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Abstract
Migrant entrepreneurship is viewed as a pathway to substantive social integration,

one that makes host countries more prosperous in the process. Accordingly, schol-

ars have studied the social context in which migrant entrepreneurs operate, and

considered at length the range of policy options that governments can use to sup-

port their activities. Conversely, the issue of public attitudes to policies that support

migrant entrepreneurship has been largely neglected. Leveraging the case of North

Korean migrant entrepreneurs in South Korea, this article fills this gap in the liter-

ature by examining how the structure of government support within a broader “pol-
icy mix” for migrant entrepreneurship policies acts on public attitudes. Overall, it

finds South Koreans are most supportive of migrant entrepreneurship policies

endorsed and paid for by large companies through corporate taxation or loans to

the individual, rather than the state, and which have a target goal of employment

support for profitable migrant-run firms or joint ventures run by teams of natives
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and migrants. Notably, policies explicitly justified as tools to address discrimination

actively discourage support. The specifics of the Korean case show that determi-

nants of native hostility toward migrants apply to migrant entrepreneurship even

when ethnic differences and many of the institutional barriers that apply in other

cases do not exist, suggesting that ethnicity is not a major motivating factor; eco-

nomic rationality and what is “good for South Korea” are.

Keywords
entrepreneurship, experiments, migration, South Korea

Introduction
What are public attitudes toward migrant entrepreneurship policies? Given that entre-
preneurship fosters socioeconomic integration among migrants and makes the host
country more prosperous, this is an important question (Rath and Swagerman
2016; United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 2018). However,
while scholars have studied the social context in which migrant entrepreneurs
operate (Ram, Jones and Villares-Varela 2017; Sinkovics and Reuber 2021), with
new work focusing on policies in place to support them (Solano 2021), the existing
literature has largely neglected the issue of public attitudes toward policies that
support migrant entrepreneurship. Using the case of North Korean migrant entrepre-
neurs in South Korea, this article fills that gap in the literature by examining how the
structure of government support within a broader “policy mix” for migrant entrepre-
neurship policies affects general support and social integration.

North Korean migrants in South Korea provide a good case study for social inte-
gration. An ethnically identical, culturally and linguistically similar group, North
Korean migrant entrepreneurs — indeed, all North Korean migrants1 — have near-
automatic citizenship rights in the Republic of Korea and, while by no means free of
discrimination and integration challenges, do not face the same obstacles that migrant
entrepreneurs elsewhere often do. As a result, they are, in a sense, among the least

1In this article, we refer to North Koreans who have resettled in South Korea as “migrants.”
There are various terms used to refer to those who left North Korea. One of the more
common of these, especially in English, is “defector” (talbukja), which carries a political con-
notation that is frequently unjustified. This group is also and often referred to as refugees,
given the conditions under which they left their home country. This term denotes a lack of
individual agency in the process that is often unjustified. In the Korean-language text used
in this research, we used the term talbukmin, which we would translate as “defector-migrant.”
In this article, we use “migrant.” Denoting migration reflects the objective and relatively
uncontroversial fact that this group has left one place to find a new and, for most, better
place to live.
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likely among all migrants in developed countries to face barriers to integration.
Accordingly, the advantageous conditions obtained in their migration and resettle-
ment facilitate the examination of whether public attitudes that might otherwise be
attributed to race or ethnic-based prejudice, a common finding elsewhere, could
instead represent simple immigrant discrimination.

Using a choice-based conjoint experiment supported by open-text answers, we
examine the determinants of attitudes among South Korean residents regarding busi-
ness support policies targeting North Korean migrant entrepreneurship. The conjoint
permits us to test the simultaneous effects of various attributes in a multidimensional
design (Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto 2014), and the open-text answers
allow us to understand better what motivates support. The work is inspired by the
policy mix literature, which focuses on policy instruments and goals, policy ratio-
nales, actors, and funding mechanisms (Flanagan, Uyarra and Laranja 2011;
Borrás and Edquist 2013; Gok et al. 2013; Magro and Wilson 2019).

The specific content of the experimental design reflects theoretical expectations
drawn from the literature regarding public attitudes toward immigration and
migrant welfare support and the socioeconomic and political context specific to
South Korea, with a focus on the policy goals, instruments, and eligibility require-
ments but considerate of the extent to which prejudice, economic self-interest, and
broader sociotropic concerns drive preferences. Furthermore, we consider how
endorsements by particular partisan or civic actors impact public support for specific
migrant entrepreneurship support policies (Schläpfer and Schmitt 2007).

The article proceeds as follows. We begin with a short review of the literature on
migrant entrepreneurship and attitudes toward migrants generally to generate a set of
theoretical expectations informed by the literature and categorized according to the
typology common to the policy mix literature. We then provide a primer on North
Korean migrants and migrant entrepreneurs in South Korea, which justifies our
case selection. Following this, we review the research design and other methodolog-
ical considerations and present our findings. In the conclusion, we offer a summary,
consider the limitations of our findings, and introduce avenues for future research.

Constructing Migrant Entrepreneurship Support
The existing literature on migrant entrepreneurship focuses on the experiences and
issues faced by these entrepreneurs (Rath and Schutjens 2015; Ram, Jones and
Villares-Varela 2017) and policies designed to support them (Solano 2021). The
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (2018) and the European
Commission (2016) have both published guides on best practices for supporting
migrant entrepreneurship. Reflecting the focus of this literature, these guides focus
on policy priorities and measures of effectiveness, such as policy strategy coherence,
regulatory optimization, human capital development (education and skills), technol-
ogy exchange, access to finance, and awareness and networking. Building on this
work, Solano (2021) utilizes the European Commission’s framework to examine
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the scope of policy support in different countries, and the institutional framework that
migrant entrepreneurs face, including restrictions on self-employment, sector-
specific restrictions, and forms of policy support offered to address barriers to entry.

However, the focus on program evaluation and policy best practices reflected in
the United Nations and European Commission reports tells us little about public
opinion regarding different policy options. Given the importance of public support
for redistribution and migrant integration, this constitutes a considerable knowledge
gap. The lack of political power and social capital for minority groups, like North
Korean migrants, means they cannot wield much influence over policy
(Kloosterman, Van Der Leun and Rath 1999; Barrett, Jones and McEvoy 2001;
Jones et al. 2014). Therefore, public opinion is potentially more important in deter-
mining the contours of policy design (Burstein 2003; Wlezien and Soroka 2016;
Klüver and Pickup 2019).

Migrant entrepreneurship support policies are wide-ranging, but the literature on
public attitudes toward immigrants and migrant welfare provisions indicates that
some policies may be more popular than others. Casting these provisions as part
of a broader policy mix (Flanagan, Uyarra and Laranja 2011; Cocos and Lepori
2020), we review the most relevant aspects, mechanisms driving attitudes, and
expected outcomes.

We start with the policy goal, rationale, and public cost. The literature on public
attitudes toward migrants indicates that natives may discriminate against the “other,”
but the reasons for this are manifold (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014). There is
an extensive literature that considers the extent to which discrimination is motivated
by sociotropic concerns (Solodoch 2021), material self-interest (Gerber et al. 2017),
and exclusionary attitudes toward ethnically and culturally dissimilar migrants (Esses
2021).2 However, the boundaries between these motivations are not always clear.

