Effects of International Trade on East and
Southeast Asians’ Views of China

Alec Chung
This article aims to investigate the effects of trade on individuals’ views of
China. Specifically, winners and losers of trade with China – in Indonesia,
Japan, Malaysia, the Philippines, South Korea, and Thailand –are expected to
have different views of China. Using the Pew Research Center 2014 survey,
the results of empirical analyses show that, regardless of whether they are expected to be the winners or not, educated individuals were more likely to view
China as a threat to their country than the less educated. Meanwhile, although
support for trade ties with other countries was positively associated with favorable opinions of China, in the upper-middle- and high-income countries, it
did not particularly reduce the likelihood of viewing China as a threat. In short,
although trade can foster favorable views of China among individuals in East
and Southeast Asia, China can still be regarded as a threat to their country.
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INTRODUCTION
As of 2014, China is the second largest economy in the world, only behind the
US. The unprecedented speed of rise of China has raised concerns among its
neighbors on whether it will pose a threat to their national security or not.
Several scholars have made or introduced the argument that China will show
aggressive behaviors as its rise changes the power distribution in Asia (Al-Rodhan
2007; Mearsheimer 2006, 2010; Roy 1994, 2005).
On the other hand, there are counter-arguments among other scholars that
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China is not a revisionist state and that its neighbors can benefit from China’s
rise since it also wants stability in Asia for its economic growth (Kang 2005;
Shambaugh 2005). For instance, as China’s economy grew at an unprecedented
speed, China has become the largest trading partner to its neighbors in Asia
since it acted as “an engine of export growth” (Lall and Albaladejo 2004, 1456)
by absorbing other countries’ exports. As Asian countries benefit more and more
from economic ties with China, they will eventually face the situation in which
they have to choose between either to balance against security threats posed by
China or to bandwagon with it to reap the economic benefits coming from that
tie (Chung 2009/2010).
Meanwhile, although Asian countries might benefit from increased trade with
China at the state level, not all individuals within China’s neighboring countries
will benefit from trade with China. International trade is bound to create
losers and winners at the domestic level, having distributional effects. As Asian
countries increase their exports to China, individuals employed in industries
that benefit from increased demands from China will see their income rising. On
the other hand, while exports to China have increased among its neighboring
countries, imports from China has also increased in its neighbors as China’s
economy grows, which will harm individuals working in industries and sectors
that are competing with Chinese products. Under this situation, this article aims
to explore whether there is a potential for achieving commercial peace in Asia by
investigating how trade affects individuals’ views of China. For instance, winners
of trade with China – captured using the Stolper-Samuelson theorem which is
one of the most widely used frameworks to study the distributive effects of trade
(Baker 2005; Mayda and Rodrik 2005; Fordham and Kleinberg 2011) – are
expected to have more positive views of China than those who lose.
Among China’s neighbors, six Asian countries – Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia,
the Philippines, South Korea, and Thailand – were chosen for the analyses due
to data availability and because these countries are democracies. As of 2014,
these Asian countries are democratic states, according to the Polity IV Project
(Marshall and Gurr n.d.). Democracies were chosen for this study because,
although still debatable, individuals have the power to constrain and influence
their governments’ foreign policy decisions, making individuals’ views one of
the primary sources of foreign policy. For instance, individuals are capable
of pressuring their government since public opinion can constrain and cause
changes in government policies (Page and Shapiro 1983). One reason is that the
public can have stable and coherent preferences regarding issues that impact
their daily lives such as concerns over jobs (Page and Shapiro 1992, 170).
From the perspective of political leaders, on the other hand, several scholars
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have argued that retaining office is the primary goal of leaders in democracies.
Thus, leaders should deliver what the voters want such as economic growth
(Gelpi and Grieco 2003) while also being attentive to “voter preferences” in
making foreign policy decisions (Simmons 2003). For instance, Papayoanou
argues that since leaders know that people who were negatively influenced by
the government’s decision could decide to vote against the governing party
in the next election, this situation “constrains state leaders in democracies to
pursue policies that are largely consistent with the median preferences of vested
interests” (Papayoanou 1996, 47) rather than pursuing policies that they think is
necessary for their country. Accordingly, several scholars have shown evidence
that public opinions have constraining effects on foreign policy decision makers
(Fordham 1998; McLean and Whang 2014; Sobel 2001).
As China’s economic growth has more and more impact on these Asian
countries, as shown in Figure 1 and 2, individuals’ attitudes toward China can
be affected depending on how they are affected by China’s economic growth.
These attitudes, in turn, can potentially affect their government’s foreign
policy decisions toward China since public opinion can constrain democratic
governments’ behaviors through elections.
Figure 1. Total value of trade between China and its neighbors

Source: Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS) n.d. IMF eLibrary Data . Accessed at:
http://data.imf.org/?sk=9D6028D4-F14A-464C-A2F2-59B2CD424B85 (January 12, 2017).
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Figure 2. Trade with China as a % of each country’s total trade

Source: Direction of Trade Statistics (DOTS) n.d. IMF eLibrary Data . Accessed at:
http://data.imf.org/?sk=9D6028D4-F14A-464C-A2F2-59B2CD424B85 (January 12, 2017).

