
 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Post-Conflict Reconciliation Through an Appeal to  
Common Pre-Conflict Identity 

 
 

Han Il Chang 
Kookmin University 

hanilchang@kookmin.ac.kr 
 

Leonid Peisakhin 
New York University – Abu Dhabi 

leonid.peisakhin@nyu.edu 
 

 
Abstract: In this lab-in-the-field experiment in Korea we test whether an appeal to a common 
pre-conflict identity – built around history of statehood and anti-colonial resistance – can 
increase cooperation among co-ethnics who had been turned enemies during the Korean War.  In 
a test of the common ingroup identity theory we find that appeals to a superordinate identity 
through an informational video and cross-community discussion are largely ineffective in 
engendering cooperation post-conflict.  The largest group – here, South Koreans – are most 
susceptible to the appeal, but minorities, even though low status, are not affected at all, likely 
because of a strong attachment to their group's distinctiveness.  This finding suggests that 
appeals to a superordinate identity might not be an effective way to reconcile groups post-
conflict and are especially ineffective for minorities. 
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Civil wars have become the most common form of conflict since the end of colonialism in the 
mid-20th century.  Once the active phase of fighting ends, societies enter on the precarious path 
of post-conflict reconciliation.  At times, efforts at peace building break down and violence 
reignites, as has happened in Rwanda, Indonesia, and Yemen. Even in countries where civil 
conflict ends in a seemingly stable peace settlement or a decisive victory by one side – as in 
Colombia, Lebanon, or Northern Ireland – economic, ethnic, or sectarian conflict often continues 
to threaten lasting peace. 
 
At the root of persistent post-conflict grievances might be unresolved disputes over the 
distribution of economic resources but often also an inability or unwillingness to admit the 
opposing side to full membership in the political community because of lingering mistrust and 
trauma of conflict (Balcells 2012; Bauer et al. 2016; Lupu and Peisakhin 2017; Rozenas, Schutte, 
and Zhukov 2017; Fouka 2019).  Put simply, the Humpty Dumpty of a unified national 
community is often difficult to piece together in the aftermath of civil war.  As a result, 
continued lack of social and political cohesion can lock societies into conflict traps (Wood 2003; 
Walter 2004) and condemn them to economic underdevelopment (Collier et al. 2003). 
 
There is a dominant conjecture across the social sciences that intergroup contact is one of the 
most effective ways to reduce prejudice and improve relations between groups in conflict 
(Allport 1954).  Empirical evidence generally supports this hypothesis (for a review see 
Pettigrew and Tropp 2006), although experimental studies suggest that prejudice reduction 
across racial and ethnic lines is difficult (Paluck, Green, and Green 2019).  Notably, the 
mechanism by which intergroup contact reduces prejudice and increases cooperation remains in 
contention.  In an influential set of papers Gaertner and Dovidio (2000; Gartner et al. 1989) 
argue that intergroup contact is most effective at fostering cooperation when it successfully 
activates a common superordinate group identity that absorbs the lesser conflicting identities the 
way a national or class identity can subsume competing ethnic, racial, or sectarian identities. 
 
Taking Gaertner and Dovidio’s common ingroup identity theory as a starting point and drawing 
on related literature in social psychology we set out to examine how effective activation of a 
strong pre-conflict superordinate identity might be in increasing altruistic giving, trust, and 
cooperation across groups that have been at conflict with each other.  We also ask whether the 
majority group might be more susceptible to the superordinate identity appeal because a unitary 
post-conflict identity would be more likely to reflect the majority’s values and, as a corollary, 
minorities might be less taken in by such appeals out of fear of losing their cultural 
distinctiveness (Waldzus et al. 2003).  In addition, we test whether the majority’s susceptibility 
to common ingroup appeals might vary depending on the status of the minority group that 
participates in the identity construction project given that the majority might be concerned with 
potential loss of status in a highly unequal exchange (Mummendey and Wenzel 1999). 
 
We test these theoretical propositions in a case that is at once apocryphal of civil conflict and 
favorable toward the theory – that of ethnic Koreans who have been divided by the Korean war 
and preceding geopolitical turmoil.1  South Koreans, North Koreans, and Chinese Koreans – the 
ethnic Korean communities that emerged in the aftermath of the Korean War – share a common 
pre-conflict political and cultural identity and are of the same race and ethnicity.  The primary 

 
1 We treat the Korean conflict as an entrenched civil war. 
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identity cleavage in this population today runs along economic and political lines that have been 
forged over the course of conflict. 
 
In a novel turn in the experimental literature on post-conflict reconciliation we set out to activate 
a superordinate group identity by appealing to common pre-conflict history of statehood and 
anti-colonial resistance.  We examine the effectiveness of common ingroup identity appeals 
through three interventions: a control, a video intervention with narration and images about 
Korean statehood and anti-colonial resistance against the Japanese in the first half of the 20th 
century, and the same video intervention followed by group discussion designed to intensify 
cross-group interactions.  The post-video discussion treatment focuses on reflections about the 
common ingroup identity video.  Outcomes – altruistic giving, trust toward, and cooperation with 
the outgroup – were measured through behavioral games.   
 
Overall, 252 South Korean citizens, 126 North Korean defectors, and 126 Chinese Korean 
economic migrants participated in the study for a total of 504 participants in the summer of 2019 
in Seoul.  Inclusion of North Korean refugees and Chinese Korean migrants in the study – two 
groups that voluntarily made their way to South Korea – should bias in favor of finding treatment 
effects.  Participants interacted with each other in mixed six-person groups; they were assigned 
randomly to these groups, and the groups were in turn assigned at random to one of the three 
interventions.  Half the groups (42) contained only South Korean and North Korean participants, 
and the other half only South Korean and Chinese Korean participants.2  On the Korean 
peninsula and in northern China South Koreans are in a majority at 52 million inhabitants, 
whereas Chinese Koreans (2 million) and North Koreans (25 million) are minorities.  Chinese 
Koreans are considered by South Koreans to be lower status and less desirable as migrants than 
North Koreans (Ha, Cho, and Kang 2016; Park 2018).  
 
We found that, contrary to expectations, exposure to the superordinate identity video failed to 
increase intergroup altruism, trust, or cooperation.  Where discussion followed from the video, 
South Korean participants tended to exhibit higher trust in their North Korean counterparts, but 
not toward Chinese Koreans.  Even in interactions with North Korean refugees an increase in 
trust was not sufficient to raise the South Korean participants’ propensity to cooperate.  Neither 
the video, nor discussion had any discernible effect on the minority groups – the North and 
Chinese Koreans.   
 
These findings suggest that appeals to superordinate identity are not always successful in post-
conflict settings even among groups that share a common race, ethnicity, language, and pre-
conflict history.  Such appeals might be selectively persuasive for the majority group but fail to 
resonate in minorities.  And even majorities seem to balk at embracing groups that they consider 
lower status.  As a matter of policy, our findings suggest that for a common superordinate 
identity to be useful as an effective post-conflict reconciliation tool the groups participating in 
the identity construction project must be similar in status, and substantive engagements like 
cross-group discussion are likely to have a higher chance of success than passive consumption of 
pre-prepared messaging. 
 

 
2 Due to limited resources and difficulty of recruiting Chinese and North Korean participants we were unable to 
measure outcomes in Chinese Korean – North Korean teams. 
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This paper serves as an important reminder that there might be strict scope conditions on when 
appeals to common ingroup identity are effective, and that these conditions might not always be 
met outside of the laboratory.  Empirically, this study advances the experimental literature on the 
strategies of post-conflict reconciliation (Cilliers, Dube, and Siddiqi 2016; Scacco and Warren 
2018; Chang and Peisakhin 2019; Paler, Marshall, and Atallah 2020; Lowe 2020).  To the best of 
our knowledge, ours is the first attempt to experimentally measure the effectiveness of a video 
appeal to a powerful pre-conflict identity in reducing intergroup discrimination and increasing 
cooperation. 
 
Context: Divided Korea 
 
Korea as we know it today divided between North and South with large Korean diasporas in the 
U.S, China, and Japan is largely a product of geopolitical perturbations of the 20th century.  Since 
the 11th century the Korean peninsula has been under the de facto control of a unitary state under 
the Goryeo (918-1392AD) and Joseon (1392-1897) dynasties.  Although influenced by large and 
powerful neighboring states, the inhabitants of the Korean kingdom enjoyed a distinctive 
linguistic, cultural, religious, and administrative tradition.  In an attempt to resist assimilationist 
pressures from the Mongolian, Chinese, and Japanese empires, by the late 19th century the 
inhabitants of the Korean peninsula developed a strong sense of a national community (Pratt 
2006).   
 
In 1910 Korea was fully annexed by Japan.  The Japanese occupation provoked mass country-
wide uprisings (Cumings 1997).  The largest of these was the March 1 movement, named after a 
series of protests that broke out in March 1919 in the run up to the funeral of the last reigning 
Joseon emperor.  Over ten percent of the Korean population is estimated to have participated in 
these anti-Japanese protests, and over 7,000 people are thought to have been killed by colonial 
police (Han 1988).  Violent protests broke out also in the Jiandao region of northeastern China 
(present-day Chinese province of Jilin), an area bordering on Korea and therefore an attractive 
destination for economic and political migrants from the peninsula.  In the aftermath of the 
protests, a group of Korean politicians and businessmen set up the Korean Provisional 
Government and Shinheung Military Academy on Chinese territory.  Violent mass protests 
shook Korea once again in 1926 (June 10 Movement) and 1929 (Gwangju Student Independence 
Movement). 
 
Following Japan’s defeat in World War II, Korea was carved into two spheres of influence with 
the United States in the south and the Soviet Union in the north.  The situation in Korea was 
similar to the coterminous partition of Germany between the Allied powers.  The competing 
governments had no intention of tolerating a divided Korea, and with encouragement from the 
Great Powers war broke out in June 1950.  The Korean War was a civil conflict fought over an 
ideological cleavage with support in human and material resources from major powers.  By 
January 1951 the conflict stabilized along the 38th parallel, the original boundary between the 
Soviet and U.S. spheres of influence.  The toll of the war was a mass loss of civilian life, 
estimated at some 2.5 million; over 700,000 deaths of North and South Korean, Chinese, and 
American military personnel; massacres of suspected Communists in South Korea and mass 
executions of captured South Korean and American prisoners-of-war in the North Korean camps; 
and destruction of most major cities and infrastructure across the peninsula (Stueck 2002; 
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Cumings 2011; Jager 2013).  A formal peace treaty was never signed, and North and South 
Korea remain officially at war. 
 
As a result of that conflict, ethnic Koreans are today divided across multiple states.  The three 
dominant Korean communities in and around the Korean peninsula are the ethnic Koreans of 
South and North Korea and those residing in northeastern China.  Those in North Korea live in a 
closed totalitarian state that sets up South Korea as implacable enemy (French 2007).  The South 
Korean state portrays the North Korean political establishment in a similarly unfavorable light.  
Korean residents of China – the population that we term here Chinese Koreans and whose 
ancestors migrated to China mostly in the first two decades of the 20th century – are also subject 
to state propaganda that seeks to foster loyalties toward the Chinese state (Seol and Skrentny 
2009).  The three Korean communities now view each other with suspicion and some hostility 
due to the high intensity of violence in the civil conflict but also because of the efforts of state 
propaganda. 
 
Chinese Koreans and North Koreans can be readily encountered in South Korea, and especially 
in Seoul.  There are approximately one million Chinese Koreans currently residing in South 
Korea, and they make up about half of all non-native residents of the country.  Chinese Koreans 
began to enter South Korea as labor migrants when diplomatic relations between China and 
South Korea were re-established in 1992, and many have since settled in their historic homeland.   
 
The number of North Koreans in South Korea is lower at around 30,000-40,000 North Korean 
refugees residing across the country, mostly in the capital.  North Korean citizens in South Korea 
are defectors who fled at a substantial risk to themselves and their families in search of economic 
opportunities and political freedom.  Although one might expect the North Korean defectors to 
enjoy a warm welcome in South Korea, in fact close to half of all North Koreans in the south 
report having experienced discrimination (Park et al. 2005; Jung et al. 2016).  Studies suggest 
that North and South Koreans consider themselves to be culturally distinct despite linguistic and 
ethnic commonalities, and that South Koreans sometimes do not distinguish between North 
Korean migrants and immigrants of non-Korean ethnicity (Chae and Yhi 2004; Chung 2008; Ha 
and Jang 2016).   
 
In the public sphere North Koreans are held in considerably higher esteem than Chinese 
Koreans, and Chinese Koreans are often perceived as being outside of the ethnic Korean 
community (Choi 2006; Park 2018).  Chinese Koreans and North Koreans are clearly discernible 
from South Koreans because of differences in dialect.  
 
Theory and Hypotheses 
 
Intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport 1954) informs much scholarship on the ways to reduce 
prejudice and increase cooperation among groups in conflict. In his magisterial The Nature of 
Prejudice (1954) Allport hypothesized that tensions between conflicting groups are most likely 
to be reduced when two groups of equal status work toward common goals with the aim of 
establishing closer relations in a cooperative manner and with institutional support.  Social 
scientists have sought to extend the insights of the theory and to examine whether intergroup 
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contact might lead to higher trust, altruism, and, ultimately, cooperation among conflicting 
groups (Scacco and Warren 2018; Mousa 2018; Lowe 2020). 
 