Concerns about employment (labor market competition) and costs to the taxpayer
(welfare costs) are generally considered sociotropic or individual material
self-interest-related and primary motivations of public attitudes. Hence, in many
countries, natives generally support high-skill over low-skill immigration (Tzeng
and Tsai 2020). Sociotropic concerns, which regard natives’ opinions about the eco-
nomic or cultural impact of immigrants on the entire country (Kinder and Kiewiet
1981), may motivate natives in favor of migrant entrepreneurship that has a positive
effect on employment or the business environment generally, while perceived eco-
nomic self-interest may mean respondents favor programs that come at low to no
cost to the taxpayer or offload costs onto other groups in society (Gerber et al.
2017). Relatedly, the literature on welfare chauvinism indicates that natives are
highly motivated by a contributory principle.

2Exclusionary prejudice is not always motivated by ethnicity either and can be based more nar-
rowly on origins (Denney and Green 2021; Denney, Ward and Green 2022; Tsuda 2022; cf.
Hough 2022a).
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Berens and Gelepithis (2019) and Eick and Larsen (2022) perceive migrants as
newcomers who have not sufficiently contributed to the tax base to warrant certain
kinds of support, like nonrepayable grants or cash transfers.

Given prior research on the potential salience of labor market competition for
opposition to immigration generally (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014; c.f.
Hainmueller, Hiscox and Margalit 2015), we expect policies that create jobs to gen-
erate strong support. We also expect respondents to favor lower-cost programs and
those which shift costs away from them and those around them.

Next, we examine the policy instrument and its target beneficiaries. Exclusionary
attitudes, frequently tied to ethnic discrimination, often fuel concerns about labor
markets and costs. Thus, providing economic support to migrants is often structured
by exclusionary attitudes toward an ethnic “other” (Careja and Harris 2022).3 Even
when the other is a co-ethnic, an exclusionary attitude toward non-natives may
prevail (Kim and Lee 2022; Ward and Denney 2022). These findings suggest that
natives might be unwilling to grant significant financial support to foreign-born entre-
preneurs. Thus, they may support more exclusionary institutions that limit foreign
ownership or entrepreneurial autonomy.

Research suggests that besides the usual aspects of the policy mix,4 such as instru-
ments and goals, political elites’ cues may also affect attitudes, as they frequently
guide public opinion formation (Nicholson 2012; Druckman, Erik and Rune 2013;
Bullock 2020).

Endorsements from specific parties or political leaders can affect support for pol-
icies that target migrant groups, either through motivating support (Harteveld,
Kokkonen and Dahlberg 2017) or opposition (Rossell Hayes and Dudek 2020).

Interest group and civil society endorsements may act as another form of elite or
group cues. Research indicates that support for particular migrant-related policy pro-
posals among specific interest groups, especially business associations, will
likely impact attitudes toward immigration policies (Facchini, Mayda and Mishra
2011; Freeman and Tendler 2012). Likewise, civil society organizations are seen
as facilitating significant changes in migration policy (Narkowicz 2018; Chung
2020), although the evidence for the effects is mixed; the limits to public awareness
of civic groups make their expected endorsement impact on public opinion unclear
(Dür 2019; Jungherr et al. 2021).

Table 1 summarizes the broader theoretical approach employed in this research,
specifying the aspect of the policy mix we are concerned with, mechanisms that moti-
vate attitudes, and expected outcomes for public opinion. In the next section, we discuss

3This can also extend to programs that may not have high unit costs, like COVID-19 vaccina-
tion (Larsen and Schaeffer 2020; Iida, Kawata and Nakabayashi 2022).

4Interest in and research on policy mix approaches is driven largely by the innovation policy
literature (Flanagan, Uyarra and Laranja 2011; Gok et al. 2013; Borrás and Edquist 2013;
Magro and Wilson 2019).
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our case selection in more detail and then connect our theoretical approach to our
experimental design to show howwe empirically resolve our theoretical expectations.

North Koreans in South Korea
This article examines North Korean migrant entrepreneurs in the Republic of Korea
(or South Korea). Unlike other migrant groups, North Korean migrants who arrive in
South Korea have near-automatic rights to citizenship (Denney and Green 2018; cf.
Greitens 2021). This is due to the South Korean government’s geopolitically
inflected view of North Koreans in the North as co-nationals residing within its sov-
ereign territory. Consequently, upon escape and subsequent resettlement, these
migrants are provided with considerable support.

North Korean migrants do not face many of the same resettlement and integration
barriers that other migrants do, including relatively low levels of discrimination
(Ha, Cho, and Kang 2016; Denney and Green 2021). They do not encounter rigid
language barriers (Ram, Jones and Villares-Varela 2017) nor institutional restrictions
on residency and self-employment, which are common to many migrant entrepre-
neurs (Solano 2021).

From the standpoint of case selection logic, a common ethnocultural origin
coupled with the absence of clear and visible boundaries presents a unique research
design opportunity. The scenario allows us to investigate whether attitudes typically
attributed to racial or ethnic-based discrimination might be manifestations of straight-
forward immigrant discrimination. Co-ethnics from North Korea are, arguably, some
of the least likely among migrants to face barriers to integration. Alba (2005), for
instance, notes four potential “bright boundaries” that may demarcate native-immigrant

Table 1. Summary of Theoretical Expectations Regarding Migrant Entrepreneurship Support.

Aspects of Policy

Mix Mechanism(s) Expected Outcome

Policy goal and

rationale

Sociotropic and

integration concerns

Preference for programs that support

employment and improved business

conditions generally over more specific

or targetted aims

Public cost Economic self-interest Support for lower-cost programs or

financing by sources other than individual

respondents

Policy instrument

and beneficiary

Discrimination and

welfare chauvinism

Preference for in-kind over cash provisions

and lower-cost programs; ownership

restrictions expected

Political actors Partisan cues Likely to increase or decrease support

Civic and interest

groups

Civic and interest group

cues

May impact opinion but expectations are

unclear
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group membership: citizenship, religion, language, and race. None of these visible
boundaries apply to North and South Koreans. Thus, factors that might otherwise con-
found claims of integration success (or failure) are controlled for naturally (Hur 2023).

Despite their shared ethnocultural origins, integrating North Korean migrants into
South Korean society is not seamless. The attitudes of native South Koreans toward
people of North Korean origins and the welfare policies to support them are not res-
olutely positive (Denney and Green 2021; Ward and Denney 2022). Moreover, the
level of favorable opinion typically understood may be significantly overstated due
to the social desirability bias in existing public opinion data (Denney, Ward and
Green 2022). Existing research indicates a lack of social integration among North
Korean migrants (Yoon 2021; Hough 2022b), reinforcing the importance of the
current study from both comparative and South Korea-specific perspectives.
Multiple studies show this group faces systemic and everyday discrimination (e.g.,
Kim and Jang 2007; Bidet 2009; Youm and Kim 2011). Surveys also find that cul-
tural and language differences impede faster and more substantive social integration
(Hana Foundation 2017: 16; Hana Foundation 2020: 40; Hana Foundation 2021:
41). Above all else, we still know very little about the experiences of North
Korean migrants as entrepreneurs, which this study aims to address.

