

Protest B (Scale, raw count) 3,356 3.11621 5.433535 0 56 

Protest A (Scale, normalized count) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest B (Scale, normalized count) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

 

With regard to regime type, I create three regime type dummy variables for each 

side by using the accountability index from Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset 

version 9 (Coppedge et al. 2019). V-Dem’s accountability index, v2x_accountability, 

(Lührmann et al. 2017: 46) is a combined measure of three sub-types of accountability: 

vertical accountability (the ability of a state’s population to hold its government 

accountable through elections), horizontal accountability (checks and balances between 

institutions), and diagonal accountability (oversight by civil society organizations and 

media activity). Depending on the level of accountability, I categorize regime type into 

three groups: democracy (high levels of accountability), hybrid regimes (mid-levels of 

accountability), and authoritarian regimes (low levels of accountability). In model 3, I 

construct interaction variables of protest and regime type to test hypothesis 2. I report 

coefficients of authoritarian regime and hybrid regime, holding democracy as a baseline 

category. I also employ a three-category regime variable, using the executive constraints 

measure (xconst) in the Polity IV project (Marshall et al. 2018).  I report the results with 

this regime type measure in the appendix.  
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To test hypothesis 3, I measure whether there was a change in the repression level 

or not. By using the Human Rights Score data (Fariss 2014), I code 1 if the level of 

repression maintains as usual or gets higher in a given year, and 0 if repression level 

decreases compared to its previous year. To avoid a possible endogeneity issue, I measure 

the change in repression from 2 years ago to 1 year ago in a given year. In addition, I 

introduce an interaction variable between the repression level and the measure of protest 

scale in model 4 to test hypothesis 3.  

I employ three control variables relating to military situations. First, military 

capabilities would affect the likelihood of winning MIDs. Military capability plays a 

significant role not only in direct military operations but also in the non-militarized crises 

enhancing bargaining leverage. I control state A’s relative military capabilities, which 

captures the ratio of the state A’s level of military capability (CINC) to the sum of 

capability within the dyad, by using the Correlates of War National Military Capabilities 

3.01 index (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972; Singer 1987). Secondly, I introduce a 

dummy variable, Territorial revisionist A, to control whether state A is a revisionist actor 

making a territorial claim. Territorial disputes are one of the most conflict-prone issues due 

to the attached tangible and intangible values (Vasquez 1993; Dihel 1992; Hensel 1996; 

Hensel et al. 2008; Frederick et al. 2017; Goertz & Dihel 1992; Goddard 2006). When it 

comes to territorial claims, states might be more likely to take a firm stance, refusing to 

yield. Lastly, I employ a dummy variable, primary actor A, which controls whether state 

A is a primary combatant party or a joiner, considering that third-parties care about their 

domestic pressure in a different way primary combatants do. The motivations of joiners 

could vary across military capabilities (Altfeld & Bueno de Mesquita, 1979; Huth 1988), 
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alliance commitment (Leeds 2003), institutional or social similarity (Werner & Lemke 

1997; Corbetta 2011), and geographical proximity (Joyce and Braithwaite 2013). Joiners 

might be more interested in peaceful management rather than winning a dispute. Domestic 

audiences can be a reason to intervene into a dispute, but the main concern here might be 

peaceful conflict management intended to maintain or pursue regional security (Beardsley 

& Lo 2013). In this situation, the two-level games logic –the governments’ hands are tied 

by more stubborn domestic actors– would not work. Thus, I control for whether or not a 

state is a joiner.  

 
 
Table 3.3. Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

MIDs outcome 3,424 4.978388 1.070192 1 6 

Year 3,424 1994.269 8.515402 1979 2010 

Protest A (Y/N, 180 days) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest B (Y/N, 180 days) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest A (Scale, 180 days) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Protest B (Scale, 180 days) 3,356 0.5491657 0.497651 0 1 

Democracy (V-Dem) 3,398 0.2792819 0.4487124 0 1 

Hybrid Regime (V-Dem) 3,398 0.3631548 0.4809797 0 1 

Authoritarian Regime (V-Dem) 3,398 0.3575633 0.4793531 0 1 

Increase of repression 3,406 0.4953024 0.5000513 0 1 

Relative military capabilities 3,416 0.5 0.3203932 0.0000841 0.9999159 

Territorial revisionist A 3,424 .1471963 .3543532 0 1 

Primary Actor A 3,424 .9004089 .2994978 0 1 

Alliance similarity 3,416 0.7716658 0.2394843 -0.1226252 1 

Democracy dyad 3,238 0.1080914 0.3105438 0 1 

Peace year 3,424 8.102804 17.02274 0 187 

Peace year2 3,424 355.3446 1680.031 0 34969 

Peace year3 3,424 26815.07 256779.6 0 6539203 
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In addition, I control two features of each dyad. I introduce alliance portfolio 

similarity between two countries expecting that this factor would influence the way a 

dispute ends. I use the ATOP Similarity Scores Dataset (Chiba et al. 2018), which uses 

Signorino and Ritter (1999)'s method to generate the similarity score. I control joint 

democracy by using Polity IV. I code this variable 1 if both sides’ policy score is 6 or above, 

and 0 otherwise. Finally, I introduce a cubic polynomial of the number of peace years since 

the last MID initiation to control for duration dependence. Table 3.3 above presents the 

descriptive statistic for all variables.  

To estimate the impact of domestic protests on the likelihood of achieving 

concessions from a counterpart, I rely on multinomial logistic regression models. The 

multinomial logistic regression reports multiple sets of coefficients for each category of 

outcomes, compared to the baseline category. The analysis here suggests how each variable 

influences the likelihood of achieving concessions from a counterpart compared to the 

baseline outcome, which is a draw [stalemate, compromise, released, & unclear]. To 

examine how the same factors influence differently across different types of outcomes, I 

also present the result of a military victory. 

 

 Discussion of the Results  

In this study, I examine the associations between domestic protests and MID outcomes. 

The expectation suggested in the four hypotheses are as follows: First, I expect that 

governments experiencing protests at home are more likely to achieve concessions from 

their foreign counterparts than to face a draw (hypothesis 1-1). Secondly, I hypothesize that 

as the scale of protests grows, the likelihood of achieving concessions is more likely to 
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increase (hypothesis 1-2). With regard to the conditional effects of regime types, I expect 

that protests in hybrid regimes are more likely to correlate with concessions from foreign 

counterparts than those in democracies and authoritarian regimes (hypothesis 2). The last 

hypothesis anticipates that the government is likely to achieve a concession from the 

foreign counterpart when the repression level against protests remains as usual or increases 

(hypothesis 3).  

Table 3.4 reports the results from multinomial logistic regression models that report 

the association between domestic protests and outcomes of militarized interstate disputes. 

I employ protest variables measured for 180 days prior to MIDs in models 1 through 4. 

Here, I present the result for the outcome of interest: the coefficients for “achieving 

concessions.” I summarize the key findings as follows. First, countries that experienced 

domestic protests are more likely to end a MID with achieving concessions than with a 

draw based on the robust findings across models 1 through 4. Second, model 3 suggests 

that the correlation between protests and MIDs outcomes varies depending on the regime 

type, supporting hypothesis 2, that is, protests in hybrid regimes are more likely to lead to 

achieving concessions. In the robustness check with Polity IV projects’ executive 

constraints measure, these results hold. I report this in Appendix. Finally, protests facing 

the usual or the higher level of repression are positively associated with better bargaining 

outcomes, as expected in hypothesis 3.  

 

3.4.1. The Presence of Protests and Achieving Concessions 

Table 3.4 reports the full results from four models, and table 3.5 presents the marginal 

effects of protest variables from model 1 through 4. Model 1 reports a positive correlation 
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between A’s domestic protests (Protests A (Y/N)) and the likelihood that state A achieves 

concessions from its counterpart. In other words, if state A experiences domestic protests 

prior to a MID, state A will be more likely to end the MID by achieving concessions rather 

than with a draw, holding all other factors constant. The predicted probabilities of 

achieving concessions rather than ending with a draw will increase by .015 at the .001-

level confidence interval. As reported in table 3.5, this is a 55.56% increase in predicted 

probabilities from the base, 016. On the other hand, protests of the counterpart (Protest B 

(Y/N)) does not show significance association with the outcome.  

In addition to protests, the authoritarian regime variable is negatively associated 

with achieving concessions compared to the baseline regime category, democracy at the .05 

level. If state A is under authoritarian regime, its likelihood of achieving concessions will 

decrease by 0.018 at the .05 level, which is 66.67% change in the predicted probabilities 

compared to states under democratic regime. Being a hybrid regime, however, does not 

show a significant difference in the likelihood of achieving concessions compared to 

democracy. In addition, when the two countries in a dyad are democracies (joint 

democracy), the predicted probabilities of winning yields from the counterpart will 

decrease by .027 at the .01 level, which is 100% decrease in predicted probabilities.  
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Table 3.4. Multinomial Logistic Regression: Protests and Achieving Concessions 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Protest A (Y/N)  0.710**       
(0.279)    

Protest A (Scale)  2.770***      
(0.946) 

-10.22***      
(3.911) 

-3.215*        
(1.913) 

Protest A x Authoritarian Regime   9.260*        
(4.908)  

Protest A x Hybrid regime   15.54***      
(4.033)  

Protest A x Repression    7.802***      
(1.890) 

Protest B (Y/N)  0.406         
(0.295)    

Protest B (Scale)  0.330         
(1.226) 

0.0563         
(1.360) 

0.855         
(1.301) 

Authoritarian Regime -1.066**       
(0.463) 

-1.118**       
(0.456) 

-1.695***      
(0.468) 

-1.155**       
(0.463) 

Hybrid regime 0.382         
(0.362) 

0.265         
(0.364) 

-0.733*        
(0.384) 

0.280         
(0.376) 

Repression 0.418         
(0.259) 

0.350         
(0.256) 

0.376         
(0.266) 

-0.230         
(0.282) 

Relative military capabilities -0.730*        
(0.406) 

-0.898**       
(0.448) 

-0.643         
(0.428) 

-0.797*        
(0.449) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.811*        
(0.994) 

-1.773*        
(1.003) 

-1.801*        
(1.016) 

-1.774*        
(1.008) 

Primary actor A 0.662         
(0.593) 

0.663         
(0.597) 

0.696         
(0.576) 

0.651         
(0.610) 

Alliance similarity -0.851*        
(0.503) 

-0.907*        
(0.510) 

-1.465***      
(0.547) 

-0.880         
(0.537) 

Joint democracy -2.447**       
(1.052) 

-2.583**       
(1.075) 

-2.687**       
(1.066) 

-2.690**       
(1.200) 

Constant -3.275***      
(0.720) 

-2.550***      
(0.670) 

-1.565**       
(0.669) 

-2.292***      
(0.689) 

N 3153 3153 3153 3153 

Log pseudolikelihood -3046.6382    -3050.0726 -3022.7841 -3035.5147 

BIC 6657.2 6664.1    6690.1     6675.2 

Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. All models include a cubic polynomial of 
peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, 
**p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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Table 3.5. Marginal Effects of Protests on Achieving Concessions 

Model/Variable Change  
in predicted probabilities 

% change  
from the base p-value 

Model 1: Protest A (Y/N) +0.015 +55.56% 0.009 

Model 2: Protests A (Scale) +0.075 +277.78% 0.001 

 

 

3.4.2. The Scale of Protests and Achieving Concessions 

Model 2 in Table 3.4 reports the association between protest scale and achieving 

concessions. I use a continuous variable, the normalized protest scale (Protest A (Scale)), 

which ranges from 0 to 1. The protest scale is positively related with achieving concessions 

at the .001 level. According to table 3.5, the marginal effect of the protest scale is 0.075 at 

the .01 level. This is 277.78% increase in predicted probabilities compared to the average 

prediction at the base, .027. These findings support my hypothesis 1-2. 

Figure 3.1 visualizes the marginal effects of protest scale on the likelihood of 

achieving concessions as the protest scale grows. Protest scale on the x-axis ranges from 

zero to .04 since there are only 1.63% of observations above .4 as extreme cases. The 

predicted probabilities of achieving concessions increase as protest scale increases. The 

marginal effect of protest scale increases by .04 when the scale changes from zero to .4, 

which is significant at the .001 level. This finding supports hypothesis 1-2, which expects 

that the likelihood of achieving concessions will increase, as the protest scale gets greater.  
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  Figure 3.1. The Scale of Protest and MID Outcomes 

 

 

In addition to protest scale, authoritarian regimes, relative military capabilities, and 

joint democratic dyads show significant association with the likelihood of achieving 

concessions in model 2. Compared to democracies, autocratic regimes are less likely to 

achieve concessions. The predicted probabilities of achieving concessions decrease by .02 

at the .05-level, which is 74.07% change in predicted probabilities. Consistent with model 

1, there is no significant differences between democracies and hybrid regimes. Next, as 

state A’s relative military capabilities increase, predicted probabilities of achieving 

concessions decrease. The marginal effects of military capabilities are -0.024, which means 
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88.89% decrease in predicted probabilities. Lastly, it is a robust finding that joint 

democracy is negatively correlated with achieving concessions. If both state A and state B 

are democracies, they are more likely to end a MIDs with a draw, rather than either side’s 

yield to the other. This finding is statistically significant at .001-level.  

 

3.4.3. Effects of Protests across Three Regime Types 

The findings from model 3 support my hypothesis 2, opposing the conventional wisdom 

of a “democratic advantage” in international negotiations. In the case of popular protests, 

hybrid regimes are more efficient to exploit domestic pressure than democracies. Protests 

in hybrid regimes are more likely to associate with achieving concessions than those in 

democracies. Protests in authoritarian regimes, however, do not demonstrate such positive 

correlation at the .05 level. Figure 3.2 below demonstrates the marginal effects of 

interaction variables between protest scale and regime types (Protest A (Scale) x Hybrid 

Regime in a red line; Protest A (Scale) x Authoritarian regime in a blue line) compared to 

the baseline, Protest A (Scale) x Democracy. 

The red solid line represents the marginal effects of a hybrid regime’s protests 

compared to those in democracies as protest scale increases from 0 to .4. with 95% 

confidence interval (red dashed line). If the red line is above the reference at zero on y-axis, 

this means that the marginal effects of protests in hybrid regime are significantly greater 

than those in democracies. Considering the 95% confidence interval, this gap between the 

two regime types starts when the scale of protest passes .12 (on x-axis) and gets greater as 

the scale of protest grows. When protest scale reaches to .4, the difference in the marginal 
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effects of protests between hybrid regimes and democracies is .14, which is 518% increase 

in the predicted probabilities from the base, .027. 

 

  Figure 3.2. Marginal Effect of Protests in Hybrid Regimes and Authoritarian regimes 

 

 

On the other hand, the blue solid line depicts the marginal effects of authoritarian 

regimes. Again, if the blue solid line is below or above the reference point, 0, on y-axis, 

this means that there is a statistically significant difference between two regime types in 

terms of the marginal effects of protests. Considering 95% confidence interval (blue dashed 
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line), protests in authoritarian regimes does not show significant difference compared to 

those in democracies, except before the scale of protest passes .07.  

In model 3, the variables denoting alliance similarity and joint democracies show 

negative associations with achieving concessions. As alliance similarity between state A 

and B increases, state A is more likely to end a MID with a draw rather than obtaining 

yields from state B. Also, if both states within a dyad are democracies, state A will more 

likely to face a tie rather than achieving concessions.  

It is worth noting that protests in state A in hybrid regime or in authoritarian regimes 

also increases the likelihood of state B’s achieving concessions, although the magnitude of 

effect is smaller. This finding would offer the insight that protests in hybrid regimes or 

authoritarian regimes might urge the government to end the ongoing MIDs with settlement 

either receiving or giving concessions. Internal unrest might push the government to 

prioritize ending the external conflict with settlement.  

 

3.4.4. Greater Effect of Protests When Accompanied by Repression  

Lastly, model 4 examines the interaction between protest and repression. The result 

of this model supports my hypothesis 3. When the protests are met with the usual or more 

severe level of repression, the likelihood of achieving concessions increases. Figure 3.3 

represents the marginal effects of the interaction variable, Protest A x Repression. The y-

axis represents the difference in the predicted probabilities between the two situations, (a) 

where the level of repression remains or increases and (b) where the level of repression 

decreases from t-2 to t-1. If the gap between the two predicted probabilities is greater than 

zero (when the red line is above the zero), this means that protests are more effective in 
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achieving concessions when repression level increases or remains as the same. Considering 

the confidence intervals at the level of 95%, protests are more efficient in achieving 

concessions when facing the usual or higher level of repression after protest scale is greater 

than .11. Again, joint democracy is negatively associated with achieving concessions. 

 
 
  Figure 3.3. Marginal Effects of Protests in the Presence of Repression 

 

 

“Protest A x Repression” also increases the likelihood of A’s offering concessions 

to B as well as A’s achieving concessions although the magnitude of effect is smaller than 

those on A’s winning. Put differently, when the domestic situation becomes more intense 
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with protesters’ strong resistance and the home government’s harsher repression, the 

government might attempt to finish the MID with settlement rather than with fighting in 

the battlefield.  

 

 Conclusion  

This chapter examines the impacts of domestic protests on international bargaining 

outcomes in the context of militarized interstate disputes. I suggest the following 

expectations. Domestic protests can provide home governments with greater leverage in 

international bargaining under certain conditions: when protests are highly active; when 

the regime type is a hybrid regime; and when the repression level is stable or increases. I 

test this theoretical logic in the context of militarized interstate disputes. I find empirical 

support for my hypotheses. The analysis can be summarized as follows.  

First, domestic protests will increase the likelihood of achieving concessions. 

Second, as the scale of protests grows, the predicted probabilities will also increase. Third, 

the regime type of home governments will matter in determining the credibility of protests 

as sources of executive constraints. Hybrid regimes are the most effective in using the 

tying-hands strategies with popular protests. In the case of non-institutional executive 

constraints, hybrid regimes are more effective than democracies in enhancing bargaining 

position with popular protest. Next, the level of state repression matters in deciding the 

importance of protests as bargaining chips. If the repression level maintains as usual or 

increases, protests are more effective in achieving concessions. Lastly, protests will 

facilitate home governments’ win in the context of a MID only with settlement; as for 

military victory, protests actually decrease its likelihood. These findings contribute to 
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audience costs literature in the case of non-institutional domestic pressure by investigating 

which factors will convince foreign counterparts that home governments protests are 

threatening enough to require concessions.  

Based on these findings, this study contributes to the literature on two-level games 

and audience costs. I investigate how popular protests can serve a role of “ratification 

process” in international bargaining. Another innovative contribution to audience costs 

literature is that I suggest three factors–the scale of protests, regime type, and change in 

repression level–that help foreign counterparts to evaluate the credibility of protests under 

information asymmetry. With regard to regime type, this research suggests a notable 

theoretical framework that suggests the greater constraining power of protests in hybrid 

regimes. With empirical evidence for this expectation, this study challenges the 

conventional wisdom of a “democratic advantage” in the extant literature. This finding 

emphasizes that we need to distinguish non-institutional constraints from institutional 

constraints when we evaluate their effects on foreign policy. The current study is limited 

in measuring protest scale by size due to limited data availability. Also, the analysis 

includes all types of protests. In future studies, I will selectively choose protests events that 

directly related to MIDs by using machine learning. I expect that the effects of protests on 

bargaining outcome will be even greater when I use protests that directly concern the 

ongoing foreign policy issues at the heart of international negotiations. 
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 APPENDIX A – SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSIS 

 

3.6.1. The Full Results from Multinomial Logistic Regression Models 

I report the full results from multinomial logistic regression models in chapter 3. 