There is disagreement in social psychology over what it is about intergroup contact that reduces 
prejudice and increases cooperation.  Proponents of the decategorization model (Brewer and 
Miller 1984) have argued that contact allows members of conflicting communities to find 
similarities in personalized interactions and to shed all identity categories in favor of the 
understanding of one’s interlocutor as an individual and not a member of any specific group 
(findings in Mousa 2018 and Lowe 2020 are consistent with this view).  In contrast, those 
advocating the common ingroup identity model (Gaertner et al. 1989) maintain that intergroup 
contact leads to lower prejudice and higher cooperation when a common superordinate identity is 
activated over the course of exchanges between members of different groups.   
 
The common ingroup identity theory has received support in political science.  Charnysh, Lucas, 
and Singh (2015) found that appeals to the Indian national identity increase altruistic giving 
between Hindus and Muslims in the context of a survey experiment.  In Malawi, Robinson 
(2016) has demonstrated in a laboratory-in-the-field experiment that participants who are shown 
the Malawian national flag tend to report greater trust in members of a competing ethnic 
community.  Lazarev and Sharma (2017) in a survey experiment in Turkey successfully elicited 
higher donations to Syrian refugees from ethnic Turks by appealing to the superordinate Muslim 
identity.  In the US, in a survey experiment Levendusky (2018) showed that partisan rivalries are 
reduced when the superordinate American national identity is activated.  In a laboratory-in-the-
field experiment in Lebanon, Chang and Peisakhin (2019) demonstrated how altruistic exchanges 
can be fostered between Shia and Sunni Muslims when experts from both sects counsel unity 
around the national identity. 
 
Whether appeals to superordinate identity are effective in post-conflict settings and how to most 
effectively activate that type of identity, especially outside of the laboratory and in settings 
where post-conflict cleavages run deep, remains an open question in this literature.  In this study 
we set out to test the effectiveness of a novel intervention – a short educational video reminding 
the groups at conflict that prior to the outbreak of hostilities they shared a history of nationhood, 
a strong unitary identity, and a common enemy.  This message maps wells onto the realities of 
post civil war reconstruction beyond the Korean case, as warring parties often have periods of 
cohabitation and cooperation before the onset of conflict and a prior history of shared struggle 
against a powerful external enemy, often a colonizer.  Drawing on the insights of the common 
ingroup identity theory we hypothesize that those exposed to the video message that seeks to 
activate a superordinate Korean identity will exhibit higher altruism, trust, and cooperation 
toward other Korean communities (hypothesis 1).   
 
There is good reason to think that a brief and superficial intervention such as exposure to a video 
might be insufficient to bring about a shift in behavior.  Some research on intergroup contact 
suggests that cooperation might be better engendered through a deliberative process whereby 
participants have a chance to develop a deeper understanding of shared commonalities (Delli 
Carpini, Cook, and Jacobs 2004).  In the post-conflict setting, Svensson and Brouneus (2013) 
found that student participants from competing ethnic groups in Ethiopia reported greater trust in 
the outgroup after participating in an inter-ethnic discussion group for two university terms.  In 



 7 

Lebanon, Paler, Marshall, and Atallah (2020) showed that intersectarian group discussion 
reduced support for sectarian politics among individuals of the same class.  However, these 
findings are ambiguous.  Svensson and Brouneus (2013) also found that the interethnic 
discussion program only changed attitudes but not behavior, and Paler, Marshall, and Atallah 
(2020) noted that discussion failed to elicit a rejection of sectarianism from individuals of 
different economic status.  On balance, we tentatively hypothesize that inter-group discussion 
that follows on from watching the video about common Korean history will increase cross-group 
altruism, trust, and cooperation against the baseline of the video on its own (hypothesis 2). 
 
Allport’s intergroup contact theory assumes equality between groups that are striving toward a 
more cooperative relationship, but in the aftermath of many conflicts groups seeking 
reconciliation are not equal in relative size and status.  Therefore, in order to advance the 
theoretical understanding of the effectiveness of intergroup contact and to formulate functional 
policies it is important to establish how groups of different relative size and status respond to 
cross-group contact.  There is broad agreement that when choosing between several group 
identities – and this is relevant in situations where a common ingroup identity is being activated 
– individuals are motivated by the twin needs for differentiation and self-esteem (Brewer 1991; 
Abrams and Hogg 1988).  On the one hand, individuals wish to hold onto the values and cultural 
traits of their community; on the other hand, they would like to be associated with the higher-
status identity. 
 
When a superordinate identity option is presented to groups that are unequal in size or status the 
desires for differentiation and self-esteem come into conflict.3  For the larger and higher status 
group, superordinate identity should be easy to adopt because the values of that identity will 
likely be similar to existing traits of the numerically dominant group.  The literature terms this 
ingroup projection (Mummendey and Wenzel 1999).  As a corollary, minority groups might be 
less open to cooperation with a dominant minority.  Studies in psychology caution that the need 
for differentiation is very powerful in minorities, and that it often prevails over the need for self-
esteem and, therefore, that minorities will tend to resist the appeal of the superordinate identity 
when interacting with a hostile majority (Hewstone and Brown 1986; Brewer, Manzi, and Shaw 
1993; Hall and Crisp 2005).  We hypothesize that South Koreans, as the majority, will be more 
susceptible to the appeals of the common ingroup identity, and that Chinese and North Koreans, 
by virtue of being minorities, will be less drawn to the superordinate identity (hypothesis 3). 
 
In addition, for the majority there is an important caveat that incorporation of lower status groups 
into the umbrella identity might make the superordinate identity less attractive (Waldzus et al. 
2003).  This leads us to hypothesize that in interactions with Chinese Koreans South Koreans 
will be less likely to embrace the superordinate group identity and therefore will be more 
cooperative when engaging with North Koreans (hypothesis 4). 
 
 
Research Design 
 

(i) Overview 
 

3 Political scientists tend to overlook this tradeoff and often assume that pursuit of higher status will ordinarily win 
out (Shayo 2009; Charnysh, Lucas, and Singh 2015). 
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To test these hypotheses we recruited ethnic Koreans of Chinese, North Korean, and South 
Korean descent to participate a study in Seoul, South Korea’s capital.  Participants were 
randomly assigned to South Korean-Chinese Korean and South Korean-North Korean mixed six-
person groups.  Groups had to be mixed because the discussion intervention and outcome 
measures entailed in person interactions between members of different populations.  Individuals 
were randomly assigned to groups within the constraints of community quotas, and groups were 
randomized into the experimental interventions.  The study took place at Korea University in 
August 2019. 
 
This study’s design is summarized in Table 1.  There are three experimental interventions.  In the 
control, after being assigned to their groups participants went straight through to outcome 
measurements  In the common identity video intervention, prior to playing the behavioral games 
participants were shown a brief video designed to activate a common supraordinate identity 
around the forging of a unitary Korean political community in the anti-colonial struggle against 
Japan.  In the video + discussion intervention participants in their mixed six-person groups were 
asked to discuss the video’s content and how it resonated with them after watching the clip.  The 
effectiveness of the common ingroup identity video will be measured against the untreated 
baseline.  Effects of group discussion will be calculated in a comparison against the video 
baseline.  
 
Table 1. Experimental Interventions 
 Control Common Ingroup 

Identity Video  
Common Ingroup 

Identity Video  
+ Discussion 

 
Baseline group status 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 North Koreans per 

team) 
 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 North Koreans) 

 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 North Koreans) 

 

 
Lower group status 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 Chinese Koreans 

per team) 
 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 Chinese Koreans) 

 

14 teams 
(3 South Koreans +  
3 Chinese Koreans) 

 

 
 

(ii) Participants 
 
There were a total of 504 participants in this study: 252 South Koreans, 126 Chinese Koreans, 
and 126 North Koreans.  They formed 84 six-person teams.  Participants are described in Table 
2; the data are from survey responses that were collected before interventions had been 
administered.4  Participants were recruited with the help of a South Korean public opinion firm.  

 
4 Untruthful self-reports are possible. Participants might have wanted to come across as better educated, and Chinese 
and North Korean participants might have under-reported employment status because of problems with immigration 
status. 
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Given the small number of participants in the study it was impossible to ensure that each sub-
population was fully representative of the underlying Seoul community.  South Korean 
participants in our study, by virtue of being the largest group, are quite similar to an average 
South Korean in the general population in terms of household income, although they are a little 
younger and better educated.5  It is difficult to judge how representative the Chinese Korean 
migrant and North Korean defector participants are because there are no large representative 
surveys of these groups.  Our assessment is that women are underrepresented in our pool of 
North Korean defectors, and while both Chinese Koreans and North Koreans in the study are 
better educated than an average Chinese or North Korean in Seoul, they appear to be 
underemployed.   
 
Table 2. Participants’ Characteristics 

 South Koreans 
(n=252) 

North Koreans 
(n=126) 

Chinese Koreans 
(n=126) 

Age, yrs. 38  
(12) 

48  
(18) 

41 
(15) 

Male, % 48.80  
(0.50) 

49.21  
(0.50) 

41.27  
(49.42) 

Monthly household income level, 0-6 3.06  
(1.64) 

0.85  
(1.20) 

1.55  
(1.49) 

Education level, 0-5 3.92  
(0.54) 

3.26  
(0.79) 

3.63  
(1.00) 

Employed, % 0.56  
(0.50) 

0.33  
(0.47) 

0.49  
(0.50) 

Knowledge of Korean history, 0-3  1.59  
(0.67) 

1.50  
(0.81) 

1.15  
(0.78) 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Survey question wording in Appendix C.  
Monthly Household Income level: 0 = less than 1,500,000 Won; 1 = 1,500,001 to 3,000,000 Won; 2 = 3,000,001 to 
4,500,000 Won; 3 = 4,500,001 to 6,000,000 Won; 4 = 6,000,001 to 7,500,000 Won; 5 = 7,500,001 to 9,000,000 
Won; 6 = 9,000,001 Won or more  
Education level: 3 = high school, 4 = university/college.  
Knowledge of Korean history: 0 = not knowledgeable at all; 1 = not very knowledgeable; 2 = quite knowledgeable; 
3 = very knowledgeable. 
 
 
The internal validity of the findings is not affected by these concerns, as participants were 
successfully randomized across the three interventions; see Appendix B for results of the 
randomization checks.  As to the study’s external validity, it bears highlighting that Chinese 
Korean migrants and North Korean defectors are unlikely to be representative of Chinese 
Koreans and North Koreans in general.  The migrants made a conscious choice to relocate to 
South Korea and are therefore likely much closer in their values and aspirations to their South 
Korean co-ethnics than an average person back home.  This creates a bias in favor of finding 
treatment effects given that migrants should be particularly keen to cooperate with their hosts. 
 
 

 
5 For a comparison between our sample and the 2018 Korean General Social Survey (Kim et al. 2019) on these 
variables see Appendix A.   
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Figure 1: South Koreans’ perception of their economic status relative to North Koreans 
and Chinese Koreans  
 

 
Note: Data are from South Koreans’ survey self-reports in the pre-manipulation survey 
(n=252). Respondents were asked to express their level of agreement that the economic 
status of each of the three groups is higher than that of other groups in South Korea; * 
p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

 
 
The Chinese and North Korean participants are considerably less wealthy than their South 
Korean counterparts – average monthly household income of $2K and $1.1K respectively 
versus $3.8K – and less likely to be employed.  This is consistent with expectations and 
also with the perceptions among South Koreans of their own economic status relative to 
that of the other groups.  Figure 1 demonstrates that South Korean participants consider 
themselves to be much better off than members of the Chinese Korean and North Korean 
communities.  Importantly, South Korean subjects in our study believe Chinese Koreans 
and North Koreans to be equally worse off – the difference between the coefficients in the 
assessment of Chinese and North Korean economic status is not statistically significant 
(t=1.3).  Almost all South Korean and Chinese Korean participants have at least some 
university education, whereas many North Korean defectors only completed high school.  
The self-reported level of knowledge of Korean history is not high across the board, with 
an average participant in all three subgroups hovering between not very knowledgeable 
and quite knowledgeable.  Relatively low baseline knowledge of history might enhance the 
effectiveness of the interventions, as participants with low priors might be more receptive 
to information in the video and subsequent group discussions.   
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Figure 2. South Koreans’ assessment of North Korean and Chinese Korean migrants 

 
Note: Data are from self-reports in pre-manipulation survey (252 South Korean participants);   
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

 
 
One of the premises of this study is that one of the sub-groups is held in lower regard than the 
other by the majority.  This is confirmed in Figure 2.  South Koreans have less positive feelings 
toward Chinese Koreans, are more prejudiced toward them as a group, and believe that Chinese 
Koreans have a weaker attachment to South Korea.6   
 

(iii) Treatments: Video and Discussion 
 
The treatments were designed to activate a superordinate group identity.  We appealed to the idea 
of a common Korean political community forged in a violent struggle against the colonial 
Japanese oppressor.  To this day anti-Japanese sentiment is salient in China, North, and South 
Korea (Ching 2019).  Therefore, an appeal to a common anti-colonial struggle is not just an 
attempt to resurrect long-forgotten history but is something that resonates with contemporary 
political messaging in the Korean communities under study. 
 