Therefore, although how individuals’ economic condition is affected by
China’s economic growth might not be the only factor that could affect the
voters’ decisions in elections, it could be one of the constraints on foreign policy
decisions of the governments, making individuals’ attitudes an important subject
that needs to be studied further.
Overall, holding all other conditions constant, the empirical results of the
statistical analyses using the Pew Research Center Global Attitudes & Trends
Spring 2014 survey show that, regardless of whether they are expected to be
winners or losers, Asians with at least some college education were more likely
to view China as a threat to their country than those with no high school degree.
Besides, while those who support international trade were less likely to have
unfavorable views of China (in the upper-middle-income and high-income
countries), the support did not particularly reduce the likelihood of viewing
China as a threat. These results suggest that, while support for international
trade promotes favorable opinions of China, it might not be enough to
completely prevent individuals from viewing China as a threat to their country
in the future. In other words, how individuals are affected by trade with China or
whether they support international trade do not diminish individuals’ concerns
over their country’s national security. These findings suggest that there is not
enough evidence to argue that there is a potential for achieving commercial
peace between China and its democratic neighbors at this stage.
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TRADE BETWEEN CHINA AND ITS NEIGHBORS AND ITS DISTRIBUTIVE EFFECTS ON INDIVIDUALS
The research question raised in this article is based on the commercial peace
argument. The commercial peace idea argues that economic interdependence
between states deters conflict and promotes peace between states by increasing
the prospect of war costs (Oneal and Russett 1997; Oneal 2003; Hegre, Oneal,
and Russett 2010). Since disruption of beneficial economic ties raises the cost
of conflicts, states try to avoid costly conflicts such as militarized disputes as
state leaders have incentives to avoid conflicts and seek a peaceful relationship
between states (Levy 2003; Gartzke 2003).
Besides, this study focuses on how trade with China impacts individuals as
producers. Therefore, although individuals’ might benefit from trade with China
as consumers of cheap goods imported from China, the focus is on how trade
with China impacts individuals’ economic status as producers, particularly their
income, and how that affects their overall attitudes toward China.
The issue is how we can measure whether individuals benefit or lose from
increased trade with China. As shown in Figure 1, overall, there has been a
dramatic increase in the total value of trade conducted between China and
Asian countries. Also, as shown in Figure 2, the share China occupies in its
neighbors’ total trade also increased annually, making China the major trading
partner to these countries in Asia. Nevertheless, simply looking at the products
being traded, however, does not tell us who benefits and loses from trade with
China. For instance, although machinery and electrical machinery are major
imports from China for Indonesia (45.6%), Japan (45.5%), Malaysia (52.7%), the
Philippines (33%), South Korea (43.2%), and Thailand (49.2%) (UN Commodity
Trade Database n.d.), the role China is playing is processing trade which China
uses its cheap labor force to assemble the intermediate goods imported from
countries like Japan and South Korea (Chiang 2013). Although China looks like
it is exporting high-tech products, according to the UN Commodity Trade data,
it is exporting “processed/assembled high-tech” products which require lowskilled workers (Xing 2011, 1). Thus, it is Chinese low-skilled workers who are
benefiting from China exporting machinery and electrical machinery while those
low-skilled workers in other countries such as Japan and South Korea are being
harmed (such as by losing their jobs or seeing their income decrease) due to its
firms losing shares in the global market. On the other hand, high-skilled workers
with human and financial capitals from foreign developed countries are the ones
who make investments in China and benefit from trade with China. In short, an
analytical framework that provides a more detailed explanation of who benefits
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or loses in international trade is necessary.
One of the widely used frameworks is the Stolper-Samuelson theorem which
predicts the distributive effects of international trade according to factor
endowments that are relatively abundant or scarce in a country. When two
countries with different factor endowments engage in trade, both countries
export goods that are associated with factors that are relatively abundant in
them while importing goods intensive in factors that are relatively scarce (Frieden
and Rogowski 1996). For instance, a country relatively abundant in unskilled
labor will export labor-intensive, low-technology goods that require low-skilled
workers who earn low wages. On the other hand, a country relatively abundant
in skilled workers will export high-technology goods (or services which is not
included in the Stolper-Samuelson theorem) while importing low-technology
goods from other countries. Based on this theorem, at the individual level,
the Stolper-Samuelson theorem expects that individuals who are associated
with factors that are relatively abundant in their country will benefit from
international trade as their income will rise while those who are associated with
relatively scarce factors will lose from trade with other countries.
The Stolper-Samuelson theorem, however, provides no explanation on how
countries with similar factor endowments trade with each other (Kleinberg and
Fordham 2010, 691) which is its limits. For instance, the Stolper-Samuelson
theorem will expect that skilled workers and owners of capital in Japan, which is
a capital abundant, high-income economy according to the World Bank (World
Bank Country and Lending Groups n.d.), will benefit from trade with China,
which is an upper-middle-income economy abundant in unskilled labor. On the
other hand, the Stolper-Samuelson theorem does not explain who will benefit
from trade among China, Malaysia, and Thailand that are all upper-middleincome economies (World Bank Country and Lending Groups n.d.). Besides,
unlike what is expected by the theorem, some studies have shown that, despite
the cross-national differences in the distribution of factor endowments, highskilled workers are more likely to support free trade with other countries than
low-skilled workers, even in low-skilled labor-abundant countries (Baker 2005;
Beaulieu et al. 2005).
Despite the limits, the Stolper-Samuelson theorem has been widely used to
identify who are the beneficiaries of trade and who are not (Baker 2005; Mayda
and Rodrik 2005; Fordham and Kleinberg 2011) since it can be applied on
survey data more easily (by using individuals’ education and income levels as
proxies of whether they are high-skilled workers or owners of financial capital)
than the alternatives such as the Ricardo-Viner model. According to the model,
relative competitiveness of sectors determines who benefits and loses from trade
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with other countries not that it depends on relative abundance or scarceness of
factors in that country (Frieden and Rogowski 1996, 38). For instance, while the
Stolper-Samuelson theorem predicts that high-skilled workers in a relatively
human-capital-abundant country will benefit from trade with a relatively
unskilled-labor-abundant country, the Ricardo-Viner model expects that highskilled workers employed in sectors that are competitive in the world market
are the ones who benefit from trade with other countries. Moreover, those who
benefit from international trade are the ones who have specific skills that allow
them to compete in the world market, not that high-skilled workers in skilledlabor-abundant countries, in general, benefit from trade with unskilled-laborabundant countries. For instance, unlike what the Stolper-Samuelson theorem
had predicted, not all high-skilled workers and those with capital in developed
countries like Japan will see their income increase through trade with China.
Instead, it will be those who are working in particular industries such as the
Japanese automobile industry who will gain since it is industry competitive in
the world market.
However, although researchers can use individuals’ occupation (Baker
2005) in addition to their education level and income to measure their skill
level, surveys rarely ask specific questions regarding which industry or sector
respondents are employed, making it impossible to test the Ricardo-Viner
framework using survey data. For instance, although the Asian Barometer
Survey (2010-2012) asked questions such as whether respondents are high
service, low service, skilled manual, or unskilled manual workers, information
regarding respondents’ specific industry of employment cannot be obtained
in the dataset. This is one of the main reasons scholars continue to rely on the
Stolper-Samuelson framework when using surveys to conduct empirical analyses
instead of applying the Ricardo-Viner framework to capture winners and losers
of international trade.
As mentioned above, six Asian countries were chosen to conduct empirical
analyses. The World Bank (Country and Lending Groups n.d.) classifies
countries into four categories depending on each country’s Gross National
Income (GNI) per capita – low-income economies (US$ 1,005 or less), lowermiddle-income economies (US$ 1,006 to US$ 3,955), upper-middle-income
economies (US$ 3,956 to US$ 12,235), and high-income economies (US$ 12,236
or more). Kleinberg and Fordham (2010) used this World Bank’s classification
to determine whether each country’s factor endowments are abundant or
scarce relative to others. Thus, according to the World Bank, Indonesia and the
Philippines are lower-middle-income economies. Malaysia and Thailand are
the upper-middle-income economies while China also belongs to this category.
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Finally, Japan and South Korea are high-income economies. Therefore, the
Stolper-Samuelson theorem will expect that unskilled and low-income workers
in Indonesia and the Philippines will benefit from trade with China (which is
a relatively capital-abundant country than these countries) since their wages
are lower than in China (See A tightening grip 2015). For instance, in 2013, the
average monthly wage was US$ 183 in Indonesia and US$ 215 in the Philippines,
according to the International Labor Organization (ILO) (Global Wage Report
2014/2015). The numbers were significantly lower than in China where the
average monthly wage was US$ 613. On the other hand, skilled workers and
high-income workers in Japan and South Korea will gain from trade with China
which is, in this case, a relatively capital-scarce and labor-abundant country. The
average monthly wage was US$ 3,320 in Japan and US$ 2,841 in South Korea,
according to the ILO. Since the labor cost in China is significantly cheaper than
in these high-income countries, low-skilled and low-income workers in Japan
and South Korea are less competitive in the global market than those in China.
Meanwhile, as mentioned above, the Stolper-Samuelson theorem does not
make any predictions regarding how trade impacts countries that share similar
factor endowments. Thus, the theorem does not offer predictions regarding
how attitudes of skilled and unskilled workers in Malaysia and Thailand will
be impacted by trade with China if we continue to employ the World Bank’s
classification of economies. Still, the average monthly wage was US$ 651 in
Malaysia and US$ 391 in Thailand, according to the ILO, even though World
Bank grouped them in the same category. Thus, based on this information,
the Stolper-Samuelson theorem will expect low-skilled workers in Thailand
to benefit from trade with China (where labor costs are higher) while skilled
workers are in a disadvantage (since China is the relatively capital-abundant
country in this case) On the other hand, it is still difficult to predict who wins or
loses in trade between China and Malaysia since the average monthly wages of
the two countries were almost the same (US$ 613 and $651, respectively).