Multinomial logistic regression models generate multiple sets of coefficients for all 

categories of a dependent variable except for the reference outcome. Tables 3.6 through 

3.8 below present the full results of models 1 through 4, covering five categories of MID 

outcomes: A’s achieving concessions, A’s military victory, B’s achieving concessions, B’s 

military victory, and ongoing in the given year. The reference outcome of the dependent 

variable is a draw, which means that a MID ends with a tie. 
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Table 3.6. Full Results: [Model 1] Protests (Y/N) 

 A’s Achieving 
Concessions 

A’s Military 
Victory 

B’s Achieving 
Concessions 

B’s Military 
Victory 

Ongoing 

Protest A (Y/N)  0.710**       
(0.279) 

-0.525**       
(0.240) 

0.356         
(0.294) 

0.776***      
(0.235) 

0.107         
(0.113) 

Protest A (Scale)      

Protest A x 
Authoritarian Regime      

Protest A x Hybrid 
regime      

Protest A x Repression      

Protest B (Y/N)  0.406         
(0.295) 

0.647**       
(0.257) 

0.822***      
(0.277) 

-0.817***      
(0.238) 

0.0854         
(0.109) 

Protest B (Scale)      

Authoritarian Regime -1.066**       
(0.463) 

-1.219***      
(0.306) 

-1.520***      
(0.370) 

1.719***      
(0.507) 

-0.161         
(0.162) 

Hybrid regime 0.382         
(0.362) 

-0.643**       
(0.304) 

-0.694**       
(0.309) 

2.286***      
(0.508) 

0.145         
(0.163) 

Repression A 0.418         
(0.259) 

-0.131         
(0.223) 

0.707**       
(0.276) 

0.278         
(0.201) 

0.101        
(0.0778) 

Relative military 
capabilities 

-0.730*        
(0.406) 

0.802*        
(0.413) 

0.363         
(0.383) 

-0.602         
(0.372) 

-0.00438         
(0.217) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.811*        
(0.994) 

1.670***      
(0.259) 

-0.703         
(0.580) 

1.339***      
(0.212) 

0.925***      
(0.153) 

Primary actor A 0.662         
(0.593) 

-2.346***      
(0.249) 

0.502         
(0.527) 

-0.429         
(0.441) 

-0.994***      
(0.183) 

Alliance similarity -0.851*        
(0.503) 

-0.193         
(0.525) 

-0.270         
(0.483) 

-2.125***      
(0.445) 

-0.200         
(0.275) 

Joint democracy -2.447**       
(1.052) 

-2.014**       
(0.804) 

-2.770***      
(1.048) 

-1.065*        
(0.602) 

-0.309         
(0.203) 

Constant -3.275***      
(0.720) 

-0.924         
(0.595) 

-3.755***      
(0.752) 

-2.661***      
(0.707) 

-0.00126         
(0.295) 

N 3153 

Log pseudolikelihood -3046.6382    

BIC 6657.2 

Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. The reference outcome category is a draw 
(end with a tie). The model includes a cubic polynomial of peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, 
and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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Table 3.7. Full Results: [Model 2] Protests (Scale) 

 A’s Achieving 
Concessions 

A’s Military 
Victory 

B’s Achieving 
Concessions 

B’s Military 
Victory 

Ongoing 

Protest A (Y/N)       

Protest A (Scale) 2.770***      
(0.946) 

-4.125         
(2.624) 

0.107         
(1.168) 

1.710**       
(0.814) 

-0.597         
(0.786) 

Protest A x 
Authoritarian Regime      

Protest A x Hybrid 
regime      

Protest A x Repression      

Protest B (Y/N)       

Protest B (Scale) 0.330         
(1.226) 

2.151**       
(0.929) 

3.215***      
(0.949) 

-6.655**       
(3.004) 

-0.565         
(0.786) 

Authoritarian Regime -1.118**       
(0.456) 

-1.249***      
(0.307) 

-1.458***      
(0.361) 

1.783***      
(0.530) 

-0.208         
(0.164) 

Hybrid regime 0.265         
(0.364) 

-0.602*        
(0.314) 

-0.593**       
(0.289) 

2.423***      
(0.529) 

0.145         
(0.167) 

Repression A 0.350         
(0.256) 

-0.115         
(0.223) 

0.699**       
(0.274) 

0.297         
(0.204) 

0.111        
(0.0792) 

Relative military 
capabilities 

-0.898**       
(0.448) 

0.691*        
(0.405) 

0.594         
(0.441) 

-0.432         
(0.378) 

0.000888         
(0.209) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.773*        
(1.003) 

1.769***      
(0.259) 

-0.661         
(0.591) 

1.401***      
(0.218) 

0.909***      
(0.155) 

Primary actor A 0.663         
(0.597) 

-2.384***      
(0.254) 

0.506         
(0.524) 

-0.279         
(0.454) 

-0.953***      
(0.182) 

Alliance similarity -0.907*        
(0.510) 

-0.491         
(0.498) 

-0.475         
(0.451) 

-2.633***      
(0.476) 

-0.408         
(0.289) 

Joint democracy -2.583**       
(1.075) 

-2.017***      
(0.778) 

-2.812***      
(1.050) 

-1.054*        
(0.591) 

-0.315         
(0.205) 

Constant -2.550***      
(0.670) 

-0.457         
(0.509) 

-3.257***      
(0.731) 

-2.349***      
(0.691) 

0.308         
(0.292) 

N 3153 

Log pseudolikelihood -3050.0726 

BIC 6664.1    

Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. The reference outcome category is a draw 
(end with a tie). The model includes a cubic polynomial of peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, 
and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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Table 3.8. Full Results: [Model 3] Protests x Regime Type 

 A’s Achieving 
Concessions 

A’s Military 
Victory 

B’s Achieving 
Concessions 

B’s Military 
Victory 

Ongoing 

Protest A (Y/N)       

Protest A (Scale) -10.22***      
(3.911) 

-4.487         
(3.400) 

-6.752***      
(2.534) 

-2.369         
(4.638) 

-2.542*        
(1.488) 

Protest A x 
Authoritarian Regime 

9.260*        
(4.908) 

-27.39**       
(13.64) 

  8.049***      
(2.973) 

7.110         
(5.123) 

1.134         
(2.258) 

Protest A x Hybrid 
regime 

15.54***      
(4.033) 

1.576         
(4.361) 

10.49***      
(2.774) 

4.008         
(4.840) 

3.208*        
(1.791) 

Protest A x Repression      

Protest B (Y/N)       

Protest B (Scale) 0.0563         
(1.360) 

2.127**       
(0.912) 

3.048***      
(0.950) 

-7.187**       
(3.257) 

-0.578         
(0.782) 

Authoritarian Regime -1.695***      
(0.468) 

-0.956***      
(0.358) 

-1.932***      
(0.384) 

1.317**       
(0.604) 

-0.291         
(0.183) 

Hybrid regime -0.733*        
(0.384) 

-0.703**       
(0.349) 

-1.381***      
(0.321) 

2.124***      
(0.598) 

-0.0377         
(0.186) 

Repression A 0.376         
(0.266) 

-0.0905         
(0.223) 

0.691**       
(0.278) 

0.293         
(0.205) 

0.111        
(0.0785) 

Relative military 
capabilities 

-0.643         
(0.428) 

0.791*        
(0.408) 

0.665         
(0.424) 

-0.475         
(0.384) 

0.0409         
(0.208) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.801*        
(1.016) 

1.815***      
(0.266) 

-0.674         
(0.591) 

1.385***      
(0.219) 

0.914***      
(0.156) 

Primary actor A 0.696         
(0.576) 

-2.329***      
(0.252) 

0.548         
(0.539) 

-0.265         
(0.456) 

-0.955***      
(0.183) 

Alliance similarity -1.465***      
(0.547) 

-0.565         
(0.521) 

-0.891*        
(0.460) 

-2.761***      
(0.486) 

-0.474*        
(0.283) 

Joint democracy -2.687**       
(1.066) 

-2.030***      
(0.770) 

-2.851***      
(1.039) 

-1.086*        
(0.585) 

-0.335         
(0.208) 

Constant -1.565**       
(0.669) 

-0.464         
(0.551) 

-2.606***      
(0.738) 

-1.899**       
(0.819) 

0.452         
(0.290) 

N 3153 

Log pseudolikelihood -3022.7841 

BIC 6690.1     

Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. The reference outcome category is a draw 
(end with a tie). The model includes a cubic polynomial of peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, 
and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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Table 3.9. Full Results: [Model 4] Protests x Repression 

 A’s Achieving 
Concessions 

A’s Military 
Victory 

B’s Achieving 
Concessions 

B’s Military 
Victory 

Ongoing 

Protest A (Y/N)       

Protest A (Scale) -3.215*        
(1.913) 

-4.982*        
(2.858) 

-5.139*        
(2.629) 

-7.281**       
(3.361) 

-0.0540         
(1.061) 

Protest A x 
Authoritarian Regime      

Protest A x Hybrid 
regime      

Protest A x Repression 7.802***      
(1.890) 

1.541         
(4.522) 

6.745***      
(2.529) 

10.65***      
(3.233) 

-1.001         
(1.193) 

Protest B (Y/N)       

Protest B (Scale) 0.855         
(1.301) 

2.216**       
(0.911) 

3.517***      
(0.991) 

-6.471**       
(2.946) 

-0.622         
(0.769) 

Authoritarian Regime -1.155**       
(0.463) 

-1.249***      
(0.308) 

-1.483***      
(0.366) 

1.834***      
(0.548) 

-0.212         
(0.163) 

Hybrid regime 0.280         
(0.376) 

-0.597*        
(0.314) 

-0.590**       
(0.296) 

2.461***      
(0.542) 

0.144         
(0.166) 

Repression A -0.230         
(0.282) 

-0.174         
(0.278) 

0.277         
(0.293) 

-0.136         
(0.235) 

0.156        
(0.0969) 

Relative military 
capabilities 

-0.797*        
(0.449) 

0.699*        
(0.403) 

0.667         
(0.442) 

-0.317         
(0.376) 

-0.00735         
(0.208) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.774*        
(1.008) 

1.765***      
(0.259) 

-0.658         
(0.593) 

1.417***      
(0.219) 

0.909***      
(0.154) 

Primary actor A 0.651         
(0.610) 

-2.385***      
(0.256) 

0.487         
(0.518) 

-0.294         
(0.460) 

-0.949***      
(0.181) 

Alliance similarity -0.880         
(0.537) 

-0.494         
(0.497) 

-0.490         
(0.467) 

-2.763***      
(0.475) 

-0.411         
(0.288) 

Joint democracy -2.690**       
(1.200) 

-2.023***      
(0.784) 

-2.777***      
(1.050) 

-0.881         
(0.586) 

-0.327         
(0.203) 

Constant -2.292***      
(0.689) 

-0.429         
(0.502) 

-3.006***      
(0.738) 

-2.054***      
(0.686) 

0.293         
(0.296) 

N 3153 

Log pseudolikelihood -3035.5147 

BIC 6675.2 

Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. The reference outcome category is a draw 
(end with a tie). The model includes a cubic polynomial of peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, 
and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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3.6.2. Robustness Check with Polity IV 

For robustness check, I run model 1 though 4 with (xconst) in Polity IV project (Marshall 

et al. 2018) whereas I use V-Dem’s accountability index (Lührmann et al. 2017; Coppedge 

et al. 2019) earlier. Table 3.10 reports the results. Most results are consistent with the 

previous ones with V-Dem across model 5 though 8. The most important difference is in 

model 7, which investigates the interaction effects of regime type and protests (hypothesis 

2). The results also support for hypothesis 2, showing that the greatest effects of protests 

in hybrid regimes, but it is worth noting that protests in authoritarian regimes also show 

significant positive effects on achieving concessions compared to those in democracies at 

the .05 level in this analysis with Polity IV. Also, authoritarian regimes consistently show 

a negative association with the outcome across model 5, 6, and 8 at the .05 level. Besides, 

military variables (relative military capabilities and alliance similarity) shows consistently 

significant effects on outcomes across all four models. Other than these, most results hold 

when Polity IV is employed. 
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Table 3.10. Multinomial Logistic Regression: Protests and Achieving Concessions (Polity) 

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Protest A (Y/N)  0.696**       
(0.296)    

Protest A (Scale)    2.696***      
(0.927) 

-9.445***      
(3.389) 

-3.244         
(2.033) 

Protest A x Authoritarian Regime   11.74**       
(5.484)  

Protest A x Hybrid regime   14.22***      
(3.481)  

Protest A x Repression    7.804***      
(2.039) 

Protest B (Y/N)  0.371         
(0.306)    

Protest B (Scale)  0.541          
(1.216) 

0.779         
(1.287) 

1.007         
(1.283) 

Authoritarian Regime -1.548***      
(0.544) 

-1.547***      
(0.533) 

-2.199***      
(0.571) 

-1.578***      
(0.536) 

Hybrid Regime 0.636**       
(0.308) 

0.579*        
(0.298) 

-0.360         
(0.330) 

0.542*        
(0.304) 

Repression 0.469*        
(0.268) 

0.391          
(0.260) 

0.367         
(0.269) 

-0.197         
(0.295) 

Relative military capabilities  -1.333***      
(0.426) 

-1.364***      
(0.450) 

-1.192***      
(0.423) 

-1.265***      
(0.452) 

Territorial revisionist A -1.962*        
(1.010) 

-1.911*        
(1.010) 

-1.995*        
(1.023) 

-1.920*        
(1.019) 

Primary actor A 0.668         
(0.604) 

0.668          
(0.603) 

0.627         
(0.586) 

0.678         
(0.618) 

Alliance similarity -1.137**       
(0.514) 

-1.204**       
(0.507) 

-1.749***      
(0.557) 

-1.216**       
(0.518) 

Joint democracy  -16.01***      
(0.309) 

-15.26***      
(0.310) 

-15.94***      
(0.297) 

-16.00***      
(0.433) 

Constant -2.902***      
(0.700) 

-2.309***      
(0.669) 

-1.259*        
(0.669) 

-2.029***      
(0.685) 

N 3044 3044 3044 3044 

Log pseudolikelihood -2902.8649 -2908.4847 -2870.0452 -2896.3068 

BIC 6367.2 6378.4 6381.8 6394.2 
Note: Multinomial logit estimates with standard errors clustered by dyad. All models include a cubic polynomial of 
peace years (not reported). All regime variables, repression, and military capabilities are lagged by one year. *<p.1, 
**p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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3.6.3. Results from Protests Measured in Different Time Periods 

I briefly discuss how protest variables from different periods are associated with the MIDs 

outcomes in Figure 3.4 and 3.5. I measure protest occurrence and the scale of protests 

across five periods, 30, 60, 90, 180, and 360 days before a MID occurrence, and present 

the outcomes only with the period of “180 days” earlier. Here, I report the results from the 

other periods. Due to the limited space, I report coefficient plots of protest variables only 

across model 1 through 4. Protest variables tend to show similar effects across different 

periods except for the shortest (30 days) and the longest (360 days) periods. Figure 3.4 

presents coefficient plots of model 1 for protest occurrence (hypothesis 1) and protest scale 

(hypothesis 1-2). Overall, all protest variables show positive associations with achieving 

concessions, compared to the baseline, draw. The coefficient of protest scale tends to get 

greater as the periods become longer. 

 
  Figure 3.4. Model 1 and Model 2 
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Figure 3.5 suggests coefficient plots from model 3 (hypothesis 2: protest x regime 

type) and 4 (hypothesis 3: protest x repression). As for model 3, the baseline category is a 

democracy, thus each coefficient shows how protests in either authoritarian regimes or 

hybrid regimes contribute to achieving concessions compared to those in democracies, 

ceteris paribus. For example, “authoritarian regime (30d)” with a circular symbol refers to 

the coefficients of protests in authoritarian regimes for 30 days prior to a MID. The 

coefficient of Hybrid (30d) with a diamond symbol reports its association with achieving 

concessions, compared to the baseline, democracy. In general, protests tend to show similar 

effects across different periods. Hybrid regimes show greater effects on outcome compared 

to authoritarian regimes in model 3. Model 4 also supports hypothesis across four periods 

except for the results from “30-day.” When protests face usual or the higher level of 

repression, it will be more likely for foreign counterparts to offer concessions. 

  

 

  Figure 3.5. Model 3 and Model 4 
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3.6.4. Divergent Effects of Protests on Two Types of Winning 

I would like to briefly discuss the divergent impacts of protests on other outcomes, with a 

focus on two types of winning, “State A’s achieving concessions” and “state A’s military 

victory.” Protests A are positively correlated with A’s achieving concessions whereas 

protests A negatively affect State A’s military victory. Alternately stated, in the face of 

domestic protests, states are more likely to finish a MID with obtaining yields than with a 

military victory. These finding note that “how states win” matter in explaining the 

influence of protests on bargaining outcomes in the context of militarized disputes. 

According to the findings of this study, domestic protests look helpful only for a negotiated 

settlement rather than a military victory. We can see these divergent effects of protests on 

two types of winning in figure 3.6 below. 

Figure 3.6 visualizes the marginal effects of Protest A (Scale) on all the six 

outcomes from model 2. The analysis here comes from multinomial logistic regression 

since the outcome variable is structured as a categorical variable with six values. The 

numbers 1 through 6 refer to each outcome category, as follows: 1=A’s achieving 

concessions; 2=A’s military victory; 3=B’s achieving concessions; 4=B’s military victory; 

5=Draw (baseline); and 6=Ongoing. In the figure, X-axis represents the marginal effect of 

protest A on the six outcomes, when there is a 1-standard deviation increase in the scale of 

protest. The dashed line in the middle refers to the reference line. If the outcome is located 

to the right side of this reference line, this means that Protest A is positively associated 

with the outcome. When there is an increase of A’s protest scale, “1=A’s achieving 

concessions” is the most likely outcome. It is followed by “4=B’s military victory” and 

“5=Draw (baseline).” There is no significant effect of A’s protests on “3=B’s achieving 
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concessions,” as it touches the reference line at zero in figure 3.6. On the other hand, the 

increase of protests A’s scale decreases the likelihood of “2=A’s military victory.” The 

least likely outcome is “6=Ongoing.” 

 

  Figure 3.6. Model 2: Marginal Effect of Protest A on Six Outcomes 

 

 

It is worth noting that the two “winning” outcomes (numbers in red), “1=A’s 

achieving concessions” and “2=A’s military victory” are on the opposite sides against each 

other. This means that an increase of A’s protest scale might contribute A’s getting 

concessions; but less likely to correlate with A’s military victory. We can conjecture 

possible scenarios on the relationship between protests and these two types of winning. If 
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a dispute ends with a settlement, domestic protests might be helpful to be used as 

bargaining leverage. If there is no room for settlement, domestic protests might be even 

more detrimental to the government. Dealing with burdens from internal unrest while 

fighting against foreign enemy might decay the government’s capacity in the battlefield. 

Only in the situation where bargaining is still a viable option between belligerents, 

domestic protests can be a tool for better-negotiated outcomes. This difference cannot be 

captured when we aggregate these two types of winnings as one category. 

Based on these results, I would like to discuss a government’s strategic choices in 

the face of domestic protests and interstate militarized disputes. First, using pressure from 

domestic protests might be a profitable option, especially for non-democracies to achieve 

better settlement outcomes. It might not be easy for non-democratic national leaders to 

appreciate the potential “value” of internal resistance, considering the risk of protests’ 

escalation toward anti-home government movements. However, as far as a government can 

contain threats from protests, hybrid regimes can enjoy benefits from the internal resistance 

in international negotiations. If the government wishes to finish the dispute militarily, 

however, domestic protests should be suppressed for the higher chance of a victory. 

Therefore, for the countries whose relative military capabilities are not competent 

enough to guarantee a decisive victory, and whose domestic audience expresses its negative 

opinion through popular protests, it might be worth trying to open rooms for a negotiated 

settlement rather than escalating the conflicts to the full scale toward a militarized ending. 

Of course, another scenario is possible; the hostility level gets too high to avoid ending on 

a battlefield. Intense protests might fuel the international confrontation. In that case, 

domestic protests might contribute to home governments’ losing on the battlefield 
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according to the finding on the divergent effects of protests on the two types of winning. 

Considering the divergent effects of protests on two types of winning, obtaining 

concessions in settlement and achieving military victory, I will exclusively focus on the 

dynamics between protests and settlement outcomes in my next chapter with the Issue 

Correlates of War Settlement (ICOWsettle) data.
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CHAPTER 4. Domestic Protests and Settlements of International Border 

Disputes 

 

 Introduction 

How do domestic protests influence settlement of international border disputes? 

Departing from the context of militarized disputes in chapter 3, this chapter investigates 

the impacts of domestic protests on peaceful settlements of disputes. I test my theoretical 

logic with peaceful settlement attempts of international border disputes from 1945 to 2001 

in Western Europe, Americas, and the Middle East. Will the mechanism change when the 

influence of militarized activities is excluded from the bargaining situation?  Does the 

regime type of the home government still condition the impacts of protests? Does the 

change of repression levels mediate the effects of protests? These are the key inquiries of 

this chapter. 

The point of departure of this chapter is international border disputes that cover 

including territorial, maritime, and river claims. I choose International border disputes as 

the right context to test my theoretical arguments for two reasons. First, border disputes 

tend to have high salience among the general population compared to other foreign policy 

issues. The public attention is critical in my study because they are the source of protest 

mobilization. Second, concerning international border disputes, a government and the 

public are likely to have preferences toward the same direction based on nationalism, which 

perfectly fits into the bargaining situation in my research investigates. Third, relating to the 

homogeneous preference at the national level, it requires minimal efforts to identify which 

side achieve more favorable outcomes in the context of international border disputes. Other 
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international negotiations, such as trade disputes, it could be more difficult to distinguish 

winners from losers since international level compromises can benefit certain domestic 

groups at the expense of others. Lastly, the ongoing border disputes and nationalist protests 

in East Asia motivates me to investigate how those protest activities will impact the final 

dispute settlements with empirical analysis.  

 I conduct an empirical analysis of settlements of international border disputes in 

Western Europe, the Americas, and the Middle East from 1945 to 2001, by using the Issue 

Correlates of War (ICOW) data set (Hensel et al. 2008). This data set collects claims over 

territory, maritime zones, and cross-border rivers in three regions, Americas, Europe, and 

the Middle East (only on river claims) from 1816 to 2001 and detailed information about 

each settlement attempt, such as issue salience, the value of disputed border to each state, 

and the history of previous interaction, etc. Most importantly, the dataset provides 

information about the settlement outcomes, including which negotiating party achieves 

greater concessions from its foreign counterpart.   

Despite all the strengths of ICOW, I conclude that this data set cannot be an optimal 

source for my analysis. The main reason is that a large portion of countries in ICOW are 

democracies due to its regional coverage. The concentration on democracies causes a 

serious problem in analysis. One of the main parts of my theoretical argument is how 

regime types mediate the effects of domestic protests on bargaining outcomes as a frame 

of reference from a foreign counterpart’s perspective. In my sample with ICOW, however, 

there are not enough observations of protests in authoritarian regimes and hybrid regimes 

for quantitative analysis. Also, this unbalanced distribution of regime type weakens the 

reliability of estimates about the sole effects of protests (without interaction with regime 



 

 

91 

type) as well, since the observations are biased toward protests in democracies. Specifically, 

91.89% of protest events in target states are observed in democracies.  