Regarding the number of migrant-run firms, estimates vary. Survey data collected
in 2022 by the South Korean government indicates that about 17 percent of North
Korean migrants working in South Korea are self-employed, either with or
without employees (Hana Foundation 2022: 50). Considering that 63 percent of
the migrant population is economically active and 59 percent are employed (Hana
Foundation 2022: 46), approximately 3,000 migrants out of the total defector-
migrant population of 33,916 run their own businesses as of March 2023.5

A 2018 survey of 131 North Korean migrant entrepreneurs found that more than
80 percent work in the services industry (e.g., food services or retail), 16 percent in
manufacturing or construction industries, and 7 percent in agriculture (Asia
Foundation 2020). This same survey points to two significant obstacles faced by
North Korean refugee businesspeople: (1) difficulties handling the regulatory and
institutional environment in South Korea and (2) raising sufficient capital to

5South Korea’s Ministry of Unification maintains statistics on the number of North Korean
migrants resettled in South Korea. Such figures, and additional information, can be found
at their website: https://www.unikorea.go.kr/eng_unikorea/relations/statistics/defectors/
(Ministry of Unification 2023). These numbers are only approximate, as the total number
of North Korean migrants living in South Korea is less than the number provided does not
account for onward migration, missing migrants, or deaths. Estimates also vary. A 2015
report the Federation of North Korean Industries (FNKI) and Small and Medium Business
Administration identified between 1,100 and 2,200 migrant-run businesses (Kim et al.
2015: 20), while a 2018 Hana Foundation survey found that 12 percent of all surveyed iden-
tified as self-employed workers, which would put the number of self-employed migrants
closer to 2,000 (Hana Foundation 2019).
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finance investments and their businesses as ongoing concerns. Existing government
support programs have focused on education and training, with some schemes also
seeking to cultivate social enterprises. In contrast, some of the country’s policy
banks, foundations, and government corporations have also offered financial
support through subsidized loans and loan guarantees (Kim et al. 2015: 5–8).

Data and Methodology
We use a choice-based conjoint to measure preferences for various policy proposals.
A commonly used experimental approach in the political and social sciences
(Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto 2014), the conjoint is a multidimensional
design ideal for testing the simultaneous effect of different attributes on an
outcome. In this case, policy support for North Korean migrant entrepreneurship.

As discussed, our research design is motivated by the literature on policy mixes. In
designing the conjoint, we choose attributes reflective of our various quantities of
interest regarding public attitudes toward migrant support policies. These attributes
include the policy goal and rationale, funding instrument, and endorsement by political,
business, and civil society actors. Our design choices reflect what we find to be theo-
retically and substantively meaningful. Table 2 shows our choice of attributes and their
corresponding levels. Each attribute demonstrates an aspect of the policy mix identified
above, and the levels reflect theoretically motivated and locally relevant values.

Attributes also contain a level we consider a “natural” reference category, as either
a conceptually meaningful but nonspecific value (e.g., “support entrepreneurship” or
“some businesspeople support this policy”) or as an intuitive default value, such as
“all businesses” under the recipients attribute as a commonsense assumption for
who will get support, or “deficit spending” as a common and easy way for govern-
ments to fund programs.

Among the attributes devised, the policy goal is most notable as the attribute that,
in our view, is most closely related to the concept we are most interested in— social
integration via migrant entrepreneurship. Within this attribute, the “employment
support”6 policy goal is that which measures most directly the social integration
aspect of migrant entrepreneurship support (Brell, Dustmann and Preston 2020).
We give particular focus to this attribute in the analysis below. The other policy
goals aim to mirror common types of entrepreneurship support.

The given policy rationales aim to gauge the extent to which we can persuade
respondents to aid in the integration process, either through a discrimination-based
reason (“help North Koreans who face discrimination”) or an economic reason
(“business conditions”). Appealing to “other countries” draws on the idea that

6With this attribute level, we are measuring employment support for the North Korean
migrants by supporting businesses run by them and those they may employ. That may be
other North Korean migrants (or those from other origins) and/or native South Koreans.
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South Koreans may wish to reflect policies common internationally, and the general
category “it is good for South Korea” represents the default value, reflecting a general
sense of being good for the country.

The public cost and instrument values draw from the migration integration liter-
ature (e.g., United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 2018; Solano
2021) and broader policy mix literature on interventions for business support

Table 2. The Policy Mix: Defector Business Support Attributes and Values.

Policy Mix Aspect Attribute Values

Policy goal and

rationale

Policy goal Support entrepreneurship

Support startups or firm growth

Employment support

Support innovation or research and development

Reason to support

policy

It is good for South Korea

It will help North Koreans who face

discrimination

It will improve local business conditions

Other countries use similar policies to help new

immigrants

Cost Public cost Government deficit spending

Income tax increase

Corporate tax increase

Instrument and

beneficiary

Policy instrument Advisory services only

Subsidized office space and incubation support

Nonrepayable grants (i.e., cash transfer)

Tax credit

Special low interest loan

Eligible recipients All businesses run by defector-migrants

All joint ventures between defector-migrants and

native South Korean partners

Only profitable defector-run businesses

Political actors Main endorser Some people endorse this policy

The President endorses this policy

The Minjoo Party endorses this policy

The People’s Power Party endorses this policy
Civic and interest

groups

Views of business

community

Some businesspeople support this policy

Small business owners support this policy

An association of small and medium-sized

enterprises (SMEs) supports this policy

Large companies support this policy

Views of civil

society

Some members of civil society support this policy

North Korean defector-run NGOs support this

policy

Migrant worker groups support this policy

Human rights groups support this policy
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reviewed above. Eligible recipients measure types of economic (“only profitable
migrant-run businesses”) or social discrimination (“joint ventures with South Korean
partners”) regarding natives’ ownership preferences for firms receiving policy support.

We designed the remaining attributes (endorser, business view, and civil society
view) to symbolize different actors who might trigger political or group cues. For
political endorsers, we use the ruling (“Minjoo Party”) and opposition (“People’s
Power”) parties at the time of the survey, the president, and the general nonpoliticized
reference value.7 Business group values represent common categories in industrial
democracies. Civil society groups represent generic (“human rights groups” and
“migrant worker groups”) and three specific to South Korea (“North Korean
migrant-run,” “Joint Venture,” and “Profitable North Korean migrant-run”).

For the completion of the experiment, we recruited 2,009 South Koreans from a
nationally representative online panel of participants who opted in between August
26 and September 27, 2021. We balanced the sample according to age, region,
and gender quotas to align with that year’s population statistics. Appendix A in
the Supplemental information offers a more comprehensive sample overview.

After introducing the research, we instructed respondents to consider a hypothet-
ical situation where the South Korean government would enhance its support for
businesses owned by North Korean migrants. We then asked them to assess two com-
peting policy proposals and choose the one they support the most. After making this
forced choice, we asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with each policy
on a scale of 1 to 7. Each respondent completed the exercise (a “task”) five times,
resulting in a total sample size of 20,090 (2,009 * 5 * 2). After the fourth profile,
we asked respondents to justify their chosen policy option. We fully randomized
attribute levels for each task. To avoid order effects, so too are the order of the attri-
butes. Figure 1 shows an English-language approximation of what each respondent
saw when completing a task.

