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Abstract 

This thesis examines the causes of trust phenomena as observed among Koreans living 

in Auckland, New Zealand: whether the inherited cultural disposition from their (or their 

parents’) low-trust home country, Korea, or the experiences in the high-trust destination 

country, New Zealand, defines or shapes their trust experiences, respectively. Qualitative data, 

including thirty-four individual interviews and five focus group interviews, were collected and 

analysed with the guidance of critical realism as a philosophical and methodological 

framework. The findings of this study establish that manifested trust phenomena among 

Koreans are influenced by their experiences in New Zealand by identifying generative social 

structures that shape the observed trust phenomena. First of all, the causal social structures of 

New Zealand (characterised as being open, supportive, relaxed, and fair) shape the positively 

expressed generalised trust; and integrity, respect, and contribution to the host society are 

identified as trustworthiness beliefs in the wider context of New Zealand. Secondly, the 

generative social structures that operate within the Korean community (characterised as being 

unstable, heterogeneous, close-knit, and unfair) influence the negatively suggested co-ethnic 

trust. Meanwhile, commonality, integrity, benevolent intention, and good reputation are 

identified as trustworthiness beliefs in the narrow context of the Korean community. These 

findings suggest that trust experiences among the Korean immigrants are subject to change 

over time depending on their experiences in New Zealand, especially the perceived fairness in 

their social interactions. Given the concern whether immigrants from low-trust societies may 

cause a threat to the social cohesion by decreasing the level of generalised trust in immigrants-

receiving countries, this study provides meaningful implications for host countries that 

generalised trust among immigrants can be developed by their sense of safety based on their 

social interactions in the host societies. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Generalised trust, which refers to how much people can trust each other, requires 

individuals to extend their trust radius beyond their relational boundary towards others in 

general (Delhey, Newton, & Welzel, 2011; Fukuyama, 1995; van Hoorn, 2015). According to 

the trust discourse of Fukuyama (1995) , which compares high-trust and low-trust societies, 

the radius of trust is wider in high-trust societies, meaning that individuals are more willing to 

extend trust beyond their relational networks. Meanwhile, the radius of trust is narrower in 

low-trust societies, and there trust is limited to individuals’ particular relational circles. Based 

on Fukuyama’s theory, as will be discussed in Chapter 2, New Zealand is internationally 

recognised as a high-trust society in terms of its level of interpersonal trust in general others 

(Chapple & Prickett, 2019; Macaulay, 2016; OECD, 2016). On the other hand, South Korea 

(hereafter “Korea”) is classified as a low-trust society where trust is generally confined 

within the boundaries of particular social ties (Delhey et al., 2011; Fukuyama, 1995; G. Han 

& Choi, 2011; J. Lee, 1998; Ward, Mamerow, & Meyer, 2014). 

Generalised trust has extensive and positive consequences for both individuals and 

societies. Individuals who believe that the majority of other people can be trusted tend to be 

healthier (Kawachi, Subramanian, & Kim, 2008), happier (Helliwell & Wang, 2011), and 

pro-social (Uslaner, 2002). Societies with widespread generalised trust enjoy economic 

growth and well-performing democratic governments (Knack, 1999; Knack & Keefer, 1997). 

Along with these benefits, the reason that generalised trust has received special attention is 

related to the increasing trend of immigration and subsequently growing ethnic diversity in 

many host societies.  

A primary concern is that whether the ethnically heterogeneous context is favourable 

for developing trust towards generalised others (i.e., generalised trust) in immigrants-
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receiving countries (see Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2017; Uslaner, 2006). Given that individuals 

tend to trust those who are similar to them (Bjørnskov, 2011), ethnic diversity is assumed to 

intensify intra-ethnic trust at the cost of generalised trust. One of the ways this may be 

manifested is through a decrease in the level of generalised trust in those increasingly 

ethnically heterogeneous societies, especially in the US (Putnam, 2007).  

In this sense, the increasing ethnic diversity has triggered a debate on its impact on the 

level of generalised trust in the immigrants-receiving countries (Putnam, 2007; Uslaner, 

2006). One of the most significant discussion is whether generalised trust is a stable cultural 

disposition or is subject to change based on the experiences in social milieu (see Uslaner, 

2008). If trust in general others is a cultural predisposition, immigrants were to retain the 

socialised disposition on trust inherited from their (or their parents’) home country regardless 

of the experiences in the changed milieu after their immigration into the host country. If this 

is the case, immigrants from a low-trust society like Korea living in a high-trust society like 

New Zealand might contribute to lower levels of generalised trust in the host country, and 

would have limited means to enhance the level of trust among the immigrants who preserve 

their trust propensity as a predisposition. However, if trust is subject to change based on 

experiences throughout life, immigrants continually shape their level of generalised trust 

based on an evaluation of experiences in the host country. If such is the case, immigrants 

from low-trust societies might expand their trust radius based on experiences which are 

favourable to shape immigrants’ positive expectation of others in the host country (Dinesen, 

2012a). 

New Zealand society has become ethnically diverse with an increasing rate of 

immigrants from a wide range of sending countries, mainly from Asia (Hawke et al., 2014; 

Ho, 2015). Since the occurrence of a major policy shift in the mid-1980s, the proportion of 

the population from non-European ethnic origins had increased more than two-fold between 
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the 1986 and 2018 Census. In 1986, the percentage of the population from non-European 

ethnic origins (Māori, Pacific, and Asian) comprised only 18.1 per cent (New Zealand 

Department of Statistics, 1986). By 2018, the proportion of non-European ethnic groups 

(Māori, Pacific, Asian, Middle Eastern, Latin American, and African) in the New Zealand 

population had increased to 40.9 per cent (Statistics New Zealand, 2020). The most dramatic 

change in the proportion of the New Zealand population occurred in the Asian population 

which increased almost thirteen-fold from 53,883 in 1986 to 707,598 in 2018.  

As Putnam (2007) pointed out in the US context, increased immigration and ethnic 

diversity tend to pose a short to medium term challenge to social solidarity and trust, though 

in the long run diversity becomes a desirable and beneficial social asset. Similarly, the 

increasing ethnic diversity in New Zealand might affect the overall social cohesion in the 

short to medium run, and—especially if those migrant populations are from low-trust 

societies—could reduce generalised trust, either within those migrant communities, or across 

the society more generally. Given the increasing ethnic diversity in New Zealand society, and 

the growth in migrant populations from low-trust societies like Korea, we need to understand 

whether generalised trust is a stable cultural disposition or is subject to change in new social 

milieu. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no relevant research on trust among 

immigrants, especially from low-trust societies like Korea that has been done in the context 

of New Zealand. Therefore, we need to explore immigrants’ trust experiences in New 

Zealand so that we can comprehensively understand whether immigrants maintain their 

socialised disposition on trust as inherited from their home country regardless of their 

experiences in New Zealand, or they update their trust propensity to reflect the changed 

experiences in the high-trust milieu in New Zealand.   
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1.1. Two Perspectives on the Causes of Generalised Trust 

Researchers have paid attention to understanding the causes of generalised trust, the 

trust expectancy towards the generalised others in the absence of specific information on 

them (Rotter, 1980). There exist at least two perspectives on the causes of generalised trust: a 

“cultural” perspective, which views that trust is culturally inherited; and an “experiential” 

perspective, which views that trust is experientially shaped (Uslaner, 2008, p. 725). The 

cultural perspective suggests that trust is a cultural disposition passed on from one generation 

to the next through early-life socialisation and education. In this perspective, the propensity 

to trust subsequently remains largely stable throughout one’s life as it is a socialised 

disposition embedded in an individual’s life (Rotenberg, 2010; Uslaner, 2002, 2008). On the 

other hand, the experiential perspective argues that trust can change based on the experiences 

in the social milieu in which individuals live and interact (Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010; Hardin, 

2002). As Dinesen (2012b) pointed out, immigration offers opportunities to test the two 

perspectives on trust by letting researchers explore: (1) if immigrants retain their previously-

socialised propensity to trust, despite their living in a new social milieu in the host country; or 

(2) if they acculturate their trust propensity to match that of generalised trust of the local 

population in their new host country. 

Given the discussion on the causes of trust and the need to conduct trust research in 

the New Zealand context, the case of Koreans living in New Zealand attracts my attention as 

a representable case to test these two perspectives on trust. This is because Korea, the home 

country of those Koreans in New Zealand, is regarded a low-trust society, while New 

Zealand, their host country, is considered a high-trust society (Chapple & Prickett, 2019; 

Fukuyama, 1995; G. Han & Choi, 2011; Macaulay, 2016; OECD, 2016). By exploring the 

cases of Koreans in New Zealand, we can review the cultural and experiential perspectives on 

trust: Do Koreans maintain their short trust radius, which is constrained within relational 
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boundaries despite their migration from Korea to New Zealand?; or, do they expand their 

trust radius towards generalised others as a result of the changed milieu and interactions with 

local people in New Zealand? 

1.2. Questions about the Causes of Trust 

I am a Korean who was born, raised, and lived in Korea before migrating to New 

Zealand. Even though I assumed that immigration might be a significant life change that 

demands a great deal of adjustment, I did not imagine that moving to a new country could 

affect my trust attitude towards others. In the World Values Survey (WVS), trust in others is 

enquired through the following question: “Generally speaking, would you say that most 

people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people?” (OECD, 

2016, p. 128) This question is designed to measure generalised trust, the belief that the 

majority of other people can be trusted. If I were to answer this question when I was living in 

Korea, I would say “I am not sure if I can trust most people. I should be careful in deciding 

whether to trust others.” However, my response would be different if I were to answer after 

migrating to New Zealand by saying, “Yes, I believe most New Zealanders can be trusted.”  

My experience of such a changed attitude of trust towards people was a surprise to 

me, as I knew that trust propensity is a relatively stable disposition shaped by early 

developmental experiences (Rotenberg, 2010) and by cultural background (Hofstede, 2005). 

In this sense, my former pessimistic response may be a reflection of the previously socialised 

propensity to trust from Korean society. Korea is known as a low-trust society in which trust 

is likely to be constrained within the boundaries of particular social ties (Choi & Han, 2008a; 

Fukuyama, 1995). However, the change in my attitude of trust after my migration to New 

Zealand raised a question to me: How did my trust attitude change positively despite the 

influence of the narrower radius of trust established throughout my life in Korea? Am I alone 

in having such an experience or do other Koreans living in New Zealand also have similar or 
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contrasting trust experiences? If so, what did cause the trust experiences of the Koreans in 

New Zealand? 

There is another aspect to consider in terms of exploring my trust attitude as 

experienced after the migration. If most people in the WVS question referred to the co-ethnic 

Korean population in New Zealand, my answers would have been somewhat different. 

Contrary to the positively expressed trust attitude towards most New Zealanders, I might 

have said, “It would be better to be careful while dealing with other Koreans.” During the 

first few months of settlement in New Zealand, the most frequently received advice from my 

acquaintances in this country, and also from others in my home country, was that I need to be 

careful when dealing with co-ethnics. I came to question the reasons behind such an advice. 

There were many explanations to this question. The core explanation, however, was that it is 

safer to keep a distance rather than taking a risk of having close relations with my co-ethnics. 

Even though this reason was not clear to me, my attitude towards my co-ethnics was passive 

despite the vital support I received from co-ethnic acquaintances during my initial settlement 

process. In this sense, my trust attitude towards my co-ethnics was similar to the previous 

trust attitude that I had in my home country, Korea, in which trust boundaries are constrained 

within particular relationships (Choi & Han, 2008a; Yee, 2000). This trust attitude prompts 

other questions: Does it imply that the trust attitude that I acquired in my home country is still 

applied in the context of my co-ethnic relations even after my moving to this new country? 

Do other Koreans experience comparable or different trust attitudes towards co-ethnics? If so, 

what causes such co-ethnic trust experiences among the Koreans living in New Zealand?  

In the end, these questions about trust attitude led me to this qualitative study and laid 

the foundation for a key research question: “What are the trust experiences of migrants from 

a low-trust society, Korea, living in a high-trust society, New Zealand?” This study is, 

therefore, an exploration of the trust experiences of Koreans who are residing in New 
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Zealand. It investigates trust propensity (i.e., generalised trust and co-ethnic trust) and 

fundamental elements of trust (i.e., trustworthiness beliefs) both in the wider context of New 

Zealand and in the narrower context of the Korean community in New Zealand respectively. 

In other words, I explore the trust experiences observed among the Koreans in New Zealand 

with the following research questions: (1) How do the Koreans living in New Zealand 

perceive and experience trust?; (2) What trust phenomena do they reveal and are there any 

identifiable demi-regularities there?; (3) What causes such trust phenomena among the 

Koreans?  

To answer these research questions, this study requires a philosophical and 

methodological framework which guides me to understand the trust experiences as identified 

among the Koreans living in New Zealand. In this sense, I employ critical realism as a 

methodological framework for this study to identify key causal mechanisms of the observed 

trust phenomena (see Chapter 3). 

This research deals with not only 1st-generation Koreans but also 1.5- and 2nd-

generation Korean New Zealanders. This is because the cultural influence on trust from their 

(or their parents’) home country, Korea, and their settlement and residence processes in the 

new country, New Zealand, vary based on their generational backgrounds. The 1st-generation 

Koreans represent those Koreans who were mainly influenced by the cultural disposition on 

trust into which they were socialised in their home country. Before their migration to New 

Zealand, they were mainly immersed in Korean society and culture as they were raised, 

socialised, and educated in Korea. The 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders are influenced 

by both their mother country, Korea, and their host country, New Zealand. They moved to 

New Zealand with their parents at primary or secondary school ages. Therefore, they grew up 

in a cultural context different from those of their parents’ generation (i.e., 1st-generation 

Koreans) and their younger siblings’ generation, who were either born in New Zealand, or 
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were younger than five when they first moved to New Zealand (i.e., 2nd-generation Korean 

New Zealanders). The 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders are thus primarily influenced 

by their host country, New Zealand. As they were mainly raised, educated, and socialised in 

New Zealand, the influence from their parents’ home country is relatively limited compared 

to the 1st-generation or the 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders (see selection criteria, 

Table 2, p. 51).  

1.3. Koreans in New Zealand 

This study is about trust experiences among Koreans who are residing in New 

Zealand as immigrants (i.e. 1st-generation Koreans) or the children of Korean migrant 

families (i.e. 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders). Therefore, it is required to 

understand the contextual background information on the Koreans in New Zealand which is 

relevant to this research. Koreans constitute a relatively modest community comprising of 

less than 1 per cent (or 35,664 people) of the total population of New Zealand. However, they 

represent one of the ethnic minority groups that exist in New Zealand as the fourth-largest 

Asian population in this country behind China, India, and the Philippines (Statistics New 

Zealand, 2019a)1.  

The history of the Korean community in New Zealand is closely related to the 

changes in the New Zealand immigration policy over the last few decades which reflect New 

Zealand’s multiculturalist approach with the influence of neoliberalism on migration policies 

(Simon-Kumar, 2019). In particular, the new changes in the immigration policy of 1987, 

which replaced the previous immigration policy that was based on race-based quotas that 

favoured migrants from “a traditional source-country (the United Kingdom and Europe)” 

 
1 Even though the latest Census was performed in 2018, the release of the full results is 

scheduled for mid-2020 (Manch, 2019). Hereafter, if the latest updated data from the 2018 Census are 

made available, then I will use them. Otherwise, the data applied in this study are based on the 2013 

Census results. 
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(Bedford & Ho, 2008, p. 13), with a points-system aimed at attracting skilled labour to meet 

occupational shortages, created a new opportunity for Korean migrants. Remarkably, the 

growth of the Korean migrant population was one of the fastest among all Asian migrants in 

New Zealand in the post-1986 period (Ho, 2015). The Korean population in New Zealand 

increased from 441 in 1986 to 35,664 in 2018—an increase of 8,087 per cent (Statistics New 

Zealand, 2019a).  

The influx of this population occurred in two waves as illustrated in Figure 1 (Yoon & 

Yoon, 2020). The first wave of Korean immigration to New Zealand appeared in the early to 

mid-1990s after the implementation of the general points system2. With the desire of a better 

quality of life and educational opportunities for their kids in a relaxed and clean environment 

(Chang, Morris, & Vokes, 2006; Koo, 2010), Korean families rapidly increased in New 

Zealand. The entire Korean population in New Zealand increased 20-fold, from 927 in the 

1991 Census to 19,026 in the 2001 Census. Even though migration rates then slowed down 

due to the 1995 policy changes requiring a higher level of English language proficiency (Kim 

& Yoon, 2003), and the 1997 Asian Financial Crisis (Chang et al., 2006), a second wave of 

Korean immigration happened in the early 2000s when the New Zealand government 

introduced the new long-term business immigration scheme (Yoon & Yoon, 2020). This new 

migration system resulted in a considerable growth of Koreans with temporary visa status 

(Park & Anglem, 2016). Meanwhile, the Korean-born population residing in New Zealand 

increased from 17,931 in 2001 to 26,601 in 2013. In 2018, there were 35,664 Koreans in New 

Zealand (Statistics New Zealand, 2019a). 

 

 
2 In 1991, the New Zealand government introduced the point system in selecting Permanent 

Residency candidates by quantifying the migrants’ particular characteristics, especially their age, 

educational qualification, work experience, and the ability to bring capital investment into New 

Zealand (Friesen, 2015, p. 9).  
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Figure 1. Number of Korean ethnic population between 1986 and 2018  

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings. 

 

Today the Korean population in New Zealand are mainly consists of 1st-generation 

Koreans, 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders, and a small proportion of 2nd-generation 

Korean New Zealanders. Considering the relatively short history of Korean immigration to 

New Zealand, which began largely after the 1990s, such generational compositions are not 

surprising. At the time of the 2013 Census, as shown in Figure 2, 88 per cent (or 26,616 

people) of all Koreans in New Zealand were born overseas, and only 11 per cent (or 3,294 

people) were born in New Zealand. As a reflection of the brief immigration history, only 4.2 

per cent of Koreans have resided in New Zealand for more than twenty years (Statistics New 

Zealand, 2013).  
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Figure 2. Number of Koreans based on birthplace (Statistics New Zealand, 2013) 

 

In terms of geographic distribution, the Koreans in New Zealand are overwhelmingly 

concentrated in the largest metropolitan area, Auckland. According to the 2013 Census, 

Auckland accounted for 72.8 per cent (or 21,981 people) of the total population of Koreans in 

this country, followed by Christchurch (11.1 per cent or 3,336 people) and Hamilton (3.7 per 

cent or 1,104 people) (Statistics New Zealand, 2013). Within the Auckland region, the most 

popular area for Korean migrants are the middle-class suburbs of the North Shore, with 

significant but smaller groups in south-east and west Auckland (Collins, 2008; Friesen, 2015; 

Hung, 2011; Kim & Yoon, 2003). A study of Korean residential clusters in Auckland (Hung, 

2011) indicates out that over 40 per cent of the Korean population in Auckland reside in the 

North Shore area, and Korean is the second most spoken language after English in this area. 

The residence pattern of the Koreans in largely middle-class neighbourhoods had an impact 

on their inter-ethnic relations, as will be discussed in Chapter 4. Hung (2011) points out that, 

in terms of geographical correlation, the Korean population in Auckland live in close 

proximity to European and other Asian populations while there is a high degree of residential 

separation from Māori and Pacific people.  
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In terms of socio-economic background among the Koreans in New Zealand, the 

majority are “well-educated, middle or upper-middle class, and thus, relatively affluent (or, at 

least, they were so prior to immigration)” (Epstein, 2006, p. 149). Even though many of the 

1st-generation Koreans were professionals or office workers with tertiary educational 

qualifications and middle-class economic backgrounds before their migration (Chang et al., 

2006; Koo, 2010), the labour force participation rate among the recent Koreans was the 

lowest among the four largest Asian populations (Chinese, Indian, Filipino, and Korean) 

according to the 2013 Census (Ho, 2015). The lower labour force participation of Koreans 

reflects the 1st-generation Koreans’ difficulty to find employment in New Zealand due to 

their limited English proficiency, lack of available social networks, and discrimination 

(Dixon, Tse, Rossen, & Sobrun-Maharaj, 2010; Morris, Vokes, & Chang, 2007). Many 1st-

generation Koreans opted for self-employment by owning small businesses in sectors such as 

accommodation, restaurants, dairies, and travel or study-abroad agencies (Hung, 2011; 

Lidgard & Yoon, 1998; Meares, Ho, Peace, & Spoonley, 2010). Some of them choose to 

return to Korea, or move to other countries in search of jobs and also to be able to provide 

financial support to the rest of their family members in New Zealand (Bedford & Bedford, 

2000; Pio, 2010). Those Koreans with such a transnational family arrangement are called 

wild goose families (kirŏgi kajok) because their family members are separated internationally 

(Kim, 2009). Transnational mobility is not only reported among the 1st-generation Koreans, 

but return migration or on-migration is a significant phenomenon among the 1.5- and 2nd-

generation Korean New Zealanders as well (Lee, 2018; Park & Anglem, 2016).  

1.4. Outline of Chapters 

The thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 deals with the contextual background, 

which facilitates the understanding of the causes of trust in the context of the increasing 

immigration trend and growing ethnic diversity in today’s world. By providing a brief 
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synopsis of the two perspectives on trust, I argue that there is a need to conduct a research on 

the causes of trust, and the Koreans living in New Zealand offer an excellent case for such a 

study. I propose my research questions with a brief illustration of my personal reflection 

about the causes of trust as a Korean migrant living in New Zealand. I then add a contextual 

background information on the general characteristics of the Korean migration to and their 

community in New Zealand. 

Chapter 2 is dedicated to the literature review. This study defines trust as the 

willingness to be vulnerable in a situation of risk with a positive expectation or beliefs on 

intention or behaviour of another or others in general. In line with this definition, I examine 

two key constructs of trust (propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs) that are relevant to 

the exploration of the causes of trust among immigrants. Thereafter, I conduct an overview of 

two different levels of interpersonal trust (particularised trust and generalised trust) as this 

study is about Koreans’ trust experiences in relation with local New Zealanders and their co-

ethnics in New Zealand. In the subsequent section, I review the two major conceptual 

theories that explain the causes of generalised trust among immigrants, whether their trust 

propensity is a stable predisposition inherited from their (or their parents’) home country (i.e., 

cultural perspective), or is subject to change based on the experiences in the host country 

(i.e., experiential perspective). In the final section, to deepen an understanding of Koreans’ 

trust experiences in New Zealand, I conduct an overview of trust phenomena as documented 

in the context of Korean society by focusing on two key constructs of trust, the propensity to 

trust and trustworthiness beliefs. 

Chapter 3 introduces the philosophical and methodological background of this study 

and the methods that have been applied for data collection and data analysis. As a qualitative 

study, this study aims to understand the causes of Koreans’ trust experiences in New Zealand 

by identifying generative mechanisms that shape the observed pattern of trust. In this chapter, 
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I argue that critical realism provides an appropriate framework for this study because it 

enables a dual focus on the individual participants’ subjective trust experiences (i.e., 

subjective reality) corresponding to the promoting and impeding effects of objective social 

realities and causal mechanisms (i.e., objective reality). In addition to the philosophical 

perspective as an ontological and epistemological foundation, critical realism is applied as a 

methodological framework for this study. Therefore, I conduct a review of how critical 

realism drive this study as a methodological guideline for the research design (i.e., intensive 

data collection), sampling process (i.e., purposive sampling strategy), data collection (i.e., in-

depth individual interview and focus group interview), and data analysis procedures (i.e., data 

coding, abduction, and retroduction). 

The subsequent two chapters constitute the main body of this thesis, which provide 

the observed trust tendency identified through the two cycles of the coding process as applied 

in the data analysis. Chapter 4 focuses on the participants’ trust experiences in the wider 

context of New Zealand society. The participants across all three generational cohorts 

demonstrated a willingness to trust most local New Zealanders, which ascribes to New 

Zealand society as positively characterised (being open, supportive, relaxed, and fair) on the 

basis of their individual social interactions with the locals—despite contrasting experiences 

of racism and discrimination. In line with this, integrity, respect, and contribution to the host 

society were emphasised as essential elements of trustworthiness in the context of New 

Zealand.  

Chapter 5 presents the Koreans’ trust experiences in the narrower context of the 

Korean community. In contrast to their positively expressed trust towards non-Korean New 

Zealanders, the participants expressed reluctance to extend their propensity to trust towards 

their co-ethnics, despite the actual experiences of support and hospitality as received from 

other Koreans. They ascribed this more restricted trust propensity to the Korean community’s 
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negative characteristics of being unstable, heterogeneous, close-knit, and unfair. In 

accordance with this, commonality, integrity, benevolent intention, and good reputation were 

emphasised as significant aspects of being trustworthy in the context of co-ethnic relations.  

As the final chapter, Chapter 6 addresses the key research question on the causes of 

Koreans’ trust experiences in New Zealand identified through the two central reasoning 

processes (abduction and retroduction) as applied in the CR-informed data analysis. 

Abductive inference is a reasoning process applied to facilitate a deeper understanding of the 

identified trust tendencies: The identified trust patterns observed among the participants, and 

the social structures that shape the observed trust tendencies were re-described with reference 

to existing theory and research. Retroduction is the central inference applied to identify the 

necessary contextual conditions for the causal mechanisms to take effect for the observed 

trust trends: The social interactions that the participants had with the locals and their co-

ethnics were identified as the key causal mechanisms that facilitated the creation of an 

impression of the contextualised society, which in turn shaped the observed participants’ trust 

experiences; the perceived fairness in the social interaction is identified as a key condition 

required for the key causal mechanism to activate and result in the observed trust trends. In 

the subsequent section, I discuss the theoretical and methodological contributions and 

limitations of this study with practical implications for individuals, social work, community, 

and government. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

This chapter reviews existing literature on trust in the areas that are particularly 

relevant to the exploration of the causes of trust among those from a low-trust society like 

Korea, living in a high-trust society like New Zealand. As indicated in the previous chapter, I 

use a brief literature review to contextualise the study and to identify the knowledge gaps in 

the literature on trust. At an early stage of the research process, I briefly explored the 

following areas to locate the gaps: the constructs of trust; different levels of trust in others; 

two perspectives on the causes of generalised trust; trust phenomena in Korea; and trust in the 

context of New Zealand society. While I conducted the data analysis by following the process 

of abduction and retroduction as guided by the methodological framework of critical realism 

(Fletcher, 2017) (see Chapter 3), I performed a more in-depth literature review. Therefore, 

the literature review presented in this chapter has been integrated with the material on trust 

from both the initial and the subsequent on-going review.  

In this chapter, I posit a definition of trust as the willingness to be vulnerable in a 

situation of risk with a positive expectation or beliefs on intention or behaviour of another or 

others in general. In line with this definition, I examine the key constructs of trust, propensity 

to trust and trustworthiness beliefs, which influence people when they make decision to trust 

others. Thereafter, I conduct an overview of two different levels of trust towards others: 

particularised trust; and generalised trust. Particularised trust refers to trust that operates 

within interpersonal relationships while generalised trust operates beyond the boundaries of 

personal relationships (Uslaner & Conley, 2003). In the subsequent section, I review two 

perspectives on the causes of immigrants’ propensity to trust : (1) whether their propensity to 

trust is a stable dispositional trait shaped through early-life parental socialisation (i.e., cultural 

perspective), or (2) whether it is subject to change based on their experiences in their host 

countries (i.e., experiential perspective) (Uslaner, 2008). Thereafter, I discuss trust 
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phenomena as documented in the context of Korea with a particular focus on two key 

constructs of trust: the propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs. This will help establish 

an understanding of the context in which the socialised disposition on trust from their (or 

their parents’) home country, Korea, has influenced the Korean immigrants in New Zealand. 

In the final section, I review trust phenomena in New Zealand in terms of generalised trust, 

in-group and out-group ethnic trust, and institutional trust to identify the context in which 

Koreans in New Zealand experience trust in their social interaction with the host society 

members.  

2.1. Definition of Trust 

Prior to the discussion on the two key constructs of trust, it is essential to define trust. 

To date, there is no consistent and agreed-upon definition of trust in the relevant literature. 

However, there are numerous differing parameters of trust that are used across disciplines. 

For instance, Sztompka (1999, p. 25) defines trust as a “bet about the future contingent 

actions of others,” while Fukuyama (1995, p. 26) defines it as “the expectation that arises 

within a community of regular, honest, and cooperative behaviour, based on commonly 

shared norms, on the part of other members of that community.” The different definitions of 

trust are as a result of lack of agreement on what category trust belongs to; whether it is a 

psychological state (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 

1998), a relationship (Hardin, 2002; Levi & Stoker, 2000; Lewis & Weigert, 1985), a 

decision (Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2003), an attitude (Jones, 1996), an action (Lewis & 

Weigert, 1985), human nature (Uslaner, 2002), or social virtue (Fukuyama, 1995). 

Despite the issue of lack of consensus in terms of the concept of trust and its 

definition, the most frequently cited definitions of trust by researchers who study trust are 

those offered by Mayer et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. (1998). Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712) 

define trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party 
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based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the 

trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party.” Similarly, Rousseau 

et al. (1998, p. 395) define trust as a “psychological state comprising the intention to accept 

vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another.” In 

this sense, trust is often defined as the willingness to accept vulnerability based on a positive 

expectation or belief of the intention or behaviour of another person or other people in a 

general social situation (Mayer et al., 1995; J. Rotter, 1967; Rousseau et al., 1998; Zmerli, 

Newton, & Montero, 2007). 

While a variety of definitions of trust exist, this study adopts an eclectic mix of these 

definitions, and as stated above, trust means the willingness to be vulnerable in a situation of 

risk with a positive expectation or beliefs on intention or behaviour of another or others in 

general. This definition highlights two critical components of trust: the willingness to be 

vulnerable in a situation of risk; and confident positive expectations. The majority of 

definitions of trust are based on the concept of “willingness to be vulnerable” (Mayer et al., 

1995, p. 712) since a “fundamental condition of trust is that it must be possible for the partner 

to abuse the trust” (Luhmann, 1979, p. 42). In this respect, risk is considered as one of the 

conditions that must exist for trust to arise (Deutsch, 1958), and uncertainty is a necessary 

component in situations that involve trust (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Trust would not be 

necessary if actions were undertaken without risk and were completed with certainty. In other 

words, risk creates an opportunity for trust, and this, in turn, leads to risk-taking in a 

condition that involves trust. I capture the aspect of willingness to be vulnerable to trust in 

line with the propensity to trust as discussed below as one of the key constructs of trust (see 

section 2.2.1). In order to be willingly vulnerable as mentioned above, a trustor needs enough 

confidence in the fact that a trustee will act as expected. Therefore, trust reflects a trustor’s 

confident belief and expectation in another’s trustworthiness (Hardin, 2002). In this regard, I 
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will subsequently discuss trustworthiness beliefs as another trust construct that plays a 

motivating role in trust (see section 2.2.2).  

2.2. Constructs of Trust 

Research on trust has received a great deal of attention from multiple disciplines, 

including psychology (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; J. B. Rotter, 1980) sociology (Barber, 

1983; Luhmann, 1979; Misztal, 1996; Sztompka, 1999), social psychology (Johnson-George 

& Swap, 1982), economics (Zak & Knack, 2001), political science (Fukuyama, 1995; Hardin, 

2002; Putnam, 1993b), administrative science (Macaulay, 2019a; Mayer et al., 1995; 

Rousseau et al., 1998) and moral philosophy (Baier, 1986; Jones, 1996). Given the 

prominence of studies on trust from multiple disciplines, it is not surprising that there is a 

great deal of inconsistency and disagreement about the constructs of trust in the literature. 