RESEARCH DESIGN
For the empirical analyses, the Pew Research Center Global Attitudes &
Trends Spring 2014 survey data was used to test how individuals’ educational
attainment and income level impact their view of China as a threat. The original
Pew Research Center dataset contained 48,643 respondents from 44 countries
across the world. Since the scope of this study is China’s neighbors that are
democracies, only 6,019 respondents from six Asian countries are included in
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the analyses.

DEPENDENT VARIABLE
The dependent variable in the empirical analyses using the Pew Research Center
data is whether individuals think China will be the country which will pose the
greatest threat to their country in the future (Q96b). A value of one is assigned to
those who answered that China will be the biggest threat to their country while a
value of zero is assigned to those who answered other countries or none.
Table 1. Q96b. What countries or groups pose the greatest threat to (survey country) in the future?

Indonesia
Japan
Malaysia
South Korea
Thailand
The Philippines

China poses a
greatest threat
in the future (%)

Others (%)

Don’t know/
Refused (%)

n

24.10
76.60
12.08
54.01
5.80
68.65

52.10
16.10
40.59
43.81
49.40
21.43

23.80
7.30
47.33
2.18
44.80
9.92

1,000
1,000
1,010
1,009
1,000
1,000

As shown in Table 1, the percentages of viewing China as one of the
biggest threats to their country varied widely among countries, ranging from
5.8% (Thailand) to 76.6% (Japan). While 12.08 % of Malaysians, 24.1 % of
Indonesians, and 54.01 % of South Koreans viewed China as a threat, the
percentage was 68.65 among Filipinos.
As shown in Table 1, the negative attitudes toward China were highest in Japan
compared to other countries. This result seems to suggest that the prevailing
view among Japanese is that China has become a regional rival which threatens
Japan’s status as a regional power which it maintained for decades since the
Cold War era. After all, Japan and China have been sensitive to each other’s
actions throughout the years having a possibility of “plunging Asia into a new
Cold War” (Roy 1994, 150).

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
The main independent variables of interest for the first round of empirical
analyses using the Pew Research Center data are individuals’ education (Q138)
and income level (Q149).
As mentioned above, individuals’ education level has been widely used as a
proxy for their skill level, identifying respondents as skilled or unskilled workers.
Since China is a relatively labor-abundant/capital-scarce country considering
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the size of its population, it is expected that low-skilled workers in high-income
countries such as Japan and South Korea will be harmed while high-skilled
workers in those countries will benefit from the economic tie with China. On the
other hand, unskilled and low-wage workers in countries that are capital-scarce
than China such as Indonesia and the Philippines (and Thailand) will see their
income increase due to trade with China. In contrast, skilled workers in these
low-income economies will be harmed by trade with China which is a capitalabundant country from their position. In short, how individuals are likely to be
impacted economically will shape their perceptions of viewing China negatively
or not.
Regarding education levels, response categories varied by country, so the
responses were re-categorized into three levels – less than high school degree,
high school degree or equivalent, and at least some college education – to make
the number of respondents almost equal in each category. In the statistical
analyses, the “less than high school degree” will be used as a base while the other
two levels will be included as dummy variables.
Income can also be used as a proxy of whether individuals are owners of
financial capital in abundance or not, providing another way to test whether
there is evidence for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem. Again, high-income
individuals in high-income countries are expected to have less negative views of
China which is an upper-middle-income country while those in the low-income
countries will have more negative views of China. In contrast, low-income
individuals from high-income countries will have more negative views of China
than those in low-income countries since China will have a different economic
impact on the countries in two different categories.
In the Pew Research Center data, response categories for income also varied by
country, so the responses were categorized into four levels – lower 0-25%, lower
26-50%, upper 51-75%, and upper 76-100%. In the statistical analyses, the “lower
0-25%” category will be used as a base while the other levels will be included as
dummy variables.