We conduct the primary analysis of the experimental data by estimating attribute
level effects using Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCEs) and Marginal
Means (MMs). AMCEs display the causal impact each attribute level has on the like-
lihood of policy support, averaged over the effects of the attribute levels (see
Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto 2014). Conversely, MMs demonstrate the
mean outcome of each attribute level averaged across the rest. In a forced-choice

7In Korea, the right-of-center People’s Power Party is widely seen as the steward of the
economy, while the Minjoo Party, in accordance with changes elsewhere, is a very broad
church that has gone from representing the interests of the working class to a broader coalition
of lower and middle socio-economic and educated groups. North Korean migrants, however,
motivated by policies on North Korea specifically, have tended to support the conservative
party irrespective of class affiliations. At the time of the survey, the president was Moon
Jae-in, a member of the Minjoo Party. On left-right differences in attitudes toward North
Korean migrants, see Kim and Lee (2022).
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design, the average is 0.50, with means above the average indicating attribute value
favorability. The MM represents the percentage of profiles chosen given the attribute
value. Leeper, Hobolt and Tilley (2020) show that MMs complement AMCEs and
are advisable for interaction models and estimating conditional average treatment
effects. We conduct textual analysis using a mixed-methods approach, which
involves topic modeling and qualitative analysis, described in more detail below.

Findings
Figure 2 shows the main effects of the attribute levels using AMCEs and the descrip-
tive MMs.8 Overall, we see that migrant entrepreneurship policy with goals of
employment support, paid for by corporate tax increases, issued in the form of a
repayable loan, and endorsed by the business community are specific aspects of
the policy mix that motivate public support. There is a preference that only
migrant firms that have demonstrated economic viability (profitability) or those in
a joint venture with a native should be eligible. Further, we see that rationales that

Figure 1. The experimental design.

8Tables for the main AMCE estimates and the marginal means are provided in Supplemental
Appendix C.
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benchmark other countries’ immigrant support policies discourage support, as do
cash transfer instruments (nonrefundable grants), and political endorsements— espe-
cially by the Minjoo Party.

The largest marginal component effect is for public cost. “Corporate tax increase”
moves respondents to support the policy mix by shifting financial responsibility to
corporations. Relative to the baseline category (“deficit spending”), if corporations
pay for the policy, the probability of policy support increases by 8.4 percentage
points, according to the AMCEs. On the other hand, according to the marginal

Figure 2. The effects of policy mix attributes on the probability of support for migrant

business policy.

Note: For Average Marginal Components Effects (AMCEs), the estimates show the effects of

the randomly assigned information attribute values on the probability of use. The point values

from the Marginal Means (MMs) show the mean outcome of any given attribute level, averaged

across all others. The estimates and means are based on the benchmark ordinary least squares

(OLS) model with clustered standard errors. The error bars represent 95% confidence

intervals. “SMEs” in the attribute text stands for “small and medium-sized enterprises.”
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means, respondents choose policy profiles containing this attribute level 55 percent
of the time. We notice similar positive effects for eligibility. Relative to the level
specifying eligibility for all migrant-run firms, if joint ventures or profitable
migrant-run businesses are specified, the probability of policy support increases by
six percentage points each.9

Overall, a clear economic rationale drives preferences, but these preferences
connect to broader sociotropic concerns and the support for social integration
through employment. The preference for the policy goal of “employment support,”
which is the most favored one, evidences this connection.10 To further explore the
interaction of purely economic and broader sociotropic concerns, we examine the
interaction between the policy goal and two other important policy mix features
— eligibility and instrument. The focus is whether the attribute levels for these
two additional features affect peoples’ policy goal preferences.

First, we examine the interaction between goal and eligibility (Figure 3).
We observe interaction effects. The type of firms eligible impacts which goal of
the migrant support policy people support. Broadly consistent with the main find-
ings, respondents favorably appraise policies matching employment support with
firms perceived as economically viable or socially desirable (“joint venture” or
“profitable”). We observe that respondents do not prefer policies available to all
migrant businesses. Still, when the stated goal is supporting employment, they
do not oppose it either. For all other goals, respondents do not support policies
open to all migrant firms. In other words, policies with employment goals to
support North Korean migrant integration will not be opposed and will often be
supported.

We examine policy goals and instruments for the second interaction (Figure 4).
Here we see more evidence that when corporations are financially responsible
for supporting the migrant entrepreneurship policies, respondents are encouraged
to support any of the four policy goals more or less equally. While respondents
do not favor the policy proposals in all other instances, it is worth noting that
for “employment support,” there are no interaction effects, whether it involves

9The difference in interpretation between the AMCEs and marginal means for eligible recip-
ients is instructive. The AMCEs show the marginal effects relative to the reference category
(“all business run by migrants”), which suggests support for the other two options (joint ven-
tures and profitable firms). However, as the marginal means show, what is mainly driving
opinion is opposition to policies targeting all firms. The relatively low marginal mean evi-
dences this for “all business”’ (0.46). The two alternatives have a marginal mean above
0.50, which indicates support, but at 0.52, it is not particularly high.

10A robustness check on the interpretation of the findings based on the forced-choice outcome
is done using the ratings-based measurement. The main findings are corroborated. Further,
we provide subgroup analysis by select socioeconomic, political, and demographic vari-
ables. The additional analysis is provided in Supplemental Appendix D.
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deficit spending or increases to personal income tax. That is, respondents are
neither motivated nor discouraged to support the policy. This finding further
proves that respondents do not oppose migrant entrepreneurship policies support-
ing employment.

Next, using the open-text answers collected after the fourth task, we examine what
motivates migrant entrepreneurship policy support. This approach serves two par-
tially overlapping purposes. First, we perform a robustness check on the conjoint
analysis, confirming whether an alternative outcome measure corroborates the

Figure 3. Marginal means of the interaction effects (eligible recipients * policy goal).

Note: The point values from the Marginal Means (MMs) show the mean outcome of any given

attribute level, averaged across all others. Estimates are based on the benchmark OLS model

with clustered standard errors. The error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 4. Marginal means of the interaction effects (policy instrument * policy goal).

Note: The point values from the Marginal Means (MMs) show the mean outcome of any given

attribute level, averaged across all others. The means are based on the benchmark OLS model

with clustered standard errors. The error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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above interpretation. Second, in doing a robustness check, we seek to further unpack
the rationales behind respondents’ policy preferences. We use a mixed-method
approach, combining a topic modeling method with a general qualitative reading
and, to validate the analysis, manual coding of the 2,009 open-text responses.

We apply Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) for topic modeling, an unsupervised
machine-learning approach to classify and understand text (Blei, Ng and Jordan
2003). This method allows us to identify the number of abstract “topics” within
the responses and the words linked to these topics. Once we translate the answers
from Korean to English and clean the data, we analyze the response for the
optimal number of topics based on a statistical measure of semantic similarity and
interpretability — the “coherence score.” Through this process, we identify two
topics within the open-text responses.

Figure 5 reports the two topics and the words associated with them. The value on
the x-axis indicates the probability of the word belonging to and thus defining the
topic. The more familiar the word, the higher the probability score. Based on the
words in each topic, we can then determine what the topic means or, more substan-
tively, what meaning and rationale respondents were conveying in their answers.
Topic 1, with words like “support,” “tax,” “policy,” “profitable,” and “employment
support,” reflects an economically rational motivation for policy preferences consis-
tent with the sociotropic and self-interested economic interpretations of the choice-
based conjoint findings. Topic 2, however, reveals a different rationale. Words like
“north korean,” “good,” and “support” are most common, with words like “rights”
and “human rights” rounding out what appears to be a normative motivation for sup-
porting entrepreneurship policies for North Korean migrants.