Each discipline differs in how it approaches and conceptualises trust as it focuses on different 

phenomena at varied forms and levels of trust.  

The focus of this study is to identify Koreans’ trust experiences corresponding to the 

social structures embedded in their social interaction with the host society and their co-ethnic 

community. In this sense, in line with the applied definition of trust in this study, which is 

informed by Rousseau and colleagues’ (1998) study, I conceptualise trust as a meso concept 

that integrates micro-level intrapersonal and interpersonal psychological processes (i.e., 

interpersonal trust) and group dynamics with macro-level societal and institutional forms of 

trust (i.e., institutional trust). Based on the definition of trust which highlights the two aspects 

of trust (the willingness to be vulnerable and confident positive expectation), this study 

focuses on two key constructs, the propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs, which 

inform the decision to trust to understand the causes of trust experiences among the Koreans 

who are residing in New Zealand.  
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2.2.1. Propensity to Trust3 

Trust is influenced by individual’s propensity to trust, which refers to the general 

willingness to trust others prior to the availability of enough information on the others’ 

trustworthiness (Colquitt et al., 2007). The propensity to trust is mainly understood as a 

personality trait (Mayer et al., 1995) influenced by early developmental experiences 

(Rotenberg, 2010); however, it is also understood to be influenced by the radius of trust in 

society which is shaped by societal culture (Fukuyama, 1995).  

In their influential integrative model, Mayer et al. (1995, p. 715) suggest that the 

propensity to trust, explained as “the general willingness to trust others,” is a stable 

intrapersonal factor that influences individual’s decision to trust others in general. Rotter 

(1967) was among the first to discuss trust as a dispositional aspect similar to personality 

which is a fairly stable belief influenced by early-life experiences. Bigley and Pearce (1998) 

point out that the propensity to trust, as a pre-dispositional personality trait, is likely to be the 

most useful trust antecedent where others are involved in general social situations. The 

propensity to trust suggested above is a reflection of the cultural perspective on trust (see 

section 2.4.1) as it assumes that individuals retain their trust propensity stably throughout life 

without much modification by actual experiences. If the propensity to trust is dispositional, 

immigrants, who are from a low-trust society like Korea but now living in a high trust society 

like New Zealand, are likely to preserve their socialised disposition on trust from their (or 

their parents’) home country despite the different milieu in the host county.  

The propensity to trust is also discussed in relation to the individualism-collectivism 

dimension as applied in Hofstede’s (2005) cultural dimensions theory. According to him, 

 
3 Here, I discuss the propensity to trust as one of the key constructs in this study. However, it 

can be understood as one of the levels of interpersonal trust. The propensity to trust refers to 

generalised trust as discussed in the following section 2.3.2. 
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individuals in individualistic societies are “expected to look after him/herself and his/her 

immediate family only,” while individuals in collectivistic societies remain tightly 

“integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups” and are expected to “protect them in exchange 

for unquestioning loyalty” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 225). Van Hoorn (2015) argues that 

individualism is associated with a broad radius of trust, while collectivism is associated with 

a narrow radius of trust. Yamagishi (2017) points out that individualistic societies have a 

broad radius of trust as in such societies the propensity to trust can expand beyond closely 

relational boundaries; while collectivistic societies have a narrow radius of trust as the 

propensity of trust is constrained within in-group relationships. Fukuyama’s (1995) key study 

comparing high-trust and low-trust societies is related to the radius of trust. He argues that the 

propensity to trust goes beyond personal relational boundaries in high-trust societies, while it 

is limited to closely related people in low-trust societies. What is not clear yet is the case of 

immigrants who are from a collectivistic society like Korea living in an individualistic 

society like New Zealand. If the propensity to trust is a dispositional trait, immigrants 

maintain their trust propensity regardless of the changed societal culture from a collectivistic 

society to an individualistic society. However, if the propensity to trust is flexible, 

immigrants might expand their trust radius beyond their in-group relationships in the different 

milieu of their host society.  

2.2.2. Trustworthiness Beliefs 

Trust is also influenced by trustworthiness beliefs that refer to a subjective set of 

confident beliefs informing an individual’s trust decision on whether the other person or 

others are trustworthy in general (Mayer et al., 1995). As offered by Mayer et al. (1995) and 

Rousseau et al. (1998) in the definition of trust, trust includes a positive expectation or belief 

that the other person or other people will perform a particular action in social situations, in 

general; and trustworthiness is understood to be the foundation of the positive expectation.  
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Mayer et al. (1995) examine the various factors of trustworthiness as discussed in the 

literature on trust and identify three prominent elements that form trustworthiness: ability, 

benevolence, and integrity. Ability refers to the skills and competencies that are needed to do 

a particular job, which is equivalent to competence (Butler, 1991). Benevolence refers to the 

extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor without any profit 

motives, which corresponds to altruism (Frost, Stimpson, & Maughan, 1978) or loyalty 

(Butler & Cantrell, 1984). Integrity indicates the extent to which a trustee is expected to 

adhere to an acceptable set of ethical principles, which is synonymous with honesty 

(Larzelere & Huston, 1980), fairness (Butler, 1991), consistency (Butler & Cantrell, 1984), 

and fulfilment of a promise (Butler, 1991). Even though these three trustworthiness beliefs 

appear to be universal antecedents of trust across studies on trust, the nature of 

trustworthiness beliefs remains unclear – that is, whether it is a dispositional set of confident 

beliefs, or if it is flexibly adjustable depending on the social environment in which 

individuals live and interact. 

Additional cultural factors related to trustworthiness have also discussed in the 

literature on trust(see Ferrin & Gillespie, 2010). For instance, Tan and Chee’s (2005) 

exploratory study on the meaning of trust in the Confucian context reports that while ability, 

benevolence, and integrity indeed emerge as the antecedents of trust, additional 

trustworthiness beliefs are also important, such as filial piety, diligence, thriftiness, respect 

for authority, shared value of collective effort, harmonious relationship, humility, and 

magnanimous behaviour. This study shows that trustworthiness beliefs might vary based on 

societal culture, and we need to understand whether immigrants’ beliefs in terms of 

trustworthiness remain stable regardless of their migration to other countries, or these beliefs 

are adjustable based on their experiences in the new milieu in their host country.   
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2.3. Two Levels of Trust in Others 

Trust is a multi-dimensional concept. It is possible to distinguish different forms of 

trust depending on whom the trust is directed to. It can refer to trust towards people in close 

relationships (e.g., family, relatives, friends), different groups (e.g., neighbours, teachers, 

medical practitioners, police), and even toward various formal and informal institutions (e.g., 

government, parliament, medical service institution, large companies). Even though a range 

of various terms is used to describe different dimensions of trust across disciplines and 

among scholars, generally, two forms of trust have been discussed in literature: interpersonal 

trust (Rotter, 1967; Ward, Mamerow, & Meyer, 2014) and institutional trust (Blind, 2006; 

Luhmann, 1979). At the individual level, trust refers to interpersonal trust operating within 

personal relationships (i.e., particularised trust) or in relationships with others in general 

social situations (i.e., generalised trust). At the institutional level, trust is often referred to as 

institutional trust because it indicates the trust that citizens place in the various institutions 

such as the government, the parliament, the police, the armed forces, and large companies 

(Luhmann, 1979; Roth, 2006). In this respect, institutional trust is also explained as systemic 

trust or political trust (Blind, 2006). As this study is about Koreans’ interpersonal trust 

experiences with local Zealanders and their co-ethnics in New Zealand, in this section, the 

literature review focuses on interpersonal trust. In so doing, I will explore two levels of trust 

in others: particularised trust and generalised trust. 

2.3.1. Particularised Trust 

A growing body of research on interpersonal trust agrees on the distinction between 

particularised and generalised trust in others (Morrone, Tontoranelli, & Ranuzzi, 2009; 

Uslaner & Conley, 2003; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994). Particularised trust refers to the 

interpersonal trust that operates within personal relationships based on and generated by 

networks of family or close friends. It operates inward rather than outward, thus, it relies on 
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strong ties (Granovetter, 1973) within a smaller circle of relationships and with others who 

share a similar familiar, social, or cultural background. In this regard, it is described as thick 

trust (Williams, 1988) or bonding social capital (Putnum, 2000).  

Uslaner and Conley (2003) argue that individuals who practise particularised trust 

have positive expectations and beliefs in other people; however, this faith is only limited to 

those within their own group. Therefore, they tend to be suspicious of strangers and are likely 

to withdraw themselves from society at large. Fukuyama (1995, p. 154) points out that 

“communities with the strongest internal ties will have the weakest bonds with th[os]e 

outside [such communities],” and he links the closely-knit internal ties to higher trust within 

in-groups and lower trust towards out-groups. He argues that low-trust societies display 

higher levels of particularised trust, and lower levels of generalised trust. In this regard, 

Korea is classified as a low-trust society where trust tends to be constrained within in-group 

relationships and hardly expands towards out-group relationships (Fukuyama, 1995; Ward et 

al., 2014).  

2.3.2. Generalised Trust 

Generalised trust refers to the interpersonal trust that operates in relationships with 

others in general social situations. As generalised trust goes beyond the boundaries of kinship 

and friendship, and even beyond the boundaries of acquaintance, it relies on weak ties 

(Granovetter, 1973) to the larger society and is based on a positive expectation of the 

trustworthiness of generalised others (Yamagishi, 2001). Therefore, generalised trust is 

described as thin trust (Williams, 1988) or bridging social capital (Putnum, 2000). Uslaner 

and Conley (2003) argue that individuals who practise generalised trust have positive 

expectations and beliefs in other people not only within their own group, but also those who 

are different from themselves. As such individuals believe that most people share common 
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values, they tend to be associated with volunteering activities and are willing to trust 

strangers.  

Based on their key study of social capital in northern and southern Italy, Putnam et al. 

(1993) argue that particularised trust needs to be replaced by generalised trust for democratic 

development and economic prosperity. In the more affluent and industrialised northern Italy, 

people engaged in a variety of volunteer associations and maintained broad social networks. 

In southern Italy, meanwhile, people participated less in volunteer organisations and 

maintained only a few close-knit networks such as family and relatives. In this respect, 

particularised trust tends to impede people’s participation in volunteer associations, resulting 

in lower levels of generalised trust in society.  

While Putnam (1993a) and others tend to link generalised trust to democracy and 

economic development, some other scholars on trust are reluctant to accept such a link. The 

latter recognise other functions of particularised trust as observed in the case of the East 

Asian countries, which achieved high levels of economic development, regardless of high 

levels of particularised trust in their societies. For instance, Dalton et al. (2002) investigated 

social network activities and generalised trust across different regions in Vietnam. Their 

findings show that particularised trust based on traditional family network ties remains strong 

with an increased level of various volunteer activities. Likewise, another study by Lee, Wang, 

and Park (2008) examines the development of trust in strong-tie networks and volunteer 

associations in Korea, and shows that such associations tend to be based on and activated by 

particularised trust but not generalised trust in others. In contrast to Putnam (1993a) who 

links generalised trust to participation in volunteer associations, the Korean respondents 

reported that their participation in volunteer civic organisations was motivated by the requests 

from personal networks rather than by volunteer spirit based on their positive expectations of 

others in general (Lew et al., 2008).  
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In most of the trust literature, interpersonal trust often refers to generalised trust. For 

instance, the World Values Survey (WVS), the most commonly used cross-country survey, 

adapts the Rosenberg question (1956) (“Generally speaking, would you say that most people 

can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people?”) to compare the 

level of interpersonal trust across countries. The level of interpersonal trust is measured by 

the percentage of respondents who reply that most people can be trusted (Naef & Schupp, 

2009).  

 

 

Figure 3. Percentage of people who reported on trust towards others, 2014 (OECD, 

2016) 

The long-term WVS data reveal that interpersonal trust (i.e., generalised trust) is, to a 

great extent, unevenly distributed across various nations as shown in Figure 3 (OECD, 2016). 

There are countries where more than 60 per cent of those interviewed answered that most 

people can be trusted (e.g., Denmark 75 per cent, Norway 73 per cent, Netherlands 67 per 

cent, and Sweden and Finland 62 per cent, respectively), while Brazil and Colombia had the 

lowest levels of interpersonal trust (7 per cent and 4 per cent of the population trusted others, 

respectively). A contrasting level of interpersonal trust is clearly observed between New 
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Zealand and Korea: New Zealand was ranked 6th among the thirty-four OECD countries, 

though Korea was ranked 24th. While 57 per cent of the New Zealand population reported 

that they can trust others, only 27 per cent of Koreans replied that most people can be trusted 

(OECD, 2016). In the subsequent section, I will review the two perspectives on the causes of 

generalised trust as discussed in the literature on trust. 

2.4. Two Perspectives on the Causes of Generalised Trust among Immigrants 

2.4.1. Cultural Perspective  

There is less agreement in the literature on trust when it comes to identifying the 

causes of generalised trust; whether individuals retain trust as a stable cultural predisposition 

shaped by early-life socialisation and education (Dohmen, Falk, Huffman, & Sunde, 2012; 

Uslaner, 2008), or flexibly shape generalised trust according to the experiences and 

interactions in the social milieu (Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010). Nevertheless, the evidence found 

in the literature on trust among immigrants favours the cultural perspective, which 

emphasises that the immigrants’ propensity to trust (i.e., generalised trust) is relatively stable 

after its initial formation in childhood for extended periods of time and across generations 

(Uslaner, 2002, 2008).  

The presumption underlying the cultural perspective on trust is that positive 

expectations and beliefs in others in general are predispositions (Mayer et al., 1995) 

transmitted to children through early-life socialisation experiences with their parents, which 

remain stable over the different stages of their lives (Rotenberg, 2010). For example, Uslaner 

(2008) shows that the level of generalised trust among the 3rd-generation immigrants in the 

US is strongly related to their ethnic background from their grandparents’ country of origin, 

while their living in a trustful neighbourhood has a limited influence on generalised trust. The 

3rd-generation Americans whose grandparents come from high-trust countries, such as 

Nordic, German, and the British, tend to display higher levels of generalised trust compared 
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to those whose grandparents have Italian, Latino, and African American ethnic backgrounds. 

By showing that generalised trust is a stable cultural trait, which passes down from 

grandparent to grandchildren generations among the people with migration background in the 

US, these findings favour the cultural perspective on trust.  

Nevertheless, what is not clear yet is whether the retained level of generalised trust 

among immigrants and ethnic minorities, especially African Americans, might be attributed 

to their discrimination experiences in the US. Moreover, the cultural perspective on the 

causes of generalised trust considers only pre-existing cultural traits as the determinant of 

individuals’ propensity to trust while not paying attention to the effect of the interplay 

between individuals’ trust experiences and social structure (Danermark, Ekstrom, Jakobsen, 

& Karlsson, 2002; Maxwell, 2012). If certain generational discrimination experiences among 

African Americans engender such stability in their narrow radius of trust, a fresh approach 

towards the causes of their generalised trust pattern is required and we need to look at more 

than their cultural heritage. In this sense, this thesis regards that culture is relatively fixed but 

it also evolves according to social-environmental changes which become collective 

experiences. Though culture might function like a structure that governs people’s ideas and 

behaviour in particular ways, a human agency based on learning from new milieu can bring 

its evolution.     

2.4.2. Experiential Perspective 

The experiential perspective on trust posits that immigrants flexibly shape their 

generalised expectation towards others based on their experiences in the host country 

(Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010; Glanville & Paxton, 2007; Nannestad & Svendsen, 2005). Unlike 

the cultural perspective, the experiential perspective emphasises that individuals continually 

shape their generalised expectation towards others based on their own experiences throughout 

life. There are various types of experiences that shape generalised trust among immigrants in 
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the host countries, from interpersonal interactions with others in the new country (Kumlin & 

Rothstein, 2007) to social milieu conditioning contextualised according to the individual 

immigrants’ environment (Nannestad, Svendsen, Dinesen, & Sønderskov, 2014). First, I 

review the discussion on the growing ethnic diversity and its impact on generalised trust since 

this argument proposes that trust is subject to change based on the experiences of the 

increasing ethnic diversity. Subsequently, I shift the focus of the review to how immigrants’ 

experiences in the host country shape their positive expectation of others in general by 

focusing on fairness, impartiality, and equal treatment as experienced by the immigrants in 

the host country.  

2.4.2.1 Ethnic diversity.  

A growing body of trust research has raised a question on whether the growing ethnic 

diversity in immigrants-receiving countries has adverse consequences for generalised trust in 

the host countries (see Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2015; Putnam, 2007; Uslaner, 2006). As 

pointed out by Dinesen and Sønderskov (2017, p. 3), the suggested negative relationship 

between ethnic diversity and generalised trust is a reflection of the experiential perspective on 

trust as it assumes the “plasticity” of trust based on the experiences in the social milieu. The 

assumption is that ethnic heterogeneity intensifies particularised (i.e., intra-ethnic, in-group, 

or bonding) trust at the expense of generalised (i.e., inter-ethnic, out-group, or bridging) trust. 

This is because individuals tend to trust those who are similar to them, as pointed out by 

Bjørnskov (2011, p. 2): 

When people evaluate the actions of other individuals who are similar to themselves, 

they can relatively easily understand the background, situation, and motives of the 

actions while the chances for misinterpretation and suspicion towards the motives are 

much more pronounced when people have to evaluate the actions of those who do not 

share their status, position in society, ethnicity.  
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Therefore, from this perspective, an ethnically heterogeneous context is not 

favourable for developing trust towards generalised others. Rather, ethnic diversity is 

expected to breed trust among people who share familiarity. A negative relationship between 

ethnic diversity and generalised trust is prevalently reported in the United States context. 

Putnam’s country level analysis (2007) finds that, in the United States, ethnically diverse 

neighbourhoods have a negative impact on generalised (i.e., out-group ethnic) trust as well as 

particularised (i.e., in-group ethnic) trust along with other indicators of social capital, such as 

altruism and community cooperation. This means that proximity to ethnically diverse others 

tends to discourage positive expectations in both co-ethnic and ethnic out-groups, and this, in 

turn, erodes generalised trust. Similarly, another study in the United States shows that racially 

and ethnically diverse local communities significantly discourage generalised faith in others 

and participation in social activities (Alesina & Ferrara, 2000).  

Although these empirical results support a negative relationship between ethnic 

heterogeneity and generalised trust, Uslaner (2006, p. 2) challenges the negative connection 

between ethnic diversity and generalised trust by pointing out that “the relationship between 

diversity and trust is highly dependent upon context.” His main argument is that ethnic 

diversity itself does not necessarily erode generalised trust; rather, geographically segregated 

ethnic minority groups and limited opportunities for inter-ethnic interaction can create 

distance among people which, in turn, breeds particularised trust within in-groups and 

discourages the development of generalised trust towards out-groups. In other words, the 

observed empirical data that indicate the negative effect of ethnic diversity on generalised 

trust may not be a negative effect of exposure to different inter-ethnic others, rather, it may be 

an adverse effect of ethnic segregation. This is because ethnic segregation impedes potential 

opportunities for meaningful interaction with others from different ethnic backgrounds, and 

the hindered social contact with other ethnic groups might breed ethnic stereotypes and 
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intensify particularised trust for in-group ethnics, and thus, erode generalised trust for out-

group ethnics.  

2.4.2.2 Fairness, impartiality, and equal treatment. 

Another growing body of literature on trust has focused on the importance of 

immigrants (or ethnic minorities) experiencing fairness, impartiality, and equal treatment in 

the destination country to shape their positive expectations of others in general (Glanville & 

Paxton, 2007; Kohn, 2008; Kumlin & Rothstein, 2007; Sønderskov & Dinesen, 2016; You, 

2012). This is because, from the experiential perspective, immigrants update their level of 

generalised trust based on an evaluation of experiences with others in various settings. If 

immigrants encounter a variety of others who treat them positively (i.e., fairly, impartially, or 

equally) or negatively (i.e., unfairly, partially, or discriminately) in their host countries, they 

would generalise these experiences and shape their generalised expectations towards others in 

their new country according to such experiences.  

For instance, Dinesen (2012b) shows that perceived fairness in the host country tends 

to positively influence the formation of generalised trust among the 2nd-generation 

immigrants in Denmark. The level of generalised trust among young immigrants is 

considerably higher than that of their parents, and to a large extent, the former tends to 

acculturate to the level of trust of the local youths. More specifically, his study deals with the 

interaction between teachers and immigrant children. When the young immigrants perceive 

that their teachers are fair and treat all students equally, the impact of the fairness that they 

experience from their teachers at school on their level of generalised trust is much more 

significant than the influence of parental transmission of values (i.e., their perceptions of 

fairness). This finding supports the experiential perspective as it reveals that young 

immigrants in Denmark form their generalised trust based on the concrete experiences, they 
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have from their interactions with their teachers rather than from the transmission of trust from 

their parents.  

2.5. Trust in Korean Society 

An overview of trust phenomena in Korean society can provide insights into existing 

knowledge on how Koreans who are living in New Zealand may have been influenced by the 

narrower radius of trust that they were accustomed to in their motherland prior to their (or 

their parents’) immigration to New Zealand. As discussed in section 2.2, this review focuses 

on how the two key constructs, the propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs, work in the 

context of Korean society.  

2.5.1. Propensity to Trust in Korean Society 

Korea is considered as one of the low-trust countries along with China, France, and 

Italy according to Fukuyama’s (1995) key study that compares high-trust and low-trust 

societies. He argues that low-trust societies are family-oriented and have relatively low levels 

of trust towards strangers. This means that in low-trust societies, trust is constrained within 

particular relational boundaries, and relatively low levels of trust exist outside such 

relationships. Nevertheless, the argument of low-trust and high-trust depends on which 

criteria have been applied in deciding whether a particular society’s level of trust is low or 

high. In this regard, some scholars do not agree with the proposition that Korea is a low-trust 

society from a comparative cultural perspective (See Han & Choi, 2011).  

Nonetheless, in terms of trust radius, Korean society displays the characteristics of a 

low-trust society in which the radius of trust is narrowly exhibited within a private sphere 

with no expansion to the public sphere (Lee, 1998). The 2010 World Values Survey 

(Inglehart et al., 2014) results illustrate the narrow radius of trust in Korean society: an 

overwhelmingly large proportion of Koreans expressed their trust towards family members 

(97.7 per cent), neighbours (80.7 per cent), and acquaintances (72.2 per cent); conversely, 
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only 19.0 per cent of Koreans expressed trust towards a person whom they met for the first 

time. The study by Ward et al. (2014) which empirically tested Fukuyama’s theory with data 

on interpersonal trust from six countries, including Korea, also supports the result. The data 

from Korea show higher levels of propensity to trust in close relationships (family and 

neighbours, 99 per cent and 79 per cent respectively) and lower levels of propensity to trust 

outside those relationships (different religion, foreigners, and strangers, 38 per cent, 24 per 

cent, and 17 per cent respectively). 

 In a study interpreting the historical and social origin of low levels of trust in both 

Italy and Korea, Kim (2008) points out Koreans’ tendency to put personal relations ahead of 

social justice and public norms. In so doing, Kim (2008, p. 162) states that “the cohesion of 

family and exclusion of strangers are very strongly rooted in Korean society: nepotism, 

regionalism, [conglomerate] chaebol management by family members, and sectionalism in 

party management are all characteristic of Korean society.” Koreans’ tendency to trust 

acquaintances and distrust strangers may be attributed to the implicit meaning of trust applied 

in Korean society as trust is influenced and shaped by specific cultural norms and values 

embedded in each society (Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998). Choi and Han (2008a, p. 83), 

key cultural psychologists in Korea, argue that trust in Korean society is an inherent or 

immanent property in close relationships as “Koreans tend to interact under the presumption 

of immanent trustworthiness of their partners in certain relationships without behavioural 

[i.e., trustworthiness] verification.” This means that Koreans are likely to assume that trust is 

normatively supposed to reside in particular interpersonal relationships such as in kin 

(hyŏryŏn) and non-kin ties (inmaek) which originate from alumni networks (hagyŏn) and 

regional networks (chiyŏn) (Han & Choe, 1994; Horak, 2014; Lee, 1998; Park & Won, 2000; 

Yee, 2000).  
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2.5.1.1 Socio-historical account of Koreans’ propensity to trust. 

The origin of Koreans’ in-group favouritism as characterised by a narrow radius of 

trust can be reviewed from the turbulent historical background of modern Korea. A socio-

historical review of low-trust in Korea by Kim (2008) indicated that Koreans’ trust 

propensity operating mainly within close relational boundaries was shaped and made stronger 

by Japanese colonial rule, the Korean War, a long military dictatorship, and rapid economic 

growth. During the Japanese colonial period between 1910 and 1945, the Japanese colonial 

government threatened Koreans’ tradition of community, prompting conflict within intra-

Korean relationships by collaborating selectively with pro-Japanese Koreans. Kim (2008, p. 

161) argues that the divide and rule policy of Japanese colonial domination resulted in a 

vicious circle of distrust among the Koreans and this, in turn, “strengthen[ed] the structure of 

trust based on family members and relatives.” After liberation from Japanese occupation of 

Korea in 1945, the Korean War (1950-1953) divided and the country and worsened the 

relationship between the Koreans of North Korea and South Korea. Subsequently, a 

prolonged military dictatorship inhibited the establishment of civic relationships, and the 

desire for economic growth fostered corruption and damaged generalised trust towards others 

as well as the government. Kim (2008) contends that under the turbulent modern history 

Koreans may have established strengthened personal ties and private groups as a survival 

strategy, rather than expanding their trust outside their internal ties. The low-level of 

generalised trust in Korean society has also been reflected in the widespread distrust towards 

both social and political institutions, including the legal system, law enforcement, and large 

companies (Lee, 2003). 

2.5.1.2 Emphasised function of social ties to decide trust. 

 The existing body of literature on trust in Korean society confirms that established 

social ties confine trust of Koreans to the boundaries of the family or in-group relationships 
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(Choi & Han, 2008a; Fukuyama, 1995; Han & Choi, 2011; Ward et al., 2014). As a 

consequence, kin and non-kin ties originating from personal friendships based on alumni or 

regional networks are widespread in Korean society and are important modes of establishing 

relationships, social exchange, problem solving, and conflict resolution (Yee, 2000). 

Interestingly, several studies on trust report that Koreans tend to rely more on social 

categorisation with the other person rather than their propensity to trust (Lee, 2014; Park & 

Won, 2000). For instance, Lee’s (2014) cross-cultural research concerning the antecedents of 

trust in emergent relationships between Korea and the US finds that Koreans tend to rely on 

the demographic characteristics such as gender and age of the trustee rather than their 

propensity to trust others in general, while Americans’ tendency to trust is founded on their 

propensity to trust notwithstanding the demographic information of the trustee. His finding 

supports Park and Won’s (2000) conclusion that social categorisation is one of the most 

significant mechanisms for building trust in Korean society. This indicates that in Korean 

society, trust is primarily referenced by a particular social categorisation regarding the 

relationship between the trustor and trustee provided by kin and non-kin ties based on family, 

regional, and social networks (Choi & Han, 2008a; Han & Choi, 2011; Horak, 2014; Yee, 

2000). 

2.5.2. Trustworthiness Beliefs in Korean Society 

With respect to trustworthiness beliefs that are prevalent in Korean society, 

interestingly, many studies report that Koreans tend to trust based on a certain relationship 

with the trustee rather than the characteristics (i.e., trustworthiness) of the trustee (Choi & 

Han, 2008a; Han & Choi, 2011; Kwon, Park, & Kim, 2004; Lee, Kim, & Park, 2006; Park & 

Kim, 2005; Park, Kim, & Tak, 2004; Yun, Kim, & Park, 2004). This means that Koreans tend 

to expect that trust is “presupposed to reside in certain relationships” independent of prior 

verification of a person’s trustworthiness (Choi & Han, 2008a, p. 83) For instance, Kim and 
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Park’s study (2004) shows that the most highly expressed reason why mothers of adolescents 

trust their children’s teacher is the relationship itself as their child’s teacher rather than any 

specific characteristics of the teacher. Similarly, in an organisational setting, Kwon et al. 

(2004) report that among Koreans the most highly reported reason for trust towards their 

senior is mainly based on the relationship itself, although seniors report a diligent attitude of 

the junior staff as the reason for trust, followed by the relationship itself. These results imply 

that a certain relationship itself motivates and activates trust in Korean society under the 

presumption of the inherent or immanent trustworthiness of the other party (Park & Kim, 

2005). This means that people who are in certain relationships are normatively expected to 

trust and rely on each other regardless of the characteristics of the person. In this respect, in 

Korean society, trust is a relational property rather than an individual property (Choi & Han, 

2008a; Hsu, 1985). 

2.5.2.1 Trustworthiness beliefs based on affective foundation. 

Lewis and Weigert (1985, p. 970-971) differentiate trustworthiness beliefs according 

to whether trust is based on a cognitive process to find “good reason” with regards to the 

other person’s trustworthiness, or is activated by an affective foundation consistent with the 

“emotional bonds” between individuals. It appears that in Korean society, an affective 

foundation is more likely to be characteristic of the trustee rather than a cognitive verification 

of finding trustworthiness aspects in their established relationships (Choi & Han, 2008b; Han 

& Choi, 2011; Kim & Lee, 2000; Kim & Park, 2006, 2004; Kwon et al., 2004). Though 

Mayer et al. (1995) suggest that the three prominent elements of trustworthiness (ability, 

benevolence, and integrity) reside in an organisational setting, interestingly, ability is the 

least mentioned element in Korean society, and benevolence is highlighted as the most often 

mentioned element of trustworthiness, followed by integrity (Choi & Han, 2008a; Choi, Kim, 

Kang, & Kim, 2005; Park & Kim, 2005).  
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For instance, Choi, Kim, Kang, and Kim’s (2005) qualitative study on the causes of 

interpersonal trust and distrust in Korean culture finds that university students tend to trust 

academic staff who express genuine concern about the students’ well-being, although this 

study identifies other significant aspects for deciding on trust towards the academic staff such 

as openness, integrity, good personality, consistency, discretion, diligence, and responsibility. 

Nevertheless, Jeong and Park’s (2009) results support this finding in that the dominant reason 

for university students’ trust towards academic staff is the receipt of genuine affective 

responses with respect to their wellbeing, rather than the abilities of the academic staff such 

as academic professionalism, lecturing, and leadership. Similarly, trust based on an affective 

foundation among Koreans is evident in Kwon et al.’s (2004) study that emphasises affective 

aspects of the relationships in the workplace, such as emotional consideration and a family-

like relationship, rather than job performance even in an organisational context. Moreover, 

higher emphasis on the affective aspect of trustworthiness beliefs is also observed in Kim and 

Park’s (2004) study which shows that the trust decisions of adolescents towards their friends 

are primarily based on emotional aspects, such as reliance and intimacy, without any 

foundation related to ability. These studies imply that particular interpersonal trust in Korean 

society is primarily influenced by the affective aspects as discussed by Adler and Gundersen 

(2007) who explains that emotional attachment is highly valued in Asian societies.  