The video intervention, modeled after public messaging clips of the type broadcast on news 
programs or as public service announcements on television or online, reminds viewers that Korea 
used to be a kingdom in its own right until its colonization by Japan, describes the three largest 
waves of violent anti-colonial protests with a national reach in 1919, 1926, and 1929, touches on 
the migration of Korean political and military elites to China, and closes with a discussion of the 
Cold War partition of the Korean peninsula and an appeal to the idea of a unified Korean 
political nation.  Throughout, the narrative stresses that many ethnic Koreans participated in the 
national struggle irrespective of whether they lived in the south or the north of the peninsula or 
on Chinese territory.  The video is 11 minutes in duration, uses historical footage and maps, and 

 
6 Variables behind Figure 2 are explained in Appendix C. 
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is narrated by three men of a similar age of Chinese Korean, North Korean, and South Korean 
extraction.7  The narrators are easily identifiable because of differences in dialect.  The script of 
the video in English and the link to the original video file in Korean are in Appendix D. 
 
A third of the six-person teams were randomized into the group discussion intervention.  Inter-
personal discussions after consuming thought-provoking material are commonplace, and the 
discussion intervention in this study was designed to mimic these types of conversations.  
Discussions lasted on average thirty minutes and were lightly moderated by trained facilitators, 
who intervened minimally to encourage everyone to speak by calling on participants and made 
sure that the discussion remained focused on Korean history and politics.  Discussion guidelines 
are available in Appendix E.  Most commonly, participants shared stories of older relatives who 
participated in the anti-colonial protests or the Korean War, reminisced about family 
conversations about the Korean national community prior to Korea’s division into North and 
South, reflected on what they learned about Korean history in school and on gaps in their 
knowledge, and opined about what the future holds for the peninsula.  We were satisfied that the 
primary purpose of the discussion intervention – to get the participants to reflect more deeply on 
the content of the video and to move toward a consensus that there is or ought to be such a thing 
as a unified Korean political community – was attained. 
 

(iv) Outcome measures 
 
In assessing the effectiveness of the interventions we are particularly interested in the impact of 
the appeals to superordinate identity on intergroup cooperation.  Cooperation can take the form 
of non-reciprocal altruistic giving in single shot interactions or of reciprocal exchanges in 
repeated interactions premised on mutual trust.  To measure these different aspects of 
cooperation we asked the study participants to play three behavioral games that measure 
ingroup/outgroup altruism through the other-other allocation game, relative trust in the outgroup 
through the trust game, and cooperation through the public goods game.8  Before every task 
group facilitators read out instructions and illustrated possible outcomes through several 
examples; these instructions are in Appendix F.  Same pre-set examples were used across all 
groups.  Participants recorded their preferences in each game on decision sheets, which are in 
Appendix G.   
 
In the other-other allocation game participants playing in their six-person teams each received 10 
tokens (around $3.50) and were asked to divide that amount between an anonymous in-group 
member and an anonymous out-group member on their team; they could not keep any of the 
money for themselves. In this game, higher amounts given to out-group members (e.g. a South 
Korean donating to a North Korean on their team) signal higher out-group altruism.  As with the 
trust game that follows, payoffs were not announced until the end of the session. 
 
The trust game is played between a Sender and a Receiver in two stages.  At the outset the 
Sender is endowed with 10 tokens. In the first stage, she decides how many of the 10 tokens to 
send to Receiver.  She can keep all the tokens for herself or transfer all of them.  Whatever 

 
7 The video treatment is a composite of the narration content, images, background music, and delivery style of the 
narrators.  This reflects real-life interventions of this type and does not challenge the study’s internal validity. 
8 The games were played with tokens at the exchange rate of 1 token = 400 won ($0.35). 
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tokens she chooses to send are doubled, and the resultant amount is transferred to Receiver.  In 
the second stage, Receiver decides how many of the received tokens to keep and how many to 
send back to Sender; whatever the Receiver sends back is doubled and given to Sender.  At the 
end of these two stages Receiver keeps as earnings whatever he did not send back to Sender, and 
Sender earns whatever she kept back in the first stage and also the amount that she received back 
in the second stage.  This game measures trust insofar as Senders are likely to send larger 
amounts to Receivers in the first stage when they trust them to reciprocate in the second stage, 
otherwise it is more rational to keep all or most of the initial endowment for oneself at the outset.  
We measured one’s relative trust in the outgroup by subtracting the number of tokens sent as 
Sender to an ingroup member from the amount sent as Sender to an outgroup member.  Each 
study participant was asked to play twice as a Sender and twice as Receiver, once in each role 
being matched with an anonymous ingroup member in the six-person group and once with an 
anonymous outgroup member on the team.9  Anonymous matching ensured that participants did 
not go into the public goods game with preconceived ideas about their teammates’ strategies. 
 
The public goods game – the standard measure of cooperation in behavioral experiments – starts 
with every team member receiving an initial endowment of 10 tokens.  Participants can then 
decide how much of that amount to contribute to the public pool in the knowledge that the 
resultant public endowment will be doubled and divided equally between each team member.  
Individual earnings consist of whatever one keeps for oneself initially and the payout once the 
public pool had been doubled and divided out.  The cooperative strategy is to surrender the 
entirety of one’s endowment to the public pool in the hope that others do likewise and 
everyone’s payoffs are maximized.  However, in non-cooperative environments players might be 
tempted to keep back most of their endowment while hoping to free-ride on others’ contributions 
to the public pool.  This game was repeated for five rounds.  Individual contributions were 
disclosed anonymously at the end of every round and payoffs announced. 
 

(v) Compensation and Ethics 
 
With the three behavioral games finished participants were asked to complete a brief post-
manipulation survey gauging the participants’ level of understating of the tasks and their 
attitudes toward the outgroup.  Then earnings were tallied by adding up contributions in the 
other-other allocation game, one randomly selected interaction in the trust game, and one 
randomly selected round of the public goods game.  Every South Korean and Chinese Korean 
participant received a show up fee of $35 and between $1 and $26 in additional earnings from 
the three games.  The show up fee for North Korean participants was $53, as that population was 
especially difficult to recruit given the small size of the North Korean defector community.10  On 
average, South Korean and Chinese Korean participants earned around $46, and North Korean 
refugees $63; this is equivalent to 50-70% of a daily wage in South Korea. 
 

 
9 The sequencing of actions – funds are first sent to an ingroup member and then to a person from the outgroup – 
might give rise to potential biases due to order effects.  However, participants across all interventions are subject to 
the same order effects; this allows for unbiased identification of treatment effects. 
10 Participants learned about the amount of show up fee for the other groups only at the very conclusion of the study; 
they had no prior knowledge of this information. 
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The study did not entail any deception or major discomfort.  Participants were free to leave the 
study at any point in time – there were no incidents of that.  Those in discussion groups were 
given an opportunity to listen to the audio recordings of the discussion and have any of their 
comments deleted; no such requests were made. 
 
Results and Discussion 
 
The paper’s main results are presented in Table 3.  The three behavioral outcomes are the 
dependent variables in the horizontal panels of Table 3.  The outcomes are measured separately 
for each of the treatments.  The first two models capture the effect of the video intervention on 
cooperation in comparison to the untreated control.  The last two models measure the effect of 
the discussion that followed after the video against the video baseline.   
 
For every dependent variable the first model is a naïve regression that controls for having a 
specific team moderator but does not include any other controls.  To improve the quality of 
estimation, in the second model for each outcome in every behavioral game we also control for 
participants’ age, income, education level, employment status, knowledge of Korean history, 
cultural group (Chinese/North/South Korean), and whether they were on a team with Chinese 
Korean participants.11  For the analyses of outcomes in the public goods game we also control 
for contribution to the common pool in previous rounds.  The pattern of contributions across the 
five rounds in the public goods game can be examined in Appendix H; on average, participants 
contributed a little over six tokens of ten toward the common pool.  Full regression results, 
including coefficients for the controls, are available in Appendix I.    
 
Overall, watching a video that seeks to activate a superordinate Korean political identity appears 
to have no discernible effect on altruistic giving, trust, or cooperation among participants from 
the different Korean communities.  Across all three games the coefficients for the Video 
intervention are very small substantively, statistically indistinguishable from zero, and change 
sign depending on specification.  This suggests that an appeal to a common pre-conflict identity 
– at least in the form delivered in this study – fails to increase cooperation in groups that have 
been divided by conflict.  A reasonable concern might be that the video treatment fails because 
the study participants might already be knowledgeable about the historical episodes described in 
the video.  To address this issue we re-ran the models and included an interaction term between 
self-reported knowledge of Korean history and assignment to the video treatment; the results are 
reported in Appendix J.  The interaction term is not statistically significant suggesting that one’s 
level of knowledge of Korean history does not account for the video’s ineffectiveness. 
 
The effectiveness of post-video group discussion is mixed.  Group discussion appears to increase 
altruistic giving and trust – coefficients for Discussion are positive and quite large in the other-
other allocation and trust games.  However, the positive effect of group discussion is statistically 
significant only for the trust game where participants send on average 0.6-0.7 of a token more (of 
10) to outgroup members than in the video intervention.  The effect of discussion on cooperation 
as measured in the public goods game is statistically indistinguishable from zero and has a 

 
11 The number of observations varies across models because of missing survey answers that go into constructing the 
control variables. One participant made illegible markings on the decision sheets in two of the three behavioral 
games. 
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negative sign.  The positive effect of discussion on trust in the absence of an effect on 
cooperation might suggest that discussion is more likely to increase trust in more intimate 
interactions, as the trust game, though anonymous, involves only two players.   
 
Table 3. Effect of Treatments on Altruism, Trust, and Cooperation 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at team level, in parentheses; additional control variables are Age, Male, 
Monthly Household Income, Education Level, Employment Status, Knowledge of Korean History, North 
Korean, Chinese Korean, and Chinese Korean Session; Lagged Contribution is additionally included in 
all models for Task 3; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 
 

Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  dependent variable is number of tokens sent to outgroup 
member (0-10) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.12 0.11   
 (0.17) (0.17)   
Discussion   0.28 0.27 
   (0.18) (0.19) 
Constant 4.65*** 5.96*** 4.78*** 4.61*** 
 (0.19) (0.71) (0.17) (1.05) 
Observations 336 304 336 307 
R2 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.06 
     
Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member (-
10~10) 
Model (OLS) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Video 0.04 -0.04   
 (0.25) (0.27)   
Discussion   0.61* 0.74** 
   (0.26) (0.27) 
Constant -0.56* 0.30 -0.35 0.26 
 (0.27) (0.98) (0.36) (1.12) 
Observations 335 303 336 307 
R2 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.11 
     
Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds (0-10) 
Model (Linear random effects) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Video 0.01 -0.04   
 (0.16) (0.19)   
Discussion   -0.14 -0.07 
   (0.19) (0.20) 
Constant 4.51*** 3.83*** 3.47*** 3.02*** 
 (0.35) (0.69) (0.34) (0.63) 
Observations 1343 1215 1344 1228 
R2 0.33 0.33 0.29 0.30 
     
Moderator fixed effects controlled for Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Additional control variables included No Yes No Yes 
Experimental conditions 1,2,4,5 1,2,4,5 2,3,5,6 2,3,5,6 
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All in all, neither exposure to a video designed to activate a superordinate group identity nor a 
cross-community group discussion have a consistent positive effect on interactions across 
community lines.  Hypotheses 1 and 2 are therefore invalidated.  In the post-manipulation 
survey, we measured participants’ feelings toward the outgroup using a feeling thermometer as a 
proxy for prejudice (on correlation between these measures see Stangor, Sullivan, and Ford 
1991; Tropp and Pettigrew 2004).  Consistent with the main findings, feelings toward the 
outgroup are improved only in cross-group discussions between South Koreans and North 
Koreans, and only South Koreans report warmer feelings toward the outgroup.  The results from 
these analyses are in Appendix K. 
 
We hypothesized that majority and minority groups are likely to be affected differently by the 
treatments.  We expected the majority to be more susceptible to the appeals to superordinate 
group identity because it is likely to be more reflective of the majority’s value system.  
Minorities, on the other hand, torn between a desire for higher status but fearful of losing their 
distinctiveness might be less willing to embrace the superordinate identity.   
 
The susceptibility of each of the three groups to the interventions is explored in Figure 3.  There 
we report the marginal effects of the treatments first for all the participants combined and then 
separately for the majority group (South Koreans) and minority groups (North Koreans, Chinese 
Koreans) in the three behavioral games.  The treatment effect for Video is denoted by a solid 
black line with a small square representing the coefficient estimate and for Discussion by a grey 
line with a circular dot.  Results for the South Korean-North Korean sessions are plotted in the 
top panel and for the South Korean-Chinese Korean sessions at the bottom.  The underlying 
regression results – models include interaction terms between group and treatment and the same 
controls as the extended models in Table 3 – are in Appendix L. 
 
Overall, there is strong support for the earlier finding from the aggregate analyses that watching 
a video that seeks to activate a superordinate identity is ineffective.  Interestingly, some of the 
strongest effects of that treatment are among the Chinese Koreans – likely because the video 
stresses the important role of Korean émigrés in China in the anti-Japanese struggle – but even in 
that sub-population the effects are statistically indistinguishable from zero.  The most important 
finding from Figure 3 is that the aggregate effect of the Discussion intervention reported earlier 
comes exclusively from within the South Korean group and only in sessions that involve 
interactions with North Koreans.  In the altruism game (task 1), South Korean participants who 
had been randomized into the discussion treatment donate 1 token more (of 10) on average to 
North Korean counterparts than South Koreans in the control group.  In the trust game (task 2), 
South Koreans in the Discussion intervention give 1.5 tokens more (of 10) to North Koreans by 
comparison to South Koreans assigned to the Video treatment.  Both interventions are ineffective 
in the two minority populations, among the Chinese and North Koreans.  This pattern of effects 
provides confirmation for hypothesis 3: the majority is more susceptible to superordinate identity 
appeals than minorities.  As before, neither appeal has an effect on either the majority or 
minority in the public goods game. 
 