Figure 5. Topics from the implementation of Latent Dirichlet Allocation.

Note: The values on the x-axis show the probability of the term given the topic.
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While we did not necessarily expect the insight provided by Topic 2, the AMCEs
and marginal means previously explored (see Figure 2) suggest that a normative
rationale drives preferences. When it comes to policy rationale, “it is good for
South Korea” stands out as the only attribute that positively influences a respondent’s
policy support. Our analysis highlights an overarching motivation concerning the
actions that we should ideally initiate to assist in and promote the social integration
of North Korean migrants. However, a closer examination of the data introduces
more complexity to this interpretation.

Interestingly, the specification that the policy “will help North Koreans who face
discrimination” slightly but negatively impacts the likelihood of policy support (see
Figure 2). This observation contradicts the idea that South Koreans have a sense of
moral obligation or normative commitment to help co-ethnic newcomers from North
Korea. If co-ethnic effects are absent, then the motivation must be centered on some
other concept of what is “good,” which raises an obvious question: good for whom?

We examine the respondent response-topic probabilities to understand the two
topics’ significance better. In addition to extracting topics as a mix of words, the
LDA model also estimates the probability that each respondent’s answer belongs
to either. Using only those answers for which there are >50 percent probability of
belonging to the topic, we create two groups according to their open-text answers.
Next, we conduct subgroup analysis on the conjoint data to determine whether
policy preferences are conditional on whether the respondents belong to the first
or second topic group. In other words, do those motivated by an economic rationale
evaluate policy mixes differently from normatively motivated ones? Figure 6 reports
the marginal means for the two groups.11

Our findings show varied treatment effects across the attribute levels. As expected,
respondents classified under Topic 1 favor policies targeting solely profitable
migrant-run businesses, indicated by a marginal mean of 0.53. However, respondents
under Topic 2 show ambivalence. Surprisingly, respondents classified as Topic 2 are
more inclined to support policies rationalized as “good for South Korea,” reflected by
a marginal mean of 0.55. However, if respondents belonging to Topic 2 are moti-
vated in their policy preferences by some high-order principle to assist newcomers,
as we posited above, then we expect to see an antidiscrimination logic moving opin-
ions favorably. This is not the case. Helping “North Koreans who face discrimina-
tion” does not sway this group. They are discouraged from supporting a policy
rationalized as similar to policies in other countries for helping new immigrants
(MM of 0.47). Notably, this group shows the most enthusiasm in supporting
migrant entrepreneurship when we restrict eligibility to joint ventures.

11In Supplemental Appendix E, we perform a robustness check on the analysis based on the
LDA model’s response-topic probabilities using manually coded responses. The findings
show some minor but not substantial differences.
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The findings suggest that respondents are mainly motivated by a South
Korean-nation-centric logic that excludes overt consideration of North Koreans.
One respondent from this group wrote, “If North Korean defectors are successfully
settled, then it will be good for South Korea in the end.” Another respondent

Figure 6. Marginal means for the topic subgroups.

Note: The point values from the Marginal Means (MMs) show the mean outcome of any given

attribute level, averaged across all others. The means are based on the benchmark OLS model

with clustered standard errors. The error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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noted, “It is good for our country,” a common articulation of a similar sentiment.
Moreover, drawing a sharp distinction between the two Koreas, one person
remarked, “We do not need to support North Koreans, but [I chose the policy]
because it is good for South Korea.”

The selected quotations show that South Korean respondents see the successful
integration of North Korean migrants as good for South Korea. In this sense, it is
similar to a sociotropic rationale insofar as respondents think migrant support poli-
cies that are good for the country are worthy of support. Notably, there is no
mention of employment or a clear economic rationale. As such, it is a kind of
support more abstract than that captured by the rationale observed in the Topic 1
group but arguably no less meaningful.

As noted in Figure 5 above, some terms seem more focused on North Koreans
themselves (e.g., “human rights”). A search for responses containing “right”
shows limited support for this interpretation, such as “human rights groups supported
it” and “because human rights are important.” However, several respondents see
human rights as a politicized concept and even note their opposition to human
rights-motivated policies, noting that “human rights groups are problematic.” The
endorsement of a human rights group motivated them to select the option not
endorsed by such a group. Overall, the Topic 2 group is mainly concerned with
helping North Korean migrants better serve the nation-state they belong to — the
Republic of Korea.

Conclusion
The subject of support for migrant entrepreneurship has garnered attention in the
realm of policy making, with an increasing academic interest following closely
behind (Rath and Schutjens 2015; Ram, Jones and Villares-Varela 2017; Solano
2021). Despite a well-developed body of literature on public attitudes toward
migrants (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014; Gerber et al. 2017; Esses 2021;
Solodoch 2021), there is little to no discussion of public attitudes toward migrant
entrepreneurship support policies. This lack of discourse represents a notable gap
in both policy and research, considering that many migrant entrepreneurs often
find themselves socially and politically marginalized, hence less able to influence
public policies that directly target them (Kloosterman, Van Der Leun and Rath
1999; Barrett, Jones and McEvoy 2001; Jones et al. 2014).

In this article, we demonstrate how empirically grounded and theoretically rigor-
ous explanations of public attitudes toward migration can be applied to the issue of
entrepreneurship support policy mixes. We use the case of North Korean migrants in
South Korea because they are not generally considered an ethnic “other,” and face
little to no institutional or linguistic barriers to integration.

Economic self-interest drives policy preferences among native respondents,
according to our findings. They prefer policies funded through corporation tax and
are sensitive to the fiscal burden of programs. Accordingly, respondents prefer
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loans to grants, profitable migrant businesses, and programs that support job creation.
These attitudes align with sociotropic concerns highlighted in the existing literature
(Berens and Gelepithis 2019; Tzeng and Tsai 2020; Eick and Larsen 2022), thus val-
idating existing theories while demonstrating their applicability to migrant entrepre-
neurship. Such alignment represents a significant step forward in bridging the gap
between the broader literature on public attitudes toward migrants and literature
focused on barriers to migrant entrepreneurship (Rath and Schutjens 2015; Ram,
Jones and Villares-Varela 2017) and policies to support these entrepreneurs
(Solano 2021).

Interaction effects indicate that discrimination based on native/migrant ownership
is less pronounced when support policies aim to support job creation, thus indicating
that policy designs that focus on this particular concern may help overcome prejudi-
cial attitudes. Conversely, when large corporations shoulder the costs of migrant
support policies, respondents exhibit less concern about job creation, which is typi-
cally seen as a primary sociotropic issue. In other words, people are disinterested in
policy aims when they do not have to pay.

Notably, endorsements by political parties or human rights organizations appear
to have a negligible or negative impact on policy preference. This finding suggests
that the role of partisan cues and support from some civic actors may not be as instru-
mental as previously assumed in building support for migrant support policies
(Harteveld, Kokkonen and Dahlberg 2017; Chung 2020; Rossell Hayes and Dudek
2020).

Mixed-method analysis of the open-text data corroborates the main findings and
furthers our understanding of natives’motivations for supporting migrant integration
through business support policies. Many respondents reference economic self-
interest and concrete sociotropic concerns, while others invoke more abstract
notions of the national or common good. However, these notions are not motivated
by co-ethnic affinity or pan-Korean nationalism. If North Korean migrant entrepre-
neurs happen to benefit from a policy, it is seen as desirable because that outcome
is in the broad national interest.