In line with the affective foundation of trustworthiness beliefs among Koreans, in the 

context of interpersonal trusting relationships, reliance is considered as a prominent indicator 

of trust in Korean society (Choi & Han, 2008a; Han & Choi, 2011). Kim and Park (2004, p. 

105) explore the socio-cultural meaning of trust and explain it in accordance with the Korean 

term trust (shilloe). The Korean word shilloe is composed of two words denoting trust, the 

first part is shil which means trust and the second part is loe which means reliance. Han and 

Choi’s (2011, p. 387) study on Koreans’ interpersonal trust argues that the reliance aspect loe 
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carries more weight than the trusting part shil in Korean society. Choi and Han’s (2008a) 

theoretical study concerning the indigenous meaning of trust in Korea exemplifies the 

unconditional trusting attitude observed in Korean society. This includes the custom of a 

verbal contract in organising loans among those who have inherent or immanent trust 

relationships. This is because using a contract is regarded as implying suspicion in terms of 

trust relationships, and thus, asking for a documented contract is considered to threaten the 

relationship itself. Another illustration of the unconditional trusting attitude in Korean society 

is the custom of joint guarantees. This practice resulted in a dramatic increase in credit 

defaulters during the Asian financial crisis. These trusting attitudes imply that in Korean 

society, to a great extent, trust tends to work as a normative relational obligation. 

2.6. Trust in New Zealand Society 

To understand trust phenomena in New Zealand we need to identify what influence 

New Zealand society exerts upon the trust perceptions and related trust experiences of 

Koreans in this country. Given that a high-trust society has a wider radius of trust beyond in-

group solidarity (Delhey et al., 2011; Fukuyama, 1995, 1999; van Hoorn, 2014), New 

Zealand is a high-trust society in terms of its level of generalised and out-group ethnic trust. 

In this section I discuss trust phenomena in the context of New Zealand, particularly focusing 

on generalised trust, ethnic trust, and institutional trust.  

2.6.1. Trust in General Others 

New Zealand is internationally recognised as a high-trust nation in terms of the level 

of interpersonal trust in general others. Although it is at some distance from the highest-trust 

nations in the OECD (e.g., Denmark, Norway, Netherlands, Sweden, and Finland) where 

more than 60 per cent of individuals replied that most people can be trusted, about 57 per cent 

of New Zealanders reported their trust in others, and New Zealand was ranked 6th among the 

thirty-four OECD countries (OECD, 2016). Statistics New Zealand (2019b)’s General Social 
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Survey (GSS) and the Annual Public Trust Survey by the Institute of Governance and Policy 

Studies (Chapple & Prickett, 2019) confirm that interpersonal trust levels in New Zealand are 

on the higher side: they indicate a value of 6.8 for 2018/2019 and 6.3 for 2019, respectively, 

on the 11-point scale. Both surveys show that interpersonal trust in generalised others in New 

Zealand is relatively higher than that of the OECD-wide population-weighted average (5.7 on 

the 11-point scale).  

The level of generalised trust in New Zealand varies among different 

sociodemographic groups. The Public Trust Survey 2019 (Chapple & Prickett, 2019) 

indicates differences in generalised trust exist among various sociodemographic groups. In 

terms of ethnicity, the Māori who identify themselves as being of solely Māori ethnicity are 

less likely to trust others, although multi-ethnic Māori and other ethnic minority groups (i.e., 

Pacific, Asian, Indian, and other ethnicities) tend to show similar levels of trust towards 

general others with the majority of New Zealand Europeans. This implies that generalised 

trust in New Zealand is relatively evenly distributed across different ethnic groups except for 

those who are solely Māori. In terms of birthplace, there is no difference in generalised trust 

between those who are born in New Zealand and those who are born overseas. Regional trust 

patterns show that those living in Auckland have relatively lower generalised trust than those 

living in Wellington and Canterbury. Generalised trust is lowest among middle-aged New 

Zealanders, and those who are in their late thirties; and thereafter it exhibits a strong increase 

in a U shape. In terms of gender, there is no distinguishable difference between men and 

women. However, there is a widening disparity in the levels of generalised trust related to 

people’s income and education: those in higher income households show significantly higher 

generalised trust and post-graduates report slightly higher levels of generalised trust than 

others.  



40 

 

 

 

2.6.2. Trust in Out-group Ethnics and In-group Ethnics  

New Zealand has become an ethnically and culturally diverse society with an 

increasing population of non-European ethnic groups including Māori, Pacific, Asian, and 

Middle Eastern, Latin American and African (MELAA) populations (Statistics New Zealand, 

2020). Considering the popular argument that ethnic heterogeneity is not favourable for 

nurturing generalised trust (Alesina & Ferrara, 2000; Knack & Keefer, 1997), the increasing 

ethnic diversity in New Zealand might generate a narrower radius of trust by intensifying in-

group ethnic trust at the expense of out-group ethnic trust. However, to the best of our 

knowledge, no relevant research has been conducted on intra- and inter-ethnic trust in New 

Zealand context until the 2019 Christchurch mosque shooting.  

As a response to the question on whether the Christchurch terror attack had an impact 

on trust, the Institute for Governance and Policy Studies conducted a follow-up survey soon 

after the incident in addition to their Annual Public Trust Survey 2019 (Chapple & Prickett, 

2019). Though there was a concern that people may withdraw their trust from other ethnic 

groups and heighten their confidence to in-group ethnic relations, the survey confirmed that 

no ethnic group experiences a distinguishable degree of out-group ethnic trust or distrust 

from any other ethnic groups. New Zealand Europeans, Māori, Pacific people, and Asians 

received trust of 78.6, 79.6, 80.8, and 79.6 per cent, respectively, from other ethnic groups. In 

terms of in-group ethnic trust, both New Zealand Europeans and Māori significantly trust 

their co-ethnics (95.1 and 91.7 per cent, respectively) more than Asians and Pacific people 

trusted their co-ethnics (84.9 and 81.7 per cent, respectively). Though the report provides 

insights of out-group and in-group ethnic trust phenomena in New Zealand, we need a more 

ethnic-specific category considering the diversity within the pan-ethnic categories of Asians 

and Pacific People. 
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2.6.3. Trust in Institutions 

Trust in formal institutions has an impact on an individual’s generalised trust (Farrell, 

2005; Farrell & Knight, 2003; Nannestad & Svendsen, 2005; B. Rothstein & Eek, 2003; 

Tamilina & Tamilina, 2018). Here institutions refer to a set of public organisations that 

individuals interact with throughout their lives. Public institutions, such as the government, 

police, and the courts, promote a well-functioning society by designing and enforcing social 

rules and policies, while other institutions support individuals to participate and engage in 

society and economy, for example, through education and health services. Trust in 

institutions implies how individuals perceive the “reliability, integrity, responsiveness, 

fairness, and openness” of public institutions (OECD, 2017, p. 11). A positive interaction 

with public institutions or their street-level representatives may bolster the belief that these 

institutions perform their role in a fair and just manner, which encourages individuals to 

experience trust in these institutions and to develop a sense of trust in other people (Dinesen 

& Hooghe, 2010; B. Rothstein & Eek, 2003, 2009; Bo Rothstein & Stolle, 2008). This means 

that the perceived fairness in their interaction with street-level bureaucrats motivates 

individuals to shape their generalised expectations towards others in general according to 

such experiences. That perception of fairness also extends individuals’ radius of trust towards 

general others in the society. 

According to Kiwis Count (State Services Commission, 2019), 80 per cent of New 

Zealanders exhibited their trust in public institution services in that public servants do what is 

right for people based on their most recent service contact experiences. Medical practitioners 

and police are the most trusted professions among all public institutions (Chapple, 2018; 

Chapple & Prickett, 2019; Macaulay, 2016). In terms of interplay between institutional trust 

and generalised trust, it was revealed that trust in the police, schools and colleges, judges and 

courts, and universities have a high positive impact on New Zealanders’ generalised trust. On 
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the contrary, trust in members of Parliament, local government, government ministers, 

corporations and large businesses, and churches showed the most negative impact on 

people’s trust in general others (Chapple, 2018). Despite the negative impact of MPs, local 

government, and government ministers, the central government is most trusted by New 

Zealanders compared with NGOs, media, and business (Edelman, 2018). Similarly, trust in 

the government significantly increased between 2016 and 2018, and according to the 2019 

Public Trust Survey, people showed their trust toward the government, believing that it was 

doing what is right for this country, dealing with national and international problems, and 

also considering citizens’ interest fairly and equally (Chapple & Prickett, 2019). 

2.7. Summary 

This chapter has reviewed existing literature that is relevant to the exploration of the 

causes of trust among immigrants those who are from a low-trust society like Korea, living in 

a high-trust society like New Zealand. In this study trust is defined as the willingness to be 

vulnerable in a situation of risk with a positive expectation or beliefs on intention or 

behaviour of another or others in general. Based on this definition on trust, I examine the key 

constructs of trust, propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs, which help people decide 

to trust others. Propensity to trust refers to the dispositional willingness to trust others in 

general social situation (Colquitt et al., 2007). In this sense, the propensity to trust is 

understood as generalised trust, one of the levels of interpersonal trust that operates outside 

the boundaries of particular interpersonal relationships. Trustworthiness beliefs refers to a 

subjective set of confident expectations about trustworthiness of particular other or others in 

general (Mayer et al., 1995).  

Thereafter, I reviewed two different levels of trust towards others, particularised trust 

and generalised trust. Particularised trust refers to trust that operates within personal 

relationships contrary to generalised trust that operates beyond the boundaries of personal 
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relationships (Uslaner & Conley, 2003). In most of the trust literature, interpersonal trust is 

often discussed in terms of generalised trust which refers to how much people are willing to 

trust each other (see Putnam, 2007; Soroka, Helliwell, & Johnston, 2019; Uslaner, 2008). In 

this regard, the cross-national comparison of different levels of trust is based on the level of 

generalised trust (see Ward et al., 2014). This study posits that high-trust societies tend to 

have a wider radius of trust expanded beyond in-group relationships while low-trust societies 

tend to have a narrower radius of trust constrained within the boundaries of in-group 

relationships (Fukuyama, 1995). Accordingly, this study aims to investigate whether Koreans 

retain their relatively narrower radius of trust despite their (or their parents’) migration from a 

low-trust society, Korea, to a high-trust society, New Zealand; or their trust radius expands 

beyond in-group relationships in the new milieu of the host country, New Zealand. 

In the subsequent section, I conducted a review of the two perspectives on the causes 

of trust among immigrants, whether their propensity to trust is based on a stable dispositional 

trait (i.e., cultural perspective), or is subject to change depending on their experiences in the 

host country (i.e., experiential perspective) (Uslaner, 2008). In line with the latter perspective, 

I included two discussions on: (1) how ethnic diversity in immigrants-receiving countries 

might impact on the level of generalised trust among the immigrants; and (2) how 

experiencing fairness, impartiality, and equal treatment in the host society impacts on 

immigrants’ propensity to trust in the host country. Thereafter, I discussed trust phenomena 

in the context of Korea with a particular focus on two key constructs of trust: the propensity 

to trust and trustworthiness beliefs. This helped me to understand the context in which the 

socialised disposition on trust from the immigrants’ (or their parents’) home country has 

influenced Korean migrants in New Zealand. As a final section, I review trust phenomena in 

the New Zealand milieu to identify the context in which Koreans experience and 

conceptualise trust while they interact with the host society and their members.    
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Chapter 3. Methodology and Method 

The purpose of this study is to explore the causes of trust experiences among Korean 

residents in New Zealand. I include three different generations of Koreans (1st-generation 

Koreans, and 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders) in my study. This is to explore 

the varied influence of the cultural disposition on trust from their (or their parents’) home 

country and the different generational experiences in New Zealand. I investigate how these 

Koreans conceptualise and experience trust by closely examining their propensity to trust and 

trustworthiness beliefs both in the wider context of New Zealand and in the narrow context of 

the Korean community. To understand the causes of their particular trust experiences, this 

study ultimately aims to elaborate the generative mechanisms that shape the trust phenomena 

as they appear in the trust experiences of these Koreans. This requires a perspective that 

acknowledges the existence of causal social structures (i.e., objective reality) as well as the 

presence of a constructed discourse or knowledge among the people (i.e., subjective reality). 

In this sense, I adopt a critical realist (CR) approach as a philosophical and methodological 

guideline (Bhaskar, 1978; Fletcher, 2017). This approach is suitable for this research as it 

offers some insight into the way people interpret and give meaning to their experiences, and 

their correspondence to the enabling and constraining effects of objective social structures 

(Houston, 2010). The CR approach allows the participants to share the way they 

conceptualise and experience trust by reflecting on their various relational experiences in 

New Zealand. Concurrently, the CR-informed methodological framework allows me, as a 

researcher, to engage in a retroductive reasoning process to identify key causal mechanisms 

and conditions that shaped the participants’ trust experiences. The following section will 

elaborate the methodological aspect of this study and the methods that I apply for data 

collection and data analysis.  
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3.1. Philosophical and Methodological Framework: Critical Realism 

The CR approach originated from the work of the British philosopher, Roy Bhaskar 

(1978, 1979, 1986, 1989, 1998), and through further discussions by other critical realists (see 

Archer, 1995; Collier, 1994; Lawson, 1997; Sayer, 1992), has gained attention as an 

alternative philosophical framework for social science research (Danermark et al., 2002; 

Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Hammersley, 2004). One of the reasons for the emergence of CR is 

the critique of the ontological objectivist and subjectivist stance that have long been dominant 

in social science research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Neuman, 2006). Bhaskar (1998, p. 27) 

criticises “the epistemic fallacy” of the positivist approach that has prevailed in much of 

social science research. The ontological position of positivism is objectivism, since the 

existence of the real world is independent from our beliefs and constructions (Crotty, 1998). 

However, as discussed by Bhaskar (1998), a problematic reduction of ontology (i.e., what 

might exist as reality) to epistemology (i.e., how we know the reality) occurs from the point 

of view of the positivist as the nature of reality is limited to only what can be empirically 

investigated through scientific experiments. Likewise, the identical critique applies to the 

constructivism approach. Contrary to positivism, subjectivism is the ontological position of 

constructivism. This perspective refers to the fact that reality is entirely constructed through 

and within discourse or human knowledge (Crotty, 1998). From the point of view of this 

approach, human knowledge of reality functions as a container of the nature of reality, thus, 

the reduction of ontology to epistemology also occurs in constructivism.  

As an alternative to both of the above methodological approaches, CR accepts 

components of the ontological and epistemological account of both positivism and 

constructivism (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). CR brings together the positivist’s acceptance of 

the existence of reality and the constructivist’s attempt to understand reality through the lens 

of human interpretation and construction. Consequently, CR accepts that a social world, 



46 

 

 

 

structure, or process (i.e., objective reality) exists, and considers that people can attempt to 

gain a greater understanding of reality (i.e., subjective reality) (Danermark et al., 2002). In 

this sense, “the integration of ontological realism and epistemological constructivism or 

interpretivism” (Maxwell, 2012, p. 6) posits CR as a comprehensive methodological 

framework for social science research (Brown, Fleetwood, & Roberts, 2002).  

 

CR ontology accepts the existence of reality and, as described in Figure 4, its 

“ontological map” is composed of three distinct ontological domains that include “the 

empirical, the actual, and the real” (Bhaskar, 1978, p. 56). In CR ontology, the surface level 

is the empirical reality that consists of our direct or indirect experiences. Therefore, the 

empirical reality is intermediated through the lens of our engagement with the reality and our 

experience or interpretation about the reality. The middle level is the actual reality where 

events happen whether we experience them or not, thus, events can happen more often than 

people observe them. The deepest level is the real level of reality that acts invisibly as a 

causal force or mechanism to generate events at the empirical level of reality. The real level 

Figure 4. Ontological Map of Critical Realism 
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of reality is a central and unique tenet in CR ontology (Houston, 2010) since the primary goal 

of CR is “to explain social events through reference to these causal mechanisms and the 

effects they can have throughout the three-layered ‘iceberg’ of reality” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 

183). This means CR emphasises identifying the causal mechanisms within the real level of 

reality that influence the empirical level of reality. 

This might cause an epistemological question regarding how the invisible causal 

mechanisms can be identified. Bhaskar (1979) explains that causal mechanisms in the social 

world differ from the natural world. Contrary to the natural world, the social world exists 

through social events or phenomena. Therefore, causal mechanisms “exist only in virtue of 

the activities they govern and cannot be empirically identified independently of them” 

(Bhaskar, 1979, p. 48). Accordingly, such mechanisms can be identified through empirical 

social events or phenomena at the empirical level. However, acknowledging the context for 

the activation of the causal mechanism should be considered. This is because our social world 

is a dynamic and unpredictable open system (Bhaskar, 1989), thus, “the outcome of a 

mechanism in any given situation is dependent on the context in which it occurs” (Craig & 

Bigby, 2015, p. 314). Therefore, in CR research, researchers engage in a retroductive 

reasoning process that moves from “the manifest phenomena of social life, as conceptualised 

in the experience of the social agents concerned, to the essential relations that necessitate 

them” to identify a certain social condition for the actualisation of a causal mechanism 

inherent in a real level of reality (Bhaskar, 1979, p. 32).  

A brief discussion of the philosophical strength of CR, by recognising a person’s 

meaning-making process (i.e., subjective reality) and its interrelation to the social structure or 

process (i.e., objective reality), is significant for this research. The focus of this study is to 

explore what causes the trust tendencies observed through the trust experiences of the 

Koreans living in New Zealand. Therefore, this study engages in a CR-informed 



48 

 

 

 

methodology to explain the causal mechanisms that are placed in the social structures and its 

impact on the perceived and experienced trust among the three different generations of 

Koreans living in New Zealand. 

3.2. Research Design: Qualitative Data Collection Methods 

Critical realism acknowledges that an empirical event (i.e., empirical level of reality) 

can be observed or experienced as a social phenomenon (Bhaskar, 2015), and the related data 

can be collected from two major types of sources (Fletcher, 2017). One is extensive data 

which show the widespread trends of empirical phenomenon, for example, statistical data. 

Another type of source is intensive data which deliver in-depth qualitative data collected 

through in-depth interviews or focus group discussions. The reason why CR uses these two 

sets of data sources – extensive and intensive data – is to identify any demi-regularities in the 

data as these preliminary tendencies would lead to further data analysis. Although this study 

did not collect extensive data, it reviewed other related extensive data to identify specific 

trends or characteristics of Koreans’ trust experiences. For instance, I reviewed international 

trust surveys (e.g., Delhey & Newton, 2003; Fellegi, 2011; Morrone et al., 2009) to identify 

trends, specifically, the different levels of interpersonal trust (i.e., particularised trust and 

generalised trust) worldwide, comparing particularly New Zealand and Korea. Additionally, I 

also reviewed relevant in-country studies conducted in Korea (e.g., Choe, Kim, & Kim, 2003; 

S. C. Choi et al., 2005; Lew et al., 2008) to identify some preliminary trust trends (i.e., demi-

regularities) observed in Korean society and culture (see Chapter 2.5).  

In this study, I collected intensive data as part of the data collection process, creating 

emphasis on the observation of a social event at the empirical level of reality as applied in 

CR-informed research (Fletcher, 2017; Parr, 2015). My intensive data collection includes 

thirty-four in-depth individual interviews and five followed-up focus group interviews, and it 

was to strengthen the capacity and thoroughness of the intensive data collection process. The 
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first phase of in-depth individual interviews served as the primary means of providing insight 

into the trust experiences of the interviewees by generating and compiling personal life 

stories that reflect the settlement and residence process and related relational experiences in 

New Zealand. The follow-up focus group interviews with five different cohorts of Koreans 

(>10 years long-term, 5-10 years middle-term, and < 5 years short-term 1st-generation 

Koreans, and 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders) were helpful for the intensive 

data collection process and they provided some insight into the causal social structures that 

lead to the trust experiences among the Koreans.  

3.3. Sampling Process: Purposive Sampling Strategy 

I purposefully recruited my participants to fulfil the scope and focus of the research. 

Marshall (1996, p. 523) notes that the purposive sampling strategy enables the researcher to 

find “the most productive sample” to explore and find answers to the research questions 

based on the previous theory or knowledge about the research topic. The CR-informed 

research methodology allows for guidance through the existing theory and knowledge as an 

initial point for empirical research (Bhaskar, 1979). This study, therefore, applied the 

purposive sampling strategy to select the participants to capture how the Koreans experience 

trust despite the different influences of the cultural disposition on trust that they inherited 

from their home country, Korea, and the experiences in their destination county, New 

Zealand.  

For this study, as explained in Table 1, I recruited thirty-four participants from three 

different generational cohorts of Koreans in order to reflect the different cultural influence of 

trust from their (or their parents’) home country as well as the different settlement and 

residence experiences in New Zealand. There were twenty participants from the 1st-

generation Koreans, seven participants from 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders, and 

seven participants from 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders.  
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Table 1. 

Number of Participants that Attended Each Cohort of Individual Interviews  

1st-generation 1.5 generation 2nd-generation Total 

Long-term 
(> 10 years) 

Middle-term 
(5-10 years) 

Short-term 
(< 5 years) 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

34 

(7) (6) (7) 

 20  

 

I divided the participants from the 1st-generation Korean cohort into three groups 

based on their different residence periods in New Zealand (i.e., long-term for 10+ years of 

residence in NZ, middle-term for 5-10 years of residence in NZ, and short-term for less than 

5 years of residence in NZ, respectively) in order to understand the different exposure to the 

experiences in the host country, New Zealand, despite the influence of the inherited trust 

from their home country in which they were raised, educated, and socialised. The 1.5-

generation Korean New Zealanders represent the case of those who are influenced by both 

their home country, Korea, and their host country, New Zealand. The 2nd-generation Korean 

New Zealanders represent those who are mainly influenced by the experiences in New 

Zealand.  

From April to October 2017, I recruited participants from the Auckland region in 

which more than two-thirds of the Korean population reside in New Zealand (Statistics New 

Zealand, 2013). To identify the potential participants, I placed an announcement on the web-

based New Zealand Korean community (i.e., New Zealand Korea Post) notice board in April 

2017 (see Appendix F). At the initial stage of recruitment, I intensively distributed the 

advertisement link throughout the personal and community networks and asked people to re-

distribute the announcement throughout their networks (see Appendix F). During the 

recruitment process, interested potential participants who had heard about the research 

through their personal networks contacted me via mobile messenger (KakaoTalk). In order to 

screen their eligibility for the criteria, I asked each potential participant to complete a brief 
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screening questionnaire to determine the migrant category they belonged to, based on their 

backgrounds (see Appendix G). The screening questionnaire was sent as a Google survey 

form via mobile messenger. After each potential participant was successfully screened for 

their eligibility (see Table 2), and agreed to participate in the study, we negotiated and 

scheduled a date and place for an in-depth individual interview session.  

Table 2. 

Selection criteria for the five different cohorts of Korean participants 

 Selection Criteria 

1st-generation 

 

1. Korean-born, 

2. raised only in Korea before reaching adulthood (over the age of 19), 

3. attended primary and secondary school only in Korea, 

4. decided for themselves to study, work, or live in New Zealand as an adult (over the age 

of 19), 

5. currently living, working, or studying in New Zealand, 

6. did not previously live, work, or study in another country (except for Korea) for more 

than 6 months, 

 Long-term 7. more than 10 years residence period in New Zealand. 

 Middle-term 7. 5-10 years residence period in New Zealand. 

 Short-term 7. less than 5 years residence period in New Zealand. 

1.5-generation 1. Korean-born, 

2. arrived in New Zealand between the ages of 6 and 18 (as this is the age range of 

primary and secondary school in New Zealand) as part of a family unit, 

3. currently living, working, or studying in New Zealand, 

4. did not previously study, work, or live in another country (except for Korea) for more 

than 6 months. 

2nd-generation 1. Korean-born who arrived in New Zealand under the age of 5 as part of a family unit, or 

2. New Zealand-born, 

3. attended primary and secondary school in New Zealand, 

4. currently living, working, or studying in New Zealand, 

5. did not previously live, work, or study in another country (except for Korea) for more 

than 6 months. 

 

I, first, scheduled in-depth individual interviews and follow-up group interview 

sessions with the 1st-generation Koreans (i.e., long-term, middle-term, and short-term, 
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successively), and then progressed to the 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders, and finally 

conducted these interviews with the 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders (see Table 3). 

Table 3. 

The Process of Conducting Individual Interviews (II) and Focus Groups (FG) between April 

and November 2017  

2017 April May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov 

1st-generation         

   Long-term (> 10 years) II II II / FG      

   Middle-term (5-10 years)  II II II / FG     

   Short-term (< 5 years)   II II II / FG    

1.5-generation    II II II / FG   

2nd-generation      II II FG 

 

Since the recruitment procedure was continuous during the field work, the snowball effect 

took place as a result of the referrals from the participants who took part in the in-depth 

individual interviews. After the individual interview sessions, the participants began to share 

their interview experiences with their personal networks, and other potential participants 

contacted me to express interest in this research. As a result, although I originally planned to 

recruit five participants for a cohort group to represent each generation, at the final stage an 

average of seven participants in each group participated in this research (see Table 4).The 

demographic information of the research participants is presented in Table 5.  

Table 4. 

Number of Participants Attending Each Cohort of Individual and Focus Group Interviews 

 

  

Interview type 1st-generation 1.5 generation 2nd-generation Total 

In-depth 

Individual  

Long-term 

(> 10 years) 

Middle-term 

(5-10 years) 

Short-term 

(< 5 years) 

 

 

7 

 

 

7 

 

 

34 7 6 7 

Focus Group  6 5 4 5 6 26 
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Table 5. 

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants  

 Pseudonym FG Gender Age 

(I) 

Settlement occupation Education 

in NZ 
Year Age Period 

1
st
-g

en
er

at
io

n
  

lo
n

g
-t

er
m

  

Hui-gyeong 1 Female 59 1996 38 19 Student Yes 

Si-eun 1 Female 43 2006 32 11 Chef Yes 

Min-ho 1 Male 43 2003 29 14 Programmer Yes 

Joanna n/a Female 39 2004 26 13 Accountant Yes 

Gyeong-hui 1 Female 57 1995 35 22 Housewife Yes 

Mi-gyeong 1 Female 53 1993 29 23 Cashier No 

Hui-yeol 1 Male 51 2006 40 11 Manager No 

1
st
-g

en
er

at
io

n
  

m
id

d
le

-t
er

m
 

Si-yeong 2 Female 34 2009 26 7 Housewife No 

Ju-hui 2 Female 46 2011 40 6 Support worker No 

Hyeon 2 Male 43 2008 34 9 Manager Yes 

Gyeong-hye 2 Female 50 2009 42 8 Journalist Yes 

Jin-yeol n/a Male 36 2010 29 7 Sales  Yes 

Hun 2 Male 33 2007 23 10 Chef Yes 

1
st
-g

en
er

ta
ti

o
n

  

sh
o

rt
-t

er
m

 

Geon-yeol n/a Male 29 2015 27 2 Construction worker No 

Jae-uk 3 Male 37 2015 35 2 Sales  No 

Hyeon-uk 3 Male 32 2010 25 3 n/a No 

So-hui n/a Female 37 2016 36 1 Student Yes 

Hae-in 3 Female 31 2016 30 1 Student Yes 

Hyeon-jeong 3 Female 23 2017 23 0.5 Sales No 

Hui-ra n/a Female 36 2016 35 1 Baker No 

1
.5

 g
en

er
at

io
n

 

Hui-jin 4 Female 33 1993 9 23 Librarian Yes 

Jin-hui 4 Female 43 1993 18 10 Housewife Yes 

Se-rin 4 Female 42 1993 18 12 Housewife Yes 

Beom-jun 4 Male 26 2002 11 12 Student Yes 

Seok 4 Male 26 2006 15 9 Freelance Yes 

Gi-uk n/a Male 21 2011 15 6 Sales Yes 

Su-yeon n/a Female 19 2008 10 9 Student Yes 

2
n

d
-g

en
er

at
io

n
 

Dong-hui 5 Female 24 1997 4 20 Student Yes 

In-hye 5 Female 18 2002 3 15 Student Yes 

Hyeok 5 Male 26 1993 2 24 Government worker Yes 

Yo-han n/a Male 26 1995 4 22 Student Yes 

Ho-yeon 5 Female 19 2003 5 14 Student Yes 

Hyeon-u 5 Male 19 2001 3 16 Student Yes 

Samuel 5 Male 24 1994 1 23 Student Yes 

Note: Age (I)= Age at the time of interview; Settlement Age=Age at the time of migration to NZ 



54 

 

 

 

3.4. Ethical Consideration 

A sense of ethics in all scientific research, especially in qualitatively approached 

research, is one of the essential issues to be considered. Diverse discretionary choices are 

continually demanded of the qualitative researchers as part of an ongoing research process 

(Yin, 2015). Research, especially those involving human participants, should be carefully 

designed to protect the interest of the participants and to treat them with respect and dignity 

(University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, 2013). This study has been 

guided, throughout the process, by the Human Participants Ethics Committee of the 

University of Auckland, and the Committee’s approval was obtained on 25 August 2016, 

prior to conducting the research (see Appendix A). In this section, I will outline the core 

ethical considerations that have been applied in the design of this research. 

3.4.1. Free and Informed Consent from the Participants 

The willingness of the participants to participate in the research is considered as an 

essential ethical aspect of this study. The Guiding Principles for Conducting Research with 

Human Participants states that “participants should freely consent to their participation in the 

research study and their consent should be informed by relevant information provided by the 

researchers” (University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, 2013, p. 7). In 

this respect, I reviewed the “free and informed consent (5.4)” (University of Auckland 

Human Participants Ethics Committee, 2013, p. 9) of the participants, and subsequently 

implemented it in the Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix B) and Consent Form of 

in-depth individual interviews (see Appendix C) as well as in follow-up group interviews (see 

Appendix D), respectively. I provided each document in both Korean and English so that the 

participants would have a choice of their preferred language to ensure a comprehensive 

understanding of the relevant information of the research. To confirm the participants’ 

informed consent, I reiterated a summary of the nature of the research at the beginning of 
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each interview session, and subsequently received written consents from each of the 

participants. Furthermore, to confirm the participants’ voluntary participation, I informed 

each of them of their right to withdraw their participation once they had agreed to be part of 

the research. Through these processes, I attempted to protect the willingness of the 

participants in this research.  

3.4.2. Participants’ Privacy and Confidentiality 

The “protection of research participants’ privacy and confidentiality (5.5)” is placed at 

the forefront of each phase of the research (University of Auckland Human Participants 

Ethics Committee, 2013, p. 9). I recorded each of the interviews, including individual and 

group interviews, with an electronic recording device, and transcribed them. Further, I 

ensured that the participants were informed that they could refuse to be audio-recorded 

during the interview sessions. Additionally, I explained the limitation of refusing to be audio-

recorded during the focus group interviews and informed the participants of their right to stay 

silent or leave the room if they so desired. In order to safeguard the participants’ privacy and 

confidentiality, I removed all identifying information from the transcripts of the interviews, 

including the in-depth and focus group interviews, and used pseudonyms instead. 