As a result, I cannot find empirical support for my argument. First, there is no 

positive correlation between domestic protests and their home government’s bargaining 

position. Instead, domestic protests decrease their home government’s likelihood of 

achieving concessions, while they contribute to favorable outcomes for a foreign 

counterpart. Second, protests in authoritarian regimes show the greatest impacts on their 

home governments' favorable outcomes in the case of challenger's moderate winning 

compared to protests in the other two regime categories (hybrid regimes and democracies). 

Third, I find partial support for the role of repression in increasing the credibility of protests. 

In the case of challenger's winning, the usual or increased level of repression can offset the 

negative effects of protests on a settlement. 

This chapter proceeds as follows. I start with the research design section that 

discusses the dataset and model specification in detail. Next, I report the analysis results 

and discuss what are the possible cause of the limitation of this analysis. Finally, I 

summarize this chapter and discuss the alternative empirical works that can complement 

the defect of this chapter. 

 

 Theory and Hypotheses  

I contend that popular protests can strengthen a home government's bargaining 

power as a non-institutional source of executive constraints. Domestic protests will push 

the home government to demand more concessions from the foreign counterpart to 

alleviate the negative public opinion and implement the international-level agreement. Or, 
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even when the domestic protests can be under control, the home government could try to 

use the situation for favorable bargaining outcomes. In either case, protests can help the 

home government use the tying-hands strategy by demanding more concessions from a 

foreign counterpart. According to this logic, I suggest hypothesis 1 as follows:  

 

Hypothesis 1: Governments that experience protests are more likely to achieve 
concessions from their foreign counterparts.  

 

I investigate whether the home government’s regime type and a change of 

repression levels mediate the effects of protests in the context of peaceful settlement 

attempts. I argue that protests in a hybrid regime are most threatening to the home 

government; therefore, a foreign counterpart is more likely to offer concessions to a home 

government under a hybrid regime. Protests in hybrid regimes will be perceived as more 

credible threats compared to those in authoritarian regimes, because hybrid regimes tend 

to grant more autonomy to civil society. Moreover, national leaders are more susceptible 

to non-institutional crises in hybrid regimes. Citizens in hybrid regimes can rarely make 

political changes through institutional politics due to the biased playing field in favor of 

national leaders. In this situation, if popular discontent bursts out as mass protests, the 

consequence can be more disastrous to the government in hybrid regimes than to 

democratic governments. Based on this logic, I argue that protests in a hybrid regime are 

most threatening to the home government; therefore, a foreign counterpart is more likely 

to offer concessions to a home government under a hybrid regime. 

Hypothesis 2: Protests in hybrid regimes are more likely to correlate with concessions 
from foreign counterparts than those in democracies and authoritarian 
regimes.  
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Lastly, I suggest a change in repression level as another condition that will 

influence the credibility of protests. The home government's reaction to protests can be 

another clue that demonstrates whether or not the home government exaggerates the threats 

from protests. If the level of repression increases or remains the same as usual levels, the 

foreign counterpart will not find it conforming to reason. If the repression level unusually 

decreases, the credibility of protests will decrease from the foreign counterpart's 

perspective. In this situation, the foreign government will conclude that concessions for the 

home government are unnecessary. 

 

Hypothesis 3: If the repression level against protests remains unchanged or increases 
relative to preexisting levels of repression, the government is likely to 
achieve a concession from the foreign counterpart. 

 

 Research Design 

I test my hypotheses in the context of settlements of international border disputes, 

by using the Issue Correlates of War (ICOW) data set (Hensel et al. 2008). I mainly use 

ICOWsettle data (Version 1.1), which collects settlement attempts of border disputes in 

three continents, Europe, America, and the Middle East, from 1945 to 2001. The unit of 

analysis is the peaceful settlement attempt to a claim. This study analyzes substantive 

attempts only, excluding settlement over procedural and functional issues. Also, I focus on 

bilateral negotiations and negotiations with a nonbinding third party (or more than one), 

considering the context my theory addresses. Cases of arbitration and adjudication are not 

the scope of this analysis. Thus, the total number of observations is 480. 
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Dependent Variables  

The dependent variable is whether or not a country achieves a favorable settlement 

outcome. ICOW data set identifies a challenger and a target over a claim. A challenger 

state is a country that made the initial claim; a target means the claim recipient state against 

whom a claim is made by the challenger. I measure an outcome of settlement with two 

binary variables depending on actor (a challenger or a target) and its level of achievement. 

First, “exclusive winning” indicates whether the actor of interest achieves relatively greater 

concessions than its counterpart, excluding the cases where both actors made even 

concessions. Second, a simple “winning” variable is coded as 1 if the actor achieves 

concessions including the cases of “roughly even concession,” and 0 otherwise. Table 4.1 

suggests summary statistics on settlement outcomes.  

 

Table 4.1. Dependent Variable: Settlement Outcomes (ICOW: 1945-2001) 

Outcomes Freq. Percent (%)  Cum. (%) 

Challenger’s Exclusive Winning 
(Greater concessions by the Target) 61 12.71 12.71 

Roughly Even Concessions  85 17.71 30.42 

Target’s Exclusive Winning 
(Greater concessions by the Challenger) 38 7.92 38.33 

No agreement 296 61.67 100 

Total 480 100  

 
 

The frequency of challenger’s exclusive winning is 61; challenger’s winning is 156, 

including even concessions. There are 38 observations of target’s exclusive winning, and 

it increases to 123 observations of winning by adding even concessions. The 296 settlement 
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observations that could not reach to an agreement are coded as a missing value. I construct 

these variables by using ICOW. I rely on logistic regression models to estimate the impacts 

of domestic protests on the likelihood of achieving concessions. Standard errors clustered 

by dyads. 

 

Explanatory Variables: Protests, Regime Type, and a Change in the Repression Levels 

The main independent variable is the frequency of protests in a challenger/target 

state. I counted the number of protests that took place for 180 days prior to a settlement 

attempt in a challenger state and a target state, respectively. I construct this variable by 

using the Historical Phoenix Event Data Version 1.0 (Althaus et al. 2017) to count protest 

events. Table 4.2 reports protest counts for 180 days in each state. In my sample, a protest 

is a rare event. Overall, 35.31% of challenger states and 42.72% of target states experience 

at least one protest event for the 180 days, respectively. Considering the possible influence 

of the counterpart’s domestic constraints on settlement outcomes (Tarar 2001), I also 

include the foreign counterpart’s protests in models.  

 

Table 4.2. Protest Counts for 180 days prior to a Settlement 

 Protest count Freq. Percent (%)  Cum. (%) 

Challenger 0 306 64.69 64.69 

 1 69 14.59 79.28 

 2+ 98 20.72 100 

 Total 473 100  

Target 0 277 57.83 57.83 

 1 79 16.49 74.32 

 2+ 123 25.68 100 

 Total 479 100  
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Regime type is another key variable to estimate how the regime type of a home 

government mediates the effects of protests on negotiation outcomes in hypothesis 2. I use 

the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) project version 9 (Coppedge et al. 2019) to code the 

trichotomous regime type that consists of an authoritarian regime, a hybrid regime, and a 

democracy. The key element of my regime type conceptualization is the presence of 

electoral competition and the freedom and fairness of the competition. To measure this, I 

use “ordinalized version of the V-Dem Additive polyarchy index (e_v2x_api_3C),” which 

categorizes regime type into three groups depending on “to what extent the electoral 

principle of democracy is achieved.” V-Dem recommends using this three-level variable 

to identify “Autocratic,” “Electoral Authoritarian,” and “Minimally Democratic” nature of 

each regime (V-Dem codebook version 9: 300). I include both challenger and target states’ 

regime type in each model at the same time to control the possible effects of the 

counterpart’s domestic constraints on the settlement outcomes. 

I also considered using the National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy 

(NELDA) dataset (Hyde and Marinov 2019), which assemble information on elections held 

in both democracy and autocracy to measure regime type. However, the unit of observation 

in NELDA is not regime type but each election, so I could not code the years without 

elections. The periods without elections could capture various contexts. Years without 

election could simply mean intervals between regular elections. Or, this period could be 

the situation where an election was unconstitutionally banned or delayed by the ruling 

government. The latter case could mean a more serious tyrannical situation than election 

fraud. However, there is not enough information to distinguish the various contexts in years 

without elections if I rely on NELDA. Thus, I classify regime type by using the variable 
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taken from V-Dem. Table 4.3 suggests the summary statistic of regime types of challengers 

and targets. 

 

Table 4.3. The Distribution of Regime Type 

 Regime Type Freq. Percent (%)  Cum. (%) 

Challenger Authoritarian Regime 69 14.87 14.87 

 Hybrid Regime 88 18.97 33.84 

 Democracy 307 66.16 100 

 Total 464 100  

Target Authoritarian Regime 20 4.48 4.48 

 Hybrid Regime 46 10.31 14.8 

 Democracy 380 85.2 100 

 Total 480 100  
 

 

Concerning hypothesis 3, I measure the change in the level of repression by using 

the Human Rights Score data (Fariss 2014). I code 1 if a home government (either a 

challenger or a target) maintains or increases the level of repression in a given year, and 0 

otherwise. I measure the change in the level of repression from two years ago to one year 

ago in a given year to avoid endogeneity. I employ an interaction variable between the 

change of repression and protest count in model 9 through 12 to investigate whether the 

change in repression level mediates the impacts of protests on settlement outcomes. 

 

Control Variables 

I also introduce a set of control variables to consider influential factors in peaceful 

dispute settlements, primarily relying on models from Justwan and Fisher (2017) whose 
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dependent variable was an outcome of ICOW settlements. First, I control the relative 

military capability of a state by using the Correlates of War National Military Capabilities 

3.01 index (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972; Singer 1987). This is because military 

capabilities can influence the bargaining leverage of a state in the settlement of disputes, 

influencing the likelihood of reaching an agreement. I calculate this variable by dividing a 

country's military capabilities by the sum of both countries' capabilities. 

Second, I include two variables that measures that can contribute to the likelihood 

of cooperation between the claimants. First, the alliance portfolio similarity is controlled. 

If the two countries show a great level of similarity in foreign policy orientations and 

strategic interests, this situation can contribute to a greater chance of exchanging 

concessions and resolving disputes peacefully. I introduce alliance portfolio similarity by 

using the ATOP Similarity Scores Dataset (Chiba et al. 2018) based on Signorino and Ritter 

(1999)'s method to generate the similarity score. Next, I control the number of pacific 

settlement commitments from either global or regional treaties in which the negotiating 

parties commonly engage during the year of observation. The underlying rationale is that 

the more shared membership in international institutions would increase the chances of 

international cooperation between countries. This variable is obtained from ICOW.  

The next set of control variables is related to issue salience and the type of issues. 

The salience of border disputes can influence the likelihood of offering concessions to the 

counterpart. I use the 12-level indicator of issue salience offered by the ICOW dataset. 

However, the salience score should be considered with the nature of a claim (Hensel et al. 

2008), so I also control the type of issues. I employ two dummy variables to identify 

whether the settlement is about a maritime issue or a river issue, respectively.  
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I control three variables regarding the history of a claim since the previous 

experience can affect the current interaction and the likelihood of resolving a dispute 

(Hensel et al. 2008). First, I introduce the total number of MIDs over the issue in the past 

10 years up to a settlement observation to control the intractability of a claim. Second and 

third, I control the total number of successful and unsuccessful settlement attempts in the 

past 10 years. ICOW provides these three variables.  

I control three conditions regarding the nature of third-party involvement. The 

presence of third-party actors and their nature can influence the likelihood of producing a 

settlement. First, I excluded the cases with a binding third-party because the situation my 

theoretical logic addresses are close to pure bilateral settlements or with a non-binding 

third-party. Second, I control whether one (or more) non-binding third-party involves a 

settlement or the settlement is purely bilateral. Third, I also employ a dummy variable to 

control for whether or not the non-binding third-party is a major power. If the third party 

is powerful, it can be more effective in successful mediation (Justwan and Fisher 2017). 

Lastly, I control for temporal dependence with two variables. First, I include the 

number of claim-years until a given settlement attempt, because the duration of claim could 

influence the likelihood of successful settlement. Second, I also introduce the chronological 

number of a given peaceful settlement attempt within a dyadic claim, following Justwan 

and Fisher (2017). Table 4.4 above presents the summary statistics of all variables. 
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Table 4.4. Summary Statistics 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Challenger's Winning 473 0.1949318 0.3965349 0 1 

Target's Winning 479 0.1461988 0.3536503 0 1 

Protest Count (C) 464 1.540685 4.519335 0 42 

Protest Count (T) 446 2.865751 6.658086 0 51 

Regime Type (C) 452 2.569264 0.7170476 1 3 

Regime Type (T) 447 2.829787 0.4543359 1 3 

Repression (C) 455 0.4386161 0.4964948 0 1 

Repression (T) 455 0.4320988 0.4956462 0 1 

Military Capabilities (C) 455 0.4497591 0.3304506 0.0007519 0.9997861 

Military Capabilities (T) 480 0.5502409 0.3304506 0.0002138 0.9992481 

Alliance Portfolio Similarity (ATOP) 480 0.7498999 0.2673622 -0.2074074 1 

Issue Salience  480 7.079641 2.251067 2 12 

Maritime Issue 480 0.5021097 0.5002595 0 1 

River Issue 480 0.1487342 0.3560141 0 1 

Number of Settlement Attempt 480 9.030591 10.98891 1 57 

Major Power Conflict Management 471 0.0959916 0.2947352 0 1 

Claim Duration 480 35.67089 45.38328 0 185 

Pacific Settlement Commitments 480 4.07074 2.693047 0 11 

Successful Attempts (10 yrs.) 480 1.517932 2.513889 0 12 

Unsuccessful Attempts (10 yrs.) 480 2.18038 2.878415 0 13 

Number of MIDs (10 yrs.) 473 0.5516878 1.049195 0 7 

Nonbinding Third-Party CM 479 0.3164557 0.4653385 0 1 

* Note: I fixed the errors of “Number of Settlement Attempt” in the original ICOW data.  
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 Discussion of the Results  

4.4.1. The Summary of Findings 

Different from my expectation, I cannot find support for my hypothesis regarding the 

relationship between domestic protests at home and dispute settlement outcomes. First, 

domestic protests do not contribute to the higher likelihood that a home government 

achieves concessions from their foreign counterpart. Instead, domestic protests often 

demonstrate a negative association with their home government's likelihood of achieving 

concessions. Second, due to the unbalanced distribution of regime type in my sample, I 

could not produce reliable estimation on the interaction between protest and regime type. 

Third, I find partial support for the positive effects of protests when a home government 

employs the usual or greater level of repression. However, I find this only in the case of 

challenger’s exclusive winning. I discuss these results in detail.  

 

4.4.2. Protests and Achieving Concessions  

Table 4.5 reports the association between protest counts and the chance of 

achieving concessions, which tests hypothesis 1. Model 1 and 2 estimates the likelihood of 

a challenger’s exclusive winning and winning (including even concessions), respectively. 

The estimation of a target's winning is suggested in models 3 and 4. First, I cannot find 

support for hypothesis 1 in models 1 through 4. About a challenger's winning in models 1 

and 2, protests in a challenger state demonstrate a negative correlation. Substantively, if a 

challenger state experiences protest at home, this would decrease the chance of achieving 

concessions from a target state at the .05 level. On the other hand, protests in a target state 
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Table 4.5. Logistic Regression: Protest and Settlement Outcomes 

 Challenger Target 

 Exclusive 
Winnning 

Winning Exclusive 
Winnning 

Winning 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Protest (Challenger) -0.206**      
(0.0933) 

-0.303**       
(0.118) 

0.305**       
(0.126) 

0.195**      
(0.0946) 

Protest (Target) 0.0811**      
(0.0369) 

0.0224        
(0.0631) 

-0.0216        
(0.0742) 

-0.0947***     
(0.0362) 

Authoritarian Regime (C) -1.159         
(0.789) 

-2.083*        
(1.114) 

2.198**       
(1.085) 

1.183         
(0.788) 

Hybrid Regime (C) 0.848         
(0.782) 

-0.349         
(0.855) 

0.294         
(0.941) 

-0.883         
(0.769) 

Authoritarian Regime (T) 2.108         
(1.375) 

0.646         
(1.537) 

-0.750         
(1.377) 

-2.308*        
(1.337) 

Hybrid Regime (T) -0.168         
(0.750) 

0.857         
(1.154) 

-0.699         
(1.073) 

0.189         
(0.704) 

Repression (C/T) 
Challenger (M1-2), Target (M3-4) 

0.256         
(0.490) 

0.761         
(0.567) 

0.0636         
(0.610) 

-0.555         
(0.559) 

Relative Military Capabilities (C/T) 
Challenger (M1-2), Target (M3-4) 

1.800*        
(0.968) 

1.533         
(1.016) 

2.475         
(1.919) 

1.897*        
(0.988) 

Alliance Portfolio Similarity -0.987         
(1.345) 

-2.304         
(1.763) 

1.437         
(1.019) 

0.746         
(1.244) 

Issue Salience  -0.0998        
(0.0979) 

0.0777         
(0.142) 

-0.114         
(0.122) 

0.0652         
(0.103) 

Maritime Issue 0.182         
(0.705) 

-0.196         
(0.794) 

0.343         
(0.803) 

0.169         
(0.669) 

River Issue 2.154***      
(0.745) 

3.911***      
(1.128) 

-3.814***      
(1.203) 

-1.740**       
(0.704) 

Number of Settlement Attempt -0.0334        
(0.0554) 

0.114        
(0.0882) 

-0.109        
(0.0901) 

0.0243        
(0.0612) 

Major Power Conflict Management 0.111         
(0.938) 

-2.236**       
(1.025) 

2.086**       
(0.976) 

-0.226         
(0.929) 

Claim Duration -0.0115        
(0.0112) 

0.00875       
(0.00833) 

-0.00872       
(0.00854) 

0.0165        
(0.0115) 

Pacific Settlement Commitments 0.255**       
(0.124) 

0.110         
(0.166) 

-0.0987         
(0.177) 

-0.238**       
(0.120) 

Successful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.195         
(0.146) 

0.340         
(0.268) 

-0.299         
(0.246) 

0.158         
(0.142) 

Unsuccessful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.0611        
(0.0883) 

-0.161         
(0.192) 

0.151         
(0.204) 

0.0926        
(0.0913) 

Number of MIDs (10 yrs.) -0.625**       
(0.307) 

-1.092***      
(0.317) 

1.076***      
(0.353) 

0.592*        
(0.321) 

Nonbinding Third-Party CM 0.192         
(0.692) 

0.382         
(0.694) 

-0.233         
(0.613) 

-0.0913         
(0.707) 

Constant -1.574         
(1.540) 

1.175         
(1.951) 

-3.080         
(1.979) 

-0.157         
(1.463) 

N 174 174    175      175     

Log pseudolikelihood -73.535159 -61.946356 -63.211001         -74.86087 

BIC 255.4 232.2     234.9 258.2 

Note: Logistic regression estimates with standard errors clustered by claim. All regime variables, repression, 
military capabilities, and alliance portfolio are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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show a positive correlation with challengers' exclusive winning (more concessions made 

by a target) although the magnitude of the impact is minimal.  

Protests in a target state are not positively correlated with a target's winning, either. 

According to model 3, a target state’s protests do not show significant effects on a target’s 

exclusive winning. Regarding a target’s winning in model 4, protests in a target state are 

negatively correlated with the outcome. On the contrary, protests in a foreign counterpart 

(a challenger) increases the likelihood of a target state’s chance of winning in both models 

at the .05 level in models 3 and 4. In sum, protests in each country demonstrate some effects, 

but in the opposite direction to what I expect in my hypothesis. 

As for control variables, a river issue shows consistent effects across models. 

Overall, challengers are more likely to achieve concessions when it comes to a claim over 

a river. Next, if a non-binding third-party is a major power, this would work for a target's 

exclusive winning (model 3), decreasing the chance of a challenger's winning (model 2). 