We note some limitations to the findings presented here. First, the immigrant group
we focus on is small compared to the host society, and this smallness could affect the
perception of the immigrant group and the extent of generosity natives are willing to
extend (cf. Schneider 2008; Pottie-Sherman and Wilkes 2017). Second, the case is
unusual because, to the best of our knowledge, most migration worldwide and most
migrant entrepreneurship do not involve co-ethnic migrants. This circumstance
prompts us to question whether designing policies addressing sociotropic and eco-
nomic self-interest concerns will bolster public support for policies assisting migrant
entrepreneurship, especially in cases where native-immigrant group boundaries are
more defined. Given the paucity of literature on the subject, this article provides
insights from which to consider other migrant entrepreneur groups.

Above all, people view entrepreneurship as a pathway to substantial social inte-
gration. This article’s findings demonstrate the potential of a policy mix framework
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(Flanagan, Uyarra and Laranja 2011; Borrás and Edquist 2013; Gok et al. 2013;
Magro and Wilson 2019) to connect the literature on migration (Tsuda 2009;
Chung 2020; Denney and Green 2021) to research on entrepreneurship as a social
integration mechanism (Rath and Swagerman 2016; United Nations Conference on
Trade and Development 2018). Where much of the research across these domains
takes a top-down perspective, we examine public attitudes and the determinants of
support for migrant integration through the expansion of entrepreneurship support
by operationalizing a policy mix framework using a conjoint design. As such, we
forward a more complete view of migrant integration with academic and policy
relevance.

Data Availability
https://github.com/scdenney/NK-migrant-business-support.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article: This work was supported by the Academy of Korean
Studies (grant number AKS-2021-R084).

ORCID iD
Steven Denney https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6542-1055

Supplemental material
Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References

Alba, R. 2005. “Bright vs. Blurred Boundaries: Second-Generation Assimilation and
Exclusion in France, Germany, and the United States.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 28(1):
20–49. https://doi.org/10.1080/0141987042000280003.

Asia Foundation. 2020. “North Korean Refugee Entrepreneurs in South Korea: Unveiling
Korea’s Hidden Potential.” The Asia Foundation. https://asiafoundation.org/publication/
north-korean-refugee-entrepreneurs-in-south-korea-unveiling-koreas-hidden-potential/.

Barrett, G. A., T. P. Jones, and D. McEvoy. 2001. “Socio-Economic and Policy Dimensions of
the Mixed Embeddedness of Ethnic Minority Business in Britain.” Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 27(2): 241–58. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830125088.

Berens, S., and M. Gelepithis. 2019. “Welfare State Structure, Inequality, and Public Attitudes
Towards Progressive Taxation.” Socio-Economic Review 17(4): 823–50. https://doi.org/10.
1093/ser/mwx063.

20 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://github.com/scdenney/NK-migrant-business-support
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6542-1055
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6542-1055
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141987042000280003.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141987042000280003.
https://asiafoundation.org/publication/north-korean-refugee-entrepreneurs-in-south-korea-unveiling-koreas-hidden-potential/
https://asiafoundation.org/publication/north-korean-refugee-entrepreneurs-in-south-korea-unveiling-koreas-hidden-potential/
https://asiafoundation.org/publication/north-korean-refugee-entrepreneurs-in-south-korea-unveiling-koreas-hidden-potential/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830125088.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830125088.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwx063.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwx063.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwx063.


Bidet, E. 2009. “Social Capital and Work Integration of Migrants: The Case of North Korean
Defectors in South Korea.” Asian Perspective 33(2): 151–79. https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.
2009.0021.

Blei, D. M., A. Y. Ng, and M. I. Jordan. 2003. “Latent Dirichlet Allocation.” Journal of
Machine Learning Research 3: 993–1022.

Borrás, S., and C. Edquist. 2013. “The Choice of Innovation Policy Instruments.”
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 80(8): 1513–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2013.03.002.

Brell, C., C. Dustmann, and I. Preston. 2020. “The Labor Market Integration of Refugee
Migrants in High-Income Countries.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 34(1): 94–121.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.34.1.94.

Bullock, J.G. 2020. “Party Cues.” In The Oxford Handbook of Electoral Persuasion, edited by
Elizabeth Suhay, Bernard Grofman, and Alexander H. Trechsel, 129–50. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190860806.013.2.

Burstein, P. 2003. “The Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy: A Review and an
Agenda.” Political Research Quarterly 56(1): 29–40. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912
90305600103.

Careja, R., and E. Harris. 2022. “Thirty Years of Welfare Chauvinism Research: Findings and
Challenges.” Journal of European Social Policy 32(2): 212–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/
09589287211068796.

Chung, E. A. 2020. Immigrant Incorporation in East Asian Democracies. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Cocos, M., and B. Lepori. 2020. “What We Know About Research Policy Mix.” Science and
Public Policy 47(2): 235–45. https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scz061.

Denney, S., and C. Green. 2018. “Unification in Action? The National Identity of North
Korean Defector-Migrants: Insights and Implications.” Korean Economic Institute of
America: Academic Paper Series, October. https://keia.org/publication/unification-in-
actionthe-national-identity-of-north-korean-defector-migrants-insights-and-implications/.

, and C. Green. 2021. “Who Should Be Admitted? Conjoint Analysis of South Korean
Attitudes Toward Immigrants.” Ethnicities 21(1): 120–45. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1468796820916609.

, P. Ward, and C. Green. 2022. “The Limits of Ethnic Capital: Impacts of Social
Desirability on Korean Views of Co-Ethnic Immigration.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 48(7): 1669–89. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1797477.

Druckman, J. N., P. Erik, and S. Rune. 2013. “How Elite Partisan Polarization Affects Public
Opinion Formation.” American Political Science Review 107(1): 57–79. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0003055412000500.

Dür, A. 2019. “How Interest Groups Influence Public Opinion: Arguments Matter More than
the Sources.” European Journal of Political Research 58(2): 514–35. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1475-6765.12298.

Eick, G. M., and C. A. Larsen. 2022. “Welfare Chauvinism Across Benefits and Services.”
Journal of European Social Policy 32(1): 19–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211023047.

Denney et al 21

https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2009.0021.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2009.0021.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2009.0021.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.03.002.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.03.002.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.03.002.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.34.1.94.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.34.1.94.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190860806.013.2.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190860806.013.2.
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290305600103
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290305600103
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290305600103
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211068796.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211068796.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211068796.
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scz061.
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scz061.
https://keia.org/publication/unification-in-actionthe-national-identity-of-north-korean-defector-migrants-insights-and-implications/
https://keia.org/publication/unification-in-actionthe-national-identity-of-north-korean-defector-migrants-insights-and-implications/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796820916609
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796820916609
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1797477
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000500.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000500.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000500.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12298.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12298.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12298.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211023047.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211023047.


Esses, V. M. 2021. “Prejudice and Discrimination Toward Immigrants.” Annual Review of
Psychology 72(1): 503–31. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-080520-102803.

European Commission. 2016. Evaluation and Analysis of Good Practices in Promoting and
Supporting Migrant Entrepreneurship: Guidebook. Luxembourg: Publications Office.

Facchini, G., A. M. Mayda, and P. Mishra. 2011. “Do Interest Groups Affect US Immigration
Policy?” Journal of International Economics 85(1): 114–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jinteco.2011.05.006.