I carefully and thoroughly reviewed the focus group interview sessions, especially the 

assurance regarding the confidentiality of the participants. Due to the nature of the group 

discussion, others in the group may potentially break confidentiality in terms of individual 

identity. In this regard, I informed them of the possible risk of disclosure of identification by 

fellow participants and asked them to respect the confidentiality of all participants before and 

after the session. I initiated the focus group interview only after each of the participants had 

agreed to the ground rules for the purpose of ensuring confidentiality. To bolster the 

confidence of the participants regarding confidentiality, I saved all the recorded interview 

files in my personal computer which is also secured with a password. All related data will be 
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stored in a secure location at the University of Auckland for six years after the completion of 

the research.  

3.5. The Researcher’s Position as both an Insider and an Outsider 

As a qualitative research guided by a critical realist approach, it is vital for the 

researcher to be aware of his or her positionality, his or her relationship both with the 

research topic and participants. In particular, the researcher makes a clear distinction between 

an insider and an outsider through his or her social position in relation to the research 

participants (Kirpitchenko & Voloder, 2014). His or her proximity to the participants being 

studied is determined by shared “dominant socio-demographic characteristics such as gender, 

age, ethnicity, social class, education, profession, culture, sexual orientation, as well as the 

sum of the researcher’s lived experiences” (Kirpitchenko & Voloder, 2014, p. 2). The reason 

why we need scholarly attention to a researcher’s position as an insider or an outsider is 

because his or her positionality may have a considerable effect on the entire research process 

(Given, 2012).  

In the case of my research on Koreans living in Auckland, I am very well aware of my 

position and its possible impacts on the participants. As for this research and the participants, 

I consider myself as a researcher who is both an insider and an outsider (Corbin Dwyer & 

Buckle, 2018). As a recent migrant who have been living in New Zealand only about 3 years, 

I, in the beginning of my research, had only limited social interactions with local Koreans, 

and those interactions mainly occurred through the primary school that my child attends. 

Moreover, as I was not a member of one of the many Korean churches, which function as a 

central social and relational space for the Korean community (Chang et al., 2006; Koo, 2010), 

my social relationship with the local Korean community was rather limited.   

Despite my limited social connections with the Korean community, however, I 

identified myself as an insider researcher. My identity as a Korean, who is well-versed in 
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Korean culture and language, allowed me to position myself as an “insider” in my 

relationship with the participants. The status of an insider researcher often allows researchers 

“more rapid and more complete acceptance by their participants” (Corbin Dwyer & Buckle, 

2018, p. 58). My status as an insider researcher, despite my lack of personal networks and 

connection within the Korean community, gave me relatively easy access to the potential 

participants. It also helped me in collecting data from the participants; I had more willing 

participants than I anticipated, which was thanks to the help of the first group of participants, 

who willingly helped me to find other participants through their personal networks. This was 

an important benefit of my being an “insider” researcher.  

As Given (2012, p. 2) pointed out, reflexivity as an insider researcher is essential as it 

enables the researcher “to be aware of both the similarities they share with research 

participants and the differences between them and research participants.” Despite my position 

as an insider researcher who shares the same ethnicity as the research participants, my status 

as a recent migrant may have affected the nature of the collected data. My short settlement 

period in New Zealand as a recent migrant limited “a priori intimate knowledge” (Wilkinson 

& Kitzinger, 2013, p. 251) of the local Korean community and its members regardless of my 

being an “insider” researcher. At the same time, my marginal position in these very regards 

(limited intrinsic knowledge of the Korean community and personal networks) also positions 

me as an inevitable “outsider” researcher  

The majority of the participants in my research, nevertheless, did not seem to perceive 

my insufficient experience in New Zealand as an impediment to the research process. Some 

of the participants, especially long-term 1st-generation participants, expressed their interest 

about my migration story, which I shared with honesty and openness. I acknowledged that I 

have limited knowledge about New Zealand society as well as the Korean community here, 

but it was my hope to learn from their experiences so that I and others in the Korean 
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community might gain insight into their trust experiences in their relations with both the New 

Zealand society and the Korean community. My participants were very positive about my 

research intention, and they were willing to share their interview experiences with their circle 

of friends and acquaintances so I could contact other potential participants who have diverse 

backgrounds in terms of generation and residence periods.  

While I conducted interviews with the participants, I realised some of my strengths as 

an outsider researcher. As identified by Fay (1996), my position as an outsider researcher 

enabled me to maintain cognitive distance from the enmeshed, ambivalent, and sometimes 

contradictory experiences, emotions, and thoughts of the participants. This helped me to 

enquire into the taken-for-granted knowledge and practices in the Korean community. For 

instance, throughout the interview with 1st-generation cohort participants with different 

residence periods, I realised that the widespread warning message of “be careful of Koreans” 

in the community significantly impacted their narrowly shaped radius of trust in their co-

ethnic relations. Most of the participants assumed that such a message has always existed in 

the community due to its prevalence. On the contrary, they reflected on their co-ethnic 

relations as a “fortunate” case despite the predominant existence of “bad” Koreans whom 

they should be cautious about in the community. However, my position as an outsider to the 

experiences, perceptions, and assumptions of the participants enabled me to identify their 

connections, causal patterns, and influences. 

Merton (1972, p. 41) noted that “all of us are both insiders and outsiders in various 

social situations” in research. As Dwyer and Buckle (2018) argued, being an insider or an 

outsider of the group being studied is not the core ingredient to be a researcher who gathers 

knowledge about the experiences of the group being studied. As a researcher who has a 

significant impact on the nature of knowledge gathered, an ability “to be open, authentic, 

honest, deeply interested in the experiences of one’s research participants, and committed to 
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accurately and adequately representing their experiences” is a core element as a researcher 

(Dwyer & Buckle, 2018, p. 59).  

In this sense, the practice of reflexivity is emphasised as a critical and vital 

component in the research process for researchers to be able to recognise “how subjective and 

intersubjective elements influence their research” (Finlay, 2002, p. 531) by reflecting on the 

“personal beliefs, values, and biases that may shape their inquiry” (Cresswell & Miler, 2000, 

p. 127). Reflexive analysis is especially critical to this research because of my position as 

both an insider and an outsider using critical realism as a philosophical and methodological 

guideline. A critical realist approach is defined primarily by objective ontology and 

subjectivist epistemology (Maxwell, 2012). The subjectivist epistemology of critical realism 

requires me as a researcher to have an integral part in the research process. It is impossible to 

posit myself as an independent, value-free researcher as claimed by positivism which adheres 

to an objectivist ontology and an objectivist epistemology. On the other hand, the objective 

ontology of critical realism demands me to move beyond the position of having an integral 

part and being an insider in the research. While I engage in data analysis, the abductive and 

retroductive reasoning processes require me to have adequate distance from the data so as to 

have a wider perspective to formulate ideas about how observed demi-regularities are 

connected and to identify key causal mechanisms and conditions that generate the observed 

demi-regular tendencies. 

In essence, it has been critical for me as a researcher who is both an insider and an 

outsider to practice reflexivity through the process of data collection and analysis in order to 

achieve the key aim of the research which is to identify Koreans’ trust experiences in the 

context of migration corresponding to the effects of pre-existing social structures. In the 

following sections, I provide an opportunity for the readers to observe how a critical realist 

researcher who is both an insider and an outsider identifies, defines, and interprets data.  
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3.6. Data Collection Phase One: In-depth Interviews 

I employed in-depth individual interviews as the first phase of the intensive data 

collection process. This was because I wanted to gather detailed accounts of the personal 

settlement and/or residence stories of the interviewees, which would give me insights into the 

conceptualised and utilised meaning of trust related to their significant and meaningful 

relationships in New Zealand. An in-depth individual interview is known as a “qualitative 

research technique that involves conducting intensive individual interviews with a small 

number of respondents to explore their perspectives on a particular idea” (Boyce & Neale, 

2006, p. 3). The open and explorative nature of the in-depth interviews enables the 

participants “to discuss their interpretations of the world in which they live, and to express 

how they regard situations from their own point of view” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 

2013, p. 267). In this research, the in-depth individual interviews allowed the participants to 

freely recollect and construct their own trust experiences. Therefore, the in-depth individual 

interview sessions functioned to provide “narratives that address the continuity of personal 

experiences over time” (Morgan, 1996, p. 134) in a complementary fashion.  

3.6.1. Interview Guide  

The interview guide refers to “the topics and their sequence in the interview,” which 

includes “some rough topics to be covered or it can be a detailed sequence of carefully 

worded questions” (Kvale, 1996, p. 129). For the in-depth interview sessions, I developed the 

interview guide (see Appendix H) to address the key constructs of trust (propensity to trust 

and trustworthiness beliefs) discussed in Chapter 2.2, while including explorative and open 

questions to encourage new ideas and stories to emerge throughout the dynamic interview 

interaction.  

Before initiating the actual individual interview session, I tested the prepared guide 

for the in-depth interviews using three of the 1st-generation Korean participants, one 1.5-
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generation Korean New Zealander participant, and one 2nd-generation Korean New Zealander 

participant from January to February 2017. The aim of the pilot-test was to review whether 

the interview guide flow logically and make sense to the participants, and also to make 

necessary revisions of the interview guide. I transcribed the five pilot interviews to review the 

flow of the interview procedure, and subsequently discussed them at the research supervision 

session. Throughout the pilot-test procedures, I refined the questions and the structure of the 

interview to promote a more spontaneous interview procedure and a more structured 

production with respect to the variety of empirical knowledge. Additionally, this process 

provided opportunities to review the actual interview process to ensure a more comfortable 

environment and proper interview length that was conducive for the building of a relationship 

with the participant. 

3.6.2. Interviewing Procedure 

I conducted thirty-four in-depth individual interview sessions between April and 

October 2017 (see Table 3, p. 52). Each in-depth interview session was held at a mutually 

convenient place and time. I conducted the majority of the interviews at Cafés or library 

meeting rooms in North Shore, West Auckland or South Auckland regions depending on the 

convenience and preference of the participants. Regarding the interview duration, although I 

originally requested up to 90 minutes per interview, many interviews lasted for a minimum of 

one and a half hours and a maximum of three hours, depending on how much the interviewee 

wanted to say.  

At the initial stage of the interview, to seek informed consent, I asked the participant 

to read the Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix B), and briefly explained the purpose 

of the interview, overview of the interview procedure, expected duration of the interview, 

how to protect the confidentiality of the participant, and the use of recording devices. I asked 

the participants to choose their preferred language, either Korean or English, in order to 
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ensure they could freely express their views and experiences without any language barrier. 

Among the thirty-four participants who took part in the in-depth individual interviews, only 

one 2nd-generation Korean preferred to speak in English while the others spoke in Korean, 

and some used English expressions sporadically during their interviews. As soon as the 

participant agreed to the nature of the interview and signed the Consent Form (see Appendix 

C), I provided a prepared gift voucher as an appreciation for taking part in the interview, and 

subsequently began the in-depth interview session.  

In order to obtain lively and spontaneous answers from the interviewee, I spent 

approximately half of the interview session (i.e., between 45 and 60 minutes) listening to the 

interviewee’s personal life story including their motivation to migrate, their settlement 

process, and the meaningful relationships that they had experienced during their transition 

and settlement periods. As soon as I sensed that a rapport was established with the 

interviewee through the initial process, I moved to the key questions to gather information on 

their understanding and experience related to the key constructs of trust (propensity to trust 

and trustworthiness beliefs). Since I allowed the participant plenty of time to reflect on their 

life story and the related relationships that they had experienced, they were able to connect 

their prior experiences with the concept of trust easily, and I was able to obtain spontaneous, 

lively, and unexpected stories and responses from the interviewees. After the interview 

session, I transcribed the recorded interview sessions to either Korean or English, and 

subsequently, I analysed the transcribed interview scripts in the language in which they were 

recorded.  

3.7. Data Collection Phase Two: Focus Group Interviews 

The second phase of the intensive data collection involved a series of five focus group 

discussions with the participants who attended the in-depth individual interview sessions. The 

intent of the group discussion was to deepen the understanding of the generative social 
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structure that had an influence on their trust experiences in the wider context of New Zealand 

and the narrower context of the Korean community. A focus group is defined as a “research 

technique that collects data through group interaction on a topic determined by the 

researcher” (Morgan, 1996, p. 130). The main idea of the focus group is that it is a method 

used to collect data through “the explicit use of the group interaction” as a source of data on a 

“specific set of issues” (Kitzinger, 1995, p. 103). The interactive nature of the focus group 

interviews enabled me to explore the constructed meaning of trust in a collective context of 

the group process.  

3.7.1. Focus Group Interview Participants 

I conducted five focus group interviews with three different cohorts in order to 

consider the divergent settlement processes with respect to the participants’ distinct migrant 

generations in New Zealand. I conducted a total of five focus groups: three focus groups with 

fifteen 1st-generation Koreans; one focus group with five 1.5-generation Korean New 

Zealanders; and one focus group with six 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders.  

As a focus group is characterised by homogeneity (Gill, Stewart, Treasure, & 

Chadwick, 2008; Yin, 2015), the participants should be similar to each other in ways that are 

relevant to the data. To ensure homogeneity within the groups, I prepared specific selection 

criteria to determine the eligibility of the participants as presented in above Table 2 (p.51).  

The size of a focus group is carefully considered because it should be “small enough 

for everyone to have [an] opportunity to share [their] insight” as well as “large enough to 

provide [a] diversity of perceptions” (Krueger & Casey, 2015, p. 6). While the general 

composition of a focus group ranges from five to ten participants (Gill et al., 2008; Khan & 

Manderson, 1992; Krueger & Casey, 2015; Rossman & Rallis, 2012), the size can range from 

as few as three (Gill et al., 2008) to four (Krueger & Casey, 2015; Rossman & Rallis, 2012) 

to as many as twelve (Krueger & Casey, 2015; Rossman & Rallis, 2012) to fourteen (Gill et 
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al., 2008). For this study, the plan involved recruiting five participants for each of the focus 

groups, considering the time requirement to manage and analyse large quantities of 

transcribed data, and the availability of financial resources (Liamputtong & Ezzy, 2005). 

Since this research is based on two phases of intensive data collection, I invited the 

participants who attended the individual interview sessions to participate in the focus group 

discussion according to the different generational categories. For the focus group interviews, 

an average of five participants attended each of the focus group interview sessions.  

A breakdown of the number of focus groups and participants according to their generations 

and residence period is provided in Table 6.  

Table 6. 

Number of Conducted Focus Groups and Participants for Each Focus Group Interview 

 1st-generation 1.5 generation 2nd-generation Total 

 

Number of 

Focus 

Groups  

Long-term 

(> 10 years) 

Middle-term 

(5-10 years) 

Short-term 

(< 5 years) 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

5 1 1 1 

  

Number of 

Participants 
6 5 4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

26 

 

3.7.2. Questioning Route  

For the focus group discussion, I developed a questioning route (see Appendix I). 

Similar to the guide for the in-depth interviews, the questioning route is a sequence of 

questions listed in complete and conversational sentences to foster consistency (Krueger & 

Casey, 2015). In consideration of the flow of the focus group interview, I used five different 

categories of questions consisting of “opening, introductory, transition, key, and ending” 

questions with a distinct purpose (Krueger & Casey, 2015). In terms of using a distinct 

category of questions, the aim is to promote the quality of the conversations and discussions 

by using questions of different intensity.  
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The opening question was intended to provide a comfortable environment to start the 

communication. I asked the participants to state their names, the time of arrival, and to share 

what they considered to be an attractive aspect of living in New Zealand. As the initial stage 

of the focus group interview, the opening question helped people to feel comfortable and find 

common ground as members of the group. The introductory question functioned as a 

foundation of the focused topic of the discussion and prompted people to start thinking about 

how they are related to the topic. To encourage conversation among the participants, a rating 

exercise (see Appendix J) was adopted as an introductory question. Since I asked the 

participants to rate the level of trust that they estimated with respect to a list of occupations 

and relationships, in a spontaneous manner, participants could connect with the issue of trust 

and started to discuss their views using the transition question that followed. The transition 

questions functioned to move the conversation into the key questions that I mainly designed 

to drive the study. As key drivers of the study, I prepared three key questions and allowed 

sufficient time (around 40 minutes) for a full discussion of these questions. At the final stage 

of the interview procedure, I asked the ending question to enable the participants to reflect on 

the conversation and conclude the discussion.  

3.7.3. Focus Group Procedure 

The focus group sessions were held between June and November 2017 (see Table 3, 

p. 52). As a follow up to the interview sessions, each group discussion took place after the 

completion of the individual interview sessions with the participants who belonged to each 

group. The schedule for the detailed group meeting that suited all of the group members was 

decided upon. The focus group interviews were generally held in informal and quiet 

environments such as a community hall or library meeting room located on the North Shore 

and in Auckland City. I conducted each focus group session for up to two hours.  
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On the day of the focus group session, I asked each of the participants to read the 

Participant Information Sheet (see Appendix B) and sign the Consent Form (see Appendix 

D). As a moderator of the focus group interview, I took time to give enough information in 

order to make the participants feel comfortable with the topic to create an open environment, 

and to provide the ground rules. Once every member of the focus group session agreed on the 

conditions of the group interview, I switched on the recording devices, and subsequently, the 

focus group session began. The focus group interview was semi-structured, and I encouraged 

the participants to discuss the focused topic followed by the questioning route (see Appendix 

I). After each focus group interview, I transcribed the recorded interview sessions and 

analysed them in the recorded Korean language. 

3.8. Data Analysis  

The objective of this study is to identify the key causes that drive the trust experiences 

among the Koreans who are living in New Zealand. In keeping up with the main purpose of 

this study, I analysed the collected intensive data thematically by applying critical realism as 

a methodological framework. The key strength of CR-informed methodology is that it allows 

the researchers to engage in a retroductive reasoning process of identifying key causal 

mechanisms and conditions that drive the manifested social phenomena (Bhaskar, 1979; 

Fletcher, 2017; Lawson, 1998). This means that CR-informed analysis allows me to achieve 

the purpose of this research by identifying the key causes that generate the trust phenomena 

(i.e., propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs) as observed among the Koreans in New 

Zealand. 
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Therefore, I followed the key procedure of the methodological guidelines as 

suggested by Fletcher (2017) who provided a framework for the CR-informed data coding 

cycles and analysis process, as shown in Figure 5: initial coding with provisional codes from 

the existing theory and literature; re-organising initial coding into a conceptual map informed 

by critical realism; identifying demi-regularities from the dominant codes; re-describing the 

identified tendencies theoretically (i.e., abduction); and identifying key causal mechanism(s) 

and condition(s) (i.e., retroduction). Although I presented the step-by-step analytic processes 

in a linear form below, the actual process of analysis was not linear; rather, it was a recursive 

and reflective journey of concurrently moving back and forth throughout the process (Patton, 

2002; Yin, 2015). Tobin and Begley (2004, p. 391) point out the interactive nature of 

qualitative analysis as an overarching principle of “goodness” for qualitative inquiry. 

3.8.1. Phase One: Transcription Process 

Before I initiated my coding process with the provisional codes, I began this process 

by familiarising myself with the data set from the 34 in-depth individual interviews and 5 

Figure 5. CR-informed Data Coding and Analysis Process 



68 

 

 

 

focus group interviews. This was to follow Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 87) who emphasises 

the importance of “immersion” into the data to capture “the depth and breadth of the 

context.” As a way to familiarise myself with the data, I transcribed the recorded data after 

completing each interview. The transcription process was an invaluable experience for me. 

Even though I conducted the interviews by myself as an interviewer, revisiting the interview 

recordings allowed me to critically reflect on them by closely listening to the conversations 

from a third-party viewpoint. It helped me understand and immerse myself in the content by 

capturing the subtle nuance, meaning, and context which I might have overlooked while 

conducting the face-to-face interviews. Most remarkably, the transcription process provided 

me with the foundation for the rest of the data analysis. It helped me build up an ability to 

recall each participant’s detailed personal story while letting me remember the topics more 

vividly with the memories of the participant’s voice and facial expressions.  

3.8.2. Phase Two: Deductive yet Flexible First Coding Cycle  

The purpose of coding is to shift the data set “to a slightly higher conceptual level” 

(Yin, 2015, p. 187) by identifying a feature of the data “that can be assessed in a meaningful 

way regarding the phenomenon” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 63). I began the first phase of data 

analysis by listing provisional codes from the initial literature review and key research 

questions. As described by Fletcher (2017), a list of codes is categorised into theory-based 

codes which are derived from the literature on trust in line with the key research questions; 

and topic-based codes which are inferred from the interview guides and questioning routes. 

The first category of provisional codes includes 22 codes: 13 theory-based codes and 9 topic-

based codes as presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7. 

Description of the Provisional Codes 

Provisional Codes (22)  

Theory-based Codes (13) Topic-based Codes (9) 

Meaning of trust (2) Motivation for migration (3) 

   Positive expectation    Quality of life 

   Immanent trust in relationship    Family-friendly environment 

Trustworthiness Beliefs (3)    Education for child(ren) 

   Ability Initial Settlement Experiences (3)  

   Good intent     Positive 

   Integrity    Neutral 

Self-rated Propensity to Trust (2)    Negative 

   Willing to trust Meaningful relationships in NZ (2) 

   Cautious attitude towards trust    Korean 

Propensity to trust the locals (3)    Non-Korean 

   Positive To be trustworthy in NZ (1) 

   Neutral 
 

   Negative  

Propensity to trust co-ethnics (3)   

   Positive  

   Neutral  

   Negative  

 

Once I prepared provisional codes, I entered them into nodes in a hierarchy. A node 

refers to “a collection of reference” about a specific code, theme, or case (QSR International, 

2020). As presented in Table 7, the list of provisional codes and sub-codes became parent and 

child nodes in the QSR NVivo qualitative data management software programme. Since I 

imported the interview transcripts as project documents into the software, I began to read 

through each transcript and coded the text by matching the codes with segments of data 

selected as references of the code. The initial coding cycle was deductive as the coding of the 

text was guided by the provisional codes. However, the coding process was not confined by 

the provisional codes. I was aware that the purpose of the coding process is not to confirm the 

existing theory from which the provisional codes were mainly drawn but is to capture the 

qualitative richness of the empirical reality. In this sense, I treated the provisional codes as an 

initial guideline and then I flexibly allowed change, elimination, and supplementation of the 
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provisional codes with new inductive codes from the qualitative data (Fletcher, 2017). 

Through the first coding cycle, as summarised in Table 8, the initial 22 provisional codes 

expanded to a total of 141 codes, which include 44 theory-based codes and 97 topic-based 

codes.  

Table 8. 

Description of the Expanded Provisional Codes at the End of the First Coding Cycle 

Expanded Provisional Codes (141) 

Theory-based Codes (44) 

Meaning of trust: Positive expectation based on (4) Trustworthiness Beliefs: Benevolent intention (7) 

   Good intent    Considerate attention/caring words/kind gestures 

   Mutual understanding    Pursuing mutual interest  

   Positive emotion    Having goodwill 

   Ability to do the task    Friendly and helpful attitude 

Meaning of trust: Immanent trust based on (3)    Attentive listening 

   Established relationship    Caring attitude 

   Shared life history in NZ    Positive first impressions  

   Absolute sense (100% trust) Self-rated Propensity to Trust (2) 

Trustworthiness Beliefs: Shared commonalities (3)    Willing to trust 

   Length of time shared together in NZ    Cautious attitude towards trust 

   Shared values (e.g., preferred lifestyles/viewpoint) Propensity to Trust Koreans in Korea (3) 

   Common life experiences (e.g., hobby/shared value)    Positive 

Trustworthiness Beliefs: Integrity (11)    Negative 

   Having a frank attitude     Neutral 

   Being consistently honest regardless of possible loss Changed Propensity to Trust After Living in NZ (3) 

   Acknowledging other’s mistake with good grace   Positive 

   Clearly expressing own opinion    Neutral 

   Harmonious consistency between speech and action   Negative 

   Having a responsible attitude Propensity to Trust the Locals (3) 

   Maintaining own values in a challenging situation    Positive  

   Absence of disguise, distortion, or exaggeration    Neutral 

   Consistent attitude no matter with whom they interact    Negative 

   Keeping an objective stance without personal interest Propensity to Trust Co-ethnics (3) 

   Being fair/unbiased    Positive 

Trustworthiness Beliefs: Ability (2)    Neutral 

   Skills/knowledge/capability     Negative 

   Confirming ability through reputation  

Topic-based Codes (97) 

Motivation for migration (9) – Social aspects   

   Quality of life     Different social system/structures 

   Family-friendly environment    Difficult to find proper source of information 

   Education for child(ren) – Environmental aspect   

   Pre-existing relational connection     Uncomfortable weather condition 

   Economical advantage  – Financial aspects 

   Escape from intrinsic/extrinsic conflict in Korea    Difficult to find a job 

   Immigrant-friendly policy     Financial trouble 
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   Aspiration for life overseas – Language aspects  

   Natural environment    Incompetence in the English language 

Initial Settlement Experiences: Positive (24) Relationships in NZ with Koreans: Positive (6) 

– Personal aspects    Like-minded 

  Simple lifestyle     Open my heart 

  Positive prospect for future life    Long-term relationships 

– Relational aspects      Shared life history in NZ 

   Building relationships with the local people    Support during the settlement process 

   Quality time with family    Be a friend 

   Experienced support  Relationships in NZ with Koreans: Negative (6) 

– Psychological aspects      Demanding Korean-style  

   Feels like home in NZ    Korean-centred relationships 

   Safe and secure    Exposure to rumours 

   Peace of mind    Quick spread of personal stories 

   Sense of community    Widespread gossiping, distorted information 

   Free without any restriction    Exploited by other co-ethnics 

   Open minded Relationships in NZ with non-Koreans: Positive (4) 

– Socio-cultural aspects      First Kiwi-friend 

   Family-friendly environment    Like-minded 

   Work-life balance    Sharing common interest 

   Openness/warm, welcoming towards migrants    Open-hearted and kind local people 

   Fairness Relationships in NZ with non-Koreans: Negative (6) 

   Treated equally    Hard to reach out to a Kiwi 

   Respect for persons    Racial/ethnic discrimination 

   Supportive social environment    Exploited by the employer 

   Respect for different life choice    Uncomfortable/unfamiliar with a foreigner 

 – Financial aspects    Conflicting views 

   Finding a job    Different culture/value 

   Prospects due to the economic conditions in NZ To be trustworthy in NZ: Honesty (9) 

– Educational aspects    Keeping commitments 

   Relaxed educational environment    Being honest 

– Social Support aspects    Showing accountability 

   Healthcare    Abiding by the rules 

   Community programme    Honest 

Initial Settlement Experiences: Negative (24)    Truthful in talk 

– Relational aspects      Keeping promise at all cost 

   Strain in family relationships    Transparency 

   A long way from home/separate relationships    Truthful in terms of their income and tax 

   Close-knit Korean community To be trustworthy in NZ: Being thoughtful (6) 

   Finding Korean spouses    Demonstrating genuine care for others 

– Psychological aspects     Seeking mutual benefit 

   Uneasy feeling in relationships    Politeness 

   In-betweenness    Showing hospitality 

   Identity crisis    Establishing a good first impression 

   Feeling alone    Acting in a proper manner according to NZ culture 

   Regret for migration To be trustworthy in NZ: Contribution (3) 

   Being bored    Contributing to the community and the society 

   Strangeness    Accepting and embracing differences 

   Emotional distress    Holding and maintaining a good reputation 

   Homesick  

– Cultural aspects    

   Experienced racial/ethnic discrimination  
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   Lack of understanding about Asians  

   Hostility towards Asians  

   Cultural shock  

   Different customs/manners/communication  

 

3.8.3. Phase Three: CR-informed Second Coding Cycle  

I reorganised the largely expanded provisional codes into a conceptual map, guided 

by the CR-informed data analysis procedure (Fletcher, 2017). The central tenet of critical 

realism is its acknowledgment of the interplay between “human agency and pre-existing 

societal structure” to create the phenomena under study (Craig & Bigby, 2015, p. 312). From 

the perspective of critical realism, the human agency can construct their own world through 

their “choices, meanings, understandings, reasons, creative endeavours, intentions and 

motivations,” while social structures can enable and constrain the human agency as a real 

reality possessing “durable, enduring patterns of behaviour, social rules, norms and law-like 

configurations” (Houston, 2010, p. 75). In this sense, Fletcher (2017, p. 186) suggests a 

conceptual map consisting of two categories of “structure” and “agency.” Therefore, I created 

new parent nodes labelled as structure and human agency, and proceeded to the second 

coding cycle by re-coding the theory-based and topic-based codes.  

While I began the second coding cycle with 141 expanded provisional codes, I 

realised that the process allowed me to have a delightful insight into how the participants’ 

trust experiences and perceptions are promoted and impeded by social structures such as the 

socio-cultural characteristics of New Zealand society and the Korean community in which the 

participants live and interact. For example, during the first cycle of coding, I coded the 

segment of data (see Reference Data in Table 9) below as open-hearted and kind local people 

under the topic-based code Relationships in NZ with non-Koreans: Positive. However, during 

the second-coding cycle, this segment of data was re-coded into parent codes marked agency: 

Positively expressed trust towards local New Zealanders and structure: Relaxed pace society. 
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This is because the participant explained his impression of hospitality that he experienced 

while interacting with the local people as a reason of his propensity to trust local people. 

Similarly, from the segment of data, I found that the participant recognised the society as 

composed and relaxed milieu, thus, I reorganised this segment of data into the structure code.  

Table 9. 

An Example of the First and Second Coding Cycles 

Coding  Category Parent Node Child Node/ Reference data 

 Reference Data 

Here in New Zealand, I feel more comfortable trusting people. I am more inclined to trust New 

Zealanders with confidence. […] My impression towards New Zealanders is that they seem to be 

composed and relaxed, so I have always had the impression that people here seem to give 

positive answers when others ask for favours (Gi-uk) 

1st Topic-

based 

Provisional 

Code 

Relationships in NZ 

with non-Koreans: 

Positive 

Open-hearted and Kind Local People 

Here in New Zealand, I feel more comfortable trusting 

people. I am more inclined to trust New Zealanders 

with confidence. […] My impression towards New 

Zealanders is that they seem to be composed and 

relaxed, so I have always had the impression that 

people here seem to give positive answers when 

others ask for favours 

2nd Agency Positively Expressed 

Trust towards Local 

New Zealanders 

Easy to Trust Kiwi 

Here in New Zealand, I feel more comfortable 

trusting people. I am more inclined to trust New 

Zealanders with confidence. […] My impression 

towards New Zealanders is that they seem to be 

composed and relaxed, so I have always had the 

impression that people here seem to give positive 

answers when others ask for favours 

Structure Relaxed Pace Society Relaxed Atmosphere 

Here in New Zealand, I feel more comfortable trusting 

people. I am more inclined to trust New Zealanders 

with confidence. […] My impression towards New 

Zealanders is that they seem to be composed and 

relaxed, so I have always had the impression that 

people here seem to give positive answers when others 

ask for favours 
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Fletcher (2017, p. 186) points out that the second coding cycle is “a starting point to 

identify demi-regularities” from the data to understand rough patterns as observed in the 

empirical reality. The identified demi-regularities with respect to the trust experiences among 

the Koreans living in New Zealand were: (1) They expressed positive propensity to trust local 

New Zealanders and the positive trust propensity is related to their impression about the 

society characterised as being open, supportive, relaxed, and fair; (2) however, they 

expressed a negative trust propensity towards the Koreans living in New Zealand and the 

negative trust propensity is related to their understanding of the Korean community 

characterised as being unstable, heterogeneous, close-knit, and unfair; and (3) they believed 

that trustworthiness is related to integrity, respect, and contribution to the host society in the 

wider context of New Zealand society, while commonality, integrity, benevolent intention, 

and good reputation are related to the narrower context of the Korean community. I reported 

the detailed description about the demi-regularities identified through the second coding 

cycle in Chapter 4, Findings: Trust in Relations with the Host Society and its Members, and 

Chapter 5, Findings: Trust in Relations with the Co-ethnic Community and its Members.  