The comparison of the top and bottom panels of Figure 3 suggests that South Korean participants 
engage with the Chinese Korean population differently than with North Koreans.  While the 
effects of the Video intervention are statistically equivalent to zero throughout, they are 
consistently positively signed in the interactions with North Koreans and have a negative sign 
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when South Koreans interact with Chinese Koreans.  More tellingly, the large positive effect of 
the Discussion treatment in the trust and altruism games is present only when South Korean 
participants interact with North Koreans, but not in the interactions with Chinese Koreans. 12   
 
Figure 3: Contributions in behavioral games disaggregated by group  
 

 
Note: Black lines and square dots are marginal effects of the Video intervention; gray lines and round dots 
are marginal effects of the Discussion intervention.  Whiskers around point estimates are 95% confidence 
intervals. 
 

 
12 These results are confirmed in the context of regression analyses in Appendix M that include interaction terms 
between treatments and session types. 
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One possible reason for this pattern of effects is that South Koreans might feel more charitable 
toward North Korean migrants and therefore donate more to them simply because this group is 
poorer than Chinese Koreans.  This possibility appears to be negated by the fact that South 
Koreans consider Chinese Koreans and North Koreans to be equally poor, as we saw in Figure 1.  
Nevertheless, to test this conjecture more thoroughly we examined the marginal effects of 
Discussion among South Korean participants as a product of their assessment of the other 
groups’ economic status.  These effects are reported in Figure 4; underlying regression results 
are in Appendix N.13   
 
In Figure 4, a relative assessment of the other group’s status is on the x-axis: those South 
Koreans who believe that Chinese or North Koreans are wealthier are at -3, and those who think 
that South Koreans are wealthier than the out-group are at the opposite end at +3.14  If there is 
indeed a relationship between the assessment of poverty of the other group and one’s propensity 
to donate to its members we should observe a greater level of giving among those who think that 
the other group is poorer.  In other words, there should be a positive relationship between the 
assessment of relative poverty and contributions irrespective of which group South Korean 
participants engage with.  That is not the pattern of findings in Figure 4. When interacting with 
North Koreans, those South Koreans who think of North Korean community as being poorer 
tend to give more.  However, in sessions with Chinese Koreans the pattern is reversed: South 
Koreans appear to be willing to give more to wealthier Chinese Koreans than to poorer.  This 
suggests that perception of poverty does not explain the discrepancy in the treatment of the two 
minority communities by the majority.  
 
This pattern of effects reaffirms that South Koreans think of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 
differently, and that the nature of South Koreans’ engagement with the out-groups is not driven 
by their assessment of Chinese Koreans’ and North Koreans’ relative wealth in the same way.   
From Figure 2 we learned that South Koreans consider Chinese Korean migrants to be of lower 
status than the North Korean refugees.  This combined with the pattern of effects in Figure 4 
provides support for hypothesis 4, which posits that even the majority group is less susceptible to 
a superordinate identity appeal in interactions with a lower status minority because the resultant 
combined identity could lower the status of the majority group by associating it with a low status 
minority (Waldzus et al. 2003).  An alternative explanation for this finding is that the majority 
might be less open to cooperating with a minority that it considers to be culturally distant.  We 
cannot rule out this alternative in the context of our study because South Koreans consider 
Chinese Koreans as both lower status and more culturally distant than North Koreans. 
 
 
 
 

 
13 In the interest of space, we report the effects only for the discussion intervention. The pattern of effects for the 
video intervention is included in Appendix O.  The pattern of effects is inconsistent across the two treatments 
suggesting that the poverty account cannot consistently explain the participants’ behavior and that some other cause 
is at play. 
14 Direction of effects is the same when an absolute measure of the assessment of the other group’s economic status 
is used instead – see figures in Appendices N and O. 
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Figure 4. Marginal effect of discussion among South Koreans as a product of their 
assessment of the economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Dots are coefficients of the marginal effect of Discussion; whiskers are 95% confidence intervals.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
We set out to establish whether attempts to activate a superordinate group identity through an 
appeal to a common history might help reduce intergroup discrimination and increase 
cooperation between groups that have been divided as a result of conflict.  In a laboratory-in-the-
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field experiment, individuals from communities torn by conflict were randomly assigned to 
watch a short video appeal designed to increase the salience of a unitary pre-conflict political 
identity and, separately, to a cross-group discussion following on from the video; others were 
randomized into the control group.  The treatments’ effects on altruistic giving to members of the 
opposite group, trust toward, and cooperation with the outgroup were measured in a series of 
behavioral games.  Co-ethnics from the Chinese Korean, South Korean, and North Korean 
communities – separated as a result of the Korean War – were the participants in this study.  
Ethnic Koreans are a relatively easy case for the common ingroup identity theory because they 
share the same ethnicity, language, and long pre-conflict history; what divides them is a recent 
history of conflict, decades of physical separation, and present-day inequality in wealth and 
status. 
 
Contrary to expectations, the video intervention was ineffective in engendering higher altruism, 
trust, or cooperation among members of the different Korean communities.  Effects of the video 
intervention were small, inconsistent in sign, and statistically indistinguishable from zero.  
Likewise, the discussion treatment was also largely ineffective with the exception of the trust 
game outcome where there was suggestive evidence that discussion can increase trust in the 
outgroup.  Importantly, cross-group discussion increased trust and altruism toward the outgroup 
only in the majority community (South Koreans) and only when the majority interacted with the 
higher status group of the two minorities (North Koreans).  Effect heterogeneity analyses 
indicated that the two minority groups – Chinese Koreans and North Koreans – were unaffected 
by either of the treatments across any of the behavioral outcomes. 
 
These findings suggest that even in relatively favorable circumstances – like in this study, where 
groups divided by conflict have a rich common history and share many traits – appeals to 
superordinate group identity often fail to bring together communities torn by conflict.  This is, in 
part, because the majority group might be unwilling to associate closely with a low status 
minority, as in the case of the interaction between South and Chinese Koreans in this experiment.  
And, in part, because minority groups might be reluctant to give up their cultural distinctiveness 
in exchange for higher status or economic opportunities, as evidenced by the fact that the 
interventions failed to elicit any discernible response from Chinese and North Korean 
participants.  This latter point about the tradeoff between material and social gains and the 
importance of preserving one’s cultural distinctiveness is often overlooked.  Just like Allport 
(1954) hypothesized, reconciliation through appeals to commonality is most likely to take root 
among groups that are equal in size and status. 
 
Like any experiment, this study is subject to external validity challenges.  In future work, it 
would be important to vary the content and format of the video that seeks to activate the 
superordinate group identity, vary the size and composition of the groups that receive the 
messaging, and measure the longer-term effects of the interventions.  Further research would be 
needed on the effectiveness of similar interventions on other types of conflicting groups.  While 
the division of the Korean peninsula is an apocryphal case of civil strife, it is also an especially 
lengthy conflict, and therefore its effects on the affected communities might be quite different 
from those of shorter civil conflicts.  On the theoretical front, our study puts into question the 
insights of the common ingroup identity theory (Gaertner and Dovidio 2000) and suggests that 
appeals to superordinate group identity might be effective at post-conflict reconciliation only if 
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the values and interests of minority groups are explicitly recognized and secured (see Brown and 
Hewstone 2005). 
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Appendix A: Comparison of South Korean participants to respondents in the 2018 
General Social Survey 
 

 
Data sources:  Kim, Jibum, Jeong-han Kang, Seok-ho Kim, Changhwan Kim, Wonho 
Park, Yun-Suk Lee, Seongsoo Choi, Seulgi Choi, and Sori Kim. (2019). Korean General 
Social Survey 2003-2018. Seoul, Korea: Sungkyunkwan University. 
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Appendix B: Randomization checks 
 

Note: All models are logit regressions; standard errors in parentheses. Models check whether 
demographic characteristics predict assignment to a given treatment group (see “Experimental 
Manipulation”) for a specific cultural group (see “Subgroup”) by comparing individuals from that 
cultural group in a given intervention to other participants from that cultural group in all other 
interventions.  The number of observations varies across models because of missingness in survey 
responses. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Experimental 
Manipulation 

Video Discussion CK 
session 

Video Discussion Video Discussion 

        
Age 0.01 -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
        
Male -0.14 -0.06 0.01 -0.34 -0.78 0.14 -0.12 
 (0.33) (0.34) (0.27) (0.55) (0.57) (0.51) (0.54) 
        
Household  0.01 0.11 0.06 0.23 0.33 -0.05 0.17 
Monthly income (0.10) (0.09) (0.08) (0.35) (0.29) (0.18) (0.15) 
        
Education  0.40 -0.01 -0.11 0.11 0.25 0.42 -0.42 
Level (0.30) (0.32) (0.25) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.42) 
        
Employment  -0.31 0.23 0.05 -1.01 1.24 -0.56 0.89 
Status (0.35) (0.35) (0.29) (0.67) (0.65) (0.49) (0.52) 
        
Knowledge of  -0.02 0.15 0.15 0.32 -0.13 -0.09 0.06 
Korean History (0.25) (0.23) (0.20) (0.33) (0.38) (0.35) (0.34) 
        
Constant -1.60 -0.03 0.04 0.03 -2.37 -1.73 -0.42 
 (1.20) (1.31) (1.01) (1.41) (1.53) (1.91) (2.30) 
        
Subgroup SK SK SK NK NK CK CK 
Observations 163 167 247 67 66 74 74 
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.03 0.11 
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Appendix C: Wording of survey questions 
 
Age: How old are you?  
 
Male: What is your gender? 
 
Monthly Household Income: What is your HOUSEHOLD’S monthly income? ~ 
1,500,000 Won (0), 1,500,001 ~ 3,000,000 Won (1), 3,000,001 ~ 4,500,000 Won (2), 
4,500,001 ~ 6,000,000 Won (3),  6,000,001 ~ 7,500,000 Won (4), 7,500,001 ~ 9,000,000 
Won (5), 9,000,001 Won ~ (6) 
 
Education Level: Never studied at a formal educational institution (0), Elementary school 
(1), Middle school (2), High school (3), University/college (4), Graduate school (5) 
 
Employment Status: “Do you work?” I work (1), I am temporarily unemployed (0), I am a 
housewife (0), I am a student (0), I am retired (0) 
 
Knowledge of Korean History: “How knowledgeable do you feel you are about Korean 
history in the first half of the twentieth century (1900-1950)?” Not knowledgeable at all 
(0), Not very knowledgeable (1), Quite knowledgeable (2), Very knowledgeable (3) 
 
Perception of economic status: “Here are some statements about Chinese/South/North 
Koreans. Please tell us how much you agree with each of these. Chinese/South/North 
Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea; Strongly 
disagree (0), Somewhat disagree (1), Somewhat agree (2), Strongly agree (3). 
 
Feeling toward North Korean defectors and Chinese Korean: “We ask you to rate each 
group listed below on a thermometer that runs from 0 to 100 degrees. Rating above 50 
means that you feel favorable and warm toward the group. Rating below 50 means that 
you feel unfavorable and cool toward the group. Rating right at the 50-degree mark 
means you don’t feel particularly warm or cold. You may use any number from 0 to 100 
to tell us how you feel toward each group.” North Korean defectors in South Korea / 
Chinese Koreans  
 
Group Prejudice toward North Korean Defectors: “Please indicate to what extent you 
agree or disagree with each following statement about the North Korean defectors” North 
Korean defectors are Generous/ North Korean defectors are Lazy/ North Korean 
defectors are Impatient/ North Korean defectors are Violent/ North Korean defectors are 
Trustworthy;  Strongly disagree (0), Somewhat disagree (1), Somewhat agree (2), 
Strongly agree (3); the first and fifth items are reversely coded; average scores are used.  
 
Group Prejudice toward Chinese Koreans: “Please indicate to what extent you agree or 
disagree with each following statement about the Chinese Koreans” Chinese Koreans are 
Generous/ Chinese Koreans are Lazy/ Chinese Koreans are Impatient/ Chinese Koreans 
are Violent/ Chinese Koreans are Trustworthy; Strongly disagree (0), Somewhat disagree 
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(1), Somewhat agree (2), Strongly agree (3); the first and fifth items are reversely coded; 
average scores are used.  
 
Belief about North Korean defectors’ attachment to South Korea: “Here are some 
statements about North Korean defectors. Please tell us how much you agree or disagree 
with each of these.” Most North Korean defectors have strong attachment to South 
Korea; Strongly disagree (0), Somewhat disagree (1), Somewhat agree (2), Strongly 
agree (3). 
 