CONTROL VARIABLES
Gender (Q132), age (Q133), the perception of the impact China’s economic
growth has on a respondent’s country, (Q108), a concern over territorial disputes
between China and its neighbors (Q110), and whether the US is a dependable
ally (Q96a) are used as control variables.
For gender, male is coded as one while female is coded as zero. Trade could
have a different impact on individuals depending on their gender (Ozler 2000).
Particularly, women’s employment opportunities can be affected as increased
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export leads to increased job opportunities for female workers. Since the
employment of Asian women can be impacted by trade with China, gender can
affect individuals’ attitudes of China which makes it necessary to be controlled.
Age can also affect individuals’ attitudes of other countries such as China. The
older generation in China’s neighbors might have a more hostile view of China,
which was an enemy state during the Cold War era, than young individuals who
have no such memory.
The perception of China’s economic impact will be used to control the effect
of individuals’ perception, not their education and income level, on shaping
their view of China as a threat or not. Individuals in China’s neighboring
countries might not be sure how they are economically impacted by China’s
economic growth and increased trade with China. Since not all individuals will
have the information on how trade with China impacts them, the perception of
how individuals think they are being impacted has the potential to affect their
views of China. Therefore, it is necessary to separate the effects of individuals’
perception and the effects of their education and income levels to test the
Stolper-Samuelson theorem more directly.
The Pew Research Center survey includes a question asking whether
individuals think China’s economic growth is a good thing to their country or
not (Q108). A value of one is assigned to those who perceive China’s economic
growth as a good thing to their country while zero is assigned to those who said
it is a bad thing.
Other than variables related to the economic impact China can have on
individuals’ economic conditions, there are other concerns that can affect their
views toward China. Although China is its neighbors largest trading partner,
there are also conflicts between China and its neighbors that could seriously
damage the political relations while increasing fears among Asians in the region.
For instance, concerns over whether territorial disputes between China and
its neighbors could lead to military conflicts have the potential to influence
respondents’ attitudes of China. The level of concerns shown by respondents
have four categories – a value of one is assigned to “not at all concerned” while a
value of four is assigned to “very concerned.” In the statistical analyses, the “not
at all concerned” will be used as a base category while the other three levels will
be included as dummy variables.
Specifically, there have been territorial disputes over the Senkaku/Diaoyu
Islands between China and Japan (see Troubled skies over troubled waters
2015; Tamkin 2016) and territorial disputes over Socotra Rock in the Yellow
Sea between China and South Korea (see Tiezzi 2015). Also, since the 1990s,
China has shown aggressive actions in the South China Sea, attempting to
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extend and consolidate its claim in the region which led to escalated tensions
with its neighbors such as Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan,
and Vietnam (see Storey 1999; Rowan 2005; Fravel 2011) who also have
their own claims regarding the region. With the growth of its naval strength,
accompanied by a surge of nationalism, China has shown expansive intentions
in the South China Sea, which could damage the relationship between China and
its neighbors that have overlapping claims over the region (see Yahuda 2013).
Thus, individuals who think China is posing a threat that could lead to military
conflicts are expected to have more negative attitudes of China.
Finally, a dummy variable of whether respondents regard the US as a
dependable ally in the future is also included as a control variable. With ongoing
territorial disputes with China, China’s neighbors might try to maintain close
ties with the US for security reasons. For instance, Southeast Asian countries
including Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines are showing balancing
behaviors against China, which is a rising regional power, while Thailand is
showing a hedging behavior maintaining ties with both China and the US (Roy
2005). Meanwhile, Japan and South Korea have been military allies with the US
for more than a half-century since the Cold War era. As shown, countries in East
and Southeast Asia are maintaining a close relationship with the US which can
provide assistance so they can balance against the rising regional power when
necessary. Under this situation, individuals could think they are in a situation
which their country has to choose either to maintain a close tie with China for
economic benefits or with the US for security reasons. Among individuals in
China’s neighbors, those who think the US is a dependable ally and that their
country should maintain a close tie with the US will be more likely to view China
as a threat in the future, believing that it is necessary for their country to balance
against China.

EMPIRICAL ANALYSES
Considering the nature of the dependent variable, which is dichotomous, logistic
regression model will be used for analyses. For empirical analyses, six countryspecific models will be estimated to test whether there are cross-national
differences regarding the association between the main independent variables of
interest and the dependent variable. For all the models, the probability weights
of individuals are used to take into account their probability of being sampled.
Besides, among the responses, “don’t know” and “refused to answer” are all
excluded from the analyses.

0.438
(0.361)
0.866***
(0.328)
1.205***
(0.379)
0.322
(0.227)
0.150
(0.554)
87.44
-291.2800
563

Not too concerned

Upper 76-100%

Upper 51-75%

0.0027
(0.294)
-0.590*
(0.327)
-0.279
(0.328)
-0.006
(0.217)
-0.008
(0.009)
-1.954***
(0.228)

US as a dependable ally

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Concern regarding territorial disputes between
China and neighboring countries

χ2
Log Pseudolikelihood
Observations

Constant

-0.0424
(0.234)
-0.680
(0.510)
0.200
(0.212)
0.308
(0.248)
0.326
(0.227)
0.014
(0.160)
-0.016***
(0.006)
-0.859***
(0.168)
0.398
(0.565)
0.440
(0.532)
0.852
(0.542)
0.443*
(0.253)
-0.0854
(0.719)
59.01
-480.7440
767

0.033
(0.405)
-0.0005
(0.417)
-0.134
(0.439)
0.025
(0.277)
0.009
(0.009)
-0.436
(0.288)
1.330*
(0.702)
1.643***
(0.626)
1.774***
(0.617)
0.552*
(0.300)
-1.033
(0.997)
20.55
-195.3783
487

-0.097
(0.535)
0.078
(0.481)
-0.111
(0.529)
-0.028
(0.345)
0.011
(0.015)
-1.814***
(0.359)
1.398*
(0.842)
1.536*
(0.831)
1.471*
(0.865)
0.697**
(0.340)
-3.309***
(0.943)
45.58
-129.1933
484

-0.535
(0.406)
-0.745**
(0.378)
-1.120**
(0.495)
-0.128
(0.279)
0.0004
(0.011)
-1.468***
(0.503)
-1.389
(1.542)
0.430
(1.353)
0.0888
(1.364)
1.637***
(0.302)
-0.687
(1.620)
47.42
-156.3887
347

-0.143
(0.242)
0.086
(0.260)
0.562**
(0.282)
0.213
(0.182)
0.002
(0.006)
-1.011***
(0.187)
0.441
(0.880)
0.574
(0.767)
0.407
(0.757)
1.189***
(0.347)
-0.673
(0.879)
72.85
-379.9247
777
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

0.275
(0.335)
0.587*
(0.335)

South Korea

High-income economies
Japan
0.273
(0.595)
0.778
(0.607)

Thailand
-0.152
(0.435)
1.153***
(0.440)

Malaysia

Upper-middle-income economies

0.590
(0.387)
0.940**
(0.459)

0.356*
(0.211)
1.128***
(0.272)