3.8.4. Phase Four: Data Analysis through Abduction and Retroduction  

The purpose of the series of coding cycles was to identify the demi-regularities 

observed at the empirical realm of reality (Fletcher, 2017). From this, CR-informed research 

proceeds to two central reasoning processes: abduction and retroduction (Craig & Bigby, 

2015). Abduction is known as the process of “theoretical redescription” of an analytical move 

towards a deeper understanding of observed empirical reality by incorporating with theories 

“beyond thick description of the empirical entities” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 188). During the 

coding process, I attempted to understand the trust tendencies identified at the empirical level 

by examining the qualitative data and generated an explanation about how social structures 

shape the observed patterns. However, Craig and Bigby (2015) point out that the explanation 
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should be regarded as one interpretation among the various possible frames and 

interpretations. In this sense, abductive inference is a reasoning process that allows 

researchers to move towards a deeper understanding of the identified tendency in the 

empirical level by going “beyond a strictly logical way of understanding a phenomenon” 

(2015, p. 315). 

I began to engage with the literature on trust among immigrants using an abductive 

reasoning process. For example, as I elaborated in phase three of the data analysis, a relaxed 

atmosphere is one of the structural aspects that influenced the Koreans’ trust experiences in 

terms of the trust propensity towards the local New Zealanders (see Table 9, p. 73). During 

the focus group discussions, the participants discussed the possible reasons for the relaxed 

social atmosphere such as a simple lifestyle, work-life balance, family-friendly lifestyle, low 

crime rates, affordable healthcare services, and the public welfare system. During the second 

coding cycle, I coded the listed reasons under the parent node named Relaxed Pace Society 

without focusing on the specific connections among these suggested reasons and the trust 

experiences among the Koreans. Nevertheless, the abductive reasoning process allowed me to 

reflect on the observed tendencies with references to the literature on trust, and I could 

recognise the positive association between a well-functioning welfare system and a positive 

level of generalised trust (B. Rothstein & Eek, 2003). While I engaged with the literature, I 

concurrently re-visited the codes and reviewed related data to “formulate ideas about how 

things are connected” (Craig & Bigby, 2015, p. 315). As described in Table 10, I could 

actively connect ideas about: the effect of the well-functioning public welfare system in terms 

of creating a relaxed pace society; the effect of the welfare system on encouraging an 

individual’s cooperation which enriches trust among individuals in general social situations. 

Similarly, I proceeded to the abductive reasoning process for a deeper understanding of the 

identified trust tendencies and social structures that lead to the Koreans’ trust experiences in 
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terms of the Koreans’ propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs. I reported the theoretical 

re-description process (i.e., abduction) in Chapter 6.1. 

Table 10. 

Description of the Abductive Reasoning Process with the Identified Trust Experiences and 

Social Structure 

Parent Node Child Node/ Reference data Theoretical Re-description 

Reference Data 

The social welfare system in New Zealand is pretty well-established. Even when we are sick, and we 

have to go to a hospital, we don’t have to worry about the medical bills. So naturally, the people can have 

a high level of trust towards the society, and we feel that we are being respected as human beings. (Jin-

hui) 

A
g

en
cy

 

Positively 

Expressed Trust 

towards Local New 

Zealanders 

I can be Respected as I am  

The social welfare system in New Zealand 

is pretty well-established. Even when we are 

sick, and we have to go to a hospital, we 

don’t have to worry about the medical bills. 

So naturally, the people can have a high 

level of trust towards the society, and we 

feel that we are being respected as human 

beings. 

 

Memo:  

The positive association 

between a well-established 

and functioning welfare 

state and a positive level of 

generalised trust 

(B. Rothstein & Eek, 2003) 

S
tr

u
ct

u
re

 

Relaxed Pace 

Society 

Reliable Welfare System 

The social welfare system in New Zealand 

is pretty well-established. Even when we 

are sick, and we have to go to a hospital, 

we don’t have to worry about the medical 

bills. So naturally, the people can have a 

high level of trust towards the society, and 

we feel that we are being respected as 

human beings. 

 

As a final process of CR-informed analysis, retroduction is the central inference for 

CR-informed research (Bhaskar & Danermark, 2006; Bunt, 2016; Lawson, 1998; Peter & 

Park, 2018). The goal of retroduction is to understand the cause of the observed demi-

regularities (i.e., questioning about possible causal mechanisms) by identifying the essential 
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conditions to actualise the particular generative mechanisms at the empirical level of reality 

(i.e., clarifying the necessary prerequisites for the empirical phenomena). In this sense, the 

retroductive inference process demands the researcher to move “from concreate to abstract 

and back again” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 189).  

Table 11. 

Summary of Identified Trust Demi-regularities 

 Identified Trust Demi-regularities 

 Observed Trust Experiences Embedded Causal Structures 

R
el

a
ti

o
n

sh
ip

 E
xp

er
ie

n
ce

d
 w

it
h

  

N
o

n
-K

o
re

a
n

 N
ew

 Z
ea

la
n

d
er

s 

Generalised or Out-group Trust 

   Positively expressed trust propensity towards 

the locals  

Trustworthiness Beliefs in the wider context of 

New Zealand 

   Integrity 

   Respect 

   Contribution to the host society  

Socio-cultural Characteristics of New Zealand 

Society 

Open attitude towards strangers 

Supportive culture 

Relaxed pace society 

Transparent and fairly functioning society 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 E

x
p

er
ie

n
ce

d
 w

it
h

  

C
o

-e
th

n
ic

s 

In-group Trust 

   Negatively expressed trust propensity towards 

their co-ethnics 

Trustworthiness Beliefs in the narrower context 

of the Korean community 

   Commonalities 

   Integrity 

   Benevolent intent 

   Good reputation 

Attributes of the ethnic Korean Community 

   High transnational mobility 

   Increased intra-ethnic heterogeneity  

   Closely-knit community 

   Different residence status among the Koreans 

 

I conducted this study to understand the causes of the trust experiences among the 

Koreans from a low-trust society, Korea, settling and living in a high-trust society, New 

Zealand. The collected intensive empirical data show demi-regularities, as summarised in 

Table 11, in terms of the Koreans’ trust experiences in the wider context of New Zealand and 
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the narrower context of the Korean community, and the causal social structures that shape 

such experiences. 

Similar to CR-informed research, I used a retroductive reasoning process to 

investigate the causal mechanisms and conditions that affect the Koreans’ trust experiences in 

New Zealand. The retroductive process moves “between theory and practice to find the ‘best 

fit’ explanation to account for a particular phenomenon” (Craig & Bigby, 2015, p. 315), 

which allowed me to find the best fit explanation by understanding that: the Koreans’ trust 

experiences are based on and shaped by the social interactions that they had with the local 

New Zealanders as well as their co-ethnics; and these social interactions facilitated the 

creation of an impression of the contextualised society which in turn shaped the observed 

Koreans’ trust experiences. The Koreans develop a generalised expectation of whether people 

are trustworthy by extrapolating from the created impression of the contextualised society as 

derived from their social interactions. In this sense, I concluded that social interactions 

function as a key causal mechanism that shapes the Koreans’ trust experiences in New 

Zealand. However, every social interaction does not always drive the manifested trust 

propensity and trustworthiness beliefs as it requires a particular social condition (Bhaskar, 

1979; Craig & Bigby, 2015; Fletcher, 2017; Houston, 2010). While I followed the 

retroductive reasoning process, I could arrive at the conclusion that the perceived fairness in 

the social action functions as a key condition required for the key causal mechanism, the 

social interactions, to activate and result in observed trust demi-regularities. I reported the 

key causal mechanism and condition identified throughout the retroductive reasoning process 

in Chapter 6.1.4. 

3.9.  Summary 

This study was guided by critical realism as a philosophical and methodological 

framework (Peter & Park, 2018) as it aimed to understand the causes of the Koreans’ trust 
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experiences in New Zealand by identifying generative mechanisms that shape the observed 

trust tendencies. The strategy of retroductive inference, a central tenet of CR analysis, 

allowed this study to identify the necessary contextual condition (i.e., perceived fairness) for 

a causal mechanism (i.e., social interaction) to take effect, resulting in the empirical trust 

trends observed (i.e., propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs). 

This chapter aimed to present how this study was conducted as a CR-informed 

research. Critical realism offers not only an ontological and epistemological foundation as a 

philosophical perspective, it guided this study as a methodological framework. In this sense, I 

reviewed how CR-informed methodology drove this study from the research design, 

sampling process, position of researcher, data collection, and data analysis procedures. 

Despite its explanatory strength which allows the identification of certain social conditions 

for actualisation of the causal mechanisms to be observed as an empirical event (Craig & 

Bigby, 2015), minimal guidance is available on how CR can be applied as a methodological 

framework. In this regard, this methodology and method chapter demonstrates how critical 

realism can guide this qualitative research as a methodological framework. 

The following three chapters are presented in line with the CR-informed data analysis 

procedures. Chapter 4, Findings: Trust in Relations with the Host Society and its Members, 

and Chapter 5, Findings: Trust in Relations with the Co-ethnic Community and its Members, 

present the identified demi-regularities through the two cycles of the coding process. Chapter 

6, Discussion and Conclusion, reports the results of the abductive and retroductive reasoning 

process. 
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Chapter 4. Findings:  

Trust in Relations with the Host Society and its Members 

Trust is a relationship-based concept. Through the process of settling in a new society, 

migrants are able to form various types of direct and indirect social interactions that become a 

foundation for the experience of trust. Accounts of such relationships, as experienced by 

various participants during this process, provide rich narratives that can help us to understand 

the meaning of trust in the context of migration. In regard to the Koreans we are dealing with 

in this thesis, such relationships can be categorised into two kinds: (1) the relationships they 

experienced with the host society and its members, and; (2) the relationships they 

experienced with their co-ethnic community and its members. Therefore, my findings from 

the interviews are divided into two chapters: Chapter 4 presents the conceptualised and 

experienced trust in relations with the host society and its members, and Chapter 5 presents 

trust in relations with the co-ethnic community and its members. 

This chapter focuses on the relationships that the participants have had with “local” 

New Zealanders. The research participants tended to refer to New Zealanders outside their 

co-ethnic community as mostly Kiwi (k’iwi), local (rok’al saram), and sometimes as New 

Zealanders (nyujillaendŭ saram). The general term, New Zealanders, might be expected to 

include the diverse racial/ethnic groups present in New Zealand. However, my participants 

used these terms overwhelmingly only to refer to New Zealanders of European descent. 

Meanwhile they referred to other ethnic groups in New Zealand they did so by referring 

specifically to their ethnic backgrounds: Māori (maoriin), Samoan (samoain), Chinese 

(chunggugin) and so on.  

The suggested link of “locals” with Pākehā (i.e., New Zealand Europeans) can be 

understood as a result of the cultural and demographic dominance of New Zealand 
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Europeans, which had an impact on Koreans’ imagination of the host society and their 

interaction with host society members. In addition, the residence pattern of the most 

significant Korean population in the middle-class European neighbourhoods of the North 

Shore (Collins, 2008; See Hung, 2011; D.-C. Kim & Yoon, 2003) and the high level of self-

employment among Korean migrants relying extensively on co-ethnic contacts (Meares et al., 

2010) would have limited their contact with the local people and this might have impacted on 

their narrowly conceptualised meaning of “local”. Despite the narrowly applied meaning of 

the terms, for the chapters that explain the findings, I adopt the terms used by the participants, 

such as “local New Zealanders,” “Kiwi,” “local,” or “New Zealanders” to describe host-

society members, which mainly refer to New Zealand Europeans. 

Interaction with the local community serves as one of the significant channels in 

developing and enhancing the Koreans’ understanding of the local society and culture. 

Therefore, this chapter includes a review of the socio-cultural characteristics of New Zealand 

society as derived from the participants’ relational experiences with local New Zealanders. 

Given these circumstances, I will explore the specific meaning of trust as established by the 

research participants with respect to the local community in New Zealand society in terms of 

propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs. 

The next chapter, Trust in Relations with the Co-ethnic Community and its Members, 

examines the relationships that the research participants have had with other resident ethnic 

Koreans in the Korean community in New Zealand. The research participants expressed 

ambivalent relationships with their co-ethnics with whom they were acquainted with as they 

settled in New Zealand; concurrently, they also experienced some degree of conflict and 

distrust in their co-ethnic relationships. Therefore, this chapter includes an investigation of 

the participants’ relationships with their co-ethnics, and the inherent characteristics of the 

Korean community that affected their relational experiences. Given these points, I will 
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examine the research participants’ propensity to trust with regard to their co-ethnics in New 

Zealand, and the trustworthiness belief, which is particularly emphasised in this context. 

4.1. New Zealand Society Understood through the Relationships with Local New 

Zealanders  

The research participants shared their personal experiences on their relationships with 

local New Zealanders. These experiences were presented in a slightly varied manner by 

different generational cohorts: those of the 1st-generation Koreans who arrived in New 

Zealand as independent adults, and the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders who 

live in New Zealand as members of migrant families. 

Although there were a few recent short-term 1st-generation Koreans who struggled to 

find a contact point to build relationships with the locals, many of them recalled relational 

experiences with local New Zealanders who had shown “unexpected” goodwill and helped 

them as they settled in New Zealand. These locals were people with whom they met in their 

daily life setting: community centre, English conversation club, church, library, immigration 

office, Work and Income service centre, hospital, bank, shopping centre, playground, gym, 

coffee shop, workplace, neighbourhood, and even street. Even though their experiences 

varied, there were common comments about the impressions they gained through such 

relationships. The following qualities were mentioned by some participants as positive as 

experienced in their relationships with the locals: caring, kind, approachable, respect, 

openness, listening, understanding, trust, support, encouraging, helpful, reliable, and sincere.  

In the case of the 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders, most of them had different 

settling in experiences compared to those of the 1st-generation Koreans. They immigrated to 

New Zealand at primary or secondary school age, with their parents. Since the 1.5-generation 

Korean New Zealanders were exposed to the mainstream society through the New Zealand 

education system, during the early stages of my research, I expected that they would have 
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more vivid memories of their interactions with local New Zealanders. Unexpectedly, among 

the seven 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders, only two recalled meaningful relationships 

that they had experienced with the locals. Meanwhile, the other five only gave brief and 

general comments on their relationships with non-Korean New Zealanders. Compared to the 

1st-generation Koreans who actively attempted to fit into the mainstream society, the 1.5-

generation Korean New Zealanders seemed to take the relationships with the locals for 

granted. The valuable relationships, as reflected by the former two 1.5-generation Korean 

New Zealanders, were with their school teachers, neighbours, and unknown locals. Although 

other 1.5-generation Korean New Zealanders were not able to recall any significant 

relationships established with the locals, they gave an account of general impressions of the 

relationships that they had with their local friends or other local people.  

The 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders offer a somewhat different picture in 

terms of their relational experiences with non-Korean New Zealanders. They moved to New 

Zealand before the age of five and grew up here. When they were asked about the meaningful 

connections that they had in their childhood and while growing up, their responses were more 

on the relationships with their co-ethnics rather than with the locals.4 Compared to the 1st-

generation Koreans who valued the relationships with the locals and retained related 

memories, the 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders seemed to take their relationships with 

the locals for granted without specific value attachment. Only three out of the seven 2nd-

generation Korean New Zealanders elaborated on their memories with their local peers. 

 
4 This is an interesting tendency that I discovered in the interviews with the 2nd-generation 

Korean New Zealanders. This propensity is related to the formation of their Korean identity as they 

grew up in New Zealand, and it attracted my attention. Answering questions about their ethnic 

identity formation process is certainly not within the scope of this research. However, I will later 

explore any links that may be found between their ethnic identity formations and their impact on their 

relationships with co-ethnics and conceptualised meaning of trust in this context.  



84 

 

 

 

However, they focused on explaining how they experienced a relational gap with their local 

friends during their different stages of life.5  

The recalled relational experiences with non-Korean New Zealanders were diverse 

based on the participants’ personal and generational cohort differences. The expressed tone of 

the evoked relations varied from positive and impressive accounts to neutral, and to some 

extent, negative accounts. Despite the different tone of the relational experiences with local 

New Zealanders that they recalled, through the interviews I understood that the relations with 

the local people function as a channel for developing and enhancing their understanding of 

the socio-cultural characteristics of New Zealand. Moreover, their understanding served as 

one of the foundations for developing their propensity to trust and trustworthiness beliefs in 

the context of New Zealand. In this respect, the focus of this study is not about Koreans’ 

racial or ethnic relations itself or other related issues such as racism or discrimination. 

Instead, the aim of this study is to identify trust experiences of the Koreans and the causes of 

the identified trust phenomena. 

Therefore, this section includes a review of the socio-cultural aspects of New Zealand 

society as conceptualised and understood by the research participants. The socio-cultural 

attributes of the society include: (1) a social atmosphere provided by locals who display an 

open and friendly attitude towards strangers; (2) generally supportive and cooperative social 

environment; (3) predominantly relaxed society with the support of the social welfare system; 

and (4) trust-based social interaction and fairly operated social system.  

 
5 Their stories helped me understand the significance of the relationships with co-ethnics, and 

their impact on their ethnic identity formation. However, this is also beyond the scope of my research. 

Therefore, I will later explore the 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders’ ethnic-centric relationships 

within the scope of my research by focusing on their trust experiences in the context of co-ethnic 

relations.  
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4.1.1. Open Attitude towards Strangers 

An open and friendly attitude towards strangers is one of the characteristics that was 

evident in New Zealand as commented by the participants during their reflections on their 

relationships with the locals. What facilitated the positive impression of New Zealand society 

was based on everyday interaction with the local people, such as making eye contact and 

casual greetings as practiced by passers-by, friendly behaviours such as holding a door if 

someone is following behind, willingness to offer a hand to those who are in need. The 1st-

generation Koreans, especially those who had recently moved to New Zealand, were 

particularly impressed by the culture which enables people to build relationships and show 

favour to others whom they are not familiar with. This is evident in the comment made by 

Hae-in: 

It could be a cultural difference. In New Zealand, we say, “How are you? Good 

afternoon” if we meet someone while we are out for a walk. However, Koreans 

usually don’t say hello in Korea, even if they make eye contact. […] These practices 

were impressive when I first arrived here. (Hae-in) 

In contrast to the open approach towards strangers practiced in New Zealand, in 

Korean culture, people tend to display a reserved attitude towards strangers (Bstieler & 

Hemmert, 2010; Huff & Kelley, 2003; Yee, 2000). It is rare for them to establish eye contact 

with or greet strangers who are passing by. Yo-han, a 2nd-generation Korean New Zealander, 

recalled one occasion where he ran into an old man who appeared to be Korean on the street. 

When he greeted the old man politely, the old man walked away without saying anything.  

I explained to my parents that I had said hello (annyŏnghaseyo) to an old Korean man 

on the street, and that he gave me a surprising look. My parents asked me if I had ever 

seen the man before. I answered that I had never seen him before, and my parents 

asked me why I said hello to him. I replied that I just said hi because I noticed that he 
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was a Korean. Then they said that he probably thought I was weird because he didn’t 

know me. (Yo-han) 

As Yo-han’s parents commented, it is not common practice to greet strangers in 

Korean culture (Bstieler & Hemmert, 2010). This episode illustrates the reserved attitude of 

1st-generation Korean immigrants when they encounter strangers. Despite a relatively 

restrained approach towards strangers among the ethnic Koreans, the open and friendly 

practice towards others, including strangers, was suggested as one of the reasons the 

participants could establish trust towards local New Zealanders, as is clear in this statement 

by In-hye: 

I tend to be cautious about trusting people. […] However, it’s easier for me to trust 

people in New Zealand […] People here often make conversations with people they 

have just met. They greet one another as they pass by. (In-hye) 

Jin-hui, a 1.5-generation Korean New Zealander who returned to New Zealand after 

having lived in Korea for fourteen years, commented on the different attitude towards 

strangers as the reason for her higher propensity to trust people in New Zealand. She derived 

her understanding of the different levels of general trust between the two societies from the 

different attitudes towards strangers shown by New Zealanders and Koreans. 

I think there is a huge difference between New Zealand and Korea in terms of trusting 

strangers. I guess the level of confidence in acquaintances is similar in both New 

Zealand and Korea. However, I think the level of trust towards strangers is very 

different. (Jin-hui) 

The openness of the society towards others, including strangers, increases 

opportunities for the participants to experience mutually beneficial interactions with the 

locals. In the next section, I will discuss New Zealand’s cooperation-based social interaction 

as suggested by the participants as another characteristic of New Zealand society. 
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4.1.2. Supportive Culture 

The friendly and open disposition of the local people enabled the research participants 

to build a positive impression of the society that they have settled in. Moreover, the positive 

impression tended to be reinforced by experiencing benevolence from the local people. Some 

participants commented on their experiences of receiving or observing unexpected help from 

other locals whom they did not know beforehand. The stories recalled by the participants 

included: observing a passer-by who gave her grocery bags to a homeless person, an 

eyewitness account of people who helped someone to pull a car out of a pit even though it 

took several hours, and an experience where a local person gave up his spare tyre to assist 

just because he by chance had the same type of car. The perceived benevolence from the 

locals encouraged the participants to consider the New Zealand society as characterised by 

cooperation rather than competition, as evident in this comment by Gyeong-hui. 

Koreans usually think that winning through competition makes them happy. On the 

other hand, people here don’t seem to get much involved in competition. They live 

their lives the way they want, and they don’t seem to care what anyone else thinks 

about them. However, they still care about things happening in the communities, and 

they do a lot of volunteer work. (Gyeong-hui) 

Some participants found that the meaning of help is somewhat differently interpreted 

and practised in New Zealand compared to Korea. For instance, helping others is considered 

essential for New Zealanders; a friendly manner such as holding a door or carrying bags for 

others can be considered as a helpful gesture; it is more comfortable to ask for help in New 

Zealand due to a positive expectation of receiving attentive help. Hyeon-u, a 2nd-generation 

Korean New Zealander, noted the different degree of helping others by comparing cultural 

differences in New Zealand and Korea. Interestingly, his account was in line with the 

different attitude towards strangers as reviewed in the previous section.  
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In Korea, people help family members; however, those who are not a part of the 

family are considered as strangers. I think there are cultural differences between the 

two countries. In New Zealand, I often see people helping others who are in need 

even if they do not know the person. (Hyeon-u) 

Experienced benevolence encouraged some participants to be attentive towards others 

who are in need, and willingly accommodate others. Although ethnic Koreans tend to 

maintain an exclusive attitude towards unknown others, the participants who experienced 

goodwill from other New Zealanders displayed a different approach towards strangers in 

need, as evident in this comment by Ju-hui.  

I think people help others because they have memories of receiving help as well. In 

my case, I helped a person last month. Do you know the feeling of greatness when 

you get help? That great feeling drove me to help other people. If I help one person, 

he or she would be happy, and I am glad to help as well. I think helping is a part of 

New Zealand culture. (Ju-hui) 

Some participants attempted to explain the reason for the locals’ benevolent attitudes 

from their historical background which is based on the Treaty of Waitangi; accepting co-

existence between the Māori and the New Zealanders of European descent; the existence of a 

social consensus towards recognising differences, diversity, and co-existence. What was 

more interesting is that such a perception was not only found among the 1.5- and 2nd-

generation Korean New Zealanders who received their education in New Zealand, it also 

applied to short-term 1st-generation Koreans who recently moved to New Zealand. 

Participants reported on their understanding, as reflected in the following statements:  

The culture here considers unity as an essential value. It also sees helping as essential. 

Doing things together rather than alone is considered as a top priority. In school, we 

get to learn about the history of this country. Moreover, everyone learns about the 
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Treaty of Waitangi, which was the Pākehā admitting the existence of the Māori before 

the Pākehā’s immigration. This kind of cultural influence also works to enhance the 

trust level in New Zealand. (Dong-hui) 

This society is less competitive as compared to Korea’s society. The concepts of 

“teamwork, team-building, partnership, and togetherness” seem to be the main lessons 

taught in schools here. This is probably why people here would not think of others as 

their competitors regardless of whether they are working or studying. Instead, they 

would only think that they are working or studying with each other. Regarding this 

aspect of studying and living together, intimacy is required, and trust is born from 

this. (Yo-han)  

4.1.3. Relaxed Pace Society 

The findings above highlight the culture of cooperation in New Zealand as recognised 

by the benevolence the participants experienced in their everyday life while interacting with 

the local New Zealanders. In addition to the supportive culture of the society, the relaxed 

atmosphere was frequently mentioned by the participants. There were some descriptions of 

the relaxed attributes of the society such as easy-going, laid-back, downbeat, unhurried, 

leisurely, uncrowded communities, free and easy, mild, informal, slow-paced, and 

comfortable. The participants, across the different cohorts, acknowledged the relaxed 

atmosphere of the society as an underlying reason for the supportive cultural practices in New 

Zealand.  

The cause-and-effect of the relationship between a relaxed social atmosphere and a 

supportive culture is not entirely clear. It is possible that a cooperative culture can be formed 

based on a relaxed atmosphere, and vice versa. Even though there were several comments 

and opinions from the research participants regarding the relationship between a supportive 

culture and a relaxed atmosphere, there was a consensus about the relaxed nature of New 
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Zealand’s society. Notably, this perception was presented in comparison with Korean society 

as reflected in the following quotes: 

I consider that New Zealanders are likely to help each other because they are relaxed 

and seem to have a certain peace of mind. You know most Koreans are usually in a 

hurry. They are too busy to look around. People here in New Zealand look relaxed, so 

I think that they can extend a helping hand to look after others. (Hyeon-uk) 

In my opinion, New Zealanders are cooperative because you know they are relaxed. 

In Korea, people are competitive, and each person tends to live in his or her own 

world. (In-hye) 

The relaxed atmosphere was seen to not only enhance cooperation among the 

members of the society but also boost general trust among the people. Some participants 

commented about the influence of the comfortable and relaxed atmosphere in the society with 

respect to their propensity to trust other people in New Zealand. 

It's much easier to trust people in New Zealand. I guess it is because I feel more 

comfortable living here. The life in New Zealand is not so harsh and busy as in Korea. 

It is more relaxed and laid back. I think I can comfortably have a good impression of 

other people. (Min-ho) 

You know that Korea is a competitive society and people tend to be wary of each 

other. I consider that the society makes Koreans relate to each other in this way. The 

society arouses competition, and people see others as rivals, which in turn, creates 

distrust. […] In terms of competition, New Zealand is a more free and relaxed society. 

You know people are more relaxed here in New Zealand. (Jin-hui) 

There were participants who explored the ground of the prevalent relaxed atmosphere 

in New Zealand society. They suggested that the possible reasons for the relaxed society were 

that it was less crowded, involved less commuting, the existence of a simpler lifestyle, 
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various available options for choosing a family-friendly lifestyle, work-life balance, a much 

greener environment, only minutes from nature, the norm of living in a house with a 

vegetable patch, relatively low crime rates, affordable healthcare services, injury cost covered 

by ACC6, and comprehensive and reliable support from the public welfare system. Among 

these suggested reasons, the public welfare system, including accessible healthcare services, 

was strongly highlighted by the participants as a fundamental element in creating the relaxed 

pace of life in New Zealand, as reflected in the following quotes: 

The social welfare system in New Zealand is pretty well-established. Even when we 

are sick, and we have to go to a hospital, we don’t have to worry about the medical 

bills. So naturally, the people can have a high level of trust towards the society, and 

we feel that we are being respected as human beings. (Jin-hui) 

As I think about this country, I feel safe and secure. I have confidence that this 

country will protect me even if I were to make a mistake. Even if I am sick, I will feel 

comfortable. You know even though the quality of medical care may be inferior 

compared to Korea, New Zealand gives me a chance to receive treatment just because 

I am a member of this society. (Si-eun) 

In addition to the impact of the public welfare system in creating a relaxed paced 

society, there was a focused discussion about the effect of the welfare system on encouraging 

cooperation among the individuals, and enriching trust among the people in general. For 

example, Hui-yeol, a long-term 1st-generation Korean, commented on the overall impact of 

the welfare system and the effect it has on encouraging people “to help and trust each other.” 

He gave an example of how the different welfare system had an impact on people’s 

 
6 In New Zealand, personal injury is covered by the Accident Compensation Corporation 

(ACC) for everybody, whether a citizen, resident or visitor. 
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cooperative behaviours and propensity to trust among members of the society by comparing 

the one in New Zealand to the one in Korea.  

Here, even if there is a negative relationship established between the parents and their 

children, the welfare system [in New Zealand] provides minimum financial support 

for them. So, the parents can live their own life without relying on support from their 

children. In the case of Korea, unfortunately, uncertainty about the future exists, and 

fear for life is also great to an extent. So, you know it’s tough for a person to expand 

his or her mindset to help others or trust them if you live in Korea. (Hui-yeol) 

4.1.4. Transparent and Fairly Functioning Society 

In addition to hospitality, benevolence, and the relaxed pace of life, the participants 

recognised that trust, integrity, and honesty are expected as an integral part of the whole 

society. What facilitated their recognition of the trust-initiated society was based on their 

everyday interactions with the locals and observations of the social environment. The related 

experiences of and observations by the participants included: experiences of their opinion 

being considered without submitting any proof of documents, signatures recognised as a way 

of certifying documents, the practice of using cheques, relatively simple banking procedures, 

social consensus of respecting and abiding by social rules and regulations, low level of 

corruption, and houses without a boundary wall or with only a low wall. Participants reported 

on their understanding, as reflected in the following statements:  

It seems that in New Zealand society, great trust is placed on people. This observation 

is based on the way that the people are treated in New Zealand’s society. If I say 

something, people in New Zealand merely believe it. It’s not the same in Korea where 

people would tell me to bring the relevant documents or bring evidence and so forth. 

(So-hui) 
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I think that New Zealanders are highly likely to trust me if I say something. For 

example, I applied for my student allowance, and my letters without an official 

document were accepted as proof for my application. If I cannot sit for an exam, the 

university would give me another chance, if I thoroughly explain the situation. (In-

hye) 

On the other side of the trust-based interaction, maintaining integrity is socially 

demanded and expected throughout the society. Some participants reported the significant 

importance of an honest attitude while living in this country. This is clear as indicated in the 

statement below by Jin-hui who participated in this research as a 1.5-generation Korean New 

Zealander. She grew up in Korea until her late teens and later moved to New Zealand in 

1993. As a person who is familiar with both Korean and New Zealand cultures, she recalled 

her experiences in both countries and commented about the attitude of New Zealand society 

towards its members, which is different from that of Korea. She considered that trust is the 

foundation of the interaction among the members of New Zealand society. In this respect, she 

emphasised the demand for honesty as required among members of the New Zealand society.  