The number of MIDs in the past 10 years is positively correlated with a target's winning 

(models 3 and 4), whereas negatively associated with a challenger's winning (models 1 and 

2). 
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Table 4.6. Logistic Regression: Protest, Regime Type, and Settlement Outcomes 

 Challenger Target 

 (5) Exclusive 
Winning 

(6) Winning (7) Exclusive 
Winning 

(8) Winning 

Protest (Challenger, C) -0.163 (0.457) 0.366 (0.242) 0.310** (0.141) 0.195** (0.0945) 

Protest (Target, T) 0.0912** (0.0397) 0.0414 (0.0453) -0.0349 (0.0691) -0.0946*** 
(0.0364) 

Hybrid Regime (C) 2.150*** (0.666) 3.065*** (0.939) -2.176** (0.857) -2.057*** (0.768) 

Democracy (C) 1.111 (0.878) 3.024*** (1.094) -2.786*** (0.962) -1.174 (0.739) 

Protest x Hybrid Regime (C)  -0.441 (0.568) -1.067*** (0.371)   

Protest x Democracy (C) -0.0107 (0.454) -0.664** (0.264)   

Hybrid Regime (T) -2.152* (1.281) 0.110 (1.360) 1.563 (1.296) - 2.506** (1.272) 

Democracy (T) -1.913 (1.393) -0.288 (1.433) 0.760 (1.348) 2.305* (1.321) 

Protest x Hybrid Regime (T)   omitted -0.0140 (0.704) 

Protest x Democracy (T)   omitted omitted 

Repression  
C (M5-6), T (M7-8) 

0.212 (0.498) 0.673 (0.572) -0.0584 (0.658) -0.557 (0.579) 

Relative Military Capabilities  
C (M5-6), T (M7-8) 1.827* (0.934) 1.498 (1.100) 1.464 (1.029) 1.897* (0.972) 

Alliance Portfolio Similarity  -0.684 (1.389) -1.807 (1.776) 1.979 (1.988) 0.741 (1.251) 

Issue Salience  -0.0927 (0.0969) 0.123 (0.141) -0.157 (0.115) 0.0649 (0.104) 

Maritime Issue 0.200 (0.707) -0.207 (0.782) 0.669 (0.771) 0.169 (0.678) 

River Issue 2.164*** (0.735) 4.773*** (1.214) -4.983*** (1.393) -1.741** (0.710) 

Number of Settlement Attempt -0.0296 (0.0585) 0.142 (0.105) -0.103 (0.0972) 0.0245 (0.0601) 

Major Power Conflict 
Management 0.0510 (0.957) -2.504** (1.086) 2.013** (0.983) -0.227 (0.922) 

Claim Duration -0.00859 (0.0107) 0.0128 (0.00963) -0.00813 
(0.00903) 0.0165 (0.0114) 

Pacific Settlement Commitments 0.223* (0.127) 0.0983 (0.171) -0.144 (0.188) -0.238** (0.121) 

Successful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.201 (0.143) 0.458 (0.288) -0.399 (0.260) 0.156 (0.140) 

Unsuccessful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.0654 (0.0917) -0.250 (0.227) 0.140 (0.239) 0.0922 (0.0900) 

Number of MIDs (10 yrs.) -0.643** (0.316) -1.138*** (0.330) 1.016*** (0.376) 0.586* (0.320) 

Nonbinding Third-Party CM 0.166 (0.711) 0.463 (0.705) -0.569 (0.645) -0.0973 (0.732) 

Constant -1.041 (2.287) -2.290 (2.797) -0.319 (2.257) -1.277 (2.083) 

N 174 174 167 174 

Log pseudolikelihood -73.015531 -58.857071 -58.156511 -74.84655 

BIC 264.7 236.4 223.8 263.2 

Note: Logistic regression estimates with standard errors clustered by claim. All regime variables, repression, military 
capabilities, and alliance portfolio are lagged by one year. In model 7 and 8, “protest x democracy” is omitted 
because of collinearity. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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4.4.3. Protest and Regime Type  

Table 4.6 reports the results on models 5 through 8 that estimate how a 

government's regime type would mediate the effects of protests. On regime type, model 6 

demonstrates varying effects of protests on settlement outcomes across regime type, but 

the results are different from my expectations. In the case of challenger's winning, protests 

in hybrid regimes and those in democracies decrease the likelihood of their home 

government (challenger)'s chance of achieving concessions (including even concessions) 

from a foreign counterpart.  

 

  Figure 4.1. Challenger's Winning: Protests x Regime Type 
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Figure 4.1. visualizes the marginal effects of protests across regime types from 

model 6. In the graph, the baseline category is a democracy,10 and the blue line and the red 

line represent the marginal effects of protests in an authoritarian regime and a hybrid 

regime respectively. If the line is above zero, this means that protests in a certain regime 

type demonstrate greater positive effects on the outcome compared to those in democracies. 

In hypothesis 2, I expect that protests in a hybrid regime will best contribute to the higher 

likelihood of achieving concessions. However, the results suggest that only protests in 

authoritarian regimes can contribute to the greater chance of achieving concession. Protests 

in a hybrid regime mostly do not show a significant difference from those in a democracy. 

The gap across regime types increases as the count of protests increases. 

The results from models 7 and 8 demonstrate the problem of my sample to run these 

models. The coefficient of the interaction variable (protest x democracy) is omitted in both 

models due to its high collinearity. I suspect that the uneven distribution of protests across 

regime type is the main cause of this situation. Table 4.7 below reports the distribution of 

protests across regime types. In the sample, 91.75% of protest events in target states took 

place in democracies whereas only 4.12% and 4.12% of protests were observed in 

authoritarian regimes and hybrid regimes, respectively. The current sample could not 

provide estimates for each regime type because there are not enough number of 

observations for the cases in which non-democratic target states experience protests. 

The analysis of a challenger’s regime type and protest would also have the same 

issue although the interaction variable of protests and a challenger’s regime type produced 

estimation in models 5 and 6. 72.50 % of protest events observed in democratic challengers. 

 
10 In the table 4.6, the baseline category is an authoritarian regime. For a convenient explanation, I set a democracy as the 

baseline category in the figure. Both results are from the same model (model 6).  
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16.88% of protest events took place in authoritarian challenger states. Only 10.62% of 

protests are observed in challenger states under a hybrid regime.  

 

 
    Table 4.7. The Distribution of Protests across Regime Types 

 
 

This unbalanced distribution of protest events across protests results from the 

distribution of regime type in the sample. My sample is highly skewed to democracies in 

both challengers and targets. One of the main reasons could be that the current version of 

ICOWsettle dataset collects settlement attempts mostly in Europe and the Americas.11 In 

Europe, 83.64% of challenger states and 92.02 % of target states are democracies. In the 

Americas, 58.21 % challenger states and 83.70% of target states are democracies. In the 

Middle East only with 49 observations on river claims, regime type is less concentrated 

 
11 Settlement Attempts over river claims include cases in the Middle East, but they are only 49 observations out of the 

total 480 observations. 

 Protest 
Count 

Authoritarian 
Regime 

Hybrid 
Regime 

Democracy Total 

Challenger No protest 42 
(13.82%) 

71 
(23.36%) 

191 
(62.83%) 

304 
(100%) 

 One or more 27 
(16.88%) 

17 
(10.62%) 

116 
(72.50%) 

160 
(100%) 

 Total 68 
(14.87%) 

88 
(18.97%) 

307 
(66.16%) 

464 
(100%) 

Target No protest 12 
(4.76%) 

38 
(15.08%) 

202 
(80.16%) 

252 
(100%) 

 One or more 8 
(4.12%) 

8 
(4.12%) 

178 
(91.75%) 

194 
(100%) 

 Total 20 
(4.48%) 

46 
(10.31%) 

380 
(85.20%) 

446 
(100%) 

Note: I report frequencies and their percentages by row (in parenthesis). 
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into democracy. 22.45% of challengers and 61.22 % of targets are democracies. 57.14% of 

challengers and 32.65% of target states are hybrid regimes. Across the three regions, the 

proportion of democracy is higher in target states. To avoid this problem, I also run models 

with another data set of territorial claims (Huth et al. 2015), which covers all regions. 

However, the total number of observations on settlement outcomes from 1995 to 2000 is 

only 78, which is too small to run my models. 

Other than the interaction variable, a river issue shows consistency in the positive 

impacts on a challenger's winning (models 5 and 6) and the negative correlation with a 

target's winning (models 7 and 8). Major power’s involvement as a non-binding third-party 

decreases a challenger’s chance of winning (model 6) and increase a target's chance of 

exclusive winning (model 7). The number of MIDS for the past 10 years is negatively 

associated with a challenger's winning (models 5 and 6), while it is positively correlated 

with a target's winning (model 7).   

 

4.4.4. Protest and Repression  

Table 8 reports how the level of repression can influence the effects of protests on 

settlement outcomes. Model 9 suggests that the usual or more severe level of repression 

can offset the negative effects of protests on settlement outcomes. As for challenger's 

exclusive winning, protests with an unusually lower level of repression would decrease the 

likelihood of achieving concessions from a target (protest (c)) within a limited range of 

protest counts. According to figure 4.2, the marginal effects of a usual or higher level of 

repression is greater than zero when protest count is between 4 and 15 in model 9. In other 

words, if a challenger state employs a usual or higher level of repression (protest x 
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repression (c)), the negative effects of protests can be counterbalanced. However, this 

counterbalancing effect will disappear once the protest count is greater than 15. In the case 

of a target, I cannot find the same marginal effects of repression. 

Protests of a foreign counterpart contribute to a home government's greater 

likelihood of exclusive winning. According to model 9, a target's protests increase the 

predicted probability of a challenger’s exclusive winning by .018 at the .01 level. Model 

11 estimates that a challenger’s protests will increase the greater predicted probabilities of 

a target’s exclusive winning by .027 at the .01 level. A foreign counterpart’s protests do 

not show any significant effects on winning, which includes even concessions at the .05 

level.  

Again, river issues show a positive association with a challenger's winning and 

exclusive winning as demonstrated in models 9 and 10 while a negative correlation with a 

target's winning and exclusive winning in models 11 and 12. A non-binding third party 

actor will decrease a challenger's winning but increase a target's exclusive winning. As the 

claim experienced more MIDs in the past 10 years, this will decrease the likelihood of a 

challenger's winning and exclusive winning but will positively correlate with a target's 

exclusive winning.  
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Table 4.8. Logistic Regression: Protest, Repression, and Settlement Outcomes 

 Challenger Target 

 (9) Exclusive 
Winning 

(10) Winning (11) Exclusive 
Winning 

(12) Winning 

Protest (C) -0.606*** (0.203) -0.262** (0.133) 0.279** (0.110) 0.184* (0.0944) 

Protest (T) 0.103*** (0.0371) 0.0246 (0.0664) -0.0742 (0.0464) -0.110** 
(0.0439) 

Hybrid Regime (C) 2.104*** (0.715) 1.695* (0.889) -2.096*** (0.789)  

Democracy (C) 1.152 (0.812) 2.118* (1.119) -2.039* (1.154)  

Hybrid Regime (T) -2.346** (1.191) 0.107 (1.503) 0.248 (1.352) 2.607** (1.237) 

Democracy (T) -2.107 (1.328) -0.596 (1.538) 0.863 (1.421) 2.389* (1.353) 

Repression (C) -0.116 (0.523) 0.966 (0.608)   

Protest x Repression (C) 0.508** (0.207) -0.139 (0.109)   

Repression (T)   -0.401 (0.606) -0.687 (0.613) 

Protest x Repression (T)   0.165*** (0.0635) 0.0465 (0.0522) 

Relative Military Capabilities  
C (M10-11), T (M11-12) 

2.029** (0.917) 1.543 (1.025) 1.550 (1.037) 1.905* (0.994) 

Alliance Portfolio Similarity -0.913 (1.503) -2.204 (1.790) 2.284 (1.969) 0.630 (1.237) 

Issue Salience  -0.0745 (0.0946) 0.0657 (0.144) -0.125 (0.125) 0.0649 (0.104) 

Maritime Issue 0.0556 (0.770) -0.163 (0.778) 0.216 (0.823) 0.101 (0.680) 

River Issue 1.960** (0.764) 4.317*** (1.282) -4.142*** (1.218) -1.779** (0.710) 

Number of Settlement Attempt -0.0310 (0.0609) 0.121 (0.0924) -0.120 (0.0981) 0.0204 (0.0626) 

Major Power Conflict 
Management 

-0.276 (0.883) -2.225** (1.044) 2.246** (0.980) -0.220 (0.965) 

Claim Duration -0.00990 (0.0119) 0.00854 (0.00844) -0.0105 (0.00889) 0.0162 (0.0115) 

Pacific Settlement 
Commitments 

0.199 (0.133) 0.103 (0.175) -0.0410 (0.150) -0.221* (0.121) 

Successful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.18 (0.146) 0.337 (0.274) -0.302 (0.246) 0.159 (0.142) 

Unsuccessful Attempts (10 yrs.) -0.0614 (0.0896) -0.165 (0.194) 0.183 (0.218) 0.104 (0.0936) 

Number of MIDs (10 yrs.) -0.743** (0.290) -1.098*** (0.329) 1.179*** (0.355) 0.624* (0.324) 

Nonbinding Third-Party CM 0.384 (0.657) 0.395 (0.714) -0.314 (0.622) -0.0647 (0.734) 

Constant -0.436 (2.232) -0.432 (2.837) -1.569 (2.632) -1.224 (2.088) 

N 174 174 175 175 

Log pseudolikelihood -71.523901           -61.558099 -61.506062 -74.666463 

BIC 256.5 236.6 236.6 263.0 

Note: Logistic regression estimates with standard errors clustered by claim. All regime variables, repression, 
military capabilities, and alliance portfolio are lagged by one year. *<p.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. 
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  Figure 4.2. Challenger's Exclusive Winning: Protests x Repression 

 

 

 

 Conclusion  

This chapter tests my theoretical logic in the context of settlement of international 

border disputes with ICOW data set. However, I could not find support for my hypotheses. 

There is a problem in my choice of a dataset to test my theoretical argument. This situation 

raises concerns about the reliability of the analysis. The findings can be summarized as 

follows. First and most importantly, protests show a negative association with their home 

government's likelihood of achieving concessions, contributing to a foreign counterpart's 

favorite settlement outcomes. This is the opposite result of what I expect in my theory 
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chapter. If I can rely on this result, this could demonstrate that domestic unrest could 

encourage the home government to resolve a conflict (Ghosn 2010: 1068) even with 

offering more concessions rather than betting for achieving more concessions.  

Second, it is difficult to argue the mediating effects of regime type based on the 

current analysis. This is mainly because the sample is highly skewed to democracies. 

Overall, 66.16 % of challenger states and 85.20% of target states in the data set are 

democracies. Because of this high concentration on democracy in target states, I could not 

get an estimation of how a target state's protest and regime type influence a target's 

favorable settlement outcomes. Most protest events are observed in democracies, thus there 

is little variance in outcomes in the case of protests in authoritarian regimes and hybrid 

regimes. This situation would be primarily related to the population of the data source for 

the dependent variable. The current version of ICOW data consists of events collected 

mainly from Europe and the Americas, where over 80% of target states are democracies.  

The concentration of democracies can also raise a concern about the results of the 

overall effects of protests. Since a large portion of protest events are observed in 

democracies, the analysis of the general effects of protests (hypothesis 1) could be mainly 

a test on the effects of protest in democracies. Also, this result is not consistent across 

different data sets. I find that a challenger's protests conduce positive effects on a 

challenger's favorable settlement outcomes when I run a hackman selection model with 

another territorial disputes data set (Huth et al. 2013) that covers all countries in the globe. 

Unfortunately, I could not use this data for the main analysis due to the small number of 

observations (n=78) that cannot afford my full models with all control variables and 

interaction variables. 
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Also, I found partial support for the influence of repression that accompanies 

ongoing protests. In the case of a challenger's exclusive winning, when protests are met 

with a usual or greater level of repression, the negative effects of protests can be 

counterbalanced. However, there is no consistent finding in the case of a target. Despite 

the partial support in the case of challengers, this result suggests that the home 

government’s employ of repression has a significant explanatory power. In the future 

research, I will test my argument regarding a change in the repression levels with different 

measures that directly capture the repression against the civil liberty.  

In the future research, I can address the issues in three ways. First, I can extend the 

sample with other data sets to cover other regions that include a more proportional 

distribution of regime type. I can take cases of territorial disputes in East Asia, Africa, and 

the Middle East from Huth et al (2013). Or, Data from Wiegand and Powell (2010) can be 

another source for extending the current sample. Second, I can include a brief qualitative 

analysis based on cases in the dataset to back up a limitation of the quantitative analysis. 

Third, a more fundamental change of research would be conducting a new quantitative 

analysis by using the International Conflict Management (ICM) data (Bercovitch and 

Jackson 1997). This could be a viable option considering the available information from 

this data although I will not be able to test my expectations in the context of border disputes. 
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CHAPTER 5. Anti-Japanese Protests and Negotiation between South Korea 

and Japan 

 

 Introduction  

The primary focus of this chapter is to examine how the regime type of a home 

government mediates the impacts of protests by influencing a foreign government’s 

evaluation process through a case study on two negotiations between South Korea and 

Japan. I have argued that domestic protests can increase their home government’s 

bargaining leverage when the foreign counterpart perceives them as credible constraints. 

Especially, I expect that protests in hybrid regimes are the most effective in inducing 

favorable bargaining outcomes. I conduct archival research with primary sources from 

South Korea, Japan, and the U.S. to investigate the causal mechanism through which this 

dynamic work, which could not be investigated in chapters 3 and 4 with quantitative 

analyses. 

South Korea-Japanese relations provide a pertinent context to explore the effects of 

domestic protests on international bargaining outcomes. Due to the history of Japanese 

colonial rule from 1910 to 1945, South Korean citizens have deep-rooted anti-Japanese 

sentiment. The hostility often mobilizes nationalist protests against Japan when the two 

countries try to strengthen their ties or dispute over policy issues.12 This situation enables 

me to investigate how popular protests influenced international cooperation and conflict 

between the two countries. Also, since South Korea has experienced frequent changes of 

 
12 Recently, Japanese citizens also frequently express anti-Korean sentiment and engage in protests, mainly influenced 

by the long-lasting disputes over the Japanese colonial rule and the rise of the historical revisionism. 
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regime type across an authoritarian regime, a hybrid regime, and a democracy, I can 

explore the effects of protests conditioning on the varying regime type of south Korea, 

whereas the regime type of Japan has been controlled as a democracy since 1946. 

This chapter traces the process in which the South Korean government’s bargaining 

strategy with domestic protests was perceived by the Japanese and the US. governments, 

and influenced the outcome of negotiations in the following two cases: (1) the negotiation 

on the Treaty on Basic Relations between South Korea and Japan in 1965 and (2) the 1974 

diplomatic dispute on Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted assassination of South Korean president. 

In both cases, South Korean citizens participated in large-scale anti-Japanese protests 

nationwide in the middle of negotiation regarding the two incidents. South Korean 

government attempted to use this domestic vulnerability to conduce concessions from its 

foreign counterpart, Japan. However, South Korea was able to achieve concessions only in 

the first case whereas the same strategy backfired in the second case. What caused this 

difference in outcomes? This is the main inquiry of this chapter, and my answer centers 

around the regime type of South Korea. 

Under the hybrid regime, South Korea itself was very cautious about dealing with 

the protests, concerned about the high risk of regime breakdown by anti-government 

protests. Even with this risk, South Korea continued to mention public opinion and protests 

on the negotiation table and request concessions. The foreign counterpart, Japan, and the 

strong mediator, the U.S. also perceived the protest movements as a credible threat to the 

South Korean government and they believed that the Korean government could not control 

the situation. Finally, Japan and the U.S. readjusted the preexisting deal on the economic 

aid in favor of South Korea. Under the authoritarian regime, however, this mechanism did 
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not work even with the fierce nationwide anti-Japanese protests in South Korea. The key 

difference from the first case was that Japan and the U.S. believed that the protests rarely 

burdened the Korean government and that the Korean government would be able to manage 

the protests when President Park Chung-hee already monopolized the power after the 

constitutional reform in 1972. This belief was proved right when the FBI uncovered that 

the Park administration tried to incite Korean residents’ anti-Japanese protests in the U.S. 

As a result, South Korea’s tying-hands strategy with protests could not serve the role of 

bargaining leverage. 

This chapter proceeds as follows. I explain my case selection process and discuss 

additional factors in the research design section. Sections 3 discusses the first case, the 

negotiation on the Treaty on Basic Relations in 1965 and section 4 investigates the second 

case, the negotiation to manage the diplomatic dispute on Mun Se Gwang’s assassination 

attempt. Each of these two sections consists of the following four parts: a brief introduction 

of the case, a description of anti-Japanese protests, the South Korean government’s attempt 

to use protests, and the final negotiation outcomes. I conclude with a summary and a brief 

discussion of another case regarding the Korea-Japan agreement on the issue of “comfort 

women” victims in 2015. 

 

 Research Design 

The research objective of this chapter is to investigate how regime type mediates 

the effects of protests on international bargaining outcomes. The dependent variable is the 

level of a concession made by the Japanese government. I choose a diverse case method 

(Seawright and Gerring 2008) to see how the variation in regime type affects the outcome 



 

 

117 

of a negotiation. In my quantitative analysis in chapter 3, I find support for my hypothesis 

that protests in hybrid regimes are most effective in achieving a concession from a 

counterpart. I investigate whether I can confirm this finding in this case study. Here, the 

diverse value is the regime category. I examine whether the change in regime type will lead 

to variation in outcomes controlling the presence of large-scale protests. Thus, I choose the 

two cases with a focus on regime type. South Korea has experienced all three regime types, 

authoritarian regime, hybrid regime, and democracy while Japan maintains a democracy 

since 1948.  

As I have discussed, I use a trichotomous regime classification that consists of an 

authoritarian regime, hybrid regime, and democracy. With a focus on electoral competition, 

I define a hybrid regime as a political system that possesses direct multi-party elections as 

democracy does, but the freedom and fairness of the competition are systematically 

impaired in favor of the incumbent government (Schedler 2002; Diamond 2002; Levitsky 

and Way 2010). An authoritarian regime is a political system where multi-party elections 

are not allowed in selecting government officials. Democracies are a political system where 

government officials are selected by free and fair multiparty elections.  

I should note that define South Korea’s regime type based on this conceptualization 

of each regime type, instead of existing large-N regime type datasets. The main reason for 

this decision is that there are not available regime type datasets which accurately measures 

the regime type of South Korea. Most existing data sets do not correctly code the regime 

type of South Korea during Park Chung-hee’s presidency, especially between the 

constitutional reform in 1972 (the Yushin Constitution) and the 11th presidential election 

in 1980. The Yushin constitution enabled Park to monopolize political power by abolishing 
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multi-party elections, and it lasted until 1980 when his predecessor Chun Doo-Hwan ran 

for the single-candidate presidential election and elected with 99.4% of votes. During this 

period, the regime type of South Korean should be categorized as an authoritarian regime. 

Based on this regime classification, Table 5.1 present the regime type of South Korea since 

1948.  