The Philippines

Low-income economies

Indonesia

Lower 26-50%

At least some college

High school degree

Perception of China’s growing
economy

Age

Gender

Income

Education

VARIABLES

Table 2: Logistic Regression Estimates of Country-Specific Models: China poses the greatest threat to (survey country) in the future.
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As shown in Table 2, examining the attitudes of individuals from low-income
countries first, the results of the Indonesian model show that education levels
do not have any statistically significant impact on Indonesians’ view of China,
unlike what was predicted by the Stolper-Samuelson theorem. As for the income
level, while individuals in the upper 51-75% income level were less likely to view
China as a threat than the lowest class (p<0.1), holding other variables constant,
those in the highest income level did not show statistically significant result,
although they were also less likely to have negative views of China. Positive
perception of China’s economic growth, on the other hand, were negatively
associated with viewing China as a threat as expected (p<0.01), holding all
other variables constant. Although Indonesians who are “somewhat” and “very
concerned” about territorial disputes between China and its neighbors leading
to a military conflict were more likely to view China as a threat (p<0.01 for both
responses) than those who are “not at all concerned,” holding all other variables
constant, they did not necessarily view the US as a dependable partner to their
country.
In the Philippines, individuals with high school degree and at least some
college education were more likely to view China as a threat (p<0.1 and p<0.01,
respectively) than those without high school degree, holding all other variables
constant, as expected by the Stolper-Samuelson theorem. On the other hand,
those in the upper 76-100% income level were more likely to view China as a
threat (p<0.05) than those on the lowest income level, holding all other variables
constant. Since high-income individuals in a low-income country will be harmed
by trade with a capital-abundant country, these Filipinos will have negative
attitudes toward China. Still, even in the Philippines, the perception of China’s
growing economy as a good thing to their country was negatively associated
with viewing China as a threat (p<0.01), holding all other variables constant.
Finally, respondents who see the US as a dependable ally were more likely to
view China as a threat (p<0.01), holding all other variables constant, while their
concerns over territorial disputes between China and its neighbors did not show
statistically significant associations.
As for the attitudes of individuals from high-income countries, education and
income levels showed no association with how respondents viewed China in
Japan, failing to provide empirical support for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem
that high-skilled workers will benefit and have positive attitudes toward China
while low-skilled workers will lose and have negative views of China. Meanwhile,
viewing China’s economic growth as a good thing to Japan was not associated
with viewing China as a threat to their country or not, holding all other variables
constant. It turns out that Japanese are the only people which a positive view of
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China’s economic growth did not lead to less a negative view of China. Japanese
who are “not too concerned,” “somewhat concerned,” and “very concerned”
about territorial disputes between China and neighboring countries, on the
other hand, were more likely to view China as a threat (p<0.1, p<0.01, p<0.01,
respectively) than those who are “not at all concerned,” holding all other
variables constant. Overall, Japanese view China as one of the biggest threats
to their country more than individuals in other Asian countries, which is also
shown in Table 1 (76.60% of Japanese thought China poses the greatest threat in
the future). Again, the prevailing view among Japanese seems to be that China
has become a regional rival which threatens Japan’s status as a regional power
which it maintained for decades since the Cold War era.
In the South Korea model, those with at least some college education were
more likely to view China as a threat (p<0.1) than those with less than secondary
education, holding all other variables constant, while the income level had
no effects. Again, the Stolper-Samuelson theorem failed to predict the result.
According to the theorem, high-skilled workers in a capital-abundant country
will benefit from trade with a capital-scarce and labor-abundant country.
However, as the result showed, high-skilled South Koreans were more likely to
have negative attitudes of China, providing no empirical support for the theorem.
On the other hand, the perception of China’s economic growth as a good thing to
South Korea was strongly associated with viewing China as not a threat (p<0.01),
holding all other variables constant. Among other control variables, South
Koreans were not concerned about territorial disputes between China and its
neighbors while those who view the US as a dependable ally were more likely to
view China as a threat (p<0.1), holding all other variables constant.
For individuals from the upper-middle-income countries, the Malaysia model
showed that those with at least some college education were more likely to view
China as a threat (p<0.05), holding all other variables constant. On the other
hand, those in the upper 51-75% and upper 76-100% income level were less
likely to view China as a threat compared to the lowest class (p<0.05), holding all
other variables constant. Furthermore, those who view China’s economic growth
as a good thing to their country were less likely to view China as a threat (p<0.01),
holding all other variables constant. On the other hand, concerns over territorial
disputes involving China and its neighbors did not affect Malaysians’ view of
China while viewing the US as a dependable ally were positively associated with
perceiving China as a threat (p<0.01), holding all other variables constant.
Finally, in Thailand, while the income levels had no significant association
with their views of China, Thais with at least some college education were more
likely to have a negative perception of China compared to those with less than