In New Zealand, honesty is essential as this society trusts its members. You know this 

society operates on trust, and if you say something, this society trusts it one hundred 

per cent from the starting point. Because of this, if inconsistencies are revealed, the 

society becomes strict with those matters. Imagine someone whom you trust in a 

whole-hearted manner, and it turns out that person is not trustworthy; you feel 

betrayed and violated. Likewise, I consider that this society is strict on this matter as 

well. (Jin-hui) 

In addition to the emphasis on maintaining a high level of honesty, some participants 

commented on how maintaining integrity is significant in this society. They considered that 

this society operates transparently based on the social regulations and systems. What 
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promoted the impressions of a transparent society was observing cases of corruption that 

became headlines because of their rarity and social demands for compliance with the 

regulations among all members of the society regardless of their socio-economic status, as is 

clearly demonstrated in this statement by Mi-gyeong who visited her friend in a hospital 

room.  

It was a double room and my friend’s bed was by the window. The other bed was 

closer to the door. The Kiwi lady who shared the room with my friend was the head of 

the hospital association in New Zealand. […] This wouldn't be possible in Korea. The 

head of the hospital association of the country used the bed by the door! My friend 

told me, “New Zealand, how amazing a country it is!” (Mi-gyeong) 

4.2. Trust in the Context of New Zealand 

This section explores how trust is understood and experienced by the participants as 

derived from the participants’ settlement and residence experiences in this country. As 

reviewed in the previous section, the relationships and interactions with the locals allowed the 

ethnic Korean participants to increase their awareness of social and cultural demands for 

openness, hospitality, cooperation, benevolence, a relaxed pace of life, honesty, integrity, and 

trust. Given these points, the participants discussed how much they put their trust on New 

Zealanders in general (i.e. propensity to trust), and how they shaped their beliefs of being 

trustworthy (i.e. trustworthiness beliefs) as emphasised in the context of New Zealand. 

4.2.1. Positive Propensity to Trust Local New Zealanders 

Participants reflected on their settling in and residence phases in New Zealand and 

indicated what they presumed to be the positive or negative aspects in terms of trusting most 

New Zealanders in general situations. There were a few participants who commented on 

negative aspects that hindered the development of general trust towards most New 

Zealanders: lack of contact points to facilitate interaction with the local people, diffidence in 
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approaching and interacting with the locals, emotional barrier towards westerners, 

stereotypical ideas about individualistic Kiwis, insufficient language competency, a sense of 

exclusion from the host society, an apathetic attitude of the locals, and experiencing racist 

language or behaviours. 

It’s challenging to be a part of the Kiwi community. One of my co-workers is a Kiwi. 

I must say, I always wanted for us to spend some time together outside of work and 

become good friends. However, you know he was quite clear about drawing a line. 

Business relationships are just business relationships, nothing more or less. (Geon-

yeol) 

At first, even though I was of the opinion that the New Zealanders have high moral 

standards, it seems they are way too individualistic, and this might be the result of our 

cultural differences. Even though I should make every effort not to be judgmental, I 

must admit, I do not get too close to too many Kiwis, and so you could say it is rare or 

unusual for me to trust New Zealanders… it might be because I just cannot become 

close friends with Kiwis. (Hui-yeol) 

Despite the presence of negative circumstances that discouraged the establishment of 

a positive attitude towards trusting the local New Zealanders in general, most of the 

participants were likely to express general trust towards most of the locals who they might 

encounter in a public situation. The positive propensity to trust other locals first seemed to be 

acquired through interactions and relationships with them. The encounters with local people 

who showed goodwill and considerate gestures allowed the participants, especially the 1st-

generation Koreans, to build positive impressions about the New Zealanders. The stories 

recalled by some of the participants included: a Kiwi volunteer English teacher who made 

them feel “positive” about New Zealand; a Kiwi friend who allows them to know that New 

Zealanders also “try hard” in their interaction with immigrants; a local person who provided 
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advice on the available legal consultation service; an immigration official who did “his very 

best” to help when there was an issue during a visa application; a government official who 

showed a “sincere attitude” in listening and solving a concern related to welfare benefits; a 

local neighbour who became the first Kiwi friend; the first primary school teacher who took 

care of the struggling 1.5-generation Korean New Zealander; and an older local couple who 

took care of the 1.5-generation Korean New Zealander who was injured in a car accident. 

Some participants expressed their personal experiences of the meaningful impressions they 

received from the local people:  

I must admit, I owed my successful settlement to those people since I received great 

emotional help and support from them. (Ju-hui) 

Their good deeds have broken my prejudice towards Kiwi society. It was critical. 

(Jin-hui)  

I got to think that New Zealanders also try hard in communicating with immigrants 

who cannot speak English by volunteering to assist and providing opportunities to 

improve their English-speaking skills. (So-hui) 

Even though the positive interactions and relations with the local New Zealanders 

allowed most participants to build a positive trust attitude towards most of the locals, a few 

exceptional cases were observed. First, there were participants who maintained a lower level 

of general trust despite recalling positive relationships with the locals. These participants 

uphold a somewhat cautious approach in terms of trusting others. Si-yeong, a middle-term 

1st-generation Korean, was one such case. She showed a relatively cautious and passive 

attitude in terms of trusting most of the locals, despite her personal experience with a local 

English teacher whom she regarded as “the most reliable person who I can trust 100%.” 

However, she did not seem to extend her interpersonal trust with the local teacher to the 
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general population of local New Zealanders. She maintained her cautious attitude in trusting 

other New Zealanders, which is clearly stated in the following statement: 

When it comes to dealing with other New Zealanders, I tend to be a bit more careful 

than others all the time. (Si-yeong) 

Second, there were opposite cases of participants who held a positive attitude of 

trusting a majority of New Zealanders, despite having unpleasant experiences with the locals. 

Ho-yeon, a 2nd-generation Korean New Zealander, experienced racial teasing and bulling 

from her peers in primary school. The racial discrimination she experienced came with 

pejorative terms such as “ching-chong,” “go back to your country, why are you here?” as 

well as racist behaviour such as blocking her way on the playground or even spitting on her 

face. Despite her stressful and disappointing experiences, Ho-yeon held a positive attitude 

towards trusting the majority of New Zealanders as evident in this comment: 

I think trusting people in New Zealand is a bit easier compared to other countries. 

(Ho-yeon) 

Her positive attitude towards trusting other New Zealanders was not at all expected 

considering the racist discrimination experienced during her early childhood. This attitude 

was based on a general impression that she has acquired throughout her life. She states:  

When I look at the people around me, a lot of them have no difficulties in showing 

their true self to others. The New Zealand society, in general, has a culture that makes 

everyone try to communicate with and trust each other. The education system is also 

focused on promoting such values. (Ho-yeon) 

Her statement signified the critical role of the general impression of the New Zealand 

Society that the participants have acquired. This alludes to the process of building general 

trust: the relational experiences with the locals did not directly lead to general trust towards 

New Zealanders. Instead, those related experiences led to a better understanding of New 



98 

 

 

 

Zealand society and culture, and the participants’ propensity to trust tended to have been 

established based on these understanding. The following quotations illustrate the impact of 

the established understanding of the society and culture in New Zealand on the participants’ 

level of trust towards most of the local New Zealanders.  

Here in New Zealand, I feel more comfortable trusting people. I am more inclined to 

trust New Zealanders with confidence. […] My impression towards New Zealanders 

is that they seem to be composed and relaxed, so I have always had the impression 

that people here seem to give positive answers when others ask for favours. (Gi-uk) 

It's easier to trust people in New Zealand. I guess it is because I feel more comfortable 

living here. […] It is more relaxed and laid back. I think I can comfortably have a 

good impression of other people. (Min-ho) 

Although I don’t have any intention not to trust people, it seems that personally, I do 

not try to trust people as much as I want to. […] However, New Zealanders seem 

more trustworthy because they seem to care about the society as much as they do for 

themselves. (Jae-uk) 

There were some participants who attempted to explain the prominent social 

atmosphere that allows people to trust others in general. They pointed out the whole society’s 

in-built expectations of honesty, integrity, fair play, and trust. Further, the social atmosphere 

eventually affects the general propensity to trust throughout the society, as clearly echoed in 

the following quotes:  

I think the biggest reason people in New Zealand trust each other is because of the 

“honest environment.” The entire society always emphasises the importance of being 

honest and trusting each other. (Hui-gyeong) 

I think social atmosphere is really important when it comes to building trust and 

allowing each individual to trust another individual. (Jin-hui) 
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I guess there is an overall impact of the social system in New Zealand where people 

are likely to help and trust each other. (Hui-yeol) 

In this section, I explored how the research participants developed trust towards the 

local people of New Zealand in general. Their relational experiences with the local New 

Zealanders allowed them to build an impression of the social-cultural characteristics of New 

Zealand. The established impressions became a main foundation in building their confident 

sense of trust towards the society and people in general.  

4.2.2. Trustworthiness Beliefs in the Context of New Zealand 

The participants recalled their interactions with other New Zealanders and indicated 

what they presumed were the fundamental elements that enabled them to establish and 

sustain trust while living in New Zealand. Some participants mentioned the following 

qualities as positive in their trust-based relationships: keeping commitments, being earnest, 

showing accountability, abiding by the rules, honesty, trustworthiness, truthfulness in terms 

of what they say, keeping one’s promise at all cost, transparency, truthfulness in terms of 

their income and tax, demonstrating genuine care for others, seeking mutual benefit, 

politeness, showing hospitality, establishing a good first-impression, contributing to the 

community and the society, accepting and embracing differences, holding and maintaining a 

good reputation, and acting in a proper manner according to the New Zealand culture. 

Despite the varied descriptions of trustworthiness, they can be categorised into three beliefs: 

integrity, respect, and contribution.  

4.2.2.1 Integrity. 

The majority of the participants believed that maintaining an honest attitude 

(chŏngjik), demonstrating congruence between actions and motivations (ŏnhaengilch'i), 

keeping one’s commitments (ilgwansŏng), and respecting as well as complying with social 

rules (kyubŏmjunsu) in daily life are critical elements to be trustworthy in their social 
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interactions in New Zealand society. I grouped the listed trustworthiness beliefs under the 

concept integrity by reflecting on them with references to the previous literature. As reviewed 

in Chapter 2.2.2., integrity is used to denote the wholeness of a trustee (Mcfall, 1987), which 

is synonymous with honesty (Schumann et al., 2010; Wanek, Sackett, & Ones, 2003), 

transparency (Allen & Birch, 2012), fairness (Butler, 1991), consistency (Gottman et al., 

2015; Moore & Beadle, 2006), and fulfilment of a promise (Butler, 1991). This is well 

reflected in the following statements made by some of the participants. 

If you want to be trustworthy in this country, being honest is essential. It means that 

your behaviour should be integrated without a hidden agenda. (In-hye) 

I take into consideration that people are responsible for what they say. (Gyeong-hui) 

I think I can trust someone only when he or she shows a consistent manner, and 

consistent behaviour as well as consistency in conversation while time passes. (Mi-

gyeong) 

To be trusted in New Zealand, you need to follow the rules, honestly. (Hyeon-u) 

Some participants attempted to explain the significant importance of honesty in 

association with the socio-cultural characteristics of New Zealand. They believed that New 

Zealand society is “heavily” based on honesty. In this respect, they emphasised that 

maintaining a decent level of honesty is socially expected and warned that violation of this 

would be strictly penalised, as is clear in this statement by Mi-gyeong.  

I think living in New Zealand is way easier compared to Korea if you comply with the 

social rules and keep the promises you have made to other people. But… if you are 

not honest and try to cheat the system, the penalties you would receive are much 

stricter and harsher than in Korean society. (Mi-gyeong) 

The way the participants recognised integrity as a foundational aspect in New Zealand 

was, interestingly, through a series of headline scandals involving politicians and public 
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officials. The stories recalled by the participants at the long-term 1st-generation Koreans 

focus group discussion included: social uproar over a bribery case of an MP who received a 

present as a bribe, which was 50 dollars-worth of underwear; criticism towards a politician 

who was treated to a free-of-charge dish of shrimp at a restaurant; a Minister of Police who 

was caught by a police officer for speeding; an MP who was dismissed from a committee 

after driving while intoxicated after two glasses of wine. The participants tended to interpret 

the reasons behind these cases becoming headlines as evidence of their relative rarity. 

Moreover, they regarded the recalled series of scandals as a good demonstration of the higher 

level of social expectation and ethical standard in terms of maintaining integrity. Some 

participants expressed their personal experiences of the positive impression that they derived 

from these scandals, as stated in the following: 

When I first heard about those things happening, to be honest, it looked like a funny 

episode. However, after all those years and when I look back at the time, I am proud 

of all the social processes that happened after the scandal. (Mi-gyeong)  

Ironically, I hold a positive opinion of all the things that happened around those 

scandals. […] If someone does something wrong, they must take full responsibility 

for their actions. I’m proud of New Zealand because this is a country where the law is 

applied equally to everyone, regardless of who they are. (Hui-gyeong) 

As maintaining integrity is socially expected and applied in the whole society, some 

participants emphasised the importance of acting in a responsible manner as a way of 

showing that they are “worthy of receiving such trust” and to “fulfil the expectations of 

others.” Some participants specifically illustrated how to act responsibly, as explained in the 

following statements: 



102 

 

 

 

For example, reporting your income honestly. If you begin to lie to others just for 

your own small advantage, these actions would end up hurting the entire concept of 

social trust. (Hui-yeol) 

For example, pay your rent on the due date, keep the house clean if you are living in a 

rented house, and immediately inform the landlord if there is something wrong with 

the house. These kinds of things are all “promises” made between you and the 

landlord. (Mi-gyeong) 

Some participants extended the significance of integrity to being trustworthy not only 

on an individual level but also on a public level. They emphasised that the behaviour of one 

Korean could represent the integrity of all of the ethnic Koreans. It was, therefore, likely that 

the dishonest behaviour of one individual might not only affect the person’s trustworthiness 

but might also have an impact on the trustworthiness of all ethnic Koreans or even Asians 

who are living in New Zealand as a whole. Some participants expressed their personal 

concerns about individual ethnic Koreans or Asians who violate social expectations of 

integrity: 

Everyone in this country is likely to trust each other, even if you don’t have any legal 

documents to back up your statements. And… I’ve seen some people try to take 

advantage of others’ trust for their own advantage. The concerning thing is that I’ve 

seen some Koreans try to do some shady things. (In-hye) 

This country has its own working system. Even though the entire society operates 

based on that system, society still maintains a level of trust and shows respect for the 

individuals’ voices. […] In this respect, there is concern about Asians, including 

Koreans, who try to take advantage by abusing the trust given to us. (Hui-yeol) 
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I was concerned that the dishonest behaviours of some individuals were hurting the 

reputation of the Asian community as well as the overall trust-based culture in New 

Zealand. (Ju-hui) 

As a response to their concerns over dishonest actions taken by ethnic Koreans, some 

participants, especially 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders, emphasised the 

significance of demonstrating honesty and reliability, as evident in these comments by Se-rin 

and Hyeon-u. 

We should be honest and behave in a proper manner. We are living here as migrants; 

therefore, my behaviour and embedded attitude can create an impression of Koreans 

as a whole. New Zealanders regard me as a person who is representing Koreans, so I 

should be more careful about my behaviours. (Se-rin) 

I’ve known people who change their address and falsely report their parents’ income 

to get student allowances, and that makes me feel bad to be an Asian. We immigrated 

to New Zealand. Considering the fact that we are here as a result of receiving the 

appropriate visa and permanent residency, we need to respect this country. (Hyeon-u) 

4.2.2.2 Respect. 

In addition to integrity, respect was suggested as an element of trustworthiness in 

New Zealand. Being respectful refers to an attitude that is based on an intention to show 

deference, care, kindness, and politeness. Some participants described the following 

behaviours or attitudes as being respectful as required or expected in New Zealand: smiling 

and greeting someone when you catch their eye, exchanging greetings when you come across 

somebody, checking and holding a door for people behind you, yielding to other drivers if 

possible, waving at the other driver who yielded to you, making a gesture of gratitude if 

someone else shows favour towards you, apologising when you bump into someone while 

walking, offering a hand to people in need, and respecting individuals’ personal space and 
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boundaries. Some examples of respectfulness are captured in the following participants’ 

statements: 

In New Zealand, if you bump into someone while walking, almost everyone will say 

“Sorry” right after they bump into you. (Jae-uk) 

While I am working out at the gym or participating in club activities, the most basic 

aspect is the greeting. (Hyeon-uk) 

There are several practices that I tried recently. For example, I hold the door for the 

people behind me. I yield to another car on a narrow one-way street, and wave at the 

other driver to show my gratitude. (Hae-in) 

In this country, everyone pays attention to each other, even to strangers! If someone 

seems lost in the middle of the road, they would come and ask, “Is there anything 

wrong? Are you lost?” (Si-yeong) 

The suggested behaviours can be considered as basic manners and general politeness 

applied in every society. However, some participants emphasised the importance of 

understanding what is socially expected as respectful in New Zealand. Considering the 

cultural practices among the ethnic Koreans who tend to be more cautious and careful while 

interacting with strangers, they commonly commented on the necessity for ethnic Koreans to 

learn friendly and respectable behaviours even towards strangers. Some participants 

explained the need for learning such behaviours while living in this country, as reflected in 

the following statements:  

The basic ones that people in Korea are not likely to do, would be like saying hi to 

people on the street, greeting people with a smile, or holding doors for others, and so 

forth. (Seok) 

To become a trusted person in this country, I think you have to learn how to be 

considerate of others. (Ho-yeon)  
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Some participants extended the meaning of respectfulness beyond merely being 

considerate to having an open-minded attitude towards different cultures, races, and religions. 

They acknowledged New Zealand as a “multi-cultural society,” and recognised the 

acceptance of “differences between each individual.” Given the multicultural background of 

New Zealand, respecting and having an open-minded attitude towards different racial 

backgrounds or cultural practices were suggested as crucial parts of showing respect 

especially in the context of New Zealand, as is clear in these statements: 

You have to learn how to deal with other people with an open mind. It is crucial for 

you to have the ability to interact and communicate with other people without any 

prejudice, even if you find out that person comes from a different cultural or ethnic 

background, or is following a different path in life. (Ho-yeon) 

I think it is vital to maintain an open mind and accept different cultures. I believe that 

trust can begin when we accept the idea that everyone is different. (Se-rin) 

Since New Zealand is a multi-cultural society, accepting the differences between each 

individual is important. Instead of thinking that someone is wrong because that person 

is different from me, the people in New Zealand recognise and appreciate the 

differences. (Hyeon-jeong) 

4.2.2.3 Contribution to the host society. 

Some participants suggested contributing to the society as a prominent element of 

trustworthiness in the context of New Zealand. Contribution refers to social-minded activities 

such as volunteering to cater to others in the community, giving donations, and even paying 

tax as appropriate, as is clear in this statement by Jin-hui. 

In Korea and also in many other countries, people are trying to avoid paying taxes as 

much as possible. I think there are fewer of those people here compared to Asian 

countries. I think it's because individuals think their contribution is necessary in 



106 

 

 

 

maintaining the society. Additionally, New Zealanders are likely to donate a lot. (Jin-

hui) 

As reviewed earlier, the supportive social atmosphere that encourages people to help 

others in need is one of the socio-cultural characteristics of New Zealand that impressed the 

research participants. Some of the participants expressed the belief that a community is 

maintained through voluntary cooperation and reciprocity on the part of its members. In this 

respect, volunteering and making a social contribution were suggested as essential aspects in 

building and maintaining trust as a member of the society in New Zealand.  

As a part of the community, I am sure that community involvement is definitely 

important. In almost every school in New Zealand, there is a PTA.7 If you look 

closely, unfortunately, Asian or Korean parents don’t usually participate in that kind 

of activity. […] I still think that Asian people should put more effort into this aspect, 

and at least try to be involved in the community. (Hyeon-u) 

I think it is important to play my role as a member of this society. […] If Koreans 

consider their roles as members of this country, I am sure that the direction of our 

lives would be changed here too. (So-hui) 

4.3. Summary 

Considering that trust is a relationship-based concept, this chapter mainly focused on 

the relationships that the participants had with local New Zealanders during their settling and 

residence phases in this country. The critical aspects of this chapter can be summarised as 

below. 

 
7 PTA stands for Parent-Teacher Association. The PTA works to improve the school learning 

environment by volunteering to work in classes, fundraising for school supplies, and getting involved, 

if necessary, in the general school activities.  
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• Participants’ relationships with the locals have functioned to build and improve their 

impressions of the New Zealand society. In addition, the impressions have served as a 

foundation in improving their understanding of the socio-cultural characteristics of 

New Zealand. 

• Four attributes of New Zealand’s society were explored, including: 1) an open and 

friendly attitude towards strangers; 2) supportive culture; 3) relaxed paced society; 

and 4) transparent and fairly functioning society. 

• Given these points, this chapter explores the meaning of trust, which can be derived 

from the interplay between the settlement experiences of the research participants and 

the surrounding social process which affects such experiences. 

• Under the context of New Zealand’s society, the research participants displayed a 

positive tendency towards trusting the majority of New Zealanders.  

• The fundamental elements that enable the participants to establish and maintain trust 

while living in New Zealand were suggested as: 1) integrity; 2) respect; and 3) 

contribution to the host society.  

In the next chapter, I will explore the relationships that the participants had with their 

co-ethnics, and inherent characteristics of the Korean community. Subsequently, I will 

discuss how trust is applied in their co-ethnic relationships by concentrating on the trust 

attitudes towards the Korean population in New Zealand and their beliefs of being 

trustworthy in the context of a co-ethnic community. 
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Chapter 5. Findings:  

Trust in Relations with the Co-ethnic Community  

and its Members 

This chapter focuses on the relationships the participants had with their co-ethnic 

Koreans, and the impact of these relationships on their propensity to trust others and 

trustworthiness beliefs. Although there were a few participants who hesitated to interact or 

build relationships with their co-ethnics, most of the participants acknowledged that they 

were part of their ethnic community where they could forge social and relational connections. 

Despite their appreciation of the co-ethnic association, the participants displayed a somewhat 

ambivalent stance with regards to their co-ethnics. For example, while recalling their 

relations with other Koreans, it was suggested that they maintained a cautious, and to some 

degree, distrusting attitude towards the ethnic Korean population. In this chapter, I will first 

review the characteristics of the Korean community8 that have an influence on the conflicting 

and equivocal nature of the participants’ relational experiences. Thereafter, I probe into the 

meaning of trust as derived from the interplay between the participants’ co-ethnic relations 

and the intrinsic characteristics of the Korean community in New Zealand. 

5.1. The Korean Community and its Impact on their Co-ethnic Relationships 

The participants reflected on the co-ethnic relationships that they had experienced 

during and after their initial settlement period. Their co-ethnic relationships in New Zealand 

 
8 The participants tended to use the term Korean community (Hanin k'ŏmyunit'i) to describe 

their co-ethic population living in Auckland. They used this term frequently to portray the social and 

relational space where ethnic Koreans interact with each other. The term Korean community 

encompassed various types of groups, which have actual ethnic Korean organisational meetings, other 

informal meetings, and social gatherings. I will adopt this term to refer to ethnic Koreans living in 

Auckland where the majority of Korean co-ethnic relations occur. 
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varied depending on which generational cohorts they belong to: 1st-generation Koreans who 

immigrated to this country, and 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders who were 

living here as members of immigrant families.  

Most of the 1st-generation Koreans emphasised that the meaning of a co-ethnic 

relationship in New Zealand was different from the one in Korea. While in Korea, they were 

accustomed to being linked with various networks that allowed them to satisfy their social, 

economic, or relational needs. However, after their immigration to New Zealand, most of the 

1st-generation Koreans experienced a narrower choice of available networks compared to 

those in their home country, although their need for creating reliable relationships was even 

greater in New Zealand than in Korea. In this context, the ethnic Korean community in New 

Zealand allows 1st-generation Koreans to access ethnic-specific networks, a range of social 

gatherings, and co-ethnic interactions. Even though their aspiration to build trustworthy 

relationships in their new home was growing and they were often benefitting from the ethnic 

community, paradoxically, they tended to maintain suspicious and hesitant attitudes towards 

their Korean community. 

In the cases of the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders who settled and 

were raised in New Zealand as members of immigrant families, their experiences indicated 

increasing and intensifying co-ethnic peer relationships as they were growing up. They 

enjoyed multi-ethnic and multi-cultural peer relationships during their primary school years. 

However, this changed when their co-ethnic peer group interactions became more intense 

during their intermediate and high school period. This trend became even more obvious when 

they were at the tertiary education level. Of course, there were exceptional cases, and there 

were a few 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders who avoided making any connection with 

their co-ethnic peers. They displayed a somewhat critical attitude towards Korean-centric 

peer relationships. Nevertheless, even those 2nd- generation Korean New Zealanders who 
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were reluctant to be associated with their co-ethnic peers tended to display some changes at 

the tertiary education level. Regardless of such a tendency to form close friendship networks 

with their co-ethnic peers, the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders tended to 

maintain a guarded and reserved attitude towards other co-ethnic groups that were not part of 

their immediate friendship networks. 

Despite the distinct context across the different cohorts of participants, the great 

majority of the participants expressed ambivalent and even suspicious attitudes towards the 

Korean community. Therefore, I probed into the peculiarities of the Korean ethnic 

community which prompted the mixed and ambiguous attitudes of the participants in terms of 

their interactions with other Koreans. I identified four attributes of the ethnic Korean 

community as expressed by the participants. They include: (1) high transnational mobility; 

(2) increased intragroup heterogeneity; (3) closely-knit co-ethnic community; and (4) 

different legal status and conflicting interests. 

5.1.1. High Transnational Mobility 

A high level of mobility within the Korean population was suggested as one of the 

aspects of the Korean community in New Zealand which made their co-ethnic relational 

experiences unstable. What facilitated the population mobility was the increased proportion 

of Koreans under temporary visa status after the considerable growth of temporary migrants 

in New Zealand in the period up to 2011 (McLeod & Mare, 2013; Yuan, Cain, & Spoonley, 

2014). Further, the community has experienced a phenomenon of return migration to their 

country of origin or on-migration to other countries (Friesen, 2012; Lee, 2018). The 

participants, especially the long-term 1st-generation Koreans who had been in this country for 

over ten years, considered that there is high mobility within the Korean population. This 

conclusion is based on experiences with their co-ethnics who returned to Korea or migrated 
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to other countries.9 Some participants described their emotional experiences of parting with 

their co-ethnic friends with whom they had close relationships as follows: feeling down and 

sad, at a loss, feeling lost, meaninglessness, depressed, lonely, futile, and regretful. The 

following comment by Hui-yeol reveals such emotional distress:  

The existing migrants may seem cold towards the newcomers. The reason might be 

that they have experienced situations where they’ve welcomed and treated newcomers 

nicely and suddenly the newcomers would return to Korea. Once they leave this 

country, they might not keep in touch with the people here, even if they miss their 

new friends in New Zealand, so the connections no longer exist. This makes us feel 

that the relationships are futile. (Hui-yeol) 

Some participants denoted the relational tendency observed in the Korean community, 

wherein people became reluctant or even indifferent to getting to know and build 

relationships with new Korean migrants, as reflected in the following quotes:  

Even though many Koreans will still be welcoming the newcomers regardless of these 

experiences, others will not be very interested in getting to know them and think “why 

bother caring for them.” (Hui-yeol) 

People tend to think, “What will happen if I just stop seeing them?” Such an idea 

often exists among us. (Si-eun) 

It’s kind of hard to offer my heart to people because some people come here on a 

working holiday visa. It’s nice to hang out with these people… but I do not tend to put 

in too much time and effort with them. (Hui-jin) 

 
9 In terms of transnational mobility, approximately 10% of Koreans had five or more periods 

of absence since taking up residence in New Zealand; Koreans within the older age groups (45-64 and 

65 +) tended to be absent for extended periods (Ho, 2015). To examine the phenomenon of return 

migration to their country of origin or on-migration to other countries such as Australia, please refer 

to the works of Friesen (2012) and Lee (2018). 
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The long-term Korean immigrants’ unwilling and somewhat apathetic attitude 

towards newcomers tended to be negatively construed by the short-term 1st-generation 

Koreans who were more likely to reach out and look forward to building relationships with 

established Koreans. The cautious relational attitudes among the long-term 1st-generation 

Korean migrants such as indifference, apathy, lack of interest, inertia, defensive, 

nonchalance, and unconcern was negatively interpreted by the short-term 1st-generation 

Koreans, as is clearly demonstrated in this statement by Gyong-hye who moved to New 

Zealand eight years ago.  

This is my perception towards the settled Koreans. The majority of them, including 

business people, do not have any interest in interacting with the newly settled 

Koreans. (Gyong-hye) 

5.1.2. Increased Intragroup Heterogeneity  

In addition to the high mobility within the Korean population, a growing intragroup 

heterogeneity is proposed to explain the characteristics of the Korean community. What 

facilitated the perceived heterogeneity was related to the changed immigration policy (see 

Chapter 1.3), especially the considerable growth of temporary migrants in New Zealand in 

the period up to 2011 (McLeod & Mare, 2013; Yuan et al., 2014). The rising diversity of the 

community was especially highlighted by the long-term 1st-generation Koreans who moved 

to this country in the early 1990s. The recalled description of the community at this time was 

homogeneous in terms of age ranging between their mid-20s and late-30s, educational 

attainment, middle-class income, and white-collar background, as reflected in the following 

quotes:  

In 1993, the year I immigrated to New Zealand, migrants from Korea were skilled 

workers under the General Category. They used to work as office workers in Korea. 

I’m not sure exactly what percentage it was, but almost 90% of Korean migrants were 
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under the General Category. Usually, they were young couples with a baby. At the 

least, Koreans who were around me here were all such a case. There was one hundred 

percent of such instances around me. (Mi-gyeong) 

When I first arrived, it was easy to meet and make friends with other Koreans. Even 

though there is disparity in the Korean community nowadays, there used to be 

similarities, as we shared very similar backgrounds. […] At that time, it was easy to 

build common ground as soon as we met. (Gyeong-hui) 

The increasing intragroup heterogeneity was interpreted by a few long-term 1st-

generation Koreans as one of the reasons that reduced the credibility of and strengthened 

caution among those in the Korean community, as reflected in the following statement:  

In the 2000s, Koreans who had invested in real estate in Korea started to immigrate 

here under the long-term business visa category. […] Those who settled here under 

permanent residency in the general visa category had not been close to these people as 

we found that it was hard to trust these types of people. It was hard to know what they 

were. They tended to brag about themselves and complain about their work in New 

Zealand and say, “I am a person who was doing something in Korea.” No one told 

them to immigrate here, it was their decision. They just wanted to attract other 

people’s attention. (Gyeong-hui) 

In addition to the growing caution towards and deteriorated credibility of the Korean 

population, some participants noted that it was around this time when Koreans started to say, 

“be careful of Koreans when you live in this country.” The recently arrived short-term1st-

generation Koreans commented that it was the most common advice they received from 

people in Korea as well as in New Zealand when they moved to this country. The warnings 

the Koreans recalled about the newly arriving Koreans include: they are “bad” people who 

were likely to live a “low life” with low moral standards; they would take advantage of their 
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co-ethnics “without any kind of guilt”; they would discriminate against their co-ethnics 

“more than foreigners do.” Furthermore, this kind of alert messages seemed to spread not 

only among the 1st-generation Koreans but also among the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean 

New Zealanders, as echoed in the following quotes: 

Yeah, I’ve heard that kind of story. I’ve heard it from people I know personally, or I 

read about it in an article in the Korean Times. (Se-rin) 

It seems natural for Koreans to take care of each other in theory, but in reality, many 

say that you have to be careful when you meet Koreans. (Hyeok) 

When I meet a Korean, the first thing that comes to my mind is to “be careful.” If 

someone approaches me, I always try to know the reason, in other words “why are 

they approaching me? For what purpose?” (Yo-han) 

5.1.3. Closely-knit Co-ethnic Community  

In addition to the increasingly precarious relationships due to the heightened mobility 

within the Korean community and the growing intragroup heterogeneity, a closely-knit co-

ethnic community is suggested as an important feature of the Korean community in 

Auckland. As the “gate city” for migrants, Auckland is a popular area where more than two-

thirds of the Korean population live (Friesen, 2012; Statistics New Zealand, 2013). The 

Korean population in Auckland is concentrated around the central area and its nearby middle-

class suburbs, particularly around the northern and eastern parts of Auckland (North Shore 

and Howick-Dannemora, respectively) (Hung, 2011).  