Flanagan, K., E. Uyarra, and M. Laranja. 2011. “Reconceptualising the ‘Policy Mix’ for
Innovation.” Research Policy 40(5): 702–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.
02.005.

Freeman, G.P., and S.M. Tendler. 2012. “Interest Group Politics and Immigration Policy.” In
Oxford Handbook of the Politics of International Migration, edited by Marc R. Rosenblum
and Daniel J. Tichenor, 324–44. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. https://www.
oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195337228.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780
195337228-e-14.

Gerber, A. S., G. A. Huber, D. R. Biggers, and D. J. Hendry. 2017. “Self-Interest, Beliefs, and
Policy Opinions: Understanding How Economic Beliefs Affect Immigration Policy
Preferences.” Political Research Quarterly 70(1): 155–71.

Gok, A., P. Cunningham, A. Gök, and P. Laredo. 2013. The Impact of Direct Support to R&D
and Innovation in Firms. Compendium of Evidence on the Effectiveness of Innovation
Policy; No. 13/03. http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/working_papers/assets/features/
the_impact_of_direct_support_to_rnd_and_innovation_in_firms.

Greitens, S. C. 2021. “The Geopolitics of Citizenship: Evidence from North Korean Claims to
Citizenship in South Korea.” Journal of Korean Studies 26(1): 117–51. https://doi.org/10.
1215/07311613-8747746.

Ha, S. E., S. J. Cho, and J.-H. Kang. 2016. “Group Cues and Public Opposition to Immigration:
Evidence from a Survey Experiment in South Korea.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 42(1): 136–49. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1080608.

Hainmueller, J., M. J. Hiscox, and Y. Margalit. 2015. “Do Concerns About Labor Market
Competition Shape Attitudes Toward Immigration? New Evidence.” Journal of
International Economics 97(1): 193–207. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2014.12.010.

, and D. J. Hopkins. 2014. “Public Attitudes Toward Immigration.” Annual Review of
Political Science 17(1): 225–49. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-102512-194818.

, D. J. Hopkins, and T. Yamamoto. 2014. “Causal Inference in Conjoint Analysis:
Understanding Multidimensional Choices via Stated Preference Experiments.” Political
Analysis 22(1): 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024.

Hana Foundation. 2017. “2016 Settlement Survey of North Korean Refugees in South Korea.”
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail&idx=6&search
Value1=D&searchKeyword=&menuPos=20.

Hana Foundation. 2019. “2018 Settlement Survey of North Korean Refugees in South Korea.”
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail&idx=6&search
Value1=D&searchKeyword=&menuPos=20.

22 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-080520-102803.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-080520-102803.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2011.05.006.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2011.05.006.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2011.05.006.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.02.005
https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195337228.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780195337228-e-14
https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195337228.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780195337228-e-14
https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195337228.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780195337228-e-14
http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/working_papers/assets/features/the_impact_of_direct_support_to_rnd_and_innovation_in_firms
http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/working_papers/assets/features/the_impact_of_direct_support_to_rnd_and_innovation_in_firms
http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/working_papers/assets/features/the_impact_of_direct_support_to_rnd_and_innovation_in_firms
https://doi.org/10.1215/07311613-8747746.
https://doi.org/10.1215/07311613-8747746.
https://doi.org/10.1215/07311613-8747746.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1080608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2014.12.010.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2014.12.010.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-102512-194818.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-102512-194818.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024.
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20


Hana Foundation. 2020. “2019 Settlement Survey of North Korean Refugees in South Korea.”
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail&idx=6&search
Value1=D&searchKeyword=&menuPos=20.

Hana Foundation. 2021. “2020 Settlement Survey of North Korean Refugees in South Korea.”
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail&idx=6&search
Value1=D&searchKeyword=&menuPos=20.

Hana Foundation. 2022. “Settlement Survey of North Korean Refugees in South Korea.” http://
dongposarang.com/home/kor/promotionData/information/researchData/index.do?menuPos=
126.

Harteveld, E., A. Kokkonen, and S. Dahlberg. 2017. “Adapting to Party Lines: The Effect of
Party Affiliation on Attitudes to Immigration.” West European Politics 40(6): 1177–97.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2017.1328889.

Hough, J. 2022b. “The Contradictory Effects of South Korean Resettlement Policy on North
Koreans in South Korea.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 48(20): 4922–40.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2123436.

2022a. “The Racialization of North Koreans in South Korea: Diasporic Co-Ethnics in
the South Korean Ethnolinguistic Nation.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 45(4): 616–35.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1921237.

Hur, A. 2023. “Migrant Integration and the Psychology of National Belonging.” Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies 49(13): 3245–66. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.
2132381.

Iida, T., K. Kawata, and M. Nakabayashi. 2022. “The Citizen Preferences–Positive Externality
Trade-off: A Survey Study of COVID-19 Vaccine Deployment in Japan.” SSM –

Population Health 19: 101191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101191.
Jones, T., M. Ram, P. Edwards, A. Kiselinchev, and L. Muchenje. 2014. “Mixed

Embeddedness and New Migrant Enterprise in the UK.” Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development 26(5–6): 500–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.950697.

Jungherr, A., A. Wuttke, M. Mader, and H. Schoen. 2021. “A Source Like Any Other? Field
and Survey Experiment Evidence on How Interest Groups Shape Public Opinion.” Journal
of Communication 71(2): 276–304. https://doi.org/10.1093/joc/jqab005.

Kim, J. U., and D. J. Jang. 2007. “Aliens Among Brothers? The Status and Perception of North
Korean Refugees in South Korea.” Asian Perspective 31(2): 5–22. https://doi.org/10.1353/
apr.2007.0023.

Kim, J. Y., and T. Lee. 2022. “Contested Identity and Prejudice Against Co-Ethnic Refugees:
Evidence From South Korea.” Political Research Quarterly 76(3): 1433–44. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10659129221144248.

Kim, H. C., H. J. Noh, K. W. Jeong, C. S. Yun, and M. Y. Park. 2015. “In Order to Support
North Korean Businesspeople: A Report on the Results of a Survey on the Status of North
Korean Refugee Enterprises” [탈북경제인 육성을 위한 탈북기업 실태조사 연구용역

결과보고서]. The Federation of North Korean Industries [엔케이경제인연합회] and
Small and Medium Business Administration [중소기업청]. https://scienceon.kisti.re.kr/
commons/util/originalView.do?cn=TRKO201700005195&dbt=TRKO&rn=.

Denney et al 23

http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/eng//resources/research/index.do?act=detail%26idx=6%26searchValue1=D%26searchKeyword=%26menuPos=20
http://dongposarang.com/home/kor/promotionData/information/researchData/index.do?menuPos=126
http://dongposarang.com/home/kor/promotionData/information/researchData/index.do?menuPos=126
http://dongposarang.com/home/kor/promotionData/information/researchData/index.do?menuPos=126
http://dongposarang.com/home/kor/promotionData/information/researchData/index.do?menuPos=126
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2017.1328889.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2017.1328889.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2123436.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2123436.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1921237.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1921237.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132381.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132381.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132381.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101191.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101191.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.950697.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.950697.
https://doi.org/10.1093/joc/jqab005.
https://doi.org/10.1093/joc/jqab005.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2007.0023.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2007.0023.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apr.2007.0023.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129221144248.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129221144248.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129221144248.
https://scienceon.kisti.re.kr/commons/util/originalView.do?cn=TRKO201700005195%26dbt=TRKO%26rn=
https://scienceon.kisti.re.kr/commons/util/originalView.do?cn=TRKO201700005195%26dbt=TRKO%26rn=
https://scienceon.kisti.re.kr/commons/util/originalView.do?cn=TRKO201700005195%26dbt=TRKO%26rn=


Kinder, D. R., and D. R. Kiewiet. 1981. “Sociotropic Politics: The American Case.” British
Journal of Political Science 11(2): 129–61. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123400002544.