The Korean Journal of International Studies 17-2 | 174

high school education (p<0.01), holding other variables constant. Respondents
were less likely to perceive China as a threat when they think China’s economic
growth is a good thing to Thailand (p<0.01), holding all other variables constant.
Also, although the associations were weak, respondents who are “not too
concerned,” “somewhat concerned,” and “very concerned” about territorial
disputes between China and its neighbors were more likely to view China as a
threat (p<0.1 for all the categories) than those who were “not concerned at all,”
holding all other variables constant. Viewing the US as a dependable ally also
increased the likelihood of perceiving China as a threat (p<0.05), holding other
variables constant.
As shown above, while more educated individuals from the Philippines were
more likely to view China negatively than those with less education, the same
result was not shown among Indonesians, not providing enough support for
the Stolper-Samuelson theorem between China and low-income economies.
However, the result of the Indonesian model should be interpreted with caution
since, in the sample, the percentage of Indonesians with at least some college
education is relatively low (7.44%) compared to those who graduated high
school (39.13%) and those with less education (53.42%). Besides, even in the
Philippines, which is also considered as one of the low-income economies, the
percentage of individuals in the sample with at least some college education is
27.18%. Thus, the small sample size of the “at least some college” category in the
Indonesian model might have led to an unexpected and statistically insignificant
result.
Meanwhile, although the Stolper-Samuelson theorem cannot predict how
trade impacts individuals in countries that share similar factor endowments, the
results in Malaysian and Thai models showed that high-skilled workers in the
upper-middle-income countries showed negative attitudes toward China which
is also an upper-middle-income country. Since the average monthly wages were
lower in Thailand than in China, the result in the Thailand model can still be
explained by the Stolper-Samuelson theorem – skilled workers in a relatively
capital scarce country will be harmed by trade with a relatively capital abundant
country, fostering negative views toward that country. However, Malaysian
skilled workers’ views toward China cannot be predicted by theorem nor by
comparing the labor costs of the two countries since the average monthly wages
of the two countries were approximately the same. Besides, as also shown above,
high-skilled individuals from the high-income countries also showed negative
attitudes toward China (although the result was not statistically significant
among Japanese).
These results lead to a question of whether individuals’ education level can
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be an appropriate proxy for their skill level. Scholars have raised a question of
whether education level represents individuals’ skill levels or whether it merely
shows the level of exposure to ideas such as cosmopolitanism or free trade that
are taught in college (Hainmueller and Michael Hiscox 2006). If education level
represents the latter, then, not only education is not a measure of skill level,
mere exposure to the idea of cosmopolitanism or free trade does not guarantee
that college students will be indoctrinated by that idea. Besides, college students
can also be exposed to ideas such as realism which expects the rise of China to
have negative consequences to its neighbors. For instance, as mentioned above,
a realist scholar such as Mearsheimer (2010) has continually argued that China
cannot rise peacefully. With exposure to such ideas, more educated individuals
might have increased threat perception regarding the rising power as their
knowledge of international politics increases as well. For instance, Tversky and
Kahneman (1983) have shown that professional analysts were likely to have high
estimates of threat probability since they have knowledge of possible scenarios
and feasible outcomes. Therefore, the results shown in Table 2 indicates that
regarding individuals’ education level as representing their skill level might be a
too simplified assumption.
As for the income level, only in Malaysia were the individuals in the highest
income level less likely to view China as a threat while the upper 51-75% in
Indonesia showed the same result. Although high-income individuals in the
Philippines were more likely to view China negatively, individuals in the highest
income level in and Indonesia, which are also low-income countries, were less
likely to have negative perceptions of China than those in the lowest income level
although the associations were not statistically significant. Besides, high-income
individuals from high-income countries such as Japan and South Korea should
have shown less negative attitudes toward China which is a relatively capitalscarce and labor-abundant country. However, attitudes of individuals from those
countries did not show any statistically significant associations with their income
level. In short, individuals’ income level showed inconsistent results, providing
little empirical support for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem.
Meanwhile, the perception of China’s economic growth had shown relatively
consistent results in different country-specific models. Japan was the only
country which the positive attitude of China’s economic growth did not show
statistically significant association with viewing China as a threat, although
that association was still negative. Also, individuals in Indonesia, Japan, and
Thailand who were “somewhat” or “very concerned” that territorial disputes
between China and its neighbors might lead to a militarized dispute were more
likely to view China as a threat than those who are “not at all concerned.” Also,
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individuals who think the US is the most dependable ally of their country were
more likely to view China as a threat than those who believe otherwise, except in
Indonesia. These results show that non-economies factors also have significant
impacts on individuals’ attitudes toward China, providing evidence that these
factors should be controlled to measure how economic impact affects their views
of China.
Since little empirical support was found for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem,
in the next step, the dependent variable was replaced with whether individuals
view China unfavorably or not (Q15b of the Pew Research Center survey). The
replacement was based on the consideration that trade might shape individuals’
attitudes toward other countries, either positively or negatively, but not enough
to affect individuals’ perception of “threat.” Whether individuals perceive other
countries as a threat or not might be affected more by concerns over their
country’s national security than their economic interests.
To continue using the logistic regression models, the responses were simplified
into two categories instead of four. A value of one is assigned to those who
answered that they have “very unfavorable” and “somewhat unfavorable”
opinion of China while a value of zero is assigned to those have “somewhat
favorable” and “very favorable” view of China.
Table 3. Q15b. Please tell me if you have a very favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat
unfavorable or very unfavorable opinion of (China)?
Very
Somewhat
favorable(%) favorable(%)

Somewhat
Very
unfavorable unfavorable Don’t know/
Refused (%)
(%)
(%)

n

Indonesia

14.60

51.80

23.80

2.10

7.70

1,000

Japan

0.70

6.20

38.60

52.00

2.50

1,000

Malaysia

12.67

60.79

14.16

2.77

9.61

1,010

South Korea

6.15

32.54

35.32

22.72

3.28

1,009

Thailand

2.68

53.62

36.87

5.25

1.59

1,000

The Philippines

15.90

56.00

15.10

2.20

10.80

1,000

As shown in Table 3, the percentages of having unfavorable opinions of China
varied widely among countries, ranging from 16.93% (Malaysia) to 90.6%
(Japan). While 17.30% of Filipinos, 25.90% of Indonesians, and 42.12% of Thais
viewed China unfavorably, the percentage was 58.04 among South Koreans.

0.151
(0.321)
0.223
(0.316)
0.199
(0.381)
-0.345*
(0.208)
0.366
(0.505)
55.95
-324.1578
622

Not too concerned

Upper 76-100%

Upper 51-75%

0.0216
(0.277)
-0.131
(0.294)
0.255
(0.285)
0.152
(0.204)
-0.010
(0.009)
-1.378***
(0.202)

US as a dependable ally

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Concern regarding territorial disputes between
China and neighboring countries

χ2
Log Pseudolikelihood
Observations

Constant

-0.519**
(0.226)
-0.363
(0.433)
-0.158
(0.225)
-0.148
(0.261)
-0.0663
(0.233)
-0.248
(0.164)
-0.047***
(0.007)
-0.863***
(0.167)
-0.443
(0.541)
-0.335
(0.493)
-0.062
(0.499)
-0.276
(0.265)
3.367***
(0.729)
83.34
-451.4176
764

0.112
(0.485)
1.228*
(0.630)
0.265
(0.566)
-1.001**
(0.469)
0.010
(0.015)
-1.123**
(0.457)
0.432
(0.867)
1.407*
(0.801)
1.693**
(0.820)
-0.248
(0.489)
18.52***
(1.346)
-102.8119
493

0.280
(0.285)
0.232
(0.289)
-0.071
(0.353)
0.173
(0.200)
0.001
(0.007)
-0.852***
(0.237)
0.331
(0.347)
0.269
(0.318)
0.449
(0.353)
0.053
(0.203)
-1.324**
(0.550)
22.50
-324.6017
674

-0.155
(0.404)
-0.053
(0.394)
-0.091
(0.432)
-0.245
(0.290)
0.004
(0.011)
-2.049***
(0.377)
0.147
(0.873)
0.963
(0.815)
1.285
(0.845)
0.160
(0.296)
-0.965
(1.070)
52.31
-173.1032
458

-0.008
(0.215)
0.479**
(0.214)
0.267
(0.215)
0.058
(0.151)
0.010*
(0.005)
-0.889***
(0.157)
-0.151
(0.737)
0.049
(0.667)
0.364
(0.661)
0.560*
(0.307)
-0.480
(0.771)
52.12
-511.3896
816
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

-0.370
(0.374)
-0.493
(0.373)

South Korea

High-income economies
Japan
-16.84***
(1.208)
-16.22***
(1.287)

Thailand
-0.234
(0.267)
0.621**
(0.308)