The high concentration of the Korean population in the Auckland region and their 

geographically dispersed cluster residence tended to be described as a “small-sized” 

community by the participants regardless of their length of residence as well as generational 

cohorts. Some participants mentioned the following qualities as features of the Korean 

community in Auckland: small community, smaller pond, only one community, small and 
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limited, and small society. The participants commented on how inevitable it was to be 

connected with their co-ethnics, whether they intended to or not, due to the community’s 

“small” size. The possibility of interconnection with other co-ethnics was explained as a 

reason for the growing cautious attitude while interacting with their co-ethnics, as evident in 

these comments by Hui-yeol and Jae-uk. 

Living here could be comparable to living in a smaller pond, while living in Korea is 

like living in some part of the flowing water in the ocean. So, everyone knows about 

other people’s personal relationships. […] It’s because this community is small. 

That’s the reason it can be so frightening. (Hui-yeol) 

In Korea, nobody is extremely interested in one individual. Everyone speaks the same 

language, and has his or her own community and groups. I am probably one of the 

members of those various communities where people come in contact. Here, since 

there really is only one Korean community, I have to do my best to be more careful 

because I do not want to cause any problems. (Jae-uk)  

The closely-knit co-ethnic interconnection tended to be negatively interpreted by the 

participants. What promoted the pessimistic understanding of the smaller community was 

related to the quick spreading of and repeated exposure to rumours and misinformation. The 

related experiences of and observations by the participants included: exposure to unpleasant 

situations in which a person the participant did not know already knew about the participant’s 

personal circumstances and difficulties; hearing stories about other Koreans whom the 

participants had never met; experiences of personal conversations becoming the talk of the 

community, as reflected in the following: 

Everyone is cautious of others, especially among Koreans. That’s for sure. People 

often say: “you need to watch your mouth in the society of immigrants.” (Jin-hui) 
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I personally think that the Korean community is quite a scary place. Words spread so 

quickly here. I often hear stories about individuals whom I’ve never met; so, I know 

that people who haven’t met me would also hear stories about me. (Su-yeon)  

I could hear a lot of stories about other people. There are a lot of rumours. So, there 

are lots of chances for gossip, and some people even gossip openly. (Hyeok) 

Some participants often wondered whether the widespread gossiping and circulated 

rumours in the community were based on real grounds. For example, Hyeon, a middle-term 

1st-generation Korean who resided in Auckland for nine years, denoted the possibility that the 

talk was repeated and circulated more than the actual event. Considering the higher 

concentration of the Korean population in the Auckland area and the greater interconnection 

with other co-ethnics, he explained that one single story could be commented on repeatedly 

over an extended period, and the repeated exposure to the gossiping could have a negative 

impact on the sense of community. 

The Korean community is especially small. If something unfortunate happens, you 

will probably hear about it quickly and more often. Even if one situation occurs, you 

will probably hear about it here and there, so, it’s sad to say that you will hear about 

that same occasion more than once. Then, the negative thoughts and opinions about 

that case or the person involved in that case tend to accumulate, and you are affected 

by that. (Hyeon). 

5.1.4. Different Legal Status and Conflicting Interests 

The Korean community consists of people with diverse legal status: New Zealand 

citizens, permanent residents without citizenship, immigrants who hold temporary visas and 

intend to eventually obtain residence status or citizenship, and people who hold temporary 

visas for work, study, or visit during a specified period. Although previously, Korean 

immigrants obtained permanent residency when they moved to New Zealand, recently, 
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Korean immigrants are likely to enter the country under temporary visa status. This trend was 

observable among the participants: the participants who settled here relatively early in the 

1990s mentioned that they or their parents entered this country after receiving permanent 

residence visas. However, other participants who arrived after 2000 entered this country on a 

temporary visa status. 

The diverse legal status among the Korean population is suggested as a critical feature 

of the Korean community that served as a background to the existing conflict among the co-

ethnics, especially between Korean employers and employees. There were some descriptions 

of the disputes among the co-ethnics over breaches of employment standards: being paid 

below the minimum wage; receiving no payment during a probation period; not receiving 

holiday nor sick leave pay; forced to work longer than eight-hours a day without payment; 

employment without a contract; and even employees being required to pay a certain amount 

of money after acquiring permanent residency. The following comments reveal such cases: 

“You should work more without extra payment. What you have done is not worth the 

minimum payment,” even though the minimum wage is what should be paid even 

during the training period. However, they [Korean employers] have different 

opinions. To them, the minimum wage is very high, and of course, reducing or even 

not paying the wage is a very common practice here. (Ju-hui) 

I know a person who applied for permanent residency while working under a work 

visa. When he received the permanent residence visa sooner than expected, he 

informed his employer. Surprisingly, the employer asked him to pay $ 30,000 for his 

permanent residence visa. (Gyeong-hye) 

Some participants recalled personal experiences of conflict with their co-ethnic 

employers due to the issue of breach of New Zealand employment standards. The stories 

shared by the participants included: experiencing verbal assault from the restaurant owner 
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when he applied for a two-week paid leave to prepare for an English test for the Expression 

of Interest (EOI) application; working under a Korean employer who demanded “the way of 

life in Korea” for the Korean employees by saying “I did not claim overnight pay even if I 

was working until 7 or 8 o’clock at night. So, you shouldn’t either”; undergoing unfair 

dismissal after raising her voice towards the employer when she realised that her tax-related 

documents for the IRD were not submitted for almost seven months. Some of the participants 

mentioned the following emotional reactions during conflict in their relationships with co-

ethnic employers: deeply insulted, embarrassed, frustrated, shocked, regretful, disappointed, 

resentful, perplexed, the feeling that one is being treated unfairly, under pressure, despair, as 

evident in this reflection by Hun: 

“Why should I help you apply for permanent residency? We could have fired you, but 

we kept you anyway because we pitied your young life.” At that moment, my mind 

was jolted. What I regret was that I said to them, “Oh… I’m sorry” as I did not want 

to miss the opportunity for the PR in front of me. (Hun) 

Although obtaining PR is essential to be able to live in this country, I had spent the 

past five years as if my life depended on it, which made me feel sorry for myself. And 

I realised that my desperation caused them to use and hurt me. [...] They treated me 

like “You need a PR. If so, do what we tell you to do, and we will give it to you.” 

(Hun) 

Some participants who attended the focus group discussion with mid-term 1st-

generation Koreans recalled personal conversations with Korean employers who tended to 

treat their employees poorly. Si-yeong reflected on one conversation she had with two 

Korean business people who considered the employees’ claims for workers’ rights as a “silly 

and naïve idea.” This was because they believed that their employees should “do anything 
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and expect to accept any suffering” as they did while they were trying to settle down in this 

county. 

These people said, “I also received this much in the old days. Now, if you get paid 

$10 although the minimum wage is $15, you should thank me. I created the 

circumstances for you to live here. Why do you complain and quit your work if I do 

not pay $15 and instead give you $10?” [...] They’re not reflecting on nor trying to 

improve their own experiences—but that attitude is like, “as I experienced, you 

should experience that too.” (Si-yeong) 

In addition to Si-yeong’s statement, Ju-hui added her comments to elaborate the 

possible motivation behind or intention of the Korean employers who attempted to take 

advantage of their co-ethnic employees. She remarked on some Korean business people’s 

attitude as follows: they considered their “status as higher” and wanted to “overuse their 

power” by tapping on the “desperate needs” of the employees who wanted to transit from 

their temporary position to a permanent one, as explained in the following statements: 

These people exactly know the needs of their employees. As they already experienced 

it, they want to take advantage of them by using their desperate needs. (Ju-hui) 

They did not mind whether they were psychologically abusing their workers or 

insulting their character. As an employer-employee relationship is hierarchical, they 

apply the similar hierarchical practice while running their business in New Zealand. 

(Ju-hui) 

Some participants directly expressed their perplexity when they interacted with or 

heard about the mindset of the few employers who breach employment standards. 

Additionally, they confessed how these experiences adversely affected their trust towards 

their co-ethnics in general. The following quotations illustrate how the self-centred attitude of 
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a few co-ethnics had a negative impact on the general level of trust the participants placed on 

their co-ethnics.  

My husband also runs a small business. When we hire people, we believe that we 

should pay people as appropriate: they work hard under hardships, we presume that 

we should treat them at a level that matches such hardships. However, when I heard 

the story, I suddenly thought, “Have I thought in a wrong way?” although I believe 

that I should compensate them for their hard work and should pay them more. When I 

started to think “Huh? Maybe they are right?” the next thing that came to my mind in 

the end was, “I cannot trust Koreans.” (Si-yeong) 

If you are surrounded by people who follow a self-centred way, it is hard to have a 

bond with these types of people. Due to the characteristics of the immigrant-centred 

community, there are many instances of disrespectful behaviours. (Hui-yeol) 

5.2. Trust in the Context of the Co-ethnic Community 

This section focuses on the meaning of trust that arises from the participants’ 

relational experiences with their co-ethnics. Despite their reliance on and interconnectedness 

with their co-ethnics, the participants tended to maintain conflicting and somewhat vigilant 

attitudes towards their co-ethnics. The characteristics of the Korean community—such as 

high transnational mobility, increasing intragroup heterogeneity, closely-knit co-ethnic 

community, and different legal status among the Korean migrants—are suggested to be the 

reasons for the precarious and ambivalent co-ethnic relationships. Given these premises, I 

explore how much trust the participants maintain towards their co-ethnics in general (i.e. 

propensity to trust), and what they consider as significant aspects of trustworthiness (i.e. 

trustworthiness beliefs) while interacting and interrelating with their co-ethnics. 
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5.2.1. Negative Propensity to Trust Co-ethnic Koreans 

Participants reflected on their co-ethnic relations and denoted what they presumed 

were the positive and negative aspects in terms of trusting co-ethnics in general situations. 

There were some positive comments with respect to their interpersonal co-ethnic 

relationships, and some of them mentioned the following features as positive: feeling 

comfortable around Koreans, easier to open up to Koreans compared to other ethnics, 

experiencing quality of friendships, receiving assistance as required, spending time together, 

and sharing a common cultural understanding and interest, as reflected in the following 

quotes: 

We are living in a foreign country. This special circumstance makes people open up 

more to Koreans. (Seok) 

The people who are like-minded and those with whom I can share my innermost 

feelings have turned out to be Koreans. (Joanna) 

I find that it is much easier to talk with Koreans if it’s about my innermost feelings. 

Moreover, they are able to sympathize with me better. (Hui-jin) 

Despite their positive remarks of co-ethnic relationships at an interpersonal level, this 

perception did not expand to the general Korean population in New Zealand. Although a 

certain level of trust is experienced at an interpersonal level, most of the participants restrain 

themselves from extending their propensity to trust towards the general Korean population 

living in New Zealand. What promoted the negative trust attitude towards the Korean 

population living in New Zealand included: news and gossip tend to spread easily and 

relatively quickly in the Korean community; the likelihood of other Koreans knowing stories 

about individuals that they have not even met; unwanted personal stories being passed on and 

distorted; continuous exposure to news about incidents and scandals such as Korean 

employers who exploited their co-ethnic employees by breaching employment standards, or 
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incidences of scams among co-ethnics. Some participants mentioned the following qualities 

as negative emotional responses towards their co-ethnics in general: vigilance, protective, 

doubtful, watchful, alarming, defensive, wary, and even distrusting, as evidently reflected in 

the following statement: 

In the Korean community, I’ve witnessed various cases where trust has been broken. 

Observing people who have taken advantage of others in those ways has really 

affected me. Korean communities are especially small, so if something unfortunate 

happens you will probably hear about it quickly and more often. […] Then, the 

negative thoughts and opinions about that case or the person involved in that case tend 

to accumulate and you are affected by that. (Hyeon) 

5.2.1.1 Be careful of Koreans. 

The most frequently used key expression that exemplifies vigilance among the 

Korean population can be summed up by the saying that one should “be careful of Koreans.” 

Most of the participants across the different cohorts recalled situations in relation to the 

phrase and indicated the words of advice they had heard or received. The related warnings 

they received were: be aware of “low life” Koreans who use their co-ethnics for their own 

advantage without any guilty conscience; miserable new Korean migrants who often ended 

up getting backstabbed and even caught up in fraud by “bad” old-comer Koreans; be careful 

of Koreans when you live abroad as Koreans become “the most dangerous” people for 

Koreans, as clearly stated in these statements: 

Everywhere I go, everyone tells me to be careful of Koreans. Many people told me 

that no matter which country I go to, Koreans will try to take advantage of me more 

than foreigners do. (Hyeon-jeong) 

Yeah, I’ve heard some bad things about Koreans from those who are living in New 

Zealand. […] They often said that Koreans are the most dangerous people. (Jae-uk) 
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In addition to the alert message, negative news circulated among the co-ethnics 

functioned as a signal to prove that the warning comments were based on actual reality. Most 

of the participants expressed their recurrent experiences of hearing or reading about 

unfortunate news or events that happen in the Korean community. The repeated exposure to 

the anecdotal stories about unfortunate co-ethnics reinforced the idea of “Koreans should be 

careful in dealing with other co-ethnics,” as is clearly demonstrated in these statements:  

People who had lived abroad kept on telling me that “Koreans can be much meaner. 

They take advantage of you, and there are a lot of them.” […] Fortunately, I didn’t 

experience this first-hand, but I see other people who are being exploited, who are 

working without being paid the minimum wage. Consequently, I end up agreeing—

yes, what I was told is true. (Geon-yeol) 

If you look at the Korea Post website, you can see some articles about finding a 

Korean fraudster who stole money from many people and ran away. Seeing such 

types of articles, it is natural for us to be more careful when we meet new Koreans. 

We become cautious. (Hae-in) 

Despite the widespread exposure to the warning circulated among the Koreans, 

particularly the newly arrived short-term 1st-generation Koreans, most of the participants 

reflected on their co-ethnic relationships and considered their own experiences as 

“exceptional” and “fortunate” cases. The related appreciations that some of the participants 

recalled included:: receiving genuine “help” from other co-ethnics to settle well in this 

country; knowing of and interacting with “good” Koreans living in New Zealand; working 

together with “friendly” Koreans who tried their best to “help” in all aspects; only associating 

with “good” and “kind” people throughout their long-term experiences in New Zealand; 

surrounded by “great” people without any chance of meeting bad Koreans as previously had 
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been informed; knowing Koreans who are “warm-hearted” and “kind,” as evident in these 

comments: 

I don’t know if it was because I’m lucky or something like that, but throughout the 14 

years I have lived in New Zealand, I haven’t encountered a single bad incident. I was 

never scammed or anything… I think I’ve only met good, kind people. (Min-ho) 

I think we were very lucky. Even if we experienced money problems, we always 

ended up meeting good people, and those people really helped us to settle well in this 

country. (Hae-in) 

5.2.1.2 Adverse effects of the advice. 

In addition to the reflections of their own exceptional and fortunate experiences, some 

participants added their own opinions on the prevalent warning of “be careful of Koreans.” A 

few participants agreed to this idea, to some extent, and believed that the warning allowed 

them to be more careful during their co-ethnic relations. However, most of the participants, 

including the participants who were in favour of the warning, raised their doubts and 

questioned whether this guidance could protect people and help them to settle well in this 

country. The point on whether the message was operating as genuinely useful advice or was a 

hindrance between the newcomers and the settled Koreans was raised, as explicitly echoed in 

the following quotation by Hui-yeol: 

The people who had already lived here for a long time don’t think like that. It’s just 

for the newcomers. […] To me, the expression “watch out for Koreans” is a message 

that is said to make the newcomers fear the already-settled Koreans in New Zealand. 

(Hui-yeol) 

What facilitated their concerns was based on their observation of other Koreans who 

were adversely influenced by the advice. Some participants mentioned the following qualities 

as negative influences of the warning messages: biased idea of the co-ethnic community, 
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exaggeration of possible conflict in co-ethnic relations, hindrance to establish new co-ethnic 

relations, creation of unnecessary cautious attitudes, and likelihood of being voluntarily 

isolated from co-ethnic relations to protect themselves from potential risks. The following 

statements illustrate these qualities: 

“Be careful of Koreans” can be misunderstood to mean that all Koreans are bad and 

mean. However, in reality, that’s not true, you don’t have to be careful when 

approaching everyone […] I think this kind of expression can lead to misconceptions, 

and it makes it even harder for us to form trusting relationships with other people. 

(Hyeon) 

The people who live here don’t care about that expression “be careful of Koreans.” 

However, I think that the message has a negative impact on the community since it 

makes the newcomers arrive here with a toxic attitude. The result is that they are 

biased about everything they experience here. If they even go through a very small 

incident right after they come here, they will think that the message is right after all. 

And after that, they will spread that idea all over the place. (Min-ho) 

Moreover, this type of advice was especially influential on the newly arrived short-

term 1st-generation Koreans with respect to their co-ethnic relationships. Three out of seven 

short-term 1st-generation Koreans, who arrived in this country within the last 5 years, 

commented on how this advice had negatively affected them and hindered their process of 

building relationships with other Koreans. They recalled their initial settlement period and 

explained how they attempted to avoid any possible interaction with Koreans, as reflected in 

the following statements: 

I could not believe Korean people, and I thought, “Why should I meet Koreans?” So, I 

didn’t even talk with Koreans and I only tried to be friends with foreigners. (Hyeon-

jeong) 
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I used to be sociable, but I think I am not meeting that many people [Koreans] here. 

Moreover, my interactions have become more formal. If I meet someone, I will only 

interact with them on a formal level in order to prevent anything dangerous from 

happening. (Geon-yeol) 

When I first joined school in New Zealand, it seemed like every other Korean student 

was also following this advice. They were avoiding each other intentionally. (So-hui) 

It is clear that the warning message of “be careful of Koreans” adversely affected 

Koreans, especially the newly arrived ones, by prompting them to be vigilant and have a 

protective attitude towards their co-ethnics. Some participants reported witnessing the 

defensive and somewhat pessimistic attitude among the newly arrived short-term 1st-

generation Koreans. For instance, Hui-yeol, a long-term 1st-generation Korean who has lived 

in this country for more than 10 years, recalled his experiences of interacting with Korean 

newcomers at an ethnic church. He reported on the protective and doubtful attitude of the 

newly arrived Koreans despite the benevolent gestures of the church members, as reflected in 

the following statements: 

There are some newly arrived Koreans who came to our church for the first time, and 

most of them seemed to follow the warning message of “watch out for the Koreans” 

all the time. So, if other Koreans try to approach them or be friendly to them, we can 

sense from their eyes that they are full of doubt. It’s kind of funny since, in reality, no 

one ever did any harm to them. (Hui-yeol) 

5.2.1.3 Source of the advice. 

Most of the participants assumed that such a message has always existed in the 

Korean community due to its prevalence among the Korean population living in New 

Zealand. However, a few long-term 1st-generation Koreans who moved to this country in the 
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early 1990s commented that such a message did not exist at that time, as is clearly 

demonstrated in this statement by Mi-gyeong who has lived in this country since 1993. 

It has been a long time since my immigration, and I started to hear that people say that 

“I can’t believe that person if I don’t know who he is.” And there were people who 

told me that the recent Korean migrants say that “you have to be careful about the 

Koreans in New Zealand.” When I first heard it, I was shocked. (Mi-gyeong) 

There was an attempt to explore how this type of warning message could become 

prevalent in the Korean community. A few participants, both long-term and short-term 1st-

generation Koreans, recollected their own exploration to understand the defensive attitude of 

newly arrived Koreans, and wondered whether such a warning was invented by immigration 

agents. This was expressed by a few participants.  

I asked them why they thought that way even when no one had caused them any 

harm. And after a few minutes of discussion, I found out that they were heavily 

influenced by the agents. (Hui-yeol) 

Every study abroad agency and online café manager tells us not to interact with 

Koreans if we go abroad. When I first joined school in New Zealand, it seemed like 

every other Korean student was also following this advice. They were avoiding each 

other intentionally. (So-hui) 

The suggested suspicion towards agents was in line with the increasing number of 

Koreans under temporary visa status who followed this advice during their immigration 

process. The recently arrived short-term 1st-generation Korean participants stated how they 

were uniformly advised by agents to be aware of other Koreans during their immigration 

process. This is stated by So-hui who discussed this topic with her co-ethnic fellow students 

who attended the same educational institution. 
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In the end, we all found out that the agencies gave the same advice to literally every 

family who came here. “Don’t get close to Koreans, don’t go to Korean communities, 

don’t go to Korean churches…” So, everyone was just following that advice. (So-hui) 

Some participants directly expressed their doubts and surmised that perhaps the 

widespread warning message was being used as a “tool” by the agents to isolate the 

newcomers from other members of the Korean community, so that the newcomers would 

only depend on the information and services that the agents themselves would provide. What 

facilitated their suspicion included: the attempt of the agents to make the newcomers “fear” 

the Korean community; the effort of the agents to inculcate a sense of distrust by stating, 

“never trust anybody but us”; a fraudulent accident involving immigration advisors or 

education agents, as reflected in the following: 

I think the message that the migrants should “be careful of Koreans” is somewhat 

manipulative and it is used and spread by agents and other businesses for their own 

advantage. (Hui-yeol) 

If you want to talk about this subject, you have to talk about the study abroad 

agencies. As far as I’m concerned, I think those agencies are more focused on making 

money rather than actually caring about the students. (Gi-uk) 

Many people within this community have seen many cases of the so-called 

“immigration advisors” from the language schools and study abroad agencies 

backstab newcomers for their own advantage… most of the time, for money. So, if 

some newcomer says that they have come to New Zealand through a study abroad 

agency, we tell them to be careful. (Yo-han) 

Conclusively, it was apparent that the doubtful message of “be careful of Koreans” is 

prevalent in the Korean community in Auckland, and the message tends to be confirmed by 

the circulated negative news. Additionally, this message was expressed to convey the lower 
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level of propensity to trust among the Korean population living in New Zealand. Even though 

most of the participants displayed a lower propensity to trust co-ethnic Koreans, concurrently, 

the participants were concerned about the validity of the message and warned of the possible 

harm of applying the message within the Korean community. The factors that prompted their 

awareness and criticism included: the fallacy of generalisation by applying exceptional bad 

cases to the entire community; extreme extension of the warning to the whole ethnic 

community; the conflicting reality between the so-called warning message and real 

experiences, as specifically explained in the following statement by Hyeong-jeong. 

Well, even though some people might mention the proverb “one bad apple can spoil 

the barrel,” I don’t think it is true. Yeah, I won’t oppose the fact that there are actually 

bad people in the community. But I don’t think that should be an excuse just to cut off 

the entire community. (Hyeon-jeong) 

5.2.2. Trustworthiness Beliefs in the Context of the Korean Community 

The participants recalled their co-ethnic relations and specified the essential aspects 

that enabled them to build and maintain trust while interacting with other Koreans. Some 

participants mentioned the following features that are effective in creating and sustaining 

trust in their co-ethnic relationships: sharing commonalities such as length of time, life 

experiences, perspectives, values, or religion; expressing what is on their mind without 

overacting to impress people, and maintaining a candid and open attitude; openness to 

admitting a mistake; non-distorted attitude in dealing with other people’s words; thoughtful 

attitude while considering other people’s situations; kind, caring, and thoughtful actions; 

pursuance of mutual benefits based on genuine care; positive first impression; and good 

reputation. These descriptions can be categorised into four trustworthiness beliefs: (1) 

commonalities; (2) integrity; (3) benevolent intention; and (4) good reputation.  
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5.2.2.1 Commonalities, especially length of time. 

Trustworthiness beliefs are generally determined based on the attributes of the trusted 

person that would prove the person’s credibility. One overarching theme that consistently 

emerged across different cohorts of participants, however, was not about the individual traits 

the trusted person possesses but was about the commonalities in their co-ethnic relationships. 

This includes: the length of time they shared together; shared values such as preferred 

lifestyles or ways of thinking; and common life experiences based on major fields of study, 

hobbies, ethnic backgrounds, or religion. Interestingly, shared length of time was especially 

highlighted by the different cohorts of participants in determining whether to trust someone 

in the co-ethnic relationships, as illustrated in the following statement by Se-rin and In-hye. 

It’s not easy. When it comes to people, one moment you think you can trust someone 

after seeing the person talk, another moment that same person does shady things. 

So… I don’t think we can judge someone without spending much time with them. 

(Se-rin) 

To be honest, I think time is really important. If someone has shown a sincere and 

honest attitude for a long period of time, consistently, then that person can earn your 

trust. (In-hye) 

Some participants added their explanations of why shared time became an important 

factor in determining trust within their co-ethnic relationships. What facilitated their 

recognition of the requirement for the length of shared time in deciding on trust in their co-

ethnic relations was related to some of the characteristics of the Korean community 

mentioned earlier in this chapter. The related explanations by the participants included: 

increasing precarious relational experiences with other Koreans who only stayed in New 

Zealand for a limited period; instability in their co-ethnic relationships following higher 

mobility in the Korean community; and difficulty in determining the credibility of the person 
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following increasing intragroup heterogeneity. In particular, the 1st-generation Koreans 

mentioned the challenges they had faced in determining the credibility of their co-ethnics 

without sufficient verification mechanisms such as relational networks, which would have 

been available in their home country. This was well presented in the following statements: 

Here, you don’t know what kind of background this person has and in what condition 

this person came here from Korea, and so you simply have to completely depend on 

what this person says. […] You just have to believe 100% what that person tells you. 

(Jin-yeol) 

If I were living in an apartment building in Korea, all mothers who live in the building 

would become friends since they would see each other consistently and talk about 

their homes, families, and their roots, basically. Here, it is another story because I 

cannot verify the stories of others. So, if you do not see and meet others continuously, 

it is difficult to make any judgment. (Gyeong-hui) 

In this aspect, shared time was emphasised by some participants as a determinant of 

whether to trust someone in their co-ethnic relationships. In addition, the shared time 

functioned to ascertain the credibility of the person in terms of the following aspects: 

congruence between what the person says and how the person behaves over the time, a 

consistent behaviour for an elongated period, and the person’s genuine intention. These are 

echoed in the following quotes. 

When I am personally deciding whether someone is trustworthy or not, I would like to 

take sufficient time before I make a decision […] I see what the person says, how he 

acts.... for quite a long time. At least that’s how I am when it comes to trusting people. 

I need a lot of time. (Mi-gyeong) 
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To be honest, I think “time” is really important. If someone has shown a sincere and 

honest attitude for a long period, consistently, then that person can earn your trust. 

(In-hye) 

5.2.2.2 Integrity. 

In addition to the shared commonalities in their co-ethnic relationships, the 

participants across different cohorts denoted the significant and vital importance of people 

maintaining honesty (chŏngjik) regardless of possible loss; clearly expressing their opinion in 

a frank manner (solchik'am); maintaining harmonious consistency in their speech, which is 

followed by action (ŏnhaengilch'i); having a responsible attitude (ch'aegimgam); maintaining 

one’s own values and ideas (ilgwansŏng) in a challenging situation. I consider that integrity 

encompasses the listed aspects of trustworthiness beliefs in accordance with the previous 

literature (Mayer et al., 1995). The participants’ statements were as follows: 

There are actions that people consistently do or undertake. For example, if they are on 

time for meetings and appointments, I take that into consideration while concluding 

that they will be accountable for what they say. (Gyeong-hui) 

Their lifestyle also contributes to my decision on whether to trust them. For example, 

there are people whose life principles and actions make them trustworthy even if 

they’re not the most caring type. Then I think, “Oh, this person is nice. I can trust 

them.” (So-hui) 

They did not put their interests first, they prioritised their beliefs to do those things. I 

trust those people 100%. (Gyeong-hye) 

Interestingly, the absence of disguise, distortion, or exaggeration was especially 

highlighted by the participants as a way of identifying whether a person has integrity in their 

co-ethnic relationships, as illustrated in the following statements: 
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I trust people who don’t overexaggerate because they only promise what they can do. 

I can’t trust people who overpromise about something that is practically impossible to 

do. (Si-yeong) 

There are people who really express their feelings without overacting to impress 

others and maintain such an attitude. I value that a lot. (Gyeong-hui) 

Some participants explained the importance of not distorting nor exaggerating 

behaviour in determining trustworthiness in a person in association with the characteristics of 

the Korean community. They considered that the Korean community is closely-knit and 

highly interconnected. In this respect, there was a growing sense of caution with regards to 

the quick spread of rumours, messages being distorted, and the uncontrollable circulation of 

personal stories. For instance, Si-yeong, a mid-term 1st-generation Korean, recalled her co-

ethnic relationships and explained how she learned how to limit what she said or shared after 

being a repeated victim of gossip in her interactions with co-ethnics. In this respect, Si-yeong 

emphasised the importance of a non-distorted attitude in determining whether a person is 

trustworthy during her encounters in the Korean community. 

After what I said became distorted, I try not to talk. Here, the Korean community is 

very small. Thus, if I talk, everybody in the Korean community knows about it. That 

is why I do not talk much. (Si-yeong) 

It’s important not to distort other people’s words. There are people who make me 

think, “I don’t think they would mind me saying this.” I feel safe around them. (Si-

yeong) 

In line with the highlighted importance of a candid attitude without distortion or 

exaggeration, it was emphasised that gossiping has a negative impact on the possibility of 

relational trust in such co-ethnic relationships. Given the closely-knit and relationally 

interconnected Korean community, regardless of their cohort groups, most participants 
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displayed a vigilant attitude towards the possibility of their personal stories spreading among 

their co-ethnic networks. Some participants considered gossiping as a behaviour that not only 

adversely affects the conditions that foster trust, but it also actually leads to the questioning of 

whether a person has integrity, and whether to keep a distance or even end the relationships.  