 

Table 5.1. The Regime Type of South Korea (1948-present) 

Regime Type Years Memo 

Hybrid Regime 1948-1959 The regime type changed through the 4.19 Democratization 
Movement in 1960 

Democracy 1960 The regime type changed through Park Chung-hee’s 5.16 
coup d’état in 1961. 

Hybrid Regime* 1963-1971 Park became a civilian leader by running for the multi-party 
presidential election in 1963. 

Authoritarian Regime* 1972-1980 Through a constitutional reform, Park abolished multi-party 
elections and removed his term limit in 1972. 

Hybrid Regime 1981-1986 The regime type changed through 6.10 Democratization 
Movement in 1987. 

Democracy 1987-present  

* A case is selected in this period. 
 

 

In addition to this regime classification of South Korea, I also consider the presence 

of large-scale anti-Japanese protests and a related negotiation between South Korea and 

Japan.  The selected cases are as follows: (1) the negotiation on the Treaty on Basic 

Relations in 1965 as a case under the hybrid regime; and (2) the negotiation to resolve a 

diplomatic dispute over Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted assassination in 1974 as a case of an 

authoritarian regime.  

Across these two cases, the following conditions are controlled. The most important 

factor is the involvement of the U.S. in the negotiations as a mediator. The U.S. had a 
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strong strategic incentive to establish cooperative relations between South Korea and Japan 

in East Asia when the confrontation with the Soviet Union continued, the threats from 

Communist China increased, and the U.S. was in a quagmire in Vietnam. Also, Japan 

should be the U.S’ partner, which can share the burden of foreign aid to support South 

Korea. Throughout the negotiation, the U.S. played a significant role in making the two 

countries continue the negotiations despite setbacks and difficulties in the process. 

The following conditions were controlled as well. Both cases took place under Park 

Chung-hee’s presidency. The gaps in national capabilities between South Korea and Japan 

remained. The regime type of Japan is controlled as a democracy. I should note that the 

change in the repression level is not controlled. When the government faced anti-Japanese 

protests, the repression level increased in the first case whereas it decreased in the second 

case. I conduct archival research using primary and secondary sources from South Korea, 

Japan, and the U.S. 

 

 

 Case 1. Anti-Japanese Protests under a Hybrid Regime: The Negotiation on 

the 1965 Korea–Japan Normalization Treaty  

 
South Korea and Japan spent 20 years without formal diplomatic relations since the 

liberation of Korea from Japanese rule in 1945. Despite the American encouragement, the 

historical enmity resulted from 36 years of Japanese colonial rule (1910-1945) prevented 

the two countries from establishing a new cooperative relationship. The two countries 

started the first bilateral talk to normalize their diplomatic ties in October 1951 in the 
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middle of the Korean War by the mediation of the United States. However, it took 14 years 

until South Korea and Japan finally established their diplomatic relationship by signing on 

the Treaty on the Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan and four other 

agreements13 on June 22, 1965. This section focuses on the negotiation process from 1961 

to 1965 under the Park Chung-hee administration, the most critical period in explaining the 

final negotiation outcome. 

 

5.3.1. The Normalization Negotiation between South Korea and Japan  

The two countries had bilateral talks for normalization for 14 years, but the 

meaningful progress could not be made for 9 years under the Rhee Syngman regime (1948-

1960) and the Chang Myon regime (1960). The negotiation was repeatedly suspended due 

to the gaps between the two parties on the issues of war reparations and maritime disputes 

around a marine boundary, so-called "Peace Line.” Historical enmity also contributed to 

the prolonged negotiation process. As a former leader of the Korean independence 

movement during colonial rule, president Rhee Syngman's priority was not making a deal 

with the Japanese government. He maintained a hawkish position throughout the 

negotiation process, supported by the anti-Japanese sentiment of Korean people. Kubota 

Kan'ichirō, the Head of the Japanese Delegate, made remarks that Japanese rule was 

beneficial to Korea at the third round of negotiation in 1953 and this exacerbated anti-

Japanese sentiment even worse (Yu 2016). The negotiation came to a halt for 4 years and 

 
13 Besides the Treaty on Basic Relations, there were four additional agreements that require formal ratification: the 

Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning the Property and Claims and on the Economic Cooperation, the 
Agreement on Fisheries, the Agreement on the Legal Status and Treatment of the Nationals of the Republic of Korea, 
and the Agreement on the Art Objects and Cultural Cooperation. In this chapter, I use “the 1965 Korea–Japan 
Normalization Treaty” as a collective term to refer to all five agreements. 
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6 months. The following Chang Myon regime did not have enough time to make progress 

until the negotiation was suspended by the military coup led by Park Chung-hee on May 

16, 1961.  

The negotiation was resumed three months after Park Chung-hee came onto power 

as the Chairman of the Supreme Council for National Reconstruction, a ruling military 

junta from May 1961 to December 1963. Park Chung-hee put a priority on economic 

development to enhance the political legitimacy of his power. However, South Korea did 

not have enough capital and technology for industrialization. In this situation, the Park 

administration perceived Japan as a source of funds for economic development. The Park 

Chung-hee administration was eager to normalize the diplomatic tie with Japan in order to 

receive money in the form of compensation for Japanese 36-year rule over the Korean 

Peninsula, which could be spent on economic development plan (Yu 2016, 299).  

This motivation resonated with the Kennedy/Johnson administration's rising 

interest in reconciliation between South Korea and Japan. Under the growing threat from 

Communist China in the East Asia, the U.S.’ long-term goal was to make South Korea as 

an economically developed and politically stable country (Park 2010). However, the U.S. 

found it burdensome to continue to support South Korea especially when the U.S. 

involvement in Vietnam increased (Cha 1996). In this situation, the U.S. perceived the 

ROK-Japan normalization as “the way of long-term US dollar saving.”14 The U.S. needed 

Japan as a partner that would share the burden of economic aid, thus it actively stepped 

 
14 Document 342. Memorandum from Robert W. Komer of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s Special 

Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy). Foreign Relations of the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1964-1968, 
Volume XXIX, Part 1, Korea. Johnson Library, National Security File, Country File, Korea, Vol. I. Secret. 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d342  
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into the negotiation to push the two countries to reach the final settlement (Won-deog Lee 

2007). 

Japan kept an eye on the South Korean situation after the 1961 military coup and 

hesitated to negotiate, concerning the uncertainty of the new regime. During the meeting 

between Japanese Prime Minister Ikeda Hayato and US President John F. Kennedy 

between June 20 and 23, 1961, they discussed the unstable situation of South Korea after 

the military coup. Prime Minister Ikeda requested Kennedy to take the Korean situation 

seriously for the transition from the military government to a normal civilian rule.  

President Kennedy shared the concern but expressed pessimism about Park’s military 

government. Kennedy also demonstrated that the U.S. wished Japan to help South Korea 

after normalizing the diplomatic relations.15 After this summit, Ikeda spoke about Japan’s 

willingness to resume the negotiation with the Park administration at a press conference on 

July 1, 1961 (D. J. Lee 2015, 457).  

A breakthrough in the negotiation was made by the "Kim-Ohira memo” in 

November 1962, a settlement made between the head of the Korean Central Intelligence 

Agency Kim Jong-pil and Japanese Foreign Minister Ohira Masayoshi on the amount of 

compensation for Japan’s occupation of the Korean Peninsula. Through this political 

settlement at the high-level talks, the two governments solve the most intractable problem, 

the issue of financial compensation for colonial history. A wide gap in the amount of 

compensation had been one of the main reasons that often suspended the negotiation under 

the previous regimes. The two governments took a major step forward the final deal by 

 
15 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, “(2) Ikeda�Kennedy kaidan niokeru kankoku gunji seiken mondai [Korean 

Military Administration Issues at Ikeda-Kennedy Meeting]” In Nichi kan kokkō seijō ka kōshō no kiroku [Review on 
the records of Japan-Korea normalization negotiations. 8], Document Number (hereafter DN) 506. 
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adopting a top-down approach in solving this issue. “Kim-Ohira memo” decided that the 

economic compensation from Japan would consist of $300 million of grants-in-aid, $200 

million of government loans, and additional commercial loans. Then the working-level 

proceeded to work on the nature of this compensation and other issues. 

However, the negotiation process suffered a serious setback owing to the anti-

negotiation movement led by the opposition parties and students in 1964 and 1965. After 

Park Chung-hee successfully became the president of South Korea through the 1963 

presidential election, the Park administration planned to finalize the negotiation by May 

1964. On March 5th, 1964, the Korean government announced a timeline for the remaining 

negotiation schedule which aimed to make the final settlement in May 1964. This 

announcement precipitated a nationwide anti-negotiation movement.  

 

5.3.2. Anti-Negotiation Protests in South Korea  

The movement became highly intensified from 1964 to 1965 as the likelihood of 

settlement increased. Depending on the demand of protesters as well as the progress in 

negotiations, the movement can be characterized differently across two phases: the anti-

negotiation protests in 1964 and the anti-negotiation/ratification protests in 1965. In this 

study, I focus on the anti-negotiation protests in 1964, which took place before the signing 

of the treaty. This is because the movement at this time was critical in deciding the final 

negotiated outcomes. College students started the movement in March 1964 stimulated by 

the opposition parties’ anti-negotiation campaign. This movement evolved as an anti-

government campaign and escalated to the extent that the negotiation was halted for six 

months. During this period the Japanese government the U.S. government discussed the 
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situation in Korea and discussed whether it necessary to adjust the negotiated deal I discuss 

the details below.  

The anti-negotiation movement in 1964 unfolded across three stages. The first stage 

started in March 1964. Right after the South Korean government announced the timeline 

for the rest of negotiations with the high prospects for the final settlement on March 5, 

1964, opposition parties and student protesters actively carried out their anti-negotiation 

campaign. All opposition parties and social, religious, and cultural organizations formed 

the "National Committee for the Combat against Japan Indignity Diplomacy (hereafter "the 

Committee")" on March 6th and the Committee started a nation-wide anti-negotiation 

campaign. In their statement, they demanded that the South Korean government suspend 

the negotiation immediately and urge the Japanese government to reflect their shameful 

history to repress South Korean over generations. Also, they appealed to all citizens’ 

participation in the campaign (Yoshijawa 2001, 203)  

Inspired by the campaign, college students and citizens also started large-scale anti-

negotiation protests on March 24th (C. Yi 2011, 189-190). About 80,000 people were 

participated until the end of the March, urging the South Korean government to 

immediately suspend the negotiation, stop suppressing protests, refuse U.S. involvement 

in the bilateral negotiations, etc. However, at this first stage, protesters’ demands were 

limited to the negotiation itself, mostly focusing on the South Korean government’s 

performance and submissive posture in the negotiation. They clarified that the movement 

was nothing to do with anti-government protests nor anti-US protests (Lee 2015, 13).   

Initially, the South Korean government took conciliatory actions to appease the 

protesters corresponding to the moderate demands of protesters. The South Korean 
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government had to cancel off the announced schedule that planned to settle in March, write 

the treaty in April, and sign in May 1964. In his special statement on the negotiation on 

March 26th, President Park demonstrated his understanding of students’ patriotic 

sentiments. He demonstrated that he thought the selfless patriotic protests assisted the 

government to urge the Japanese government to apologize for the colonial history and make 

progress in the 13 year-long intractable negotiation. Also, the president promised to share 

the progress of negotiation with students, ordering the Foreign Ministry and related 

authorities.16 On March 30th, President Park invited the student leaders of 11 universities 

and had an open dialogue. Park showed students the original “Kim-Ohira” memo, which 

outlined the potential negotiated deal and answered students’ questions about the 

negotiation. Students also submitted their requirements regarding the following process of 

negotiations (C. Yi 2011, 196). This concessive approach of the government seemed to 

ease off the fierce protests.  

However, starting the second stage of the movement, a large-scale protest erupted 

again on April 19th. Protesters blamed the government for continuing the negotiation even 

after the open dialogue. This situation was not surprising because the government’s 

conciliatory posture and the temporary suspension of the negotiation were mere a gesture 

to cool off the protests rather than an actual policy change. 3,000 students and 1,000 

citizens participated in a demonstration in Seoul. The intensity of protests in this stage 

reached a peak when about 4,000 students held the “Funeral Service for Nationalistic 

Democracy” on May 20th in 1964. “Nationalistic democracy,” was the political slogan Park 

Chung-hee suggested in the 1963 presidential election. Park argued that it is necessary to 

 
16 Park Chung-hee, 1964. “Hanilhoedame gwanhan teukbyeoldamhwamun [The Special Statement on the Korea-Japan 

negotiation]” South Korean National Archive (http://www.pa.go.kr/research/contents/speech/index04_result.jsp).  
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revise western democracy to fit into the Korean situation and culture, emphasizing the 

importance of independence and self-reliance (Kang 2011, 303-306). In the funeral, 

students carried a black coffin which symbolized nationalistic democracy and refuted this 

concept in the eulogy, by saying, “nationalistic democracy had long been dead. A soulless 

corpse, nationalistic democracy, which is anti-democratic and anti-national! 17 ” This 

funeral refuted the core political ideology Park presented to justify his power, 

demonstrating how anti-negotiation protests transformed into anti-government protests at 

this stage. At this stage, the movement evolved from anti-negotiation protests to anti-

government protests, questioning the political legitimacy of the Park administration. It was 

the largest protests since Park Chung-hee came to power through the 5.16 military coup in 

1961. 

The radicalized movement aroused the government’s repressive reactions. 

Especially, the symbolic funeral was perceived as a direct challenge to the Park 

administration. As the protests radicalized, the government also relied upon repressive 

measures to keep students and the media on a short leash. When the 4.19 protests erupted, 

the government immediately sent massive police to universities to control the situation. 

Also, it called an emergency meeting with college presidents and gave directions regarding 

student punishment and discipline for participating in protests. On April 21st, the 

government announced that it would take stern measures against any protests by the 

 
17 “Minjokjeok minjujuui jangnye mit seongtodaehoe, bulheo mureupsseugo ganghaeng” [Student protesters pushed 

ahead the funeral of nationalistic democracy and the rally despite the government’s disapproval], The Kyunghyang 
Shinmun, May 20, 1964. 
https://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1964052000329203001&editNo=2&printCount=1&publi
shDate=1964-05-20&officeId=00032&pageNo=3&printNo=5716&publishType=00020 [Accessed December 1, 
2019] 
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presidential directive. After the funeral for nationalistic democracy, about 100 people were 

injured and 200 participants were arrested.  

The third stage of the 1964 movement came to a climax with the 6.3 protest 

movement, which ended up suspending the negotiation for six months and pushed the 

Japanese government and U.S. government to review the negotiated deal. The protest 

started on June 2nd, 1964. Including non-student participants, about 5,000 protesters poured 

into the street, chanting anti-government slogans. Tear gas could not prevent them from 

marching to the National Assembly. Protesters demanded the president step down and stop 

the “reign of terror.” A hunger strike continued to become nationwide since it started at 

Seoul National University on May 30th. On the next day, June 3rd, 12,000 protesters 

marched to the Blue House, the executive office and official residence of the president 

(Yoshijawa 2001, 207). At this stage, protesters’ slogans addressed fundamental issues of 

the Park administration, including Park’s military coup in 1961, political corruption, the 

government’s abuse of power through National Intelligence, dependence on the foreign 

power and comprador capital. Total 30,000 participated in fierce protests and occupied the 

National Assembly building (C. H. Lee 2015).  

The South Korean government perceived the situation as a national emergency and 

became tough on this movement. President Park discussed the situation with the U.S. 

Ambassador to Korea, Samuel D. Berger, and the commander in chief of the United States 

Forces Korea (USFK), Hamilton Howze. The US Embassy announced that the commander 

in chief of the USFK allowed stationing two divisions of the Korean Army in Seoul to 

control the situation. The government declared martial law and attempted to arrest the 

leaders of the movement. In a special statement, President Park criticized the protests for 
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“denying the government elected by the people,” emphasizing his legitimacy gained by the 

1963 election (C. H. Lee 2015). The Park administration labeled the protest as a rebellion, 

suspecting the People’s Revolutionary Party, which, the government argued, followed the 

order from North Korea (C. H. Lee 2015).  

Under martial law, the military easily quelled the protests and arrested 1,120 

students, politicians, and journalists. 348 students served a six-month sentence in prison. 

Despite the government's harsh response to protesters, the judges found all students 

innocent and ordered to release them; at this time, the judiciary was still independent of the 

executive. However, the government ordered universities expel all of the student leaders 

and dismissed professors who instigated the student protests. On July 29, 1964, martial law 

was lifted (C. H. Lee 2015).  

 

5.3.3. The South Korean Government’s Strategy under a Hybrid Regime 

Since the first phase of protest movements in March 1964, the domestic situation 

in South Korea had become an issue in the negotiation. Even after martial law was declared 

to crack down the 6.3 movement in July 1964, the official negotiation was suspended until 

December 1964 although the negotiating parties had unofficial talks. During this period, 

South Korea’s message was two-folded: demonstrating its willingness to continue the 

negotiation as well as convincing the foreign counterpart that additional concessions are 

necessary.  

It was not the first time that colonial history became a major obstacle since South 

Korea and Japan had started the negotiation in the middle of the Korean War in 1951. 

Park’s predecessor, President Rhee Syngman (in office: 1948-1960) also took a firm stand 
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against Japan on account of anti-Japanese sentiment. However, President Rhee, as a former 

independent movement activist, was hardly willing to make a deal with Japan. Rather, he 

was inclined to play with the anti-Japanese sentiment as an outlet for citizens’ to divert 

public grumbles about the economic situation and the revision of the constitutional law for 

his third term (D. J. Lee 2015, 229-230). 

Different from his predecessor, Park put a priority on a settlement with Japan to 

receive financial sources for economic development. The Park administration perceived 

Japan as the only source for a large sum of money especially when the U.S. decreased its 

to balance international payment. However, in the extreme asymmetry in national power, 

South Korea did not have many resources for greater bargaining leverage. For instance, 

South Korean GDP per capita was $158.24 whereas Japan’s was $479.00 (World Bank 

2018) in 1960 when only seven years had passed since the Korean War. In this situation, 

the constraining power from the negative public opinion was often on the negotiation table, 

to request further consideration of its domestic audience.  

Even before the nationwide protest movement broke out in March 1964, the South 

Korean government had urged Japan and the U.S. to understand the Korean government’s 

tricky position in negotiating with Japan, the former colonial ruler. For example, when the 

Japanese chief delegate visited South Korea in 1961, South Korea emphasized the 

importance of economic compensation as a solution to settle the anti-Japanese settlement 

(D. J. Lee 2015, 472). In his letter to President Kennedy on September 12, 1962, Park 

Chung-hee said that he was doing his best to normalize the diplomatic relationship with 

Japan but discussed problems that made the negotiation harder.18 He pointed out that 

 
18  Park Chung-hee to President John F. Kennedy, “The Letter to the U.S. President John F. Kennedy” [Kennedy 

Daetongnyeonge Bonaeneun Park Chung-hee Uijangui Chinseo], September 12, 1962, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
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Japan’s “superiority complex” based on its colonial history as one of the obstacles that 

exacerbated Korean citizens' strong opposition. He demonstrated his determination and 

efforts to alleviate anti-Japanese sentiment to make a settlement.  

The anti-Japanese sentiment was not merely a "card" for better negotiation 

outcomes. It was an actual burden especially on The Park administration due to president 

Park's early career as a lieutenant in the Imperial Army under Japanese rule. It was the 

Achilles' heel of Park that made him accused as a "pro-Japanese collaborator." Therefore, 

“the national sentiment” was always a major issue the South Korean government brought 

when South Korea and Japan tried to make a progress in the negotiation. Considering that 

the colonial rule under Japan lasted over three decades and the majority of Korean citizens 

still vividly remembered their experience during the Japanese occupation, the difficulty in 

dealing with anti-Japanese sentiment was not just a bluffing.  

Thus, the South Korean government put effort into public relations and promoting 

the government’s viewpoint. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs collaborated with the 

Ministry of Public Information to advertise national interests and benefits South Korean 

would take from the settlement. The public information ministry designed a variety of 

measures by each negotiation stage, including commercials, broadcasting debate program, 

holding an academic forum, etc. The government planned in detail to control the media 

exposure depending on the viewpoint. By “cooperating with broadcasters,” they tried to 

cast more pro-negotiation citizens and public figures, preventing the opposition from 

having a voice.19 These measures demonstrated a hybrid regime's effort to manipulate 

 
Republic of Korea (hereafter MOFA ROK) Diplomatic Document Registration Number (hereafter DDRN) 764, Frame 
Number (hereafter FN) 36-38. At that time, Park Chung-hee was not the president but the Chairman of the Supreme 
Council for National Reconstruction, a provisional military government after his successful coup in 1961.  

19  Public Information Minister Kim Dong Sung to Foreign Minister Jeong Il-Kwon, “Hanilgyoseop PRe daehan 
gibonbanghyang jesi” [A Guideline of PR for the Korea-Japan negotiation], February 6, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 
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public opinion by controlling mass media. The government tried to communicate with 

citizens on policy issues and appear to open and democratic, but the “playing field” was 

tightly controlled by the government. According to the fierce anti-negotiation movement, 

however, this plan turned out to be ineffective. 