Belief about Chines Koreans’ attachment to South Korea: “Here are some statements 
about Chinese Koreans. Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each of 
these.” Most Chinese Koreans have strong attachment to South Korea; Strongly disagree 
(0), Somewhat disagree (1), Somewhat agree (2), Strongly agree (3).  
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Appendix D: English-language translation of the video script and link to the video in 
Korean 
 
Our people have inhabited the Korean Peninsula for a long time with beautiful and 
proud heritage and culture. Yet, we suffered Japan’s colonial dominance between 1910 
and 1945 and the Korean War between 1950 and 1953, and the national suffering left 
deep scars that still affect our daily lives. In particular, a division into “us” and “them,” 
into South Koreans, North Koreans, and Chinese Koreans is one of these scars. Today, 
we will take a brief look at the Korean history in the early 20th century in which all 
people together fought against a colonial regime.   
 
Since the late 19th century, Chosun had failed to cope with world politics undergoing a 
rapid change and thereby suffered from threats from foreign forces. Gojong, the king of 
Chosun, changed the name of the country to Daehan Empire in an effort to encourage 
and renovate an independent spirit. Yet, it was difficult for him to escape from the 
influence of Japan, which had emerged as a superpower in Asia, so the empire was 
eventually colonialized in 1910 after gradually ceding to the occupier diplomatic, 
legislative and executive prerogatives. 
 
Nevertheless, the spirit of our nation never disappeared. Our nation persistently 
resisted colonial occupation not only in the Korean Peninsula but also in Gando. In 
particular, the March 1st Movement, the first large-scale nationalist movement against 
the colonial dominance, began nationwide on the 1st of March in 1919, two days before 
the funeral of GoJong, who was forced to resign by the colonial authorities. For two 
months, more than 1.3 million people, which amounted to 10% of the entire population 
at that time, participated in 2,000 protests in the Korean Peninsula and Gando. The 
colonial power brutally suppressed the peaceful protest, but it was never successful in 
quenching our nation’s desire for independence. Our nation was able to announce the 
desire domestically and internationally via the movement and moved to found a 
centralized institution that would lead independent movements thereafter, institution 
that had become known as the Korean Provisional Government in China.  
 
The June 10th Movement is also an important event in the history of our resistance. 
Soonjong, who succeeded Gojong, died in 1926 and his funeral was scheduled for 10th of 
June. Since the colonial power had already experienced the March 1st Movement that 
began around the funeral of Gojong, it deployed at major spots in Seoul not only its 
policemen and military policemen but also infantry, cavalry, and artillery, in order to 
restrain Korean people from gathering at the funeral. Nevertheless, 300,000 Koreans 
gathered from all parts of the country, and protests organized by religious circles, labor 
movement groups, and students took place along the route through which the cortege 
moved toward the graveyard. Unlike the March 1st movement, the June 10th movement 
did not spread to other parts of the country because of the colonial power’s supervision 
and repression of activists. Nevertheless, the movement was successful in the sense that 



 7 

activists from across the political spectrum participated in it together and that the 
movement triggered the foundation of Shinganwhoei, nationwide organization for 
independence movements in which both left and right blocs engaged.  
 
Alongside the March 1st movement and June 10th movement, the Kwangju Student 
movement constitutes the three peaceful movements against colonial oppression, but it 
differs from the others in the sense that it was triggered by an accidental event. 
Japanese student, Hukuta, harassed two female Korean students, Giok Park and 
Kwangchoon Lee, by pulling their hair in public. Witnessing this harassment, Joonche 
Park, the cousin of Giok Pak, quarreled with Hukuta. This led to a massive fight between 
Korean and Japanese students. Police intervened to stop the fight, but police brutality 
against Korean students provoked others, who had already experienced such anti-
Korean discrimination. As a consequence, there were a series of protests organized by 
students in Kwangju, and the protests soon spread to every corner of the country from 
North to South. 
 
Another strand in our resistance to colonial occupation is armed struggle. People had 
voluntarily fought against the colonial army in 1895, 1905, and 1907, but it soon became 
difficult to continue to fight in the Korean Peninsula because of the colonial power’s 
nationwide operations to wipe out volunteers. Around that time, the center of the 
armed struggle naturally moved to outside of the Peninsula, particularly to Gando, 
otherwise known as the three northeastern provinces of China. There were villages 
organized by our nation that migrated from the northern part of the Korean Peninsula 
at the end of the Chosun dynasty. Dongjoo Yoon, who is well known as a nationalist 
poet, was born in one of such village. The Chosun villages attracted numerous people 
who were suppressed in the Korean Peninsula and provided support to independence 
activists shelter for the armed struggle.  
 
It is almost impossible to talk about armed resistance being organized in Gando without 
mentioning Heoyoung Lee and his five brothers, who were descendants of the most 
privileged family that had produced numerous ministers from generation to generation 
and accumulated enormous wealth in the Chosun dynasty. In particular, the second 
brother, Seokyoung Lee had assets equivalent to 150 billion Won at the current market 
price. All the six brothers sold their assets and moved to Gando with their families to 
found the Shinheung Military academy, which graduated more than 3,000 soldiers in the 
1910s and had a leading role in armed struggle against the colonial forces. For example, 
most soldiers in the battle of Chungsanri led by Jaoujin Kim and the battle of Bongodong 
led by Bumdo Hong were graduates of the Shinheung Military academy. Furthermore, 
the leader of Uiyoldan, Wonbong Kim, who is depicted in recent movies, “Assassination” 
and “Secret Agent”, was also a graduate of the academy. Later, graduates of this 
academy played a central role in the Korean Liberation Army of the Korean Provisional 
Government, participated with United Kingdom and China in actions against Japan, and 
planned with the United States an advance on Seoul to liberate it from colonial control. 
Japan offered its unconditional surrender before the operation could be put into action. 
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The six Lee brothers impoverished themselves in founding the Shinheung Military 
academy and funding the independence movement. According Heoyoung Lee’s son, he 
was lucky if he had three good meals a week. Furthermore, Seokyoung Lee, who 
donated 150 billion Won of his wealth, ended up living in a slum in Shanghai. Eventually, 
five brothers, excluding Siyoung Lee, died of starvation or torture or went missing in 
action before our nation became independent from colonial occupation in 1945.  
 
Despite independence in 1945, our nation’s suffering did not come to an end. The Cold 
War powers divided our rivers and mountains in their self-interest, which caused the 
emergence of the two different governments in the South and the North. Furthermore, 
numerous people were wounded and died during the Korean War, which resulted in the 
separation of our people into the two divided countries, into South and North Korea. 
The Korean War also ruined the life of people who lived in Gando. They wanted to come 
back to our country but its division into two states and the ongoing civil war blocked the 
path to return. People in Gando were incorporated into China and were not permitted 
to visit South Korea until diplomatic relations between South Korea and China were 
established in 1992. 
 
It has already been 66 years since the armistice of 1953, and yet we are still living with a 
division into South Koreans, North Koreans, and Chinese Koreans. It may be difficult to 
ignore differences between these groups because they have lived in different economic 
and political environments for more than half century. Nevertheless, we should not 
forget the fact that we share the same national roots. And we should work hard 
together to make sure that Korea’s national tragedy does not repeat itself in the rapidly 
changing global environment.  
 
 
Link to the original video in Korean: 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3dt8qqyq08z9fbt/Korea_project_July10.mov?dl=0  
 
 
 
 
 



 9 

Appendix E: Team moderators’ guidelines for group discussions 
 
I. Rules of Engagement: 
- The role of the team manager is to facilitate an engaging discussion among group 
members. 
- Please ensure that the discussion remains on-topic (the legacy of anti-colonial pro-
independence movements during the period of colonial occupation and the historical 
definition of the Korean nation). Team managers must interfere and re-direct the 
conversation if the discussion gets off topic. 
- Please do not ask participants to reveal their party affiliation or whom they vote for or 
to discuss attitudes toward communism or capitalism.  
- Team managers must ensure that everyone has a chance to express their opinion. Please 
ask direct questions of individuals who have not spoken and do your best to involve them 
in the general discussion. Questions like “What did you think about that previous point?” 
or asking others to react to the opinion expressed by the shy or uninterested person 
should be helpful. 
- You have 30 minutes for the discussion. Please time yourselves to make sure that you 
do not stop short of the allotted time or run over time. 
 
 
II. Questions to get the discussion going and to maintain the momentum: 

- Did you agree with everything in the video?  
- Is there anything that you disagreed with? Why? 
- Please tell us what you learned about independence movements during the period 

of colonial occupation at home or school. 
- Do you have any family members who participated in the independence 

movements? Any story to share with us?  
- Imagine you lived in the period of colonial occupation. Do you think you would 

participate in the movements? 
- Why did people participate in the movements during the colonial occupation 

period?  
- What did “our nation” mean to them? Is it still important to discuss this issue 

now? Why? 
- If “our nation” still means something worthwhile, what can we do to encourage 

the sense of our nation among people? 
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Appendix F: Instructions for participants read out by team moderators 
 
[FOR EVERYONE] 

Thank you for indicating an interest in participating in this study. The research 
team is interested in finding out how different types of people make decisions in diverse 
situations. The study is purely academic—it pursues no political aims—and it is 
commissioned by researchers at New York University’s campus in Abu Dhabi. 

We are asking for approximately one and a half hours of your time. 
Confidentiality is important to this study. So, we will use a randomly generated number 
to indicate you instead of your name. Researchers at New York University will not be 
able to match these random numbers to your names. We ask you not to share your name 
with any other participant in this study. Also, please do not open your packets we gave 
until instructed to do so. We will instruct you to take out documents one by one in the 
order in which they are arranged in the packet; please follow the our instructions. 

First, you will be asked to complete a brief questionnaire. When that is completed, 
you will form a small team with other participants; membership in these small teams 
cannot be changed. There are six people in every team. Different teams will have a 
chance to engage in different tasks, which will be explained as the study progresses.  

Everyone will have an opportunity to participate in some decision tasks in the 
team context.  The decisions you make during the decision tasks will affect how much 
money you will earn.  We will be using tokens as currency during the study; at the 
conclusion of the study, each token will be converted into Won at the exchange rate of 1 
token = 400 Won. We will provide detailed explanations for every task as the study 
progresses.  

Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. Before we begin, we will 
ask you to sign a consent form indicating that you agree to participate in the study; the 
form is inside of the packet we just gave you. Please take out the consent form and sign 
it. We require this form as a record of your participation and will collect it shortly. I will 
give you a few minutes to read the form.  [AFTER FORMS SIGNED AND 
COLLECTED:]   
 
[FOR EVERYONE: SURVEY 1] 

Now, please take out Survey 1 from your package.  Please read and answer every 
question by marking the appropriate response option on the sheet. Let me know if you are 
not sure what some of the questions or answer options mean, and I will be happy to help. 
Please do not copy other team members’ answers. Your answers to the survey questions 
will not affect your earnings at all.  
 
[BEFORE MOVING TO TEAM SPACE] 

Everyone will now be assigned to a six-person team. Each team consists of three 
South Korean natives and three Chinese Koreans [IF SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH 
KOREAN NATIVES AND CHINESE KOREANS; OTHERWISE, “THREE NORTH 
KOREAN REFUGEES”]. Our colleagues will guide you to a classroom where your team 
will participate in the remaining activities. Once you get there, you will find other team 
members and a team moderator who will instruct you regarding the remaining activities.  
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[MODERATORS GUIDE TEAM MEMBERS TO THEIR SPACE FOR TEAM 
ACITIVITES:]   
 
[AFTER MOVING TO TEAM SPACE] 

I am the moderator of this team, and I will instruct you on what to do at each 
stage. In this team, there are three South Korean natives and three Chinese Koreans [IF 
SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN NATIVES AND CHINESE KOREANS; 
OTHERWISE, “THREE NORTH KOREAN REFUGEES”].  
 
[IF VIDEO:] 

I will now show you a 10-minute video-clip on the Korean history in the early 
20th century about a period when our nation began to be divided into groups that are these 
days called South Koreans, North Koreans, and Chinese Koreans. The narrators represent 
these communities, and they will tell the story together. Please pay close attention to the 
video and do not talk to your neighbors or use your phones.  Let me know if you need me 
to adjust the volume. 
 
[IF POST-VIDEO DISCUSSION:] 

We now have 30 minutes to discuss your reactions as a group to the video that 
you just saw.  What do you think of the message of the video?  What are you reactions? 
Please share your thoughts freely. The aim is to have a discussion in our team about the 
period in Korean history when our nation began to be divided into South Koreans, North 
Koreans, and Chinese Koreans and the implications of those events for contemporary 
interrelations among the three groups. An audio recording of the discussion will be made.  
Everything that you say is completely confidential; only the researchers will have access 
to the recording and use it to understand the content of the discussion. Finally, what you 
say in the discussion will not affect your earnings in any way [MODERATOR USES 
THE DISCUSSION GUIDELINES TO GUIDE DISCUSSION.] 
 
 [FOR EVERYONE: DECISION TASK 1. OTHER-OTHER ALLOCATION 
GAME] 

We are now ready to begin the tasks. In the first task, you have to decide how to 
divide 10 tokens between two members of your team - one South Korean native and one 
Chinese Korean [IF SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN NATIVES AND 
CHINESE KOREANS; OTHERWISE, “ONE SOUTH KOREAN NATIVE AND ONE 
NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”]. Only the organizers know which two members of your 
team will be affected by your decision, and you, yourself, are not one of the people 
affected.  Your decision will not be made public.  

