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            Abstract
          
        

        
          The existing literature on the globalization backlash has predominantly analyzed individuals’ attitudes toward the liberal international order (LIO) through the lens of the Ricardo-Viner model, which conceptualizes inter-industry trade as the primary mode of international exchange and consequently emphasizes political cleavages along industry lines. Departing from this industry-centered framework, this article examines individual attitudes toward the LIO in South Korea, drawing on the New New Trade Theory (NNTT), which accounts for a high degree of intra-industry trade and firm-level heterogeneity in export capacity. Building on the distributional implications of firm size suggested by the NNTT, I argue that employees of large enterprises (LEs) in South Korea are less likely than those employed by smaller firms to hold negative views of the liberal international order (LIO). This is because LEs, which benefit from increasing returns to scale and thus higher productivity, are better positioned to gain from deeper integration into global markets. Empirical analysis of Wave 7 of the World Values Survey (2018) lends support to this argument. Using the regional share of LEs as a proxy for an individual’s employment in an LE, this article—albeit indirectly—examines the relationship between firm size and workers’ attitudes toward globalization and finds that individuals living in regions with a higher concentration of LEs are less likely to hold negative views of the two international economic regimes that underpin globalization—the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)—than those living in regions with lower concentrations of LEs.
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