Since the college students' protest in March 1964, the domestic situation in Korea 

became one of the most important concerns on the negotiation table. Japanese delegate 

observed the protests in person during their visit to Seoul for a negotiation round on 

agriculture and commerce. South Korea’s stand, on the one hand, was to make sure that 

the protests were under control and the government was strong enough to continue the 

negotiation. On the other hand, the Korean government urged that the Japanese government 

take the Korean’s anti-Japanese sentiment into account when negotiating.20 In the meeting 

with the Japanese prime minister, Hayato Ikeda in April 1964, South Korean foreign 

minister, Il-kwon Jeong, demonstrated the president’s will to continue the negotiation 

regardless of the protests. Also, Jeong emphasized that the protests should be one of the 

issues of the negotiation considering that students’ patriotism was originated from 36-year 

Japanese rule. Jeong explicitly requested more concessions in this regard on the issue of 

the marine boundary near Jeju Island, mentioning the concessions between the two 

countries should be in the ratio of 7:3.21 

 
754, FN 330; Ministry of Public Information, “Hanilhoedame daehan jonghap PR gyehoegan” [A comprehensive PR 
plan for the Korea-Japan negotiation], March 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 754, FN 333-344. 

20 Deputy Foreign Minister Jeong Il-young to Foreign Minister Jeong Il-kwon, “Jeong Il-kwon oemubujanggwanege 
bonaeneun oemubu chagwanui seohan” [Deputy Foreign Minister to Foreign Minister Jeong Il-kwon, April 2, 1964, 
MOFA ROK DDRN 791, FN 1-12. 

21 Foreign Minister Jeong Il-kwon to President, “Jeong Il-kwon oemubujanggwangwa Ikeda susangui hoedam” [Report 
on the talk between Foreign Minister Jeong Il-kwon and Prime Minister Ikeda Hayato], April 6, 1964, MOFA ROK 
DDRN 791, FN 9-11. 
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Despite the Korean government’s reassurance about its domestic situation, the 

movement continued to escalate, and finally, the 6.3 movement could not be suppressed 

without martial law. South Korea had to reschedule the timeline for the final settlement, 

considering its domestic situation and Japan’s upcoming elections in July. 22  While 

continuing unofficial talks with Japan and the U.S., South Korea realigned its negotiation 

team to signal the president’s will to resume the negotiation. On July 25th, 1964, the Korean 

government underwent staff changes for the key positions to signal its will to resume the 

negotiation. Lee Tong Won, the former Chief of Staff to President Park, was appointed as 

the new foreign minister on a mission to finalize the negotiation. He was the key player 

who understood the logic of two-level games.  

While most government officials paid close attention to deter recurrence of the 6.3 

movement, the new foreign minister, Lee Tong Won proposed an extraordinary idea to the 

opposition party leader, Yun Posun. Lee said, “As long as you have to oppose this 

negotiation, please do a great job! Your opposition will enable me to easily negotiate with 

Japan (T. W. Lee 1992, 198-199).” Yun could hardly believe what he heard from Lee. Lee 

further explained, “Due to a huge gap in national power between South Korea and Japan, 

it is almost impossible to lead this negotiation. I believe, only if the opposition parties raise 

their voice, the bargaining leverage would be balanced [emphasis added]. I wish Japan 

and the U.S. to be shocked by the opposition’s strong stand. I believe that this would be 

the best bargaining chip in Korea-Japan relations (T. W. Lee 1992, 200).” He repeated this 

 
22 North-East Asian Affair Bureau, “Apeuroui hanilhoedam jinhaenge gwanhayeo” [On the future progress of Korea-

Japan negotiation], June 12, 1964. MOFA ROK DDRN 754.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/item/item.do?levelId=kj.d_0010_0110_0370 [Accessed November 17, 2019] 
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dialogue with another opposition party leader, Suncheon Park. Both opposition leaders 

agreed with Lee and asked to persuade Park to allow protests.  

The minister was able to obtain partial permission from president Park. President 

park largely agreed with the minister's understanding of the role of protests, but he still 

hesitated to fully approve this approach, concerned about the possible recurrence of a large-

scale movement. Park said, “Despite what you said, I cannot incite protests. As the head 

of the government, I should save our face. At least, I have to show some gestures of 

repressing protests [emphasis added]. Also, what if the government’s permissive attitude 

unleashes a storm of protests again? So, I will watch it from a distance. You should talk to 

the Minister of Internal Affairs and the Mayor of Seoul (T. W. Lee 1992, 200).” In this 

dialogue, it is interesting that president Park refused to overtly encourage protests and 

believed the government should show some repressive reactions. In his comments, the 

main rationale was “to save a face,” but I believe that covert approval was the key to 

making this strategy work. 

With the president’s passive permission, the foreign minister went even further, 

talking to college students. When he addressed a speech at his alma mater, Yonsei 

University, he said, “If you are full of national pride, you should fight for your country and 

brave it out for a new Korea-Japan history, although I am being shackled by the post of 

foreign minister (T. W. Lee 1992, 200).” This speech exceeded the limits the president 

could tolerate. The minister was called for a meeting with Park right after the Central 

Intelligence Agency reported this speech to the president. Showing his displeasure, the 

president asked, “I could understand your discussion with the opposition party leaders, but 

how could you ignite student protests? (T. W. Lee 1992, 201)” It appears that student 
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protesters were even more threatening to the president than opposition parties right after 

the 6.3 movement. Also, Park knew very well that his predecessor, President Rhee 

Syngman stepped down due to democracy protests in 1960. Again, Lee persuaded the 

president that the strong opposition would be beneficial for better negotiation outcomes. 

He also buttered up a little by saying, “I did that to show off your strong leadership. We 

should teach the students that this administration will not collapse because of the student 

protests (T. W. Lee 1992, 201).” 

In February 1965, Lee had a chance to make the Japanese government witness anti-

Japanese sentiment right before another meeting. Japanese foreign minister, Etsusaburo 

Shiina visited South Korea to initial the Treaty on Basic Relations and negotiate remaining 

issues. Shiina’s visit was a major political concession from Japan, corresponding to the 

South Korean government’s request as a solution to freshen up the atmosphere after the 6.3 

movement. I will discuss how the Japanese government finally agreed to this visit in the 

next section. Even with the president’s approval, however, the strategy of “negotiating with 

protests” was challenged by other government officials. Opposition parties asked for Lee’s 

help to get permission to protest just in time for Shiina’s visit. The opposition party already 

requested the permit to the Mayor of Seoul, but it was denied. The foreign minister tried to 

persuade the mayor with an explanation about his underlying rationale, he also ended up 

failing to get the permit. As a sign of protest, the opposition party proposed a vote for no-

confidence against the interior minister, who was responsible for policing protests.  

Without permission, opposition parties held a protest campaign anyway during 

Shiina’s visit. About 15,000 citizens and 100 members of opposition parties assembled in 

front of the Seoul City Hall. It was the largest protest since the 6.3 movement (C. H. Lee 
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2015, 23). Led by the opposition leader, Yun, protesters showed up around the Hotel where 

the Japanese minister was supposed to stay. They threw eggs on Shiina’s vehicle and 

chanted anti-Japanese and anti-Korean government slogans. Shiina was shocked and Lee 

tried to set Shiina’a mind at rest. Lee, however, was inwardly pleased about the situation. 

During a ministerial talk, Lee brought up this scene to defend South Korea’s stand when 

Japan requested a concession on the issue of the South Korean jurisdiction in the Korean 

peninsula. Lee said, “As you witnessed in person, Korean’s anti-Japanese sentiment is very 

serious. Of course, it should not influence our negotiation, but I am here with due regard 

to that matter (T. W. Lee 1992, 227).” How were these attempts were received by Japan? 

I will discuss in the next section. 

 

5.3.4. The Concession from Japan after the 6.3 Movements 

The 6.3 movement forced Japan and the U.S. to change the original negotiation 

strategies and reconsidered the offers to South Korea planned before the movement. As the 

foreign minister Lee expected, protests worked in increasing the South Korean 

government’s bargaining leverage. Japan and the U.S. perceived the protest movement as 

a serious threat to the Park administration, which could track down the Park administration. 

South Korean’s anti-Japanese sentiment from the colonial history was a constant concern 

from the starting point of the negotiation, but the 6.3 movement was beyond the expectation 

of Japan and the U.S. Also, after observing the 4.19 movement collapsed Rhee’s 

dictatorship in 1960, the possibility of regime change could not be underestimated.  

In this regard, protests were considered as credible constraints imposed on the 

South Korean government, backing up the South Korean government’s request for further 
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concessions. During the 6 month-long pauses after the movement, Japan and the U.S. 

closely watched the Korean situation and discussed possible solutions to alleviate the anti-

Japanese sentiment and continue the negotiation. As a result, South Korea received 

additional concessions and consideration. Here, I focus on two major concessions finally 

made: (1) Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Shiina Etsusaburo’s apology statement 

during his 1965 visit to South Korea and (2) the increase of the minimum amount of 

commercial loans from $100 to $300 in the final agreement.  

Since the opposition parties started the anti-negotiation campaign, which inspired 

the student protest in March 1964, the Japanese government kept an eye on domestic 

politics in South Korea, including the protest movement, opposition parties’ activities, 

discussion in the legislature, and the South Korean government’s reactions to them.23 Japan 

observed that not until martial law was declared could the South Korean government stop 

the protests. There was no room for Japan to suspect whether South Korea bluffed the 

threats from protests. Instead, the Japanese government was worried about whether the 

Park administration could be a stable negotiation partner which would finalize the 

negotiation.24 To gauge the possibility of Park’s survive, Japan thoroughly investigated the 

political situation in Korea. Japan concluded that the situation was not completely 

pessimistic based on the three aspects. First, Another concern was whether South Korea 

would take an aggressive stand to compromise with the opposition at home.25 Although the 

 
23 “Kankoku no seijō” [Political situation in Korea], Nichi kan kokkō seijō ka kōshō no kiroku (saikai dai 6 ji kaidan) 

[Record of normalization negotiations between Japan and Korea (Resumed 6th meeting)], April 22nd to September 
11, 1964, DN 1126.  

24 “Nichi kan kaidan kongo no susumekata nitsuite (kaiteian)” [Future plans for the Japan-Korea negotiation (Revised 
proposal)], July 13, 1964, Nichi kan kaidan kongo no susumekata (shōwa 39 nen 7-8 tsuki) [Future plans for the Japan-
Korea negotiation (July-August, Showa 39)], DN 1784. 

25 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Eoeopgangnyohoedame daehan ilbon cheugui taedo bogo” 
[Report of on the Japanese negotiating position at the Korea-Japan Ministerial Meeting on Fishery], May 14, 1964, 
MOFA DDRN 758, FN 75-78; ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister. “Je 6 cha suseokdaepyo 
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Japanese Foreign Minister requested not to delay the negotiation process due to the political 

situation of South Korea, it was a serious issue in the Japanese working group.26 The 

Japanese delegate also expected that domestic protests enable South Korea to exchange 

domestic opposition to a bargaining chip. After the 6.3 movement, Japan preferred to be 

cautious because of instability in Korea as well as its upcoming general election in July 

1964. In this situation, the U.S. played a critical role as a third party in resuming the 

negotiation. 

The U.S. perceived the protests as credible threats that necessitated cautious 

responses. The U.S. also closely observed that the Park administration was facing a crisis 

since the March 1964 protests, worrying about the possible escalation to an anti-

government revolt. On March 26, Robert W. Komer reported to William P. Bundy about 

the student riots against the negotiation, but he perceived the protests were “actually against” 

the South Korean government.27 The U.S. National Security Council kept an eye one the 

seriousness of student protests and the Korean opposition’s movement, concerned about 

Park Chung-hee’s management of the situation. 28  After the “Funeral Service for 

Nationalistic Democracy” in May, the US Ambassador Samuel D. Berger (In office: 1961-

1964) perceived the situation as the “most grave and fraught with difficulty since the May 

16, 1961 coup.”29 The U.S. saw the 6.3. movement as “irresponsibility of a minority of the 

 
bigongsik hoedam bogo” [Report on the 6th Unofficial Chief Delegates’ Meeting], May 21, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 
758, FN 86-88. 

26 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Je 7 cha suseokdaepyo bigongsik hoedam bogo” [Report on 
the 7th Unofficial Chief Delegates’ Meeting], May 28, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 758, FN 108-110. 

27 Document 7. Memorandum from Robert W. Komer of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s Special 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy). Washongton, March 26, 1964. FRUS, 1964-1968, Volume XXIX, 
Part 1, Korea. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d7 [Accessed December 5, 2019] 

28 Document 8. Memorandum from Robert W. Komer of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s Special 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy), Washington, April 21, 1964. FRUS, 1964-1968, Volume XXIX, Part 
1, Korea. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d8 [Accessed December 5, 2019] 

29  Document 11. “Editorial Note,” FRUS, 1964–1968, Volume XXIX, Part 1, Korea. 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d11 [Accessed December 5, 2019]        
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student, egged by an irresponsible opposition,” which was undermining the “ROK’s real 

future hopes.” 30  This negative opinion came from the perception that the protests 

threatened the South Korean government as well as the negotiation. The U.S. worried about 

if the 6.3 movement would evolve into a larger-scale revolt and repeat the 4.19 Revolution, 

which overthrew the Rhee administration in 1960. Despite the concern about additional 

escalation, the U.S. finally agreed to release of troops to help the South Korean government 

stabilize the situation.31 These reactions from the U.S. demonstrated that the protests were 

perceived as credible and strong threats to the Park administration. 

To manage the emergency, the U.S. engaged with both negotiating parties. 

Immediately, the U.S. government collaborated with Park to stabilize the situation right 

after the movement and intervened the reform of the Park administration. The U.S. finally 

agreed with declaring martial law after a long discussion with President Park, emphasizing 

that martial law could not be a fundamental measure to address public grievance. As a 

solution to public discontent, the U.S. government strongly urged to remove Kim Jong-pil 

whom the protesters mainly blamed for the “Kim-Ohira memo.” In addition, the U.S. had 

heard from their Korean sources that Kim was the cause of internal dispute within the ruling 

party between pro-Kim and anti-Kim factions.32 Kim was the one who led the deadlocked 

negotiation into the foundational agreement on the amount of economic aid in 1962. 

 
30 Document 12. Memorandum From Robert W. Komer of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s Special 

Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy), Washington, June 3, 1964, FRUS, 1964-1968, Volume XXIX, Part 1, 
Korea. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d12 [Accessed December 5, 2019] 

31 Document 14. Telegram from the Embassy in Korea to the Department of State. Seoul, June 4, 1964,  FRUS, 1964-
1968, Volume XXIX, Part 1, Korea. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d14. [Accessed 
December 5, 2019] 

32 Document 13. Telegram From the Embassy in Korea to the Department of State, Seoul, June 3, 1964, FRUS, 1964-
1968, Volume XXIX, Part 1, Korea. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v29p1/d13 ; Document 
14. Telegram from the Embassy in Korea to the Department of State. Seoul, June 4, 1964. It was a well-known fact 
that the U.S. Ambassador Berger “always detested” Kim within the State Department. Ambassador Berger strongly 
urged the U.S. government to remove Kim from the Park administration. See Document 8. Memorandum from Robert 
W. Komer of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs 
(Bundy). 
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Despite this contribution, the U.S. believed that Kim Jong-pil should resigned and leaved 

the country for the Park government to disperse the protests and to have the support of the 

public. Kim ended up resigning from the party leadership on June 5. 

Next, the American government reaffirmed its support for the Korea-Japan 

negotiation. US Ambassador Winthrop G. Brown and Korean Foreign Minister Lee issued 

a joint communique on August 17, 1964. On October 3, William P. Bundy, Assistant 

Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs also released a joint communique with 

Korean Foreign Minister to express American support for the negotiation and urged to its 

resumption. The communique also appealed Korean citizens for their understanding by 

saying mentioning their “hope that public opinion in Korea on this matter would recognize 

the national interest on a non-partisan basis.”33 By identifying the normalization as a 

contribution to “the cause of peace in Asia,”34 the communique reconfirmed the U.S.’ 

willingness to assist to conduce the final negotiated settlement.  

On the other hand, the U.S. persuaded Japan to offer more concessions, acting as a 

bridge between South Korea and Japan. On May 27, 1964, right before the 6.3 movement, 

the Deputy Chief of Mission at the US Embassy in Tokyo and the Counselor of the US 

Embassy in Korea visited the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs and asked to find 

possible contributions to alleviate the negative public opinion in Korea. They 

recommended relaxing import restrictions on Korean goods and invite more Korean 

 
33 “Joint Communique between Foreign Minister Lee Tong Won of the Republic of Korea and Mr. William P. Bundy, 

Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs,” Seoul, October 3, 1964, U.S. Dept. of State, Department of State 
Bulletin, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington D.C., weekly, No. 1321, p.542. Accessed through "The World 
and Japan" Database (Project Leader: Tanaka Akihiko), Database of Japanese Politics and International Relations, 
University of Tokyo. http://worldjpn.grips.ac.jp/documents/texts/JPKR/19641003.D1E.html [Accessed November 17, 
2019] 

34 “Joint Communique between Foreign Minister Lee Tong Won of the Republic of Korea and Mr. William P. Bundy, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs” 
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students funded by the Japanese government as symbolic gestures to foster a cooperative 

atmosphere. Japan shared this conversation with South Korea.35 After the 6.3 movement, 

Japan and the U.S. discussed more tangible benefits to be additionally offered to South 

Korea.  

Taking this opportunity, South Korea attempted to obtain more concessions in the 

remaining issues, including adjustment of the amount of economic aid, the redefine the 

maritime boundary, cooperation in fishery, recognizing South Korea as the only legitimate 

country in the Korean Peninsula, the status of the annexation treaty in 1910, etc. Among 

them, South Korea achieves concessions in the following two issues: first, a high-ranking 

government official's visit to South Korea as a political concession and second, adjustment 

of the "Kim-Ohira agreement” to maximize the amount of economic aid.  

First, South Korea requested the Japanese Foreign Minister's visit to South Korea 

to express the Japanese sincerity of cooperation with South Korea, to clear up South 

Korean's doubt about a back-room deal, and to create a cooperative atmosphere for 

negotiation. The Korean government considered the Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

Etsusaburo Shiina as an ideal person and was open to other officials whose ranking is 

equivalent to or higher than the foreign minister.36 In September, the American government 

recommended Japan grant this request, referring to a precedent that Japanese Prime 

Minister Yoshida’s visit to Taiwan relieved anti-Japanese sentiment and restored a 

relationship in 1963. Japan hesitated to grant the request worrying that South Korey 

 
35 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Je7cha suseokdaepyo bigongsik hoedambogo” [Report on the 

7th Unofficial Chief Delegates’ Meeting], May 28, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 758, FN 108-110. 
36 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) Eui-hwan Bae to ROK Foreign Minister Lee Tong Won, “Hanilhoedame daehan ilbon 

cheuk taedoui bogowa acheugi chwihal bangane gwanhan geonui” [Reports on the Japanese Attitude toward the Korea-
Japan negotiation and Suggestion about Our Approach], July 27, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 754. 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/item/item.do?levelId=kj.d_0010_0110_0070 [Accessed November 17, 2019] 
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expected more than just a visit. Japan believed it that the Foreign Minister’s visit without 

any “souvenirs” could worsen the situation when the Korean government would look for 

more tangible concessions.37 Ultimately, after a long discussion between three countries, 

Japan agreed to send their Foreign Minister to Korea in October 1965. Japan tried to be 

clear that the visit would be nothing more than a goodwill mission and South Korea also 

agreed with this. As a return, the Korean government promised to release Japanese 

fishermen who were detained due to crossing the marine border in dispute. On November 

21, two governments agreed to officially resume the negotiation around December 7, 

1964.38  

However, a few days before the visit in February 1965, South Korea demanded an 

apology statement upon landing as the public opinion became worse and anti-negotiation 

protests took place again. Japan tried to ignore this request. However, Maeda, a Japanese 

diplomat sent to Korea for investigating the political situation, also reported that a landing 

statement would be the key to the success of finalizing the settlement, and he strongly 

recommended that Japan express an “apology” for the colonial history in the statement. At 

first, Japan included a sentence that indirectly expressed its regret, but after a pre-release 

of the statement to the Japanese press, the Japanese government heard from the press as 

well as Maeda that the modest expression would cause an even worse backfire than no 

apology.39 Thus, the government revised the statement last minute to include more explicit 

 
37 “(3) Beikoku seifu no kaidan suishin” [(3) The U.S. government’s promotion of the talk], Nichi kan kokkō seijō ka 

kōshō no kiroku (Saikai dai 6 ji kaidan) [Record of normalization negotiations between Japan and Korea (Resumed 
6th meeting)], April 22, 1964 - September 11, 1964. DN 1126. 

38  ROK Foreign Minister to ROK Ambassador (to Japan), “Jaegae hanilhoedame gwanhan hullyeong” [Order on 
Resumption of the Korea-Japan Talks], November 21, 1964, MOFA ROK DDRN 1459, FN 112-115. 

39  “5. Konōra hikōjō de no seimei” [Statement at Gimpo Airfield], Nichi kan kōshō no kaiko－Itokena Mei gaimu daijin 
Kōkyū taishi ni kiku－(Kiku Hito Yanaidani kachō ) [Review of Japan-Korea negotiations – Listening to Foreign 
Minister Shiina, who served as the Japanese Special Ambassador– (Questioner, Director Hito Yanaidani)], August 
1969, DN 14. 
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apology, as “In our two countries' long history there have been unfortunate times, it is truly 

regrettable,40 and we are deeply remorseful.”41 

This apology statement was effective in alleviating the negative public opinion in 

South Korea and creating a cooperative atmosphere for negotiation. The South Korean 

press positively reacted to this statement, reporting it as the Japanese government’s 

expression of sincerely for new friendship. It was the first official statement from Japan 

that apologized for its colonial history. From the perspective of South Korea, it was a 

political concession the Korea delegate achieved although the Japanese officials thought 

the request for the apology statement represented the “emotional approach” of Korean 

diplomacy. Overall, Japanese officials also admitted that it was a big step considering that 

there was no apology even in the official announcement of Japan’s Surrender on August 

15, 1945. 42  US Ambassador and diplomats from other countries also welcomed the 

statement at the reception. This apology statement eased off the burden when the two 

governments finalized the settlement and South Korea proceed with the ratification process. 