Please take out the decision sheet for the task from your packet. Out of 10 tokens, 
how many will you give to a South Korean native at this table?  And how many tokens to 
a Chinese Korean [IF SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN NATIVES AND 
CHINESE KOREANS; OTHERWISE, “A NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”]?  The table 
on the decision sheet details all the different ways of dividing 10 tokens between a South 
Korean native and a Chinese Korean [IF SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN 
NATIVES AND CHINESE KOREANS; OTHERWISE, “A SOUTH KOREAN 
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NATIVE AND A NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”].  Please circle just one option that 
corresponds to your preference and hand the decision sheet back to me.   

Somebody else’s decision at this table will determine how much money you will 
receive; your compensation will be between 0 and 4,000 Won.  You will receive the 
payment once all the decision tasks are completed.  
 
[FOR EVERYONE: DECISION TASK 2. TRUST GAME] 

We now begin the second task that involves two persons. Between them, the first 
person called “Sender” will be given 10 tokens, and the second person called “Receiver” 
will be given 0 tokens. Then, Sender will make a decision on how many tokens to send to 
Receiver. The tokens sent by the Sender will be multiplied by two and handed to the 
Receiver. Next, Receiver will decide how many of the sent tokens to send back to the 
original Sender and, again, the tokens will be delivered to the Sender after being 
multiplied by two. Sender’s earnings are what he kept for himself originally combined 
what he received from the Receiver. Receiver’s earnings are what he received from the 
Sender minus what he sent back to the Sender.  

[The team manager demonstrates the following examples using tokens] For 
example, suppose that Sender sends zero tokens to Receiver. Since Receiver does not 
receive any tokens, there are no tokens that Receiver can return to Sender. In this case, 
the Sender’s earnings are 10, whereas Receiver’s earnings are 0. Alternatively, imagine 
that Sender sends 10 tokens to Receiver. Then, Receiver will receive 20 tokens after the 
original 10 tokens are doubled. If Receiver returns only one token to Sender, then the 
Sender will get back 2 tokens, which will be his earnings. Receiver will earn 19. Here is 
the last example. Suppose that Sender sends 3 tokens and Receiver returns 1 token. In 
this case, the Sender’s earnings will be 9 (10 – 3 + (1x2)), whereas the Receiver’s 
earnings will be 5 ((3x2) – 1). 

For the task, we are asking you to make decisions four times: twice as Sender and 
twice as Receiver. In each role, you will be matched with an anonymous South Korean 
team member once and an anonymous Chinese Korean team member once [IF 
SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN NATIVES AND CHINESE KOREANS; 
OTHERWISE, “A NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”]. The identity of your matched 
partner will remain anonymous to you during the task, but the researchers know who 
your assigned partner is. Your choices in each of the four interactions need not be 
dependent on each other, because you will be matched with different people each time. 
After all team activities are done, one of the four interactions will be selected for the 
purpose of calculating your earnings. Your choice and your partner’s choice in the 
selected interaction will be used to determine your earnings in this task, which will be 
between 0 and 16,000 Won. Please take out the decision sheet for this task from your 
packet and hand it back to me after indicating your decisions there.  
 
[FOR EVERYONE: DECISION TASK 3. PUBLIC GOODS GAME] 

In this next task, you also receive 10 tokens. Now you must decide how many of 
the 10 tokens to put into a common pool.  Once everyone has made their decision, the 
money in the common pool will be multiplied by two and divided equally among all the 
team members regardless of their contributions to the pool.  Whatever tokens you do not 
put in the common pool are yours to keep. Your earnings then are whatever tokens you 
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do not contribute to the common pool and the tokens that you receive once the common 
pool is divided among all members of the team. 

Let us try this to see how the decision task works; these practice rounds do not 
count towards your earnings.  [THE TEAM MANAGER DISTRIBUTES TEN 
TOKENS TO EVERY PARTICIPANT] Imagine that no one contributes to the 
common pool; then everyone is left with their 10 tokens in earnings.  [Team manager 
ensures that 0 tokens are returned to each participant.] Now, imagine that everyone 
contributes their whole amount to the common pool. [Team manager ensures that all 
participants put 10 tokens in the middle, adds another 60 tokens to the common 
pool, and returns 20 tokens to every participant.] Next, imagine that people around the 
table contribute 0, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 tokens [The team manager ensures that these are 
the contributions made by participants; adds 30 tokens to the common pool, and 
distributes 10 tokens back to every participant.]  Finally, imagine that one team 
member contributes 6 tokens and the others do not contribute at all [Team manager 
ensures that one participant puts 6 tokens in the middle, adds another 6 tokens to 
the common pool, and returns 2 tokens to every participant.] 

Now we are ready to do this task properly.  We will play the decision task for five 
rounds.  At the beginning of every round you will start with 10 tokens afresh.  We are not 
going to use actual tokens though; instead, you will write down how many tokens you 
want to contribute to the common pool for every round secretly on a decision sheet in 
your packet. Please take out five sheets for the five rounds and check if you have all of 
them.  

After collecting your decision sheets at the end of every round I will announce 
how many tokens every participant contributed without revealing anyone’s identity, what 
the total contribution was, and how much every participant would receive from the 
common pool.  After all team activities are done, we will calculate your actual earnings 
from this task by picking one of the five rounds at random.  The minimum amount that 
you can earn from this task is 1,200 Won and the maximum is 10,400 Won. 
 
[FOR EVERYONE: SURVEY 2] 

Now, please take out Survey 2 from your packet. It is different from the one that 
you had already completed. Please read and answer every question by marking the 
appropriate response option on the sheet. Let me know if you are not sure what some of 
the questions or answer options mean, and I will be happy to help. Also, please note that 
your answers will not affect your earnings at all.  
 
[FOR EVERYONE: PAYMENT] 

All the team activities are now completed. I will now record the decisions made in 
Task 1  [RESULTS ARE RECORDED].  Now, I will randomly choose one interaction to 
determine your earnings in Task 2 [RESULT IS ANNOUNCED AND RECORDED]. I 
will now determine the outcome of the remaining task by picking at random one out of 
five rounds [RESULT IS ANNOUNCED AND RECORDED].  You may now proceed to 
be paid.  Thank you very much for your participation in this study. 
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Appendix G: Participants’ decision sheets for the behavioral games  
 
I. DECISION TASK 1: OTHER-OTHER ALLOCATION GAME 
 
You have 10 tokens to distribute.  You must distribute all 10 tokens. You cannot know 
whom specifically the tokens will go to, and you yourself are not a recipient. 
 
Each row in the table below shows a different way to divide 10 tokens between a South 
Korean native and a Chinese Korean [IF SESSIONS ARE FOR SOUTH KOREAN 
NATIVES AND CHINESE KOREANS; OTHERWISE, “ONE SOUTH KOREAN 
NATIVE AND ONE NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”].  Please circle your ONE 
preferred option in the last row. 
 

 Token allocation 
Option (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) 

 
TO A SOUTH 

KOREAN 

 
10 

 
9 

 
8 

 
7 

 
6 

 
5 

 
4 

 
3 

 
2 

 
1 

 
0 

 
TO A CHINESE 

KOREAN  
[OR  NORTH 

KOREAN 
REFUGEE] 

 
0 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

 
10 

 
CIRCLE ONE 
PREFERRED 
OPTION 
 

 
 

(a) 

 
 

(b) 

 
 

(c) 

 
 

(d) 

 
 

(e) 

 
 

(f) 

 
 

(g) 

 
 

(h) 

 
 

(i) 

 
 

(j) 

 
 

(k) 
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II. DECISION TASK 2: TRUST GAME 
This is the second task that involves two persons playing the roles of Sender and Receiver. The order of the task is as follows.  

(1) Sender decides how many tokens to send to Receiver out of 10 endowed tokens; Sender can send any amount of tokens 
between 0 and 10.  

(2) The tokens chosen by Sender are delivered to Receiver after being multiplied by 2.  
(3) Receiver decides how many tokens to return to Sender. Receiver can send any amount of tokens between 0 and the tokens 

resulting from Step (2). 
(4) The tokens chosen by Receiver is delivered to Sender after being multiplied by 2.  

We ask you to make decisions in four scenarios. In each scenario, your role is either Sender or Receiver and you make a decision 
corresponding to Steps (1) or (3). Your partner in the scenario is either a South Korean or a Chinese Korean [Or, “A SOUTH KOREAN 
NATIVE OR A NORTH KOREAN REFUGEE”]. During the task, the partner’s identity remain anonymous to you; only the moderator 
knows who is your partner in each scenario and he/she will use the information in implementing Steps (2) and (4) to determine your 
earnings in the scenario. The four tables below correspond to the four scenarios described above. Please indicate your choice in 
each scenario.  
 

 
Scenario 1 

 
Your Role: SENDER.      Receiver: SOUTH KOREAN.�

TOKENS TO SEND TO RECEIVER (Circle a number below)�
�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

 
Scenario 2 

 
Your Role: SENDER.      Receiver: CHINESE KOREAN [or North Korean refugee]�

TOKENS TO SEND TO RECEIVER (Circle a number below)�
�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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Scenario 3 

 

 
Your Role: Receiver.      Sender: SOUTH KOREAN. 

# of tokens 
Sender chose 
to send you 

# of tokens 
you receive 
after 
multiplication  

 
TOKENS TO RETURN TO SENDER (Circle a number below) 

0 0 0  
(because there is no available token that you can return) 

1 2 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

2 4 0 1 2 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

3 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

4 8 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

5 10 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

6 12 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

7 14 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

8 16 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

9 18 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 ✖ ✖ 

10 20 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

�

�

�

�
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Scenario 4 

 

 
Your Role: Receiver.      Sender: CHINESE KOREAN [or North Korean refugee]. 

# of tokens 
Sender chose 
to send you 

# of tokens 
you receive 
after 
multiplication  

 
TOKENS TO RETURN TO SENDER (Circle a number below) 

0 0 0  
(because there is no available token that you can return) 

1 2 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

2 4 0 1 2 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

3 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

4 8 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

5 10 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

6 12 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

7 14 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

8 16 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ 

9 18 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 ✖ ✖ 

10 20 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
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III. DECISION TASKS 3: PUBLIC GOODS GAME 
 
You have 10 tokens. Now you must decide how many of the 10 to put in the common pool and 
how many to keep for yourself. All tokens in the common pool will be multiplied by two and 
shared EQUALLY among everyone at this table. The tokens that you do not put in the common 
pool you can keep for yourself as earnings. 
 
Of the 10 tokens, how many will you put in the common pool? 
 
� FOR THE COMMON POOL ONLY 

(Please circle a number below) 
�

ROUND XX:�
�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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Appendix H: Pattern of contributions in the public goods game across five rounds 
 

 
 
Note: Average contributions in each round are indicated by centroids; whiskered lines are 95% 
confidence intervals. 
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Appendix I: Supporting tables for Table 3 
 
Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  DV is number of tokens sent to outgroup member (0-10) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.12 0.11   
 (0.17) (0.17)   
     
Discussion   0.28 0.27 
   (0.18) (0.19) 
     
Chinese Korean Session  -0.40  -0.79** 
  (0.22)  (0.26) 
     
North Korean  -0.24  -0.62 
  (0.38)  (0.34) 
     
Chinese Korean  0.31  0.35 
  (0.27)  (0.32) 
     
Age  -0.01  0.00 
  (0.01)  (0.01) 
     
Male  0.36  0.25 
  (0.25)  (0.23) 
     
Monthly Household Income  -0.04  -0.03 
  (0.09)  (0.07) 
     
Education Level  -0.04  0.24 
  (0.15)  (0.22) 
     
Employment Status  -0.29  -0.27 
  (0.24)  (0.22) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History  -0.31  -0.21 
  (0.16)  (0.11) 
     
Constant 4.65*** 5.96*** 4.78*** 4.61*** 
 (0.19) (0.71) (0.17) (1.05) 
Observations 336 304 336 307 
R2 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.06 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member  (-
10~10) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.04 -0.04   
 (0.25) (0.27)   
     
Discussion   0.61* 0.74** 
   (0.26) (0.27) 
     
Chinese Korean Session  -0.82*  -1.41*** 
  (0.37)  (0.38) 
     
North Korean  -0.54  -1.06** 
  (0.43)  (0.37) 
     
Chinese Korean  0.64  0.51 
  (0.37)  (0.37) 
     
Age  -0.02  -0.01 
  (0.01)  (0.01) 
     
Male  1.01***  0.79** 
  (0.27)  (0.27) 
     
Monthly Household Income  -0.04  -0.00 
  (0.10)  (0.08) 
     
Education Level  0.02  0.18 
  (0.22)  (0.20) 
     
Employment Status  0.10  -0.33 
  (0.23)  (0.27) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History  -0.29  -0.31* 
  (0.16)  (0.14) 
     
Constant -0.56* 0.30 -0.35 0.26 
 (0.27) (0.98) (0.36) (1.12) 
Observations 335 303 336 307 
R2 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.11 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 
effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds (0-10) 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.01 -0.04   
 (0.16) (0.19)   
     
Discussion   -0.14 -0.07 
   (0.19) (0.20) 
     
Chinese Korean Session  -0.17  -0.37 
  (0.24)  (0.29) 
     
North Korean  -0.27  -0.72** 
  (0.29)  (0.26) 
     
Chinese Korean  0.05  0.20 
  (0.24)  (0.29) 
     
Age  -0.00  -0.00 
  (0.01)  (0.01) 
     