Kloosterman, R., J. Van Der Leun, and J. Rath. 1999. “Mixed Embeddedness: (In)Formal
Economic Activities and Immigrant Businesses in the Netherlands.” International
Journal of Urban and Regional Research 23(2): 252–66. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
2427.00194.

Klüver, H., and M. Pickup. 2019. “Are They Listening? Public Opinion, Interest Groups and
Government Responsiveness.” West European Politics 42(1): 91–112. https://doi.org/10.
1080/01402382.2018.1483662.

Larsen, M. H., and M. Schaeffer. 2020. “Healthcare Chauvinism During the COVID-19
Pandemic.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 47(7): 1455–73. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1369183X.2020.1860742.

Leeper, T. J., S. B. Hobolt, and J. Tilley. 2020. “Measuring Subgroup Preferences in Conjoint
Experiments.” Political Analysis 28(2): 207–21. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.30.

Magro, E., and J. R. Wilson. 2019. “Policy-Mix Evaluation: Governance Challenges from
New Place-Based Innovation Policies.” Research Policy 48(10): 103612. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010.

Ministry of Unification. 2023. https://www.unikorea.go.kr/unikorea/business/NKDefectorsPolicy/
status/lately/.

Narkowicz, K. 2018. “‘Refugees Not Welcome Here’: State, Church and Civil Society
Responses to the Refugee Crisis in Poland.” International Journal of Politics, Culture,
and Society 31(4): 357–73. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-018-9287-9.

Nicholson, S. P. 2012. “Polarizing Cues.” American Journal of Political Science 56(1): 52–66.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00541.x.

Pottie-Sherman, Y., and R. Wilkes. 2017. “Does Size Really Matter? On the Relationship
Between Immigrant Group Size and Anti-Immigrant Prejudice.” International Migration
Review 51(1): 218–50. https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191.

Ram, M., T. Jones, and M. Villares-Varela. 2017. “Migrant Entrepreneurship: Reflections on
Research and Practice.” International Small Business Journal: Researching
Entrepreneurship 35(1): 3–18. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242616678051.

Rath, J., and V. Schutjens. 2015. “Migrant Entrepreneurship: Alternative Paradigms of
Economic Integration.” In Routledge Handbook of Immigration and Refugee Studies,
126–35. Abingdon, UK and New York, NY: Routledge.

, and A. Swagerman. 2016. “Promoting Ethnic Entrepreneurship in European Cities:
Sometimes Ambitious, Mostly Absent, Rarely Addressing Structural Features.”
International Migration 54(1): 152–66. https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12215.

Rossell Hayes, A., and C. M. Dudek. 2020. “How Radical Right-Wing Populism has Shaped
Recent Migration Policy in Austria and Germany.” Journal of Immigrant & Refugee
Studies 18(2): 133–50. https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2019.1587130.

Schläpfer, F., and M. Schmitt. 2007. “Anchors, Endorsements, and Preferences: A Field
Experiment.” Resource and Energy Economics 29(3): 229–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
reseneeco.2007.01.001.

24 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123400002544.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123400002544.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00194.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00194.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2018.1483662.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2018.1483662.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2018.1483662.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1860742.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1860742.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2020.1860742.
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.30.
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.30.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010.
https://www.unikorea.go.kr/unikorea/business/NKDefectorsPolicy/status/lately/
https://www.unikorea.go.kr/unikorea/business/NKDefectorsPolicy/status/lately/
https://www.unikorea.go.kr/unikorea/business/NKDefectorsPolicy/status/lately/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-018-9287-9.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-018-9287-9.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00541.x.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00541.x.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12191.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242616678051.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242616678051.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12215.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2019.1587130.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2019.1587130.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2007.01.001.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2007.01.001.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2007.01.001.


Schneider, S. L. 2008. “Anti-Immigrant Attitudes in Europe: Outgroup Size and Perceived Ethnic
Threat.” European Sociological Review 24(1): 53–67. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcm034.

Sinkovics, N., and A. R. Reuber. 2021. “Beyond Disciplinary Silos: A Systematic Analysis of
the Migrant Entrepreneurship Literature.” Journal of World Business 56(4): 101223. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101223.

Solano, G. 2021. “A Level Playing Field for Migrant Entrepreneurs? The Legal and Policy
Landscape Across EU and OECD Countries.” International Migration 61(2): 27–47.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12939.

Solodoch, O. 2021. “Do Sociotropic Concerns Mask Prejudice? Experimental Evidence on the
Sources of Public Opposition to Immigration.” Political Studies 69(4): 1009–32. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0032321720946163.

Tsuda, T. 2009. Diasporic Homecomings: Ethnic Return Migration in Comparative
Perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Tsuda, T. (Gaku). 2022. “Racism Without Racial Difference? Co-Ethnic Racism and National
Hierarchies among Nikkeijin Ethnic Return Migrants in Japan.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
45(4): 595–615. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1993296.

Tzeng, R., and M. C. Tsai. 2020. “Good for the Common Good: Sociotropic Concern and
Double Standards Toward High- and Low-Skilled Immigrants in Six Wealthy Countries.”
Social Indicators Research 152(2): 473–93. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-020-02429-1.

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. 2018. “Policy Guide on
Entrepreneurship for Migrants and Refugees.” Geneva. https://publications.iom.int/books/
policy-guide-entrepreneurship-migrants-and-refugees.

Ward, P., and S. Denney. 2022. “Welfare Chauvinism Among Co-ethnics: Evidence from a
Conjoint Experiment in South Korea.” International Migration 60(5): 74–90. https://doi.
org/10.1111/imig.12937.

Wlezien, C., and S. N. Soroka. 2016. “Public Opinion and Public Policy.” Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Politics. https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.
001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-74.

Yoon, I. J. 2021. “Social Integration and Well-Being of North Korean Migrants in South
Korea.” Journal of Social Issues 78(3): 627–44. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12475.

Youm, Y. S., and Y. J. Kim. 2011. “A Study on the Development and Types of Social
Networks Among North Korean Immigrants in South Korea.” Korean Journal of
Sociology 45(2): 91–129.

Denney et al 25

https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcm034.
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcm034.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101223.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101223.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101223.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12939.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12939.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720946163.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720946163.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720946163.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1993296.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1993296.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-020-02429-1.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-020-02429-1.
https://publications.iom.int/books/policy-guide-entrepreneurship-migrants-and-refugees
https://publications.iom.int/books/policy-guide-entrepreneurship-migrants-and-refugees
https://publications.iom.int/books/policy-guide-entrepreneurship-migrants-and-refugees
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12937
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12937
https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-74
https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-74
https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-74
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12475.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12475.

	 Introduction
	 Constructing Migrant Entrepreneurship Support
	 North Koreans in South Korea
	 Data and Methodology
	 Findings
	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