The anti-negotiation movement continued until the two governments signed the treaty and 

agreements on June 22, 1965, but it lost its momentum after the apology statement was 

released. 

The second major concession made by Japan was readjusting the amount of 

economic compensation that was originally set by the “Kim-Ohira memo” before the 

nationwide anti-negotiation protest. Observing the unstable situation in South Korea after 

 
40 In Japanese: “遺憾とするものであり.” 
41 In Japanese: “深く反省するものでありま.” Director of Asia Bureau Kōkyū Torarō, “Shīna hōkan” [Shinna’s Visit 

to South Korea], Nichi kan kōshō nikansuru jakkan no kaisō [Some recollections about negotiations between Japan 
and Korea], July 1965, DN 16, p.24. 

42 “(1) Tōchaku seimei” [Arrival Statement], Nichi kan kokkō seijō ka kōshō no kiroku (dai 7 ji kaidan no kaishi to kihon 
kankei jōyakuan inishāru) [Record of normalization negotiations between Japan and Korea (the start of the 7th meeting 
and initial draft of the draft of the Basic Convention)], December 10, 1964-Februrary 20, 1965,  DN 1127. 
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the 6.3 movement, the American government and Japan discussed possible favorable offers 

to South Korea to ease off the fierce opposition to the negotiation. On June 11, 1964, Japan 

suggested an emergency aid to manage the recent economic downturn in Korea, separate 

from the economic aid discussed in ongoing negotiation (Kimiya 2010). The original plan 

designed by Japan focused on providing food and consumer goods, but South Korea did 

not accept this offer. Instead, South Korea tried to make better use of this offer in receiving 

raw materials for industrialization and achieving favorable conditions for import, export, 

and loan, such as relaxing import restriction on Korean goods and allowing deferred 

payment export of Japanese industrial plants (PVC, cement, and polyacrylic) (D. J. Lee 

2015, 660-664).  

Most importantly, South Korea requested to increase the minimum amount of 

commercial loans, which were already decided by the Kim-Ohira memo in 1962. The 

Korean government attempted to revoke the entire Kim-Ohira memo that decided the 

amount of the grants-in-aid, government loans, commercial loans, pushed by the Korean 

opposition parties’ urge. However, this suggestion was completely outside of the Japanese 

bargaining zone. Among the three kinds of aid, South Korea focused on the most flexible 

one, commercial loan. In the original memo, the minimum amount of commercial loans 

was set at 100 million dollars. Also, there was no guarantee from the Japanese government 

because the commercial loan would be largely up to the private sector’s decision.  

By exploiting the considerate mood of the U.S. and Japan, the Korean government 

tried to increase the minimum limit of commercial loans t up to 300 million dollars. Also, 

South Korea changed the conditions to bind the Japanese government to the commercial 

loan by linking loans related to fisheries, emergency aid, vessel export, which required the 
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government’s involvement (Kimiya 2010, 122; Ota 2008, 331-332). Consequently, the 

final deal was made as a total $800 million package of government and commercial loans 

($200 million and $300 million respectively) and grants-in-aid ($300 million) with the 

Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning the Property and Claims and on the 

Economic Cooperation (Ota 2008, 331-332; Kimiya 2010, 122; Cha 1996, 127).  

The anti-negotiation movement in South Korea benefitted its home government by 

inducing favorable gestures from the U.S. and Japan. I need to note that this was not the 

"success of the movement," considering that they demanded canceling the negotiation and 

even requested the president's resignation. None of these goals were achieved. What is 

observed here is that the home government strategized the situation which threatening the 

negotiation itself regardless of the original wish of the protesters. However, it was only 

possible that the movement was intensive and extensive enough to convince the foreign 

counterpart and the third party that the Korean government was facing a severe crisis and 

a drastic measure was necessary to alleviate the negative public opinion. This firm 

opposition was considered as credible threat to the South Korean government, which just 

started its term after the close winning in the multi-party presidential election. Overall, this 

situation led to special consideration from the foreign counterpart and the third party. 

Besides, I should admit that there is a prerequisite for this favorable offer from the foreign 

counterpart. Negotiating parties still preferred to continue the negotiation to close the talk 

in the face of an obstacle from domestic politics. South Korea was desperate to finalize the 

deal for economic aid and Japan also wanted to settle with the pressure from the U.S.   
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 Mun Se-Gwang’s Attempted Assassination of President Park Chung-hee in 

1974 

Mun Se-Gwang, a 24-year old Korean resident in Japan, attempted to assassinate 

President Park Chung-hee when he was delivering his National Liberation Day speech at 

the National Theater on August 15, 1974. Although President Park saved his life by hiding 

under the podium, First Lady Young-soo Yuk was shot and killed. Mun was a North 

Korean sympathizer a and member of the General Association of Korean Residents in 

Japan (Chongryon). Chongryon is an organization of Korean residents in Japan that has 

close ties to North Korea and still serves a role of the de facto North Korean embassy in 

Japan. The South Korean investigation authority defined this incident as an act of rebellion. 

South Korean police accused Chongryon and North Korea of being behind Mun’s 

assassination attempt in their investigation report (W. Lee 2007, 324).  

 

5.4.1. The Diplomatic Dispute over the Attempted Assassination of Park Chung-hee 

Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted assassination of President Park caused a diplomatic 

dispute between South Korea and Japan about 10 years after they normalized diplomatic 

relations in 1965. Based on their investigation report, the South Korean government argued 

that Japan should take political and moral responsibility for the following reasons. First, 

South Korea pointed out that Mun entered with a forged Japanese passport. Second, Mun’s 

gun was stolen from a Japanese police substation in Osaka. Third, South Korea argued that 

Mun had two Japanese accomplices who assisted Mun by forging the fake passport and 

delivering money from Chongryon and North Korea. Next, the Japanese government 

remained a spectator when the anti-South Korean activities committed by Chongryon, a 
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pro-North Korean organization under the Japanese jurisdiction. In this regard, the South 

Korean government requested the Japanese government for an apology concerning to 

Mun's incident. Also, South Korea requester cooperation from the Japanese government in 

further investigation and extradition of Mun's two accomplices in Japan (W. Lee 2007, 

325). 

This stubborn standing of South Korea can be understood concerning another 

diplomatic dispute that occurred one year before Mun’s assassination attempt. Dae-jung 

Kim, an influential South Korean politician was kidnapped in Osaka, Japan in 1973 (W. 

Lee 2007). He was a strong presidential candidate who threatened President Park in the 

1971 election by getting 45.3% of the popular vote. Although Park was elected for his third 

term, it was a close victory, which demonstrated Park was losing his popularity. Right after 

the election, Kim was permanently injured due to a car accident. The accident was believed 

as an assassination attempt plotted by the government. Kim risked his life again in 1973 

during his visit to Japan. Kim was kidnapped by Dongwun Kim, an officer of the Korean 

Central Intelligence Agency (KCIA) upon an order of the KCIA director Hu-rak Lee. Japan 

called this incident an infringement of sovereignty, since the Korean officials committed a 

crime in Japanese jurisdiction. Worried about the revelation of its involvement in the 

kidnap, the South Korean government refused to cooperate with the Japanese police. They 

did not respond to the request for the extradition of Dongwun Kim. The dispute was 

managed to be resolved with the Korean Prime Minister's visit to Japan as an apology for 

the incident (E. Kim 2010; Wanbeom Lee 2007). 

A year later, Mun’s attempted assassination complicated the two governments’ 

relationship which just started to be recovered from the kidnap of Dae-jung Kim. The two 
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governments’ situations were reversed with Mun’s attempted assassination. Now, the 

South Korean government blamed Japan and requested for an apology as well as 

extradition of Mun’s compliances. South Korea’s stubborn posture regarding the Mun’s 

incident is understood as an effort to save its face after it was humiliated by the kidnap of 

Kim in 1973 (Wanbeom Lee 2007; Kwak 2002).  

On August 19, 1974, Japanese Prime Minister Kakuei Tanaka visited South Korea 

to attend First Lady’s funeral. Park and Tanaka had a meeting, but it did not lead to a 

cooperation from Japan. Japan refused to send Horyong Kim, an alleged accomplice of 

Mun, by not responding to the request of South Korea. After Mun was already executed, 

Japanese police released its investigation report on December 25, 1974, which opposed to 

the report of Korean authority. The Japanese police authority concluded that Mun acted 

alone. According to Mun’s note, the Japanese report said, he carried out the assassination 

plan to overthrow Park’s regime, resented by the kidnap of Dae-jung Kim. Also, the report 

said that there was no evidence to support Chongryon or North Korea’s complicity with 

Mun. Based on this result, the Japanese government refused to send the people whom the 

Korean government suspected as accomplices of Mun. One of the main reasons for Japan's 

uncooperative attitude was that Japan did not trust the South Korean criminal justice system 

based on the experience of the Kidnap of Kim. In this situation, Japan maintained that 

independent investigation was necessary (J. H. Lee 2013, 77-78). The Korean government, 

media, and citizens were offended by this attitude, which led to massive anti-Japanese 

protests again. 
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5.4.2. Korean’s Anti-Japanese Protests around the Globe 

The Japanese government's position was that they did not have legal and moral 

responsibility on Mun's assassination attempt. This stand ignited nationwide protests in 

South Korea. Right after First Lady Yuk’s funeral, Korean citizens started anti-Japanese 

protests.  An anti-Japanese protest was scheduled on August 19th when Japanese Prime 

Minister Tanaka arrived in South Korea, but it was dispersed by Korean police.43 This 

protest attempt was followed by numerous protests in Korea and foreign countries.  

Starting with a protest of 20 college students in front of the Japanese Embassy in 

Seoul on August 21, protests spread and escalated day after day. High school students, 

college students, social organizations, religious groups, and ordinary citizens actively 

participated in protests. On August 27th, the total 100,000 people participated in protests 

all over the nation. Some of the protesters were also boycotting Japanese products.44 

Protests last for a month until the dispute was resolved with the Japanese Foreign 

Minister’s visit to Korea on September 19th, 1964. 

The anti-movement protests after the Mun incident represents a typical "rally round 

the flag" effect. Protesters’ message was centered on criticizing Japan and North Korea, 

the two most hated countries by South Koreans. The anti-Japanese sentiment was 

aggravated due to Japan's denial of its responsibility and noncooperative attitude. Protesters 

urged the Japanese government to disband Chongryon (the pro-North Korean organization 

 
43 “Tanaka Gyutandemogido Gyeongchal Jeji-ro Jwajeo” [Protests against Tanaka could not be held by the restraining 

police], August 20, 1974, Maeil Business Newspaper, 
https://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1974082000099207009&editNo=1&printCount=1&publis
hDate=1974-08-20&officeId=00009&pageNo=7&printNo=2605&publishType=00020 [Accessed November 17, 2019] 

44 “Banil siwi 1jujjae. yurim×buldo deung demo” [Anti-Japanese protests last for a week: Confucian scholars, Buddhist, 
etc. participated in protests] August 26, 1974, The Kyunghyang Shinmun. 
https://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1974082600329207013&editNo=2&printCount=1&publis
hDate=1974-08-26&officeId=00032&pageNo=7&printNo=8897&publishType=00020 [Accessed November 17, 2019] 
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in Japan) and requested Japan for a sincere apology for the assassination. Protesters’ anti-

North Korean slogan came from the investigation report of South Korean police that as a 

North Korea sympathizer, Mun committed the assassination following the order of 

Chongryon and North Korea. Protesters argued that North Korea should be punished and 

apologize for the assassination. Compared to anti-negotiation protests in 1964, an anti-

government message was rarely found. This is because the incident was nothing to do with 

the South Korean government's policy and also people sympathized with President Park, 

who lost his wife by the incident. 

The South Korean government responded to protests with a conciliatory measure. 

While protests were spreading over the country, the South Korean government relaxed its 

regulation on citizens’ civil liberty by lifting the first and fourth “emergency decree” on 

August 23rdThe e Emergency degree was a newly invented device under the Yushin 

Constitution to prevent the press and citizens from criticizing the president and the 

constitution. This decree enabled the president to “temporarily suspend the people’s 

freedom and constitutional rights.” Once an emergency decree was issued, the president 

was able to arrest anyone who criticized the government or the Yushin constitution.45 

When the Mun incident happened, two emergency decrees had been already issued since 

January and April to repress large-scale anti-government protests in January 1974.  

On August 23, 1974, the South Korean government suddenly lifted the emergency 

decrees, emphasizing the importance of national reconciliation and unity. At that time, the 

anti-Japanese protests just started to spread all around the country, in doing so, South 

 
45 William Chapman, “New South Korean Leader Abolishes President Park’s Emergency Decree,” December 8, 1979, 

The Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1979/12/08/new-south-korean-leader-
abolishes-president-parks-emergency-decree/b7b7a5fa-58cc-4512-afb6-fba678fddfc6/ [Accessed November 15, 
2019] 
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Korea’s overall repression level decreased. According to the literature on state repression, 

a government, even a democracy, tends to become more repressive when they face 

dissidents’ challenges, such as protests, riots, rebellions, etc.  (Davenport 2007; Carey 

2010). Deviating from this tendency, the Park administration eased the restrictions on 

citizens’ civil rights in the face of nationwide anti-Japanese protests. This demonstrated 

that protests at this time were not a challenge to the Park administration, which leads to the 

low level of credibility of protests as executive constraints. 

Although the government removed emergency decrees, it officially tried to contain 

the ongoing anti-Japanese protests. The U.S. also strongly urged to regulate protests to 

resolve the dispute with Japan. The South Korean Minister of Education released a 

directive that banned anti-Japanese protests. However, this measure could not suppress the 

protests. Even without college students, protests could be continued through other social 

groups’ participations. The tension between the two countries hit the ceiling when Foreign 

Minister Kimura made a statement that South Korea was not the only legitimate 

government at the Japanese National Assembly on September 5th. This statement infuriated 

Korean people, causing 200 protesters broke into the Japanese Embassy in Seoul on 

September 6.46  Protesters burnt the Japanese national flag and committed vandalism. 

Although the protesters were arrested and punished, another trespassing took place in the 

Japanese Consulate in Pusan, South Korea, on September 11-12. Despite the efforts to 

strengthen the security around the Japanese Embassy, anti-Japanese protests got intensified, 

 
46 “Kankoku kokkai hageshī tai nichi hihan kyō 10man nin shūkai sogeki jiken” [Korean National Assembly severe 

criticism against Japan today], August 27, 1974, Yomiuri Shimbun, a morning edition. p.3 
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mobilizing ten thousand or more people in each protest event. The trespassing strained 

South Korea-Japan relations even more.47  

Korean diaspora also actively participated in anti-Japanese protests in many 

countries, such as Japan, China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Cambodia, Australia, the U.S., and 

Germany.48 At first, overseas Koreans assembled to have a memorial service for Yuk, but 

this event evolved as anti-Japanese protests as time went by. The Korean Residents Union 

in Japan (Mindan), another major organization of Korean residents in Japan, took the lead 

in mobilizing protests. Mindan has a close relationship with the South Korean government 

whereas Chongryon is a pro-North Korean organization. After organizing multiple 

memorial services, Mindan mobilized anti-Japanese protests in various major cities, such 

as Tokyo, Osaka, Fukuoka, Yokohama, Hyogo Prefecture in September.49 Koreans in other 

countries also protested against Japan. Some leaders of overseas resident groups se ant 

letter of protests to Japanese media, the Japanese government, and Japanese Consulates in 

the U.S. and Australia, urging Japan's cooperation and disbanding Chongryon.50 Korean 

residents’ anti-Japanese activities in foreign countries continued until late October.  

 

5.4.3. The South Korean Government’s Strategy under an Authoritarian Regime 

South Korea requested Japan to send a senior envoy with an autograph letter from 

Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka. Regarding the contents of the letter, South Korea 

 
47 “Shin Jeong-seop ajugukjang-Maeda juhanilbondaesagwangongsa myeondamnok” [Transcripts of the talk between 

Director  General of Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau Shin Jeong-seop and Japanese Diplomatic Minister Maeda], 
September 13, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon [The Incident of Attempted Assassination of 
President Park Chung-hee] V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646, FN 62-63. 

48 Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon [The Incident of Attempted Assassination of President Park Chung-
hee] V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651. 

49 Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651, FN 14-17, 18-22, 27-36, 52, 56, 58. 
50 Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651, FN 59-69, 74-80, 92, 97. 
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requested to promise to take the following actions: 1) to admit Japan’s responsibility 

considering that Mun used a Japanese passport and prepared the assassination in Japan; 2) 

to cooperate with South Korea for the investigation and accept the request for extradition 

of Mun’s accomplices; 3) to impose strict restrictions on Chongryon, which still plots anti-

South Korean activities; and 4) make efforts to prevent the recurrence of this anti-South 

Korean activities (W. Lee 2007, 328).51 South Korean government also requested that it 

should check the contents of the letter in advance. To achieve these goals in the negotiation, 

staffs in the Korean embassy and high-ranking politicians from South Korea organized a 

special Task Force in its Embassy in Tokyo. 

One of the obstacles to proceeding negotiation was President Park’s stubborn stand 

under the authoritarian system. Although the task force took a flexible position to conduce 

a mutual agreement, President Park did not accept this approach. In dealing with the Mun 

incident, Park Chung-hee made excessive demands after losing his wife by Mun. For 

instance, on August 30th, President Park had a meeting with Japanese Ambassador 

Ushiroku and threatened South Korea would sever the diplomatic relations with Japan 

unless Japan accepts South Korea’s requests.52 In this situation, the more serious problem 

was the South Korean political system in 1974 could not control the national leader’s 

unreasonable decisions. Since President Park had passed the new constitutional law in 1972, 

which formalized his unlimited power without term limits, the president’s opinion largely 

 
51 ROK Prime Minister Kim Jong-pil to Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka, “Kim Jong-pil gungmuchongniui danakka 

susangegeroui seohan” [A Letter from ROK Prime Minister Kim Jong-pil to Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka], August 
22, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646. FN 129-136.; “Hanguk 
cheugi gidaehaneun ilbon jeongbuui daehan ipjangpyomyeongui yeongmun gian” [The English draft of the Japanese 
government’s statement that ROK requests], n.d. Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V7, MOFA ROK 
DDRN 6646, FN 161. 

52 ROK Foreign Minister to ROK Ambassador (to the U.S.), “Park Chung-hee daetongnyeonggwa Usiroku Ilbon daesa 
myeondam naeyong” [The meeting between President Park Chung-hee and Japanese Ambassador Usiroku],  August 
30, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V2, MOFA ROK DDRN 6641, FN 138-140. 
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decided the government’s policy. In this regard, the political system of South Korea was 

different from that in 1964, although the president was the same person. In 1964, the 

Foreign Minister could lead a policy decision, persuading President Park. As discussed 

earlier, Park was willing to follow the Foreign Minister’s suggestion for better policy 

outcomes even if he could not fully agree with it. Also, this changed political environment 

decreased the credibility of protests as I discuss in the next section.  

From the earlier stage of the negotiation, South Korea brought up “national 

sentiment” on the negotiation table from the start. For instance, South Korea emphasized 

that Korean people’s anti-Japanese sentiment was aroused by this incident when they asked 

for an explanation about the statement that Japan did not have legal and moral 

responsibility on August 20th53. Once protests started on August 21st, South Korea started 

to link the anti-Japanese sentiment with their requests more explicitly. On August 26th, the 

South Korean Deputy Foreign Minister gave a warning about anti-Japanese sentiment. He 

said that the Korean government was doing its best to contain, but if the hostile sentient 

grows too much, this would have serious consequences.54 In a meeting on August 28th, 

South Korea suggested the four requests as a solution to alleviate the anti-Japanese 

sentiment and the Korean legislature's criticism.55 

South Korea also talked to the U.S. when they found that the “anti-Japanese 

sentiment card” was not working well in the negotiation with Japan. The South Korean 

 
53 “Shin Jeong-seop ajugukjang-Maeda juhanilbondaesagwangongsa myeondamnok” [Transcripts of the talk between 

Director  General of Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau Shin Jeong-seop and Japanese Diplomatic Minister Maeda], 
August 20, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646, FN 22-24. 

54  “Rho Shinyeong oemuchagwan-Usiroku daesa myeondamnok” [Transcripts of the talk between Deputy Foreign 
Minister Rho Shinyeong and Japanese Ambassador Ushiroku], August 26, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong 
jeogyeoksageon, V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646, FN 25-30. 

55 “Shin Jeong-seop ajugukjang-Maeda juhanilbondaesagwangongsa myeondamnok” [Transcripts of the talk between 
Director  General of Asian and Pacific Affairs Bureau Shin Jeong-seop and Japanese Diplomatic Minister Maeda], 
August 28, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646, FN 31-35. 
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government requested U.S. Ambassador Erikson to explain about the Korean 

Government’s position to Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka and Foreign Minister Kimura. 

The U.S. recommended South Korea to wait for the answer from Japan. Finally, on 

September 3rd, Japan and Korea concluded that Japan would send a special envoy to South 

Korea (Lee 2011: 79). However, there were remaining issues regarding the contents of the 

letter.  