Male  0.43*  0.43* 
  (0.19)  (0.17) 
     
Monthly Household Income  -0.07  -0.01 
  (0.07)  (0.05) 
     
Education Level  0.24  0.18 
  (0.13)  (0.09) 
     
Employment Status  0.33  -0.07 
  (0.20)  (0.19) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History  -0.02  0.17 
  (0.13)  (0.12) 
     
Lagged Contribution 0.46*** 0.43*** 0.50*** 0.47*** 
 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 
     
Constant 4.51*** 3.83*** 3.47*** 3.02*** 
 (0.35) (0.69) (0.34) (0.63) 
Observations 1343 1215 1344 1228 
R2 0.33 0.33 0.29 0.30 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Appendix J. Interactions between the Video intervention and knowledge of Korean history 
 

Note: Model 1: all participants; Model 2: South Koreans; Model 3: North Koreans; Model 4: Chinese 

Koreans.  Standard errors, clustered at team level, are in parentheses. All models control for moderator 

fixed effects, Age, Male, Monthly Household Income, Education Level, and Employment Status. Chinese 
Korean Session is additionally included in Model 2; Lagged Contribution is additionally included in all 

models for Task 3; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

 
 

Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  dependent variable is number of tokens sent to outgroup 

member (0~10) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video 0.19 0.16 0.70 -0.06 

 (0.47) (0.70) (1.22) (0.73) 

Knowledge of Korean history -0.28 -0.10 -0.36 -0.37 
 (0.23) (0.32) (0.45) (0.32) 

Video ×  Knowledge of Korean history -0.06 -0.06 -0.65 0.48 

 (0.30) (0.39) (0.64) (0.62) 
Constant 5.92*** 5.65*** 7.65*** 4.73** 

 (0.70) (0.98) (1.08) (1.39) 

Observations 304 163 67 74 

R2 0.06 0.06 0.26 0.16 

     

Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member  

(-10~10) 

Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video -0.25 -0.30 -2.17* 0.94 

 (0.53) (1.12) (0.94) (0.85) 

Knowledge of Korean history -0.36 -0.20 -0.84* 0.01 

 (0.22) (0.47) (0.36) (0.55) 

Video ×  Knowledge of Korean history 0.15 0.12 1.28* -0.54 

 (0.29) (0.60) (0.55) (0.70) 

Constant 0.42 0.86 -0.43 -1.27 
 (0.94) (1.58) (1.56) (1.64) 

Observations 303 163 66 74 

R2 0.12 0.14 0.26 0.26 

     

Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds (0~10) 

Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video 0.46 1.00 0.47 -0.38 

 (0.44) (0.64) (0.68) (0.75) 
Knowledge of Korean history 0.14 0.35 0.09 -0.23 

 (0.17) (0.32) (0.23) (0.26) 

Video ×  Knowledge of Korean history -0.25 -0.47 -0.71 0.63 

 (0.24) (0.35) (0.42) (0.52) 
Constant 3.22*** 3.43*** 2.77* 2.93* 

 (0.73) (0.97) (1.10) (1.41) 

Observations 1214 652 266 296 
R2 0.34 0.36 0.28 0.40 
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Appendix K: Feelings toward the outgroup in the post-manipulation survey (0-100 scale) as 
a product of treatment assignment 
 

Model 
(OLS) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

DV Feeling 
toward 
North 

Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward 
Chinese 
Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward 
North 

Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward 
Chinese 
Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward  
South 

Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward  
South 

Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward  
South 

Korean 
team 

members 

Feeling 
toward  
South 

Korean 
team 

members 
Video -0.33 -1.02   -5.00  -0.35  
 (3.69) (3.92)   (5.93)  (4.14)  
         
Discussion   13.21** 3.78  6.26  -3.89 

   (4.26) (4.58)  (5.31)  (4.71) 
         
Age 0.11 0.28 0.00 0.52* 0.28 0.37 0.64* 0.65 
 (0.18) (0.19) (0.23) (0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.27) (0.34) 
         
Male -2.17 -0.61 5.06 0.59 7.92 2.69 3.79 6.95 
 (4.88) (4.72) (4.90) (3.56) (7.06) (6.71) (3.51) (4.53) 
         
Monthly 
Household  0.81 1.78 0.20 2.03 -4.73 -0.57 -0.08 -1.13 
Income (1.39) (1.80) (1.08) (1.33) (2.34) (2.20) (1.89) (1.85) 
         
Education 
Level -2.61 -7.95 -4.69 -3.76 2.90 5.03* 7.20* 7.31 
 (4.70) (4.25) (6.11) (3.24) (2.63) (2.43) (2.62) (4.13) 
         
Employment 
Status 0.77 -0.76 -4.34 -6.29 7.98 -2.44 -4.79 -0.38 
 (7.12) (6.11) (6.33) (4.84) (7.68) (6.62) (4.41) (4.40) 
         
Knowledge 
of Korean  -3.15 6.08 3.01 -1.78 3.65 -4.21 -1.26 -5.26 
History (3.61) (4.15) (4.41) (2.82) (4.66) (3.96) (2.73) (3.13) 
         
Constant 64.11** 67.19*** 69.97* 45.72* 23.35 28.27* 21.17 20.96 
 (19.06) (17.27) (26.59) (17.05) (13.34) (12.62) (16.49) (24.02) 

Sample 
South 

Koreans 
South 

Koreans 
South 

Koreans 
South 

Koreans 
North 

Koreans 
North 

Koreans 
Chinese 
Koreans 

Chinese 
Koreans 

Observations 82 81 83 84 63 63 73 71 
R2 0.20 0.16 0.20 0.19 0.30 0.38 0.27 0.21 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 
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Appendix L: Supporting tables for Figure 2 
 
SK-NK session, upper left panel:  
 
Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  DV is number of tokens sent to outgroup member (0-10 

tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.01 0.17   
 (0.23) (0.35)   
     
Discussion   0.60* 0.98* 
   (0.25) (0.46) 
     
North Korean -0.36 -0.18 -0.43 0.04 
 (0.43) (0.58) (0.34) (0.51) 
     
Video × North Korean  -0.37   
  (0.78)   
     
Discussion × North Korean    -0.87 
    (0.81) 
     
Age -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.58 0.58 0.59 0.56 
 (0.46) (0.46) (0.35) (0.36) 
     
Monthly Household Income 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 
 (0.15) (0.15) (0.11) (0.11) 
     
Education Level -0.31 -0.31 0.15 0.17 
 (0.16) (0.16) (0.34) (0.34) 
     
Employment Status -0.67 -0.68 -0.09 -0.04 
 (0.42) (0.42) (0.38) (0.39) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.45 -0.45 -0.33* -0.37* 
 (0.27) (0.27) (0.16) (0.17) 
     
Constant 6.75*** 6.69*** 4.50** 4.17* 
 (0.84) (0.85) (1.55) (1.56) 
Observations 149 149 149 149 
R2 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.13 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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SK-NK session, upper middle panel: 
  
Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member  (-

10~10 tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video -0.02 0.08   
 (0.39) (0.51)   
     
Discussion   1.02** 1.48** 
   (0.33) (0.43) 
     
North Korean 0.01 0.12 -0.72 -0.16 
 (0.52) (0.67) (0.38) (0.58) 
     
Video × North Korean  -0.23   
  (0.75)   
     
Discussion × North Korean    -1.06 
    (0.72) 
     
Age -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 1.12* 1.12* 0.80 0.76 
 (0.44) (0.44) (0.39) (0.40) 
     
Monthly Household Income 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.03 
 (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.12) 
     
Education Level 0.07 0.07 0.30 0.32 
 (0.33) (0.33) (0.25) (0.23) 
     
Employment Status 0.38 0.37 0.17 0.23 
 (0.40) (0.40) (0.47) (0.49) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.29 -0.28 -0.01 -0.06 
 (0.25) (0.25) (0.19) (0.18) 
     
Constant -0.89 -0.93 -1.30 -1.70 
 (1.28) (1.30) (1.28) (1.26) 
Observations 148 148 149 149 
R2 0.15 0.15 0.20 0.21 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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SK-NK session, Upper right panel: DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds 

 

Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is the contribution amount to the common account (0-10 tokens) 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video -0.07 0.31   
 (0.25) (0.33)   
     
Discussion   -0.10 0.04 
   (0.28) (0.37) 
     
North Korean -0.10 0.30 -0.50 -0.32 
 (0.42) (0.55) (0.33) (0.31) 
     
Video × North Korean  -0.85   
  (0.48)   
     
Discussion × North Korean    -0.33 
    (0.50) 
     
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.48 0.48 0.11 0.09 
 (0.32) (0.32) (0.27) (0.27) 
     
Monthly Household Income -0.08 -0.08 0.06 0.06 
 (0.13) (0.13) (0.08) (0.08) 
     
Education Level 0.48* 0.48* 0.28 0.28 
 (0.20) (0.20) (0.15) (0.15) 
     
Employment Status 0.52* 0.50* 0.24 0.26 
 (0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.05 -0.04 0.09 0.07 
 (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.21) 
     
Lagged Contribution 0.38*** 0.37*** 0.40*** 0.40*** 
 (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 
     
Constant 3.25** 3.15** 3.25*** 3.13*** 
 (1.01) (1.03) (0.67) (0.68) 
Observations 595 595 596 596 
R2 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.30 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 
  



 28 

SK-CK session, lower left panel:  
 
Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  DV is number of tokens sent to outgroup member (0-10 

tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.22 -0.02   
 (0.23) (0.28)   
     
Discussion   0.02 0.34 
   (0.18) (0.30) 
     
Chinese Korean 0.34 0.08 0.27 0.61 
 (0.29) (0.35) (0.33) (0.42) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean  0.51   
  (0.51)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean    -0.71 
    (0.67) 
     
Age -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.22 0.21 -0.07 -0.09 
 (0.26) (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) 
     
Monthly Household Income -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 
 (0.12) (0.13) (0.10) (0.10) 
     
Education Level 0.17 0.16 0.31 0.27 
 (0.22) (0.22) (0.27) (0.28) 
     
Employment Status 0.12 0.13 -0.38 -0.35 
 (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.17 -0.17 -0.10 -0.07 
 (0.19) (0.19) (0.17) (0.17) 
     
Constant 4.83*** 4.96*** 3.70** 3.62* 
 (1.09) (1.07) (1.33) (1.34) 
Observations 155 155 158 158 
R2 0.09 0.10 0.11 0.12 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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SK-CK session, lower middle panel:  
 
Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member  (-

10~10 tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video -0.03 -0.38   
 (0.29) (0.43)   
     
Discussion   0.29 0.74 
   (0.30) (0.42) 
     
Chinese Korean 0.45 0.08 0.32 0.80 
 (0.41) (0.54) (0.35) (0.56) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean  0.75   
  (0.77)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean    -0.98 
    (0.76) 
     
Age -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
     
Male 0.91* 0.90* 0.79 0.76 
 (0.35) (0.34) (0.40) (0.38) 
     
Monthly Household Income -0.20 -0.20 -0.02 -0.02 
 (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 
     
Education Level 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.02 
 (0.30) (0.30) (0.39) (0.40) 
     
Employment Status 0.05 0.07 -0.58 -0.53 
 (0.31) (0.30) (0.36) (0.35) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.22 -0.21 -0.64** -0.61* 
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.22) (0.22) 
     
Constant -0.28 -0.09 -0.11 -0.21 
 (1.36) (1.37) (2.00) (1.98) 
Observations 155 155 158 158 
R2 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.17 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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SK-CK session, lower right panel 

 

Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is the contribution amount to the common account (0-10 tokens) 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.04 -0.03   
 (0.26) (0.33)   
     
Discussion   -0.02 0.07 
   (0.28) (0.42) 
     
Chinese Korean 0.08 0.01 0.11 0.21 
 (0.23) (0.20) (0.27) (0.38) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean  0.15   
  (0.40)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean    -0.21 
    (0.53) 
     
Age -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.40 0.40 0.69** 0.68** 
 (0.25) (0.25) (0.23) (0.24) 
     
Monthly Household Income -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 
 (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 
     
Education Level -0.02 -0.02 0.26 0.25 
 (0.15) (0.15) (0.14) (0.16) 
     
Employment Status 0.10 0.10 -0.29 -0.28 
 (0.31) (0.31) (0.28) (0.28) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.01 -0.01 0.17 0.18 
 (0.16) (0.16) (0.12) (0.13) 
     
Lagged Contribution 0.47*** 0.47*** 0.49*** 0.49*** 
 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
     
Constant 4.47*** 4.51*** 2.02 1.99 
 (0.86) (0.86) (1.17) (1.15) 
Observations 620 620 632 632 
R2 0.38 0.38 0.32 0.32 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed 

effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Appendix M: Treatment effects in the Chinese Korean sessions 
 
Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1):  DV is the allocation amount to an out-group member 
(0-10 tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.06 0.12   
 (0.22) (0.34)   
     
Discussion   0.55* 0.88* 
   (0.25) (0.40) 
     
Chinese Korean Session -0.43 -0.36 -0.79** -0.46 
 (0.22) (0.34) (0.25) (0.27) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean Session  -0.13   
  (0.42)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean Session    -0.66 
    (0.50) 
     
Age 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.13 0.13 -0.06 -0.04 
 (0.30) (0.30) (0.28) (0.28) 
     