Malaysia

Upper-middle-income economies

-0.075
(0.356)
0.220
(0.466)

-0.050
(0.196)
-0.091
(0.219)

The Philippines

Low-income economies

Indonesia

Lower 26-50%

At least some college

High school degree

Perception of China’s growing
economy

Age

Gender

Income

Education

VARIABLES

Table 4: Logistic Regression Estimates of Country-Specific Models: Do you have a favorable or unfavorable opinion of China?
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Table 4 shows the empirical results of whether individuals view China
unfavorably or not depending on whether they are likely to be winners or losers
of trade with China. Interestingly, in Japan, individuals with high school or at
least some college education were less likely to have unfavorable opinions of
China than those who are less educated (p<0.01 for both categories). Although
the finding supports the Stolper-Samuelson theorem, the result should be
interpreted with caution since the percentage of Japanese who have a favorable
view of China is extremely low compared to other countries, as shown in Table
3. On the other hand, high-skilled Thais were more likely to have an unfavorable
opinion of China than the low-skilled (p<0.05) – a finding that supports the
theorem considering the lower average monthly wages in Thailand than in
China, as shown above. However, in other countries, those who are likely to be
the winners of trade with China were not particularly likely to have a favorable
opinion of China, showing little empirical support for the Stolper-Samuelson
theorem. Meanwhile, respondents with a positive perception of China’s growing
economy were less likely to view China unfavorably in all six countries, showing
the most consistent results.
Since there is little support for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem, it will be
replaced with individuals’ attitudes regarding international trade to continue the
analysis further. The expected results are that individuals’ positive views of trade
with other countries – growing trade with other countries is a good thing to a
respondent’s country (Q27 of the Pew Research Center survey), trade increases
wages (Q28), and trade creates jobs (Q29) – will reduce the likelihood of viewing
China as a threat.

χ2
Log Pseudolikelihood
Observations

Constant

US as a dependable ally

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Concern regarding territorial disputes
between China and neighboring countries
Not too concerned

Age

Gender

Perception of China’s growing
economy

Leads to job creation

-1.598
(1.365)
0.139
(1.142)
0.095
(1.168)
1.629***
(0.292)
-14.170***
(1.421)
586.66
-172.8998
408

-0.301
(0.268)
0.003
(0.011)

1.026**
(0.518)
0.230
(0.507)
-1.290**
(0.528)

-0.346
(0.583)
-0.265
(0.611)

11.82***
(0.962)
13.10***
(0.676)
13.49***
(0.728)

Malaysia

1.559*
(0.862)
1.479*
(0.850)
1.440
(0.879)
0.705*
(0.364)
-3.123***
(1.086)
50.66
-129.0782
471

-0.165
(0.371)
0.014
(0.014)

0.271
(0.479)
0.485
(0.454)
-1.895***
(0.358)

-0.282
(0.432)
-0.291
(0.497)

-0.178
(0.672)
0.180
(0.633)
-0.962
(0.735)

Thailand

Upper-middle-income economies

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

0.116
(0.884)
0.584
(0.792)
0.386
(0.779)
1.342***
(0.335)
-1.328
(1.054)
59.00
-390.5362
775

0.643*
(0.339)
0.932***
(0.309)
1.534***
(0.355)
0.317
(0.222)
-0.890
(0.924)
101.50
-315.4116
622

0.462
(0.348)
0.302
(0.307)
-0.944***
(0.188)
0.163
(0.180)
-0.003
(0.006)

-0.090
(0.447)
-0.763**
(0.377)
-2.091***
(0.230)

No difference

0.112
(0.327)
-0.382
(0.304)

1.178*
(0.690)
0.974
(0.629)
1.201*
(0.646)

-0.164
(0.203)
-0.002
(0.008)

0.503
(0.397)
0.947**
(0.387)

0.912
(0.890)
0.339
(0.826)
0.591
(0.847)

The Philippines

Low-income economies

Indonesia

No difference

Increase in wages

Impact on job creation

IImpact on wages

Very good

Somewhat good

Growing trade and business ties with
other countries
Somewhat bad

VARIABLES

1.133*
(0.680)
1.497**
(0.633)
1.766***
(0.642)
0.669***
(0.255)
0.040
(1.012)
34.04
-278.1845
660

0.350
(0.240)
0.003
(0.007)

0.272
(0.285)
-0.537
(0.345)
-0.663***
(0.246)

-0.447*
(0.269)
0.186
(0.465)

-0.284
(0.865)
-0.167
(0.861)
-0.358
(0.900)

Japan

0.428
(0.566)
0.481
(0.534)
0.902*
(0.544)
0.407*
(0.242)
0.369
(0.907)
61.96
-517.9704
831

-0.069
(0.157)
-0.020***
(0.005)

0.263
(0.247)
0.147
(0.220)
-0.894***
(0.163)

-0.170
(0.219)
-0.085
(0.203)

0.572
(0.794)
0.254
(0.744)
0.381
(0.755)

South Korea

High-income economies

Table 5: Logistic Regression Estimates of Country-Specific Models: China poses the greatest threat to (survey country) in the future.
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χ2
Log Pseudolikelihood
Observations

Constant

US as a dependable ally

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Concern regarding territorial disputes
between China and neighboring countries
Not too concerned

Age

Gender

Perception of China’s growing
economy

Leads to job creation

0.917
(1.049)
1.546
(0.986)
1.672
(1.022)
-0.105
(0.267)
1.126
(1.605)
53.67
-211.0378
536

-0.094
(0.262)
-0.0003
(0.009)

-0.438
(0.476)
-0.337
(0.462)
-1.795***
(0.368)

-0.267
(0.560)
-0.254
(0.591)

-1.725
(1.063)
-2.224**
(0.953)
-1.804*
(0.728)

Malaysia

0.492
(0.357)
0.420
(0.329)
0.487
(0.371)
0.177
(0.221)
0.060
(0.616)
38.54
-308.7849
657

0.230
(0.211)
0.0003
(0.008)

-0.269
(0.295)
0.127
(0.256)
-0.732***
(0.247)

-0.124
(0.275)
-0.689**
(0.281)

-1.017***
(0.392)
-1.338***
(0.375)
-1.297***
(0.418)

Thailand

Upper-middle-income economies

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

0.058
(0.688)
0.169
(0.614)
0.505
(0.604)
0.500
(0.310)
-0.704
(0.889)
48.07
-506.6435
811

0.431
(0.312)
0.434***
(0.309)
0.382
(0.358)
-0.441**
(0.195)
-1.686*
(1.022)
61.63
-360.9098
688