The U.S. more actively involved in mediation when the tension between the two 

countries skyrocketed due to Kimura’s statement and Korean protesters’ trespassing on the 

Japanese Embassy on September 5th and 6th. On September 9th, Assistant Secretary of State 

for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Philip Habib asked South Korea to compromise with 

Japan although the offer was not fully satisfying. He strongly recommended regulating 

anti-Japanese protests to cool off the tension and resolve the dispute. However, protests in 

South Korea continued until the dispute was resolved on September 19th and protests 

overseas lasted until late October. 

According to primary sources released by the South Korean government in 2005, 

South Korea was contributing to the continuation of protests. The South Korean 

government had received reports about overseas anti-Japanese protests in advance and even 

engaged with these overseas resident groups in mobilizing the protests. Korean Consulates 

in foreign countries sent ex-ante and ex-post reports about anti-Japanese protests to the 

South Korean foreign ministry56. It is important that the Consulates was able to send an ex-

ante report about upcoming protest events with the estimated number of participants. For 

instance, on September 2, 1974, the Korean Consulate in Osaka sent a report that said, 

 
56 Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651. 
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“Mindan Osaka branch will organize a rally to denounce the Japanese government 

regarding 8.15 Mun incident. About 25,000 people will be mobilized.”57  It would be 

normal for embassies or consulates to observe and report about crucial events in foreign 

countries. However, the Consulate knew the estimated number of participants and reported 

to the headquarter before the event. Also, there was no direction or intervention from the 

foreign ministry to prevent these events in the situation where anti-Japanese protest could 

exacerbate the diplomatic disputes. This communication implies that the South Korean 

government at least acquiesced these anti-Japanese activities organized by pro-government 

foreign residents.  

There is more direct evidence that South Korea collaborated these nationalist 

protests in foreign countries. On October 22, the Korean Ambassador to China reported an 

anti-Japanese protest event and a signature campaign that denounce the Japanese 

government. The ambassador attached the autograph album from the campaign.58 South 

Korean Foreign Minister praised the ambassador for his initiative in leading the residents’ 

public opinion. In this document, the foreign minister said that it would be inappropriate 

to send the autograph album to Japan after the special envoy Shiina already visited South 

Korea; thus, it would be natural if the leaders of the residents directly send to Japan.59 Later, 

 
57 ROK Ambassador (to Hong Kong) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Banilgwolgidaehoe gaechoebogo” [Reports on anti-

Japanese campaign], Septermber 13, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.12, MOFA ROK 
DDRN 6651, FN 35. 

58 ROK Ambassador (to China) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Daeilbon seongto seomyeongbu mit sajin songbu” [Sending 
the autograph album and pictures from the anti-Japanese campaign], October 22, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong 
jeogyeoksageon, V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651, FN 98-107. 

59 “Daeilbon seongto seomyeongbu (Gian)” [The autograph album from the anti-Japanese campaign (Draft)], October 
26, 1974,  Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.12, MOFA ROK DDRN 6651, FN 108-109. 
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these sentences were deleted, and another sentence was added: Foreign Ministry reported 

about this autograph album to the president and other related departments60.  

Based on these sources, it is safe to conclude that the Park administration was 

secretly engaged with the Korean diaspora by encouraging or at least tolerating anti-

Japanese activities in foreign countries. Embassies and consulates bridged between 

Koreans residents abroad and the South Korean government. On the contrary, South 

Korean government tried to contain the protests at home. Considering the high risk that 

nationalist protests targeted at a foreign country could evolve to anti-home government 

protests especially in authoritarian regimes (Weiss 2014), cultivating anti-Japanese protests 

in foreign countries would be believed as a safe option from the South Korean 

government’s perspective.  

Also, it seems that within the Park administration, there was a consensus on the role 

of protests aa leverage at this time, considering that the foreign minister reported about the 

anti-Japanese activities to the president and other related institutions. This contrasts with 

the first case in which the foreign minister's attempt to utilize anti-negotiation protests were 

challenged by regime insiders in 1964. This can be interpreted as that the South Korean 

government learned the role of protests as bargaining leverage through the previous 

experience. However, because of the risk of escalation, the government was supportive of 

anti-Japanese activities in foreign countries only, while repressing protests at home. I 

discuss how Japan and the U.S. reacted to anti-Japanese protests and how these protests 

influenced the final negotiation outcomes. 

 
60 ROK Foreign Minister to ROK Ambassador (to China), “Daeilbon seongto seomyeongbu” [The autograph album from 

the anti-Japanese campaign], October 26, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.12, MOFA ROK 
DDRN 6651, FN 110. 
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5.4.4. Skepticism on the Authenticity of Protests and Japan’s Partial Concession 

Because Japan and the U.S. knew about President Park’s dominant position after 

the constitutional reform in 1972, they often showed their skepticism about the constraining 

power of protests. However, they stayed alert considering the possibility that protests in 

South Korea caused a national emergency, which required martial law as they did in 1964. 

From the start, Japan kept an eye he public opinion in South Korea worrying about protests. 

On August 16th, Special Envoy Maeda asked South Korea to increase security around the 

Japanese Embassy in Seoul. At the earlier stage of negotiation, Japan was considerate of 

South Korean’s feeling although they did not agree with South Korea regarding their legal 

and moral responsibility.61  Deputy Foreign Minister Dogo had a press conference on 

August 22nd and express regrets that Mun prepared the assassination in Japan as well as 

concern about the anti-Japanese protests.62  

One week later, Japan expressed its tiredness of protests and implied their 

skepticism on the constraining power of protests. As the protests got intensified and the 

South Korean government persistently mentioned its domestic protests and anti-Japanese 

sentiment. Japan requested South Korea to “suspend” the protests “because Japan has been 

suffering enough.” This statement demonstrates Japan’s doubt about the south Korean 

protests’ authenticity. Japan implies that South Korea was able to maneuver protests. South 

Korea contradicted Japan’s account, saying “who can suspend voluntary, nationwide, and 

 
61 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Sageongwallyeon ilbon oemuseong baneung bogo” [Report 

on the reactions from the Japanese Foreign Ministry to the incident], August 22, 1974, Park Chung-hee daetongnyeong 
jeogyeoksageon, V.1, MOFA ROK DDRN 6641, FN 69. 

62 ROK Ambassador (to Japan) to ROK Foreign Minister, “Ilbon oemuseong dogo chagwanui gijahoegyeon bogo” 
[Report on the Press Conference by the Japanese Deputy Foreign Minister Dogo], August 22, 1974, Park Chung-hee 
daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.2, MOFA ROK DDRN 6641, FN 77. 
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legitimate protest?”63 Although the Japanese government expressed its doubt, it did not 

think South Korean protests were entirely manufactured. In a news article that reported 

South Korean officials’ reactions to the protester’s trespassing on the Japanese Embassy, 

Yomiuri admitted that the Korean protests on September 6th still had some elements of 

spontaneity.  

However, the U.S. found out that Korean residents in the U.S. were planning a large 

scale anti-Japanese protest when Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka visited the U.S. for a 

summit with President Ford. Discussed earlier, South Korea engaged with embassies and 

consulates overseas to mobilize Korean diaspora’s protests. The U.S. government got 

information about these activities. On September 13th, a Korea specialist at the State 

Department, Donald L. Ranard, sent South Korea an official notice that the U.S. knew 

about the plan and requested to restrain this protest. Also, Ranard gave the South Korean 

government a warning that the FBI was investigating whether the protest had the Korean 

government at its back. He also said that the U.S. would make South Korea take the 

responsibility if it was the case. US Ambassador Snyder also brought up this issue and he 

said if the protests took place as planned, it would be understood as insults to President 

Ford. The South Korean government denied its involvement to the protest by saying “we 

cannot understand why people’s voluntary protests are insulting President Ford.”64 South 

Korea insisted the protests were “a pure expression of people’s anti-Japanese sentiment.”  

 
63 “U Mun-gi dongbuga1gwajang–Okajaki  juhan ilbon daesagwan chamsagwan myeondamnok” [Transcripts of the talk 

between Director of Asia and Pacific Division 1 U Mun-gi and Japanese councilor Okajaki], August 29, 1974, Park 
Chung-hee daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.7, MOFA ROK DDRN 6646. FN 36-38. 

64 ROK Foreign Minister to ROK Ambassador (to the U.S.), “Jaemigyopo demo eongeube daehan daeeung” [Response 
to the U.S. government’s mention of the Korean residents protests], September 15, 1974,  Park Chung-hee 
daetongnyeong jeogyeoksageon, V.6, MOFA ROK DDRN 6645, FN 128. 
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Although the South Korean government denied its collusion with protests overseas, 

the “protest card” was not very effective in this case. When the U.S. and Japan were 

doubtful about the linkage between the government and protests, neither of them offered 

accommodative suggestions. South Korea asked the U.S. to mediate the disputes whey 

Japan refused to cooperate. From the start, the U.S. tried to be neutral thinking that Park's 

demands were excessive. Once the U.S. found out the possible involvement of the Korean 

government into overseas Korean's protests, the U.S. became harsh on South Korea. 

Assistant Secretary of State Habib pushed the South Korean government to accept the 

Japanese offer, which reflected South Korea’s basic requests. 

Consequently, South Korea achieved partial concession in that a high-profile 

politician visited South Korea. The former Foreign Minister, Shiina came to South Korea 

again as a special envoy with the letter from the Japanese Prime Minister. However, the 

contents of the letter were not very satisfying. Japan refused to include its promise to 

restrict Chongryon’s activities in the letter. As a compromise, Japan vaguely mentioned 

the issue in an oral statement. This is because Japan also faced domestic challenges 

regarding Chongryon issue. Tanaka administration’s power base was weak and left-wing 

opposition parties strongly urged not to accommodate South Korea’s request, sympathizing 

with North Korea. The letter even implicitly blamed South Korea for the conflictual 

relations by mentioning "Japan-Korea relations have been strained over the past year," 

which implies that the kidnap of Dae-jung Kim was the main cause of the current dispute.  

Although the letter was not fully accommodating South Korea’s requests, the dispute was 

resolved. Anti-Japanese protests also calmed down with Shiina’s visit to South Korea.  
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 Conclusion 

In this Chapter, I examine how anti-Japanese protests in Korea influenced 

negotiations between South Korea and Japan using primary sources. Specifically, I 

investigated the impacts of protests in two cases, the 1965 Korea–Japan Normalization 

Treaty and a diplomatic dispute on Mun Se-Gwang’s attempted assassination. In both cases, 

large-scale protests erupted nationwide. Due to colonial history, strong anti-Japanese 

sentiment in South Korea was a constant condition and nationwide large-scale protests 

erupted in both cases. However, the influence of protests in negotiation outcomes was 

different. I argue that South Korea’s political system largely shaped the credibility of 

protests, leading to the difference in final negotiation outcomes. 

South Korean protests work only in the case of the 1965 Normalization Treaty when 

the foreign counterpart worried about the survival of the Park administration. At that time, 

Park Chung-hee, who had seized political power by committing a coup in 1961, just started 

his first term as a civilian leader. Park was elected through a multi-party presidential 

election in 1963. With the resumption of electoral competition, the opposition parties 

restored its leverage and influence. They were actively engaging with college students and 

ordinary citizens by leading the anti-negotiation protests in 1964. The South Korean 

government had to respond with massive repression to continue the negotiation. After all, 

the protest movement was suspended with martial law and the arrest of thousands of 

participants. In this situation, there was no room for doubts about the spontaneity or 

authenticity of protests. Also, Foreign Minister Lee's skillful maneuvering contributes to 

utilizing domestic protests for better negotiation outcomes. 
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In the case of Mun’s attempted assassination in 1974, South Korean protests were 

not very helpful in inducing favorable bargaining outcomes. In 1974, Park already 

monopolized his power with the constitutional reform in 1972. Multiparty executive 

elections were abolished. An influential opposition leader, Dae-jung Kim was kidnapped 

and threatened to be killed. Under this authoritarian system, anti-Japanese protests did not 

appear as credible constraining power. In this situation, Japan and the U.S. were skeptical 

about the spontaneity of protests and the U.S. finally found some circumstantial evidence 

that South Korea was colluding with overseas protests through its embassies and consulates. 

Even with the large number of participants, anti-Japanese protests could not be effective 

this time.  

 The interruption of anti-Japanese protests on South Korea-Japan relations is still 

an ongoing issue. The issue of comfort women victims has been another intractable issue 

between the two countries. Comfort women refer to women who were forced to be sex 

slaves by the Imperial Japanese Army during World War II. The issue of Korean comfort 

women was first revealed by Hak-soon Kim in 1991, who was one of the survivors from 

the war crime. Since 1992 South Korean civil society has been holding the “Wednesday 

Demonstration” every Wednesdays in front of the Japanese Embassy in Seoul. The two 

governments have discussed this issue since 1992. In 2015, South Korea and Japan finally 

signed the Agreement on the issue of “comfort women” victims under Guen-hye Park’s 

presidency. This is another case that survivors’ testimony and citizens’ protests finally led 

to two governments’ negotiated settlement.  

I originally planned to include this negotiation as the third case to examine the 

effects of South Korean protests under the democratic system. However, I could not include 
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this because this issue has not been concluded even after the 2015 settlement. This deal 

was quite unpopular among South Korean citizens and surviving victims mainly because 

victims’ requests for a declaration of legal responsibility and official reparations on Japan’s 

side were not accommodated. Another reason that victims refuse to accept this deal was 

the two governments agreed that “the issue of comfort women is resolved “finally and 

irreversibly” with this agreement.” Currently, this deal is practically invalidated after 

President Guen-hye Park was impeached in 2017. The succeeding Korean government 

decided not to implement the agreement, and this decision became another source of a 

dispute between South Korea and Japan. Japan criticized South Korea for reversing the 

international agreement. This situation became exacerbated by a recent trade disputes 

Japan initiated in July 2019. I wish to include this case in my future analysis to investigate 

how protests under a democracy would influence negotiation outcomes once the 

inconclusive situation is finally settled.  
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CHAPTER 6. Conclusion 

 

"Can this protest make any difference in the government's policy?" This research 

project started with this question about 14 years ago. It was on Saturday in 2006. I was on 

my way home after an anti-Free Trade Agreement (FTA) protest. I spent all day marching 

on the street, chanting slogans, and criticizing the South Korean government's decision to 

agree to the FTA with other college students and farmers. However, it did not seem that 

the government even knows we were talking about its policy. I did not think anyone even 

cared about this protest except for several drivers annoyed by roadblocks and riot police 

stationed on Saturday. At that time, it seemed that the government did not even know we 

were there. The simple answer to the question would be “it depends.” This dissertation is 

an effort to specify this answer, asking “depends on what?”  

I argue that domestic protests can increase their home government’s bargaining 

leverage, but only when protests look credible to a foreign counterpart. I understand 

protests as non-institutional constraints on the executive. Relying on the framework of two-

level games, protests can increase a home government’s bargaining leverage as 

institutional constraints do. However, the credibility of protests¾to what extent protests 

constrain the government¾varies depending on various conditions, such as the size, 

intensity, duration of protests, the demand of protesters, the participants, the timing of 

protests, the home government’s reactions, the popularity of the home government, etc. I 

suggest the regime type of a home government, a change in the level of repression, and the 

scale of protests as key conditions that are generally influential on the credibility of protests.  
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In chapter 2, I develop my theoretical argument that demonstrates why the three 

factors are critical conditions in deciding the credibility of protests. First of all, I contend 

that protests in hybrid regimes are most effective when a home government attempts to 

utilize its domestic protests as a bargaining chip. The key aspects of a hybrid regime are 1) 

its relative openness to civil society compared to authoritarian regimes and 2) its national 

leader’s greater vulnerability to protests. Due to the relatively large space for civil rights, 

protests in hybrid regimes would be perceived as spontaneous and voluntary activities. On 

the other hand, when an authoritarian regime asks more concessions due to its protests, this 

claim would sound less persuasive, considering an authoritarian regime's greater access to 

state repression. Second, protests in hybrid regimes would be more effective in achieving 

concessions compared to democracies because the national leader in a hybrid regime is 

more susceptible to situational factors. On the contrary, protests are institutionalized 

political participation in democracies. Since the protest is an everyday event in a 

democratic country, protests in democracies would not be perceived as threatening as those 

in non-democracies. Considering these two conditions, protests in a hybrid regime will be 

the most beneficial increasing the home government's bargaining power.  

In addition to regime type, I also demonstrate why the change in state repression 

would influence the perceived credibility of protests. I argue that the credibility of protests 

will be high if a home government increases or at least maintain the level of repression 

against protests. This is because when a home government uses repressive measures against 

the protests, this will demonstrate that the government is not conniving with the protests. 

Lastly and intuitively, I suggest that the larger the protest scale is the greater the credibility 

of protests will be.   
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In chapter 3, I test my theoretical argument in the context of Militarized Interstate 

Disputes (MIDs). With the protest counts for the past 180 days, I find support for my 

hypothesis that protests in hybrid regimes will be most helpful in achieving concessions. 

Besides, I find support for my expectations regarding repression and the scale of protests. 

In the presence of the usual or higher level of state repression, the likelihood of achieving 

concessions will increase. Interestingly, I also find that protests at home also increases the 

likelihood of peaceful settlement in general regardless of the outcomes. 

Chapter 4 explores how protests influence international border disputes by using 

the Issue Correlates of War (ICOW) settlement dataset. I cannot find empirical support in 

this analysis. Opposition to what I expected, protests in challenger state would increase the 

likelihood of a target state’s winning. Concerning the models with the interaction variable 

of regime type and protests, I could not run the analysis due to the small number of protest 

observations in hybrid and authoritarian regimes. I suspect that this issue would be also 

related to the biased sample of the current ICOW, which collects the disputes in Europe, 

the Americas, and a few observations from the Middle East only. I will run this analysis 

again once the ICOW project is updated.  

Lastly, I examine how the regime type of South Korea mediates the influence of 

domestic protests on the international bargaining outcomes in chapter 5. I conduct archival 

research by using primary and secondary sources from South Korea, Japan, and the U.S. I 

find that protests under the hybrid regime were perceived as credible constraints. Thus, 

they consequently enabled South Korea to achieve more concessions from Japan in their 

negotiation on the Treaty on Basic Relations and other related agreements. On the other 

hand, protests under authoritarian regime did not assist South Korean delegate to achieve 
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favorable outcomes. I contend that this difference originated from the different regime 

types of the home government. Japan and the U.S. were skeptical about the authenticity 

and spontaneity of protests in the case of bargaining over Mun's attempted assassination. 

On the contrary, in the case of protests under the hybrid regime, Japan and the U.S. 

voluntarily discussed additional concessions to alleviate South Korean protesters' anger. 

This chapter contributes to explore the variance within non-democracies, demonstrating 

the difference between authoritarian regimes and hybrid regimes.  

This study carries a series of implications for the following literature. First, this 

study extends the literature on two-level games by examining under what conditions non-

institutional constraints can also contribute to negotiating parties' bargaining leverage. 

Second, this study contributes to further developing the theory on a hybrid regime's foreign 

policy behaviors. Interestingly, according to the findings from chapters 3 and 5, hybrid 

regimes can be most effective in using the domestic constraints for advantage in the 

international bargain. This finding challenges the conventional wisdom on "democratic 

advantage" in international conflicts and international negotiations. Lastly, this study 

contributes to the literature on popular protests and foreign policy, which recently started 

to develop. The strength of my research is to suggest an analysis of how the influence of 

popular protests varies across different types of regimes. 

This dissertation has some limitations, which lead to further development of this 

project. First, there is an unresolved question regarding the demands of protests: If the 

protesters’ demand is directly related to the issue of the ongoing international negotiation, 

does the influence of protests get stronger? I could not seek an answer to this question the 

information on the demands of protests was not available in existing protest datasets. To 
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further explore this issue, I am building my original protest dataset with a focus on the 

demands of protests by using Natural Language Procession (NLP). I will investigate how 

the regime characteristics of hybrid regimes influence other types of foreign policy 

behaviors, such as conflict initiation, peaceful settlement, and norm compliance. Second, 

the analysis in chapter four is incomplete due to the limited coverage of the data set. I will 

update my analysis as soon as the data coverage is expanded to cover all countries. Third, 

the case study chapter can be extended with additional case that shows the impacts of 

protests on international bargaining under democracies. This analysis will be included once 

the controversy over the 2015 Korea-Japan negotiation on wartime “comfort women” 

during world war II is settled. 

Can protests make any difference in foreign policy outcomes? If I go back to this 

old question I had as a protester, my answer from this study would be: “it depends on the 

regime type of your home government, the scale of protests, the repression level used 

against protests, and many other unexplored conditions.” This answer is still incomplete, 

but at least I would say that protests can influence negotiating governments’ strategies and 

even affect the bargaining outcomes when certain conditions are met. One intriguing 

finding is that the influence of protests might not be necessarily what the protesters 

originally intended. In my first case in chapter 5, anti-negotiation protests increased the 

South Korean government's bargaining leverage but did not cancel the negotiation as the 

protesters originally aimed. Interestingly, the outcomes would not always correspond to 

what home governments pursue either. Sometimes this strategy can backfire causing more 

loss in negotiation as suggested in the second case in chapter 5. I believe that these gaps 

between the actors’ intentions and the outcomes make this topic intriguing and require 
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more scholarly attention. Even with this uncertainty, it would be safe to say that popular 

protests often have a presence at the scene of international bargaining. In many cases, 

negotiations continue in the street as well as on the table. 
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