Monthly Household Income 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 
 (0.11) (0.11) (0.08) (0.08) 
     
Education Level -0.22 -0.22 0.15 0.17 
 (0.29) (0.29) (0.35) (0.35) 
     
Employment Status -0.10 -0.10 -0.14 -0.13 
 (0.30) (0.30) (0.28) (0.27) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.14 -0.14 -0.07 -0.12 
 (0.22) (0.22) (0.17) (0.17) 
     
Constant 5.71*** 5.68*** 4.27** 4.08* 
 (1.06) (1.09) (1.60) (1.59) 
Observations 163 163 167 167 
R2 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.13 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; * 
p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Trust Game (Task 2):  DV is the relative amount sent to an out-group member (-10~10 tokens) 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video -0.11 0.07   
 (0.38) (0.56)   
     
Discussion   1.17** 1.58** 
   (0.36) (0.54) 
     
Chinese Korean Session -0.89** -0.70 -1.37*** -0.97 
 (0.33) (0.44) (0.38) (0.52) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean Session  -0.37   
  (0.72)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean Session    -0.81 
    (0.74) 
     
Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
     
Male 0.83* 0.84* 0.29 0.32 
 (0.37) (0.37) (0.40) (0.40) 
     
Monthly Household Income 0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.15) (0.15) (0.11) (0.12) 
     
Education Level -0.25 -0.24 0.46 0.48 
 (0.40) (0.40) (0.50) (0.49) 
     
Employment Status -0.09 -0.09 -0.55 -0.55 
 (0.41) (0.41) (0.46) (0.45) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History -0.13 -0.13 -0.21 -0.28 
 (0.33) (0.33) (0.27) (0.27) 
     
Constant 0.76 0.65 -1.09 -1.33 
 (1.55) (1.57) (2.09) (2.07) 
Observations 163 163 167 167 
R2 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for 
moderator fixed effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
  



 33 

Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is the contribution amount to the common account (0-10 
tokens) 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Video 0.08 0.22   
 (0.22) (0.28)   
     
Discussion   0.01 0.08 
   (0.26) (0.31) 
     
Chinese Korean Session -0.19 -0.04 -0.33 -0.26 
 (0.21) (0.31) (0.24) (0.29) 
     
Video × Chinese Korean Session  -0.29   
  (0.44)   
     
Discussion × Chinese Korean Session    -0.14 
    (0.49) 
     
Age 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
     
Male 0.36 0.37 0.77** 0.77** 
 (0.28) (0.28) (0.26) (0.26) 
     
Monthly Household Income -0.11 -0.12 0.04 0.04 
 (0.09) (0.09) (0.06) (0.06) 
     
Education Level 0.17 0.17 0.26 0.26 
 (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) 
     
Employment Status 0.04 0.03 -0.11 -0.11 
 (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) 
     
Knowledge of Korean History 0.03 0.03 -0.17 -0.18 
 (0.21) (0.21) (0.17) (0.16) 
     
Lagged Contribution 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.56*** 0.56*** 
 (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 
     
Constant 4.00*** 3.92*** 2.32* 2.29* 
 (0.89) (0.89) (1.06) (1.09) 
Observations 652 652 668 668 
R2 0.39 0.39 0.38 0.38 

Note: Standard errors, clustered at the team level, in parentheses; all models control for 
moderator fixed effects; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 



 34 

Appendix N: Interactions between the discussion manipulation and South Koreans’ 
perception of the poverty of the other group 
 
In the Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1); DV is number of tokens sent to outgroup member (0~10). 

 
 South Korean 

– North Korean 
sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 
sessions 

Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Discussion 1.06 0.76 -0.21 1.32 
 (0.56) (0.70) (0.59) (0.67) 

SK’s economic status -0.28  0.11  

 (0.33)  (0.29)  

NK’s economic status -0.12  0.15 0.09 
 (0.46)  (0.29) (0.29) 

Discussion × NK’ economic status -0.19    

 (0.53)    
NK are poorer than SK  -0.12   

  (0.38)   

Discussion × NK are poorer than SK  0.09   

  (0.44)   
CK’ economic status 0.10 0.03 -0.51  

 (0.31) (0.26) (0.46)  

Discussion × CK’ economic status   0.72  

   (0.71)  

CK are poorer than SK    0.45 

    (0.27) 

Discussion × CK are poorer than SK    -0.71 

    (0.46) 

Constant 4.01 3.06 4.29 3.65 

 (2.47) (2.59) (2.67) (2.53) 

Observations 83 83 84 84 

R2  0.21 0.20 0.16 0.18 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 
level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, and Employment Status are additionally controlled for in all models; SK’s 
economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the degrees of 
agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in 

South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, and 

that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, respectively; NK 
are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between SK’s economic 
status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic status; * p<0.05, 

** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Marginal effects of the Discussion manipulation in Task 1among South Koreans according to perceived 
economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 and 3 in the previous 
table; dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Discussion and 95% 

confidence intervals.    
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In the Trust Game (Task 2); DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member 
(-10~10). 

 South Korean 

– North Korean 

sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 

sessions 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Discussion 2.46** -0.44 0.05 1.71* 

 (0.87) (0.77) (0.69) (0.77) 

SK’s economic status -0.57  0.22  
 (0.39)  (0.26)  

NK’s economic status -0.35  0.12 0.12 

 (0.46)  (0.34) (0.35) 

Discussion × NK’ economic status -1.34    

 (0.97)    

NK are poorer than SK  -0.56   
  (0.40)   

Discussion × NK are poorer than SK  1.30*   

  (0.63)   

CK’ economic status 0.08 -0.15 -0.55  
 (0.47) (0.45) (0.55)  

Discussion × CK’ economic status   1.19  

   (0.76)  
CK are poorer than SK    0.35 

    (0.36) 

Discussion × CK are poorer than SK    -0.57 

    (0.53) 
Constant 2.20 0.06 -3.08 -3.18 

 (2.97) (3.11) (3.10) (3.00) 

Observations 83 83 84 84 
R2  0.29 0.27 0.36 0.34 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 

level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, and Employment Status are additionally controlled for in all models; SK’s 
economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the degrees of 

agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in 
South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, and 

that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, respectively; NK 
are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between SK’s economic 
status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic status; * p<0.05, 
** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

  



 37 

Marginal effects of the Discussion manipulation in Task 2 among South Koreans according to perceived 
economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 and 3 in the previous 

table; dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Discussion and 95% 

confidence intervals.    
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In the Public Goods Game (Task 3): DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds 
(0~10). 

 South Korean 

– North Korean 

sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 

sessions 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Discussion 0.70 -0.93 -0.44 0.27 

 (0.52) (0.67) (0.58) (0.53) 

SK’s economic status 0.26  0.21  
 (0.30)  (0.30)  

NK’s economic status 0.85*  0.07 0.00 

 (0.41)  (0.27) (0.30) 

Discussion × NK’ economic status -1.08*    

 (0.50)    

NK are poorer than SK  -0.29   
  (0.35)   

Discussion × NK are poorer than SK  0.71   

  (0.44)   

CK’ economic status -0.56 -0.42 -0.23  
 (0.36) (0.35) (0.38)  

Discussion × CK’ economic status   -0.05  

   (0.56)  
CK are poorer than SK    0.47 

    (0.25) 

Discussion × CK are poorer than SK    -0.51 

    (0.41) 
Constant 3.86* 5.86*** 0.28 -0.17 

 (1.84) (1.69) (1.56) (1.58) 

Observations 332 332 336 336 
R2  0.31 0.31 0.40 0.40 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 

level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, Employment Status, and Lagged Contribution are additionally controlled for in 

all models; SK’s economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the 

degrees of agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other 
groups in South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South 

Korea, and that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, 

respectively; NK are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between 

SK’s economic status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic 
status; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Marginal effects of the Discussion manipulation in Task 3 among South Koreans according to perceived 
economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 and 3 in the previous 

table; dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Discussion and 95% 

confidence intervals.    
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Appendix O: Interactions between the Video manipulation and South Koreans’ perception 
of poverty of the other group 
 
In the Other-Other Allocation Game (Task 1); DV is number of tokens sent to outgroup member (0~10). 

 South Korean 

– North Korean 

sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 

sessions 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video -0.24 0.48 0.06 -0.45 

 (0.54) (0.71) (0.64) (0.68) 
SK’s economic status -0.16  0.46  

 (0.38)  (0.30)  

NK’s economic status -0.32  0.21 0.20 

 (0.42)  (0.33) (0.34) 

Video × NK’ economic status 0.54    

 (0.54)    

NK are poorer than SK  0.07   
  (0.42)   

Video × NK are poorer than SK  -0.24   

  (0.49)   

CK’ economic status -0.24 -0.30 -0.26  
 (0.27) (0.24) (0.62)  

Video × CK’ economic status   -0.26  

   (0.73)  
CK are poorer than SK    0.32 

    (0.30) 

Video × CK are poorer than SK    0.22 

    (0.37) 
Constant 6.38*** 5.71*** 3.95* 4.27* 

 (1.35) (1.54) (1.84) (1.86) 

Observations 82 82 81 81 
R2  0.14 0.13 0.09 0.10 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 

level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, and Employment Status are additionally controlled for in all models; SK’s 
economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the degrees of 

agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in 
South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, and 

that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, respectively; NK 
are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between SK’s economic 
status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic status;  * p<0.05, 
** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Marginal effects of the Video manipulation in Task 1 among South Koreans according to perceived 

economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 to 4 in the previous table; 

dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Video and 95% confidence 

intervals.    
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In the Trust Game (Task 2); DV is tokens sent to outgroup member minus tokens sent to ingroup member 
(-10~10). 

 South Korean 

– North Korean 

sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 

sessions 
Model (OLS) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video -0.60 1.21 -0.26 -1.25 

 (0.53) (0.78) (0.67) (1.06) 

SK’s economic status -0.71  -0.20  
 (0.48)  (0.45)  

NK’s economic status -0.48  -0.25 -0.31 

 (0.44)  (0.51) (0.49) 

Video × NK’ economic status 1.02    

 (0.52)    

NK are poorer than SK  0.04   
  (0.50)   

Video × NK are poorer than SK  -0.76   

  (0.50)   

CK’ economic status -0.32 -0.48 -0.05  
 (0.31) (0.34) (0.56)  

Video × CK’ economic status   -0.24  

   (0.85)  
CK are poorer than SK    -0.31 

    (0.41) 

Video × CK are poorer than SK    0.62 

    (0.59) 
Constant 2.63 0.47 0.43 0.47 

 (2.32) (2.59) (2.71) (2.42) 

Observations 82 82 81 81 
R2  0.23 0.21 0.28 0.29 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 

level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, and Employment Status are additionally controlled for in all models; SK’s 
economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the degrees of 

agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in 
South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, and 

that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, respectively; NK 
are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between SK’s economic 
status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic status; * p<0.05, 
** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. 

 

 
  



 43 

Marginal effects of the Video manipulation in Task 2 among South Koreans according to perceived 
economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 to 4 in the previous table; 

dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Video and 95% confidence 

intervals.    
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In the Public Goods Game (Task 3); DV is average contribution to common pool across five rounds 
(0~10). 

 South Korean 

– North Korean 

sessions 

South Korean 

– Chinese Korean 

sessions 
Model (Linear random effects) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Video 0.50 0.10 0.17 -0.64 

 (0.52) (0.55) (0.68) (0.45) 

SK’s economic status -0.58  -0.18  
 (0.38)  (0.29)  

NK’s economic status 0.85*  -0.39 -0.39 

 (0.33)  (0.30) (0.29) 

Video × NK’ economic status -0.19    

 (0.53)    

NK are poorer than SK  -0.77**   
  (0.28)   

Video × NK are poorer than SK  0.18   

  (0.35)   

CK’ economic status -0.05 -0.01 0.55  
 (0.28) (0.31) (0.60)  

Video × CK’ economic status   -0.18  

   (0.62)  
CK are poorer than SK    -0.54 

    (0.30) 

Video × CK are poorer than SK    0.46 

    (0.35) 
Constant 4.87** 5.40*** 4.78*** 5.47*** 

 (1.63) (1.44) (1.33) (1.56) 

Observations 328 328 324 324 
R2  0.37 0.37 0.48 0.48 

Note: For Models 1-2 and 3-4, South Koreans are pooled from only South Korean – North Korean 

sessions and South Korean – Chinese Korean sessions, respectively; standard errors, clustered at team 

level, in parentheses; all models control for moderator fixed effects; Age, Male, Monthly Household 
Income, Education Level, Employment Status, and Lagged Contribution are additionally controlled for in 

all models; SK’s economic status, NK’s economic status, and CK’s economic status are measured as the 

degrees of agreement to the statements that South Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other 
groups in South Korea, that North Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South 

Korea, and that Chinese Koreans’ economic status is high compared to other groups in South Korea, 

respectively; NK are poorer than SK and CK are poorer than SK are measured as differences between 

SK’s economic status and NK’s economic status and between SK’s economic status and CK’s economic 
status; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Marginal effects of the Video manipulation in Task 3 among South Koreans according to perceived 
economic status of North Koreans and Chinese Koreans 

 
Note: Marginal effects are computed using the regression results from Models 1 to 4 in the previous table; 

dots and whiskers around the dots indicate the marginal effects of the Video and 95% confidence 

intervals.    