0.448
(0.298)
0.390
(0.274)
-0.889***
(0.161)
0.141
(0.153)
0.009
(0.005)

0.403
(0.388)
-0.017
(0.331)
-1.286***
(0.198)

No difference

-0.214
(0.258)
-0.406
(0.251)

0.309
(0.592)
0.103
(0.549)
0.399
(0.562)

0.085
(0.190)
-0.008
(0.008)

0.051
(0.352)
0.116
(0.307)

2.083**
(0.963)
1.410
(0.925)
1.647*
(0.945)

The Philippines

Low-income economies

Indonesia

No difference

Increase in wages

Impact on job creation

IImpact on wages

Very good

Somewhat good

Growing trade and business ties with
other countries
Somewhat bad

VARIABLES

0.457
(0.872)
1.154
(0.813)
1.646*
(0.852)
-0.010
(0.403)
15.562***
(0.736)
1162.68
-156.7921
673

-0.472
(0.352)
0.017
(0.011)

0.178
(0.421)
-0.747*
(0.442)
-0.679*
(0.357)

-0.817**
(0.401)
0.292
(0.719)

-13.680***
(0.660)
-13.738***
(0.617)
-14.402***
(0.706)

Japan

-0.597
(0.596)
-0.648
(0.566)
-0.227
(0.572)
-0.111
(0.265)
4.110***
(1.055)
112.56
-472.8544
833

-0.341**
(0.164)
-0.040***
(0.006)

0.156
(0.262)
0.199
(0.228)
-1.032***
(0.163)

0.157
(0.242)
-0.162
(0.207)

-1.094
(0.879)
-1.425*
(0.837)
-1.704**
(0.847)

South Korea

High-income economies

Table 6: Logistic Regression Estimates of Country-Specific Models: Do you have a favorable or unfavorable opinion of China?

The Korean Journal of International Studies 17-2 | 180

Effects of International Trade on East and Southeast Asians’ Views of China | 181

As shown in the country-specific models in Table 5, the results are not
consistent. Still, individuals who think growing trade and business ties with
other countries are “very good” for their country were more likely to view China
as a threat than those who said “very bad,” in the Philippines, and Malaysia
(p<0.05, p<0.1, and p<0.01, respectively). However, in other countries, the
positive views of growing trade and business ties with other countries did not
show any statistically significant associations with individuals viewing China as
not a threat. Meanwhile, the positive perception of China’s economic growth was
negatively associated with viewing China as a threat in all six countries.
When the dependent variable is whether individuals have favorable or
unfavorable opinions of China, as in Table 6, those who think growing trade and
business ties with other countries are “very good” for their country were less
likely to view China unfavorably than those who said “very bad,” in both highincome and upper-middle-income economies but not in low-income economies.
In other words, while individuals with positive opinions of international trade
ties were more likely to have favorable views of China, that does not necessarily
indicate that those individuals do not regard China as a threat to their country.
Meanwhile, like the results in the previous tables, the positive perception
of China’s economic growth was negatively associated with viewing China
unfavorably in all six countries.
In summary, the findings obtained from Table 2, 4, 5, and 6 indicate that
positive views regarding international trade ties affect individuals to have
favorable opinions of China (especially in upper-middle-income and highincome economies) but, at the same time, the educated individuals in East and
Southeast Asia are still more likely to regard China as a threat to their country
(except in Indonesia) than the less educated regardless of whether they are
expected to be the winners of trade with China or not.

CONCLUSION
The main question of this article is how trade influences individuals’ views of
China as a threat or not. This question is derived from the commercial peace
argument that economic ties deter conflicts and promote peace between states.
This article applied the commercial peace argument to the individual level to test
whether individuals who are expected to benefit from trade with China are more
likely to have positive views of China than those who lose.
The major findings of this article are that highly educated individuals were
more likely to perceive China as a threat to their country, regardless of whether
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they are from low-income, upper-middle-income, or high-income countries
(except in Indonesia as mentioned above). Even those high-skilled workers in
Japan and South Korea (high-income economies), who are predicted to be the
beneficiaries of trade with China, showed negative views of China than the less
skilled. Regarding individuals’ income level, it had little effect on their views of
China. Thus, there is little empirical support for the Stolper-Samuelson theorem.
On the other hand, positive attitudes toward trade and business ties with other
countries reduced the likelihood of having unfavorable opinions of China (in the
upper-middle-income and high-income countries). However, it did not reduce
the likelihood of viewing China as a threat.
These results indicate that, while support for international trade fosters
positive opinions of China, it might not be enough to completely prevent
individuals from regarding China as a threat to their country in the future. In
other words, whether individuals perceive other countries as a threat or not
seems to be affected more by concerns over their country’s national security
than their economic interests. These findings suggest that there is not enough
evidence to argue that there is a potential for achieving commercial peace
between China and its democratic neighbors at this stage.
Only those who viewed China’s economic growth as a good thing to their
country were less likely view China as a threat and have unfavorable opinions at
the same time. However, this result should be interpreted with caution since it
is unclear whether a positive attitude of China leads to a positive perception of
China’s economic growth or whether the causality runs in the other direction.
As shown above, in contrast to the expectation that educated individuals in
high-income countries will have positive views of China, this article showed that
more educated individuals are more likely to view China as a threat, regardless
of their country’s relative factor endowment. Thus, more study should be
conducted on what causes educated Asians to be more concerned about the rise
of China than the less educated.
It is also necessary to be aware that the situation in Asia is changing rapidly.
While China has been regarded as a labor-abundant country thus far, there
are signs that China has started to move up the value chain, producing hightechnology goods such as smartphones rather than remaining as a center of
processing trade (Mathai et al. 2016). In other words, China might not be
labeled simply as a labor-abundant country in the near future. Thus, the change
in China’s trade structure could affect individuals’ views toward China in the
future, particularly those in the high-income countries.
Furthermore, although this article showed that individuals’ educational
attainment, perception of trade and business ties with other countries, and
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perception of China’s economic growth can have impacts on their attitudes of
China, further study is necessary to explore how much public opinion shapes or
at least constrains foreign policy decisions of the governments, particularly in
democracies and in Asian countries.
Meanwhile, not all China’s neighbors are democracies. According to the Polity
IV project, countries like Vietnam is not a democracy. Meanwhile, there is an
ongoing dispute over the South China Sea (Ives 2017). In this case, it is unclear
whether there is a possibility that individual Vietnamese’ educational attainment
or their perception of trade with other countries could affect their government’s
foreign policy decisions toward China. Therefore, further study will be necessary
to know how China’s economic growth will impact the relationship between
China and its non-democratic neighbors.
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