You know those kinds of people, those who randomly just start talking about other 

people when that person is absent, talking behind the person’s back … It’s hard to 

trust those kinds of people since you don’t know if that person will talk about you 

behind your back if you’re not around. (Joanna) 

As far as I know, selfish, calculating people tend to enjoy talking about other people, 

in particular, if it’s a small community like ours, you really have to watch out for 

those kinds of people. (Hui-ra) 

Interestingly, to determine whether a person was sincere during their interactions in 

the Korean community, a few participants commented that they would also closely look at 

how the person interacted with a third person and observe whether the person’s attitude was 

consistent, no matter with whom the person interacts. In this way, they attempted to verify 

whether the person maintains integrity regardless of who they interacted with and without 

any hidden intention or self-interest, as indicated in the following statements:  

You can definitely mislead others. So rather than trusting how they talk and act in 

front of me, I focus on how they act elsewhere. (Hui-yeol) 

I focus on how they act towards me, and also how they treat others; that is also 

important. […] If someone tries to knock someone else off their perch with 

selfishness and jealousy, I really cannot trust him or her even if they are kind to me. 

(Ju-hui) 



135 

 

 

 

I consider how they talk, their speaking habits, and talking methods. I guess “how 

they talk” is a vague idea, however, if I find out that a person even cares for other 

people who aren’t that close to them, it leaves a favourable impression. (Gi-uk) 

To determine the credibility and integrity of a person during their interactions in the 

Korean community, some long-term 1st-generation Koreans commented more specifically on 

the need for differentiating public and private matters. It was especially explained in 

association with the tendency of some Koreans who mixed their business with their private 

relationships, as is clearly demonstrated in this statement by Gyeong-hui. 

There are Koreans who start their business with other Koreans who are from the same 

hometown as them in Korea. […] People should be cautious about mixing business 

with friendship. I guess many Koreans are not always able to draw a line between 

public and private matters. Koreans have a soft spot for documentation. They tend to 

believe, “we don’t have to be this disciplined. We can trust each other implicitly.” 

They believe that if one person says, “Let’s put all this in writing,” it seems as if that 

person doesn’t trust the other. There’s nothing wrong with putting everything in 

writing since it creates clarification which is good for all concerned. (Gyeong-hui) 

Some of the participants mentioned the following qualities in separating one’s private 

and public life as positive factors in establishing trust towards their co-ethnics: fairness and 

maintaining an objective stance despite personal interests or relations as well as an unbiased 

attitude by drawing a line between personal and public matters. These are well reflected in 

the following statements: 

I could care more for people who I’m personally close to, however, being objective 

and fair might be the factors that determine whether I am a trustworthy person. (Jin-

hui) 
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I began to trust her when I learned that she conducted her work in an objective way 

without being biased. (Hyeon-uk) 

Yes, even though private relationships might bring intimacy, it doesn’t justify 

knowing that person and who she or he really is. Intimacy is something very personal. 

That is why I personally think people should be mature enough to draw a line between 

personal and public affairs. (Gyeong-hui) 

5.2.2.3 Benevolent intention. 

In addition to integrity as an essential element in creating trust in these co-ethnic 

interactions, it was suggested that the intention of the person trusted is a fundamental element 

in being trustworthy. Although intention is used to decide the credibility of the person in 

question, it could be concealed in one’s mind, and therefore, impossible to observe directly. 

In determining whether a person has good intention, three aspects were suggested as 

indicators of a person’s good intention during their interactions in the Korean community: 

thoughtfulness, goodwill, and a good first impression. What facilitated the first domain of 

thoughtfulness was based on a person’s genuine attitude such as considerate attention, caring 

words, and kind gestures, which were interpreted as a sign of pursuing mutual interest rather 

than seeking self-interest, as explained in this comment by Gi-uk.  

Judging by their trivial actions, sometimes I get the impression that the other person 

cares and thinks about me. The staff at the store care for each other and try to help 

each other during difficult tasks, and as the relationship continues, I believe mutual 

trust is formulated. (Gi-uk) 

Some participants commented about goodwill which was understood as a person’s 

signal of good intention through a friendly and helpful attitude including attentive listening, 

encouraging words, supportive actions, volunteering, and a caring attitude. Specifically, 
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valuing another person’s interest and pursuing mutual interest were considered as attitudes 

that are based on goodwill, as is clearly explained by Gyeong-hye. 

The guy has never hurt anyone else intentionally, and he is even willing to set 

something right that might have gone wrong for himself. And I must say, even though 

I don’t know him well and I don’t know too much about his background, I can trust 

him because of his kind personality that I have witnessed during our short 

conversations. (Gyeong-hye) 

Interestingly, there were some participants, mostly 1st-generation Koreans, who 

commented about the role of first impressions in deciding whether a person had good 

intentions towards them during their interactions in the Korean community. Some 

participants elaborated how they acquired their first impressions of a person during their 

encounters in their ethnic community as follows: by looking at their face, their eyes, and 

facial expressions to understand the person’s personality; by paying attention to how the 

person answered the questions at hand; and by exchanging a few words and listening to the 

person’s voice. These are reflected in the following statements: 

I also prioritise taking note of their facial impressions. I don’t mind if the person is 

just going to pass by. However, if I’m trying to decide if this is someone that I can 

have lunch or dinner with, get along with, or just talk about work-related things and 

end it there, I will certainly take their background, lifestyle, and voice into 

consideration. (Jin-yeol)  

If I don’t really know that person, preconceived notions and first impression are the 

most important factors while deciding if I can trust them or not. (Su-yeon)  

If I never heard about the person and I don’t know who that person is, my impression 

of them should be counted first. (Yo-han) 
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Considering the relational nature in the Korean community where a high level of 

mobility and increasing intragroup heterogeneity exist, some participants experienced 

challenges in establishing new co-ethnic relationships. In this respect, first impression was 

considered as a means of deciding whether a person has any hidden intention. For instance, 

Jin-yeol, a middle-term 1st-generation Korean, considered first impression as a significant 

aspect in determining a person’s credibility without any knowledge about the person’s 

background, as explicitly explained in the following statement: 

Here, you don’t know what kind of background this person has and in what condition 

this person came here from Korea, and so you simply have to completely depend on 

what this person says. […] You just have to believe 100% what that person tells you. 

So, I prioritise to take note of their facial impressions to determine the person’s 

credibility. (Jin-yeol) 

5.2.2.4 Good reputation. 

Along with integrity and benevolent intention, a few participants commented on the 

role of abilities in deciding whether to trust someone in their co-ethnic relations. Although 

someone may try to keep their words with good intention, lacking the ability to fulfil the 

promise raises a question about the person’s credibility. In this regard, a few participants 

acknowledged the role of professionalism in deciding whether to trust the person in question. 

However, concurrently, they recognised a limitation in determining whether to trust someone 

based only on the person’s ability, and emphasised on the need for the person to prove their 

ability through their reputation in the community, as reflected in the following statement: 

Ability is important, but it is not an essential factor in determining whether someone 

should be trusted, as you know, there are crooks who have professional knowledge. 

[…] To be trusted in this community, you need a certain level of social position or a 
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degree of professionalism. I mean you need to have achieved something in the 

community or in this country. (So-hui) 

What facilitated their recognition of acquiring a good reputation was related to the 

characteristics of the Korean community. Considering the highly interconnected community 

and increasing intragroup heterogeneity, reputation functioned as a critical element in 

determining whether to trust someone during interactions in the community, as clearly 

echoed in the following comments: 

I need to know about a person’s reputation before meeting with them. Without that, 

just talking one-on-one without any knowledge is a bit… […] because you have not 

known the person since they were young, and you didn’t go to school with them, and 

you’re meeting them without any kinship or school relations because they also 

immigrated here. In this situation, I think you should be careful. You really should. 

(Mi-gyeong) 

Well, the Korean community is quite small, so building a good image is quite 

important. In this community, even when you get to talk with a stranger, there is a 

high possibility that you and the stranger have a friend in common. (Gi-uk) 

5.3. Summary 

This chapter primarily focused on the meaning of trust as derived from the interplay 

between the participants’ relational experiences with their co-ethnic Koreans, and the 

characteristics of the Korean community. The essential findings can be summarised as below. 

• The participants displayed somewhat conflicting and ambivalent attitudes towards 

their co-ethnic relationships. Despite significant social connection and relational 

attachment to Koreans, the participants maintained cautious and vigilant attitudes 

across the different cohorts.  
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• The inherent characteristics of the Korean community which affected the mixed and 

precarious co-ethnic interactions were: (1) high transnational mobility; (2) increasing 

intragroup heterogeneity; (3) closely-knit community; (4) different legal status and 

conflicting interests. 

• Given these points, generalised trust attitudes towards their co-ethnic population, and 

the applicable trustworthiness beliefs that help the participants in deciding whether 

they could trust their co-ethnics as well as interactions with them were explored. 

• Although many of the participants acknowledged the individual level of trust they 

experienced in their co-ethnic relationships, most of them withdrew their trust from 

the Korean population in general and expressed a negative propensity to trust as 

exemplified by the prominently circulated phrase “be careful of Koreans.” 

• The participants suggested four trustworthiness beliefs as the ground elements in 

building and maintaining trust in their co-ethnic relationships: (1) commonalities, 

especially length of time; (2) integrity; (3) benevolent intention; (4) good reputation. 

• The next chapter, therefore, moves on to discuss the major findings and causal 

mechanisms as well as conditions underlying the emerged propensity to trust and 

trustworthiness beliefs in a wider context of New Zealand as well as in a narrower 

context of the Korean community.  
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Chapter 6. Discussion and Conclusion 

This doctoral study was conducted with two major aims. First, it was designed to 

identify demi-regularities from the qualitative research data with intensive exploration of 

trust phenomena among the Koreans living in New Zealand. Second, this study was aimed to 

identify generative mechanisms and its necessary contextual conditions that shape 

participants’ experiences of trust. In this final chapter 6, I address the key research question 

on the causes of Koreans’ trust experiences in New Zealand by engaging with the two central 

reasoning process of abduction and retroduction, which I applied in the CR-informed data 

analysis.  

First, I present my discussions on the identified trust tendencies observed among the 

participants, and the social structures that shape the observed trust patterns by re-engaging 

with the existing theory and research to reflect on the observed trust tendencies with 

references to the previous literature. While I applied abductive inference, I am aware of the 

possibility of ecological fallacy resulting from applying national level data to individual level 

behaviours. In fact, I identified trust tendencies among the participants using the national 

level extensive data, such as the level of generalised trust across the countries (Piantadosi, 

Byar, & Green, 1988). However, the purpose of abductive inference is to formulate ideas of 

how observed demi-regular trust tendencies are connected to each other, and existing 

literature provides references to identify interconnections between the identified demi-

regularities rather than applying national level extensive data to interpret individual level 

intensive data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Fletcher, 2017; Houston, 2010).  

Subsequently, I argue that the social interactions that the participants experienced 

with the locals and their co-ethnics functioned as the key causal mechanisms that enabled the 

creating of an impression of the social structures, which in turn shaped the identified trust 

experiences of the participants. Thereafter, I claim that the perceived safety in the social 
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interaction is a key condition required for activating the social interaction as the key causal 

mechanisms and resulting in the observed trust tendencies. In the subsequent section, based 

on the discussions of this doctoral research, I suggest certain theoretical and methodological 

contributions as well as limitations and recommendations for further research. Finally, I 

highlight the practical implications for individuals, social work practices, communities, and 

policy makers. 

6.1. Discussion of Major Findings 

The results from the individual in-depth interviews and follow-up focus group 

discussions revealed major demi-regularities in terms of propensity to trust and 

trustworthiness beliefs: The participants expressed generalised trust positively while they 

presented co-ethnic trust negatively; and integrity is highlighted as an essential and prominent 

trustworthiness belief in both the local New Zealanders and Korean co-ethnic communities. 

The revealed generative social structures that shape the trust propensity and trustworthiness 

beliefs are identified with respect to both the wider context of New Zealand and the narrower 

context of co-ethnic community. On one hand, the positively expressed generalised trust and 

the three trustworthiness beliefs including integrity, respect, and contribution are explained 

by the causal social structure in New Zealand society, which is characterised as being open, 

supportive, relaxed, and fair. On the other hand, the negatively suggested co-ethnic trust and 

highlighted trustworthiness beliefs including shared commonalities, integrity, benevolent 

intention, and good reputation are explained by the generative social structure that operates 

within the Korean population, which is characterised as being unstable, heterogeneous, close-

knit, and unfair. This section discusses the summarised major findings. In addition, it also 

reviews the key causal mechanisms and conditions that are underlying the manifested trust 

propensity and trustworthiness beliefs. 
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6.1.1. Positively Expressed Generalised Trust 

One interesting finding is that most of the research participants, regardless of their 

different generational cohorts, were likely to express their belief that local New Zealanders 

can be trusted. Considering the narrow radius of trust exhibited in Korean society, in which 

trust is not expected in general and public relationships (Choi & Han, 2008a; Fukuyama, 

1995; Han & Choi, 2011; Ward et al., 2014), this finding is somewhat surprising as the 

participants displayed a wider radius of trust towards others in general compared to the 

observation in their or their parents’ country of origin. This finding implies that New Zealand 

society, in which the participants of this study live and interact, might have an impact on the 

propensity to trust among the Korean participants.  

The positive belief among the participants that most New Zealanders can be trusted 

might be shaped by various types of experiences that the participants have had in New 

Zealand. The findings from the current study suggest that there is a causal social structure 

identified as four socio-cultural aspects of the host country. First, the welcoming social 

atmosphere among the local New Zealanders who show warmth and hospitality towards other 

people is suggested as one of the significant impressions that the participants derive from this 

country. The friendly attitude is emphasised by the InterNations Survey (Expat Insider, 2015) 

in which almost all the participants in New Zealand (94%) consider the local population as 

“friendly,” and a majority of them (56%) even find the locals to be “very friendly.” The 

welcoming atmosphere suggested by the participants is also acknowledged in the survey as 

one of the reasons that New Zealand is considered to be the second easiest country to settle in 

abroad by the expats living in 64 countries (Expat Insider, 2015).  

Although New Zealanders’ friendly attitude is commonly commented across different 

cohorts of participants, it is especially impressively interpreted by the 1st-generation Korean 

participants who are acculturated to having a cautious attitude towards those outside the 
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boundaries of their social ties (Bstieler & Hemmert, 2010; Huff & Kelley, 2003; Yee, 2000). 

Despite their cultural propensity to trust that confines the radius of trust within the boundaries 

of private relationships, the participants’ trust radius is extended to other people whom they 

do not know after they experience the open and friendly social atmosphere in their 

interactions with the local New Zealanders. 

A second socio-cultural aspect of New Zealand society that impacted participants’ 

propensity to trust is an attitude of benevolence as experienced or observed through 

interactions with the locals, which was favourably interpreted by the participants. The 

perceived benevolence from locals, whether they are acquaintances or strangers, creates the 

perception that New Zealanders act out of goodwill and kindness, and thus, fosters positive 

impressions of New Zealanders being trustworthy in general social situations. Some 

participants recognised and acknowledged that the supportive social relationships and 

experienced benevolence are based on the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o Waitangi, signed in 

1840, which acknowledged the coexistence of two distinct cultures: the Māori and non- 

Māori as partners. Their understanding suggested that this biculturalism creates a space for 

cultural diversity in the public sphere of New Zealand. They also implied that their 

experience of benevolence from locals was related to the founding document of New 

Zealand, the Treaty of Waitangi, although their understanding of the Treaty itself might be 

limited. In this sense, their understanding of multiculturalism in New Zealand, which is 

presumably derived from the biculturalism of the Treaty (Simon-Kumar, 2019), has an 

impact on their unique inter-racial relations with mainstream New Zealanders. I assume that 

this ‘exceptionally’ positive racial relationship of the Korean New Zealanders could be 

different from those of the other Korean diasporic communities in countries such as the 

United States, Canada, or Australia.  
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The positive interpretation of benevolence, as a signal of other unknown New 

Zealanders’ trustworthiness, might be attributed to the Koreans’ cultural expectation of 

receiving help from others. This is especially true for the Koreans who are under the cultural 

influence in which mutual help is primarily expected within the boundary of particular 

relationships (Choi & Han, 2008a; Han & Choi, 2011; Yee, 2000). Receiving unexpected 

help and support from locals, and even observing the locals’ good deeds towards other 

people, Koreans in New Zealand come to have the perception that most other local New 

Zealanders would act out of generosity and goodness. This, in turn, facilitates the 

participants’ positive propensity to trust local New Zealanders, especially for the 1st 

generation participants who were not familiar with the open and supportive cultural practices 

that are present in New Zealand.  

A third reason that facilitated the participants’ establishment of positive generalised 

trust in New Zealand was the relaxed atmosphere that encourages cooperation and connection 

among individuals. New Zealand was ranked as the world’s second most peaceful and fourth 

safest country in the 2017 Global Peace Index (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2017), 

which might explain the peaceful and secure atmosphere as suggested by the participants. 

Most interestingly, a well-established public welfare system is commonly explained as a 

fundamental ground for generating the relaxed pace of life. Most participants were of the 

opinion that public services properly function for the benefit of each person, and this boosts 

their confidence and allows them to be relaxed and secure about their current and future life 

in this country. Social interaction in the peaceful and safe environment might create more 

frequent opportunities for establishing connections and enhancing cooperation with other 

people. Thus, the relaxed environment allows the participants to recognise other people with 

a more contented attitude, and this positive approach might extend towards a positive 

expectation of trustworthiness among the general public. This finding is in line with the 
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previous literature on trust which supports the positive association between a well-

functioning welfare state and higher levels of generalised trust (B. Rothstein & Eek, 2003).  

Fourth and most importantly, the perception of fairness that exists in New Zealand 

society was recognised by the participants as a prominent societal factor that stimulates trust 

towards other people. The participants, regardless of their generational cohorts, displayed a 

consensus that trustworthy behaviours among individuals are socially expected, and 

lawbreakers are prosecuted, and those who betray the public trust are subject to public 

criticism. This consensus is based on their confidence in the well-functioning government 

and lower level of corruption in New Zealand. For instance, the participants expressed their 

confidence in the fact that people in authority do what they are supposed to do for people 

without taking bribery. New Zealand’s fundamentally strong national integrity system 

supports the participants’ positive expectation with regard to the high level of transparency, 

integrity, and accountability of the country’s public institutions (Transparency International 

New Zealand, 2019). Despite the existence of shortfalls in transparency in the interactions 

between branches of government, sectors, or agencies that constitute New Zealand’s national 

integrity system, the participants expressed their understanding that the social mechanisms in 

New Zealand support a high level of integrity, which encouraged them to develop a sense of 

trust in general others. The positive association between the low level of corruption and 

generalised trust is consistent with existing studies (B. Rothstein & Eek, 2009; You, 2012). In 

essence, the perceived fairness and incorruptibility allowed the participants to conclude that 

trustworthy behaviours are considered as a cultural norm in New Zealand. Further, the 

participants rationally expect that most New Zealanders can be trusted.  

6.1.2. Negatively Expressed Co-ethnic Trust 

Another important finding is that trust among co-ethnics was negatively expressed by 

the majority of the participants despite closely-knit co-ethnic network. Considering the 
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positively expressed general trust towards most New Zealanders, we must question the causes 

for the cautious and pessimistic trust attitude towards their co-ethnics. A possible explanation 

of this might be that Koreans living in New Zealand, in spite of having moved from a low-

trust society to a high-trust society, retain the propensity to trust that was acquired in their 

home country (Fukuyama, 1995; Ward et al., 2014). This explanation is based on the cultural 

perspective in which trust is regarded as a stable cultural trait inherited from one generation 

to the next through parental socialisation (Dohmen et al., 2012; Uslaner, 2008). Even though 

the literature on trust among immigrants has primarily been influenced by this cultural 

perspective (see Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993; Uslaner, 2008), applying this 

perspective to explain the current findings creates a limitation. This is because the cultural 

perspective only explains the negative co-ethnic trust, but it fails to explain the positively 

expressed generalised trust attitude towards the local New Zealanders.  

Another possible explanation for this finding is available from an experiential 

perspective (Dinesen, 2012b; Nannestad et al., 2014). The negative in-group trust might be 

attributed to the participants’ experiences in their co-ethnic community. The findings from 

the interviews suggested four characteristics of the New Zealand Korean community which 

prompt the pessimistic trust attitude towards their co-ethnic population. First, high 

transnational mobility is suggested as one of the causes of the unstable co-ethnic relationships 

in the Korean community in New Zealand. Even though the approximately 30-year history of 

Korean immigration to New Zealand is relatively short, the New Zealand Korean community 

has witnessed high transnational mobility, which is observed not only among the Koreans 

who are above 45 years old (Ho, 2015) but also among young adult Koreans who completed 

their tertiary education in New Zealand (Lee, 2018). In addition, the number of Koreans with 

temporary visa status increased significantly after 2000 (McLeod & Mare, 2013; Park & 

Anglem, 2016) as temporary migration has become a much more significant characteristic of 
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the New Zealand migration system (Yuan et al., 2014). Given the nature of the temporary 

visa status which allows immigrants to stay in this country for a specified period, the higher 

proportion of Koreans who hold a temporary visa might have an impact on transnational 

mobility among the Korean population in New Zealand as well. 

More importantly, such mobility was negatively interpreted by the participants in 

terms of their relational experiences. It is embedded in the participants’ interpersonal 

relations as an experience of parting with their co-ethnic friends. Some participants 

commented on the relational tendency observed in the Korean community wherein people 

become reluctant or even apathetic to those newcomers with temporary visas. This somewhat 

defensive relational attitude seems to restrain the participants from extending their trust 

boundary to the general Korean population in New Zealand.  

A second reason for the participants’ hesitation to extend their trust towards their co-

ethnics lay in the perceived intra-ethnic heterogeneity that enhances a doubtful and cautious 

attitude among the Koreans in New Zealand. Considering that the structure of the Korean 

population in New Zealand has been affected by New Zealand immigration policies, the 

increasing heterogeneity among the Korean population is a by-product of the changing 

immigration policies. The diversified immigration visa categories, which allow Koreans with 

various social, economic, and educational backgrounds to enter New Zealand is unfavourably 

interpreted by the participants. This was especially true for the long-term 1st-generation 

Koreans who have lived in this country for more than ten years at the time of the interview. 

They consider that the growing intragroup heterogeneity in the Korean community has led to 

the spread of the message “be careful of Koreans living in New Zealand” in the Korean 

community. The somewhat wary nature of co-ethnic relations are well documented (Chang et 

al., 2006; Koo, 2010; Morris et al., 2007), however, the wide-spreading warning message 

among the Korean population has not previously been described. According to the long-term 
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1st-generation Koreans, such a message did not exist before the 2000s: It began spreading 

within the Korean community only after the 2000s. This message emphasises the prevalent 

cautious attitude among Koreans in New Zealand, and this might have influenced the 

negative co-ethnic trust.  

Thirdly, the closely-knit Korean community is recognised by the participants as a 

significant source of precarious co-ethnic relationships. Although the heightened 

transnational mobility and heterogeneous Korean population are acknowledged as the 

underlying grounds for the unstable and defensive co-ethnic interactions, these two aspects 

were mainly expressed by the 1st-generation Korean participants. However, the closely-knit 

Korean community is frequently pointed out, regardless of the participants’ length of 

residence and generational cohorts. They say that the interconnectedness of the Korean 

community in New Zealand has an impact on their cautious attitude in their interactions with 

their co-ethnics and weak level of trust in them. The closely-knit Korean community might 

be attributed to the Korean population’s intensified concentration in the Auckland region. 

Auckland is home to more than two-thirds of the Korean population (Ho, 2015). Moreover, 

the Koreans living in Auckland tend to display a dispersed cluster residence pattern around 

the central Auckland area and its nearby northern, eastern, and western middle-class suburbs 

(Hung, 2011). Therefore, close co-ethnic interconnection is somehow inevitable; however, 

the interconnected relational network among the Korean population tends to be negatively 

interpreted by the participants. What prompted the pessimistic understanding of the closely-

knit Korean community is the likelihood of quick spreading of and repeated exposure to 

rumours, gossip, and distorted information. Many of the participants worried about the 

possibility of becoming a topic of gossip among other Koreans, which prompts them to be 

precautious in their co-ethnic relationships.  
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Fourthly, the different residence status and the increasing number of Koreans with 

temporary visa status are explained as the source of perceived unfairness. This is especially 

highlighted by the participants as incidences that occur when there is a conflict relating to 

acquiring permanent residency (PR). Considering the higher proportion of Koreans with 

temporary visa status who had entered New Zealand prior to obtaining PR (Meares et al., 

2010; Yuan et al., 2014), if they intend to stay permanently, receiving PR becomes a priority. 

In this regard, the widely spread warnings in the Korean community “be careful of Koreans” 

are likely to be related to the breach of employment standards between Korean employers and 

employees in regard to the procurement PR. Although the issue of worker exploitation by co-

ethnic employers has not been well documented academically as well as publicly, the 

participants, not only the 1st-generation Koreans but also 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New 

Zealanders, commented about circulated stories in the Korean community being related to the 

conflict caused by breaches of employment standards. Along with the doubtful message of 

“be careful of Koreans,” the frequently circulated negative news of the occurrences of 

exploitative employment relationships in co-ethnic workplaces tend to be interpreted as a 

reflection of the unfair reality that is delivered by the warning message.  

6.1.3. Integrity as a Core Trustworthiness Belief for Trust 

This thesis explores how the participants consider the fundamental elements of trust 

as emphasised in New Zealand. The results of this study show that integrity, respect, and 

contribution to the host society are highlighted in the context of the New Zealand society, 

while commonality, integrity, benevolent intention, and good reputation are emphasised in 

the context of the Korean community. Although the suggested trustworthiness beliefs vary 

based on the context, the participants commonly and mainly emphasised integrity and its sub-

categories as trustworthiness beliefs for building and maintaining trust while interacting with 

either the local New Zealanders or their co-ethnics. This finding is somewhat unanticipated as 
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the literature on trust in the context of Korea suggests that Koreans tend to emphasise the 

importance of perceived benevolence, genuine concern, and goodwill in deciding whether to 

trust someone (Choi & Han, 2008; Choi, Kim, Kang, & Kim, 2005; Kim & Park, 2004; Park 

& Kim, 2005). A possible explanation of this shared belief of a decent level of integrity for 

trust might be the impact of the social environment of New Zealand, in which they live with 

others with a general consensus about the importance of being honest (Transparency 

International New Zealand, 2018a). 

Integrity is not only suggested by the participants as a moral virtue, but it is also 

understood as a social consensus which is applied to every individual living in New Zealand. 

The participants, regardless of their residence period and generational cohorts, expressed 

their confidence that maintaining an honest attitude, demonstrating congruence between their 

action and talk, keeping promises, and respecting social rules and agreements as well as 

complying with them are all required. There is a consensus among the participants that such 

honest and compliant behaviours are applied to and practised by most people living in New 

Zealand. This understanding may be explained by the “increasing awareness of integrity 

issues and increased attention to the importance of combating bribery, corruption, and other 

threats to New Zealand’s reputation as a society with high integrity” with a strong national 

integrity system applied in New Zealand (Transparency International New Zealand, 2018a, p. 

8). In addition to this, New Zealand’s public sector is ranked as the least corrupt in the world, 

along with Denmark, according to Transparency International’s 2017 Corruption Perceptions 

Index (Transparency International New Zealand, 2018b). Even though there are cases of 

corruption, these cases are seriously considered and become news headlines due to their 

relative rarity (See Cheng, 2010). This social atmosphere, in turn, encouraged each of the 

participants to behave honestly rather than taking the high risk of betraying others through 

untrustworthy behaviour.  
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The participants perceived that violation of integrity and non-compliance with formal 

and informal rules as well as agreements would be penalised socially and/or legally. More 

importantly, the participants were confident in their belief that the penalty would be applied 

fairly and impartially. Surprisingly, news headlines of scandals involving politicians and 

public servants were mentioned by the participants as examples of the high level of integrity 

demanded in New Zealand society. These scandals reminded the participants that New 

Zealand society does not tolerate any use of public power for private gain, as acknowledged 

by the country being ranked first in the Control of Corruption Index 2017 among the OECD 

countries (OECD, 2019). The news reports on such scandals are interpreted by the 

participants as a signal of fair and impartial control of corruption and any relevant violation 

would be detected by proper institutions. 

Some participants also said that trustworthy behaviour of each Korean resident in 

New Zealand is important not only at an individual level but also at a public level. Given the 

social consensus of maintaining a decent level of integrity, the participants, especially the 

1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders, expressed their concern that dishonest 

behaviour conducted by individual Koreans could have an impact on the general reputation of 

the Korean population or even Asians in New Zealand. This perception might be attributed to 

the impact of their ethnic identity as a minority ethnic group in New Zealand, in which 

personal behaviour is likely to be interpreted by the majority as a representation of the 

Korean population in general. In this respect, some of the participants believed that 

maintaining integrity is one of the essential qualities for keeping a good reputation among 

Koreans in New Zealand society.  

Participants also emphasised the vital importance of integrity in their co-ethnic 

relations. Existing literature on trust suggests that Koreans tend to judge if a person is 

trustworthy or not on the basis of the person’s relational boundary rather than the actual 
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quality of being trustworthy (Han & Choi, 2011; Han & Choe, 1994; Horak, 2014). 

Considering this, the participants’ emphasis on the importance of integrity even in their social 

interactions with their co-ethnics might be understood to be a result of their residence 

experiences in New Zealand in which maintaining integrity is expected of the member of the 

society (Transparency International New Zealand, 2018a, 2019). Moreover, the increased 

awareness of integrity among the participants might have an impact on their negative 

propensity for trust towards their co-ethnics. The participants tend to expect that a similar 

level of integrity is demanded in their co-ethnic relations. However, the presence of unfair 

practice observed in the Korean community, such as breach of employment standards, might 

have a negative impact on co-ethnic trust. Moreover, the way of applying integrity to 

determine whether a co-ethnic is trustworthy is somewhat differently displayed.  

First of all, the participants tended to consider that one has integrity in his/her 

relationship with other Koreans if that person does not show distortive or exaggerative 

behaviours. Additionally, they attempted to verify a person’s integrity by finding out the 

person’s reputation in the co-ethnic community. A possible explanation for this might be 

associated with the characteristics of the Korean community. Considering the commonly 

expressed concern of their being a topic of gossip in the Korean community due to the intense 

interconnection within the closely-knit co-ethnic community, integrity is demanded in terms 

of being honest and candid without distortive, exaggerative, or gossiping behaviours in 

determining a person’s trustworthiness.  

6.1.4. Social Interaction and Sense of Safety as Key Causal Mechanisms for Trust  

This study aims to identify generative mechanisms and the necessary contextual 

conditions that shape observed demi-regular trust tendencies among the Koreans living in 

New Zealand. The key findings in this thesis indicate that the observed trust phenomena are 

shaped by the social interactions with members of the host society and the co-ethnic 
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community. At the early stage of this research, the participants were asked to recall the 

meaningful social interactions as a way of identifying their thought process so as to establish 

how they perceive trust in the context of New Zealand. However, it became apparent that the 

formal and informal social interactions that they experienced in New Zealand created 

opportunities to establish impressions of the contextualised society, and these impressions 

became a foundation of perceived propensity to trust as well as trustworthiness beliefs. There 

was some critical reflection, for example, that resonated through the comments when the 

participants were talking about their interactions with the local New Zealanders during the 

interview. The reflected social interactions, including through formal social networks (e.g. 

church, English class, library, or immigration office) and informal contact (e.g. chatting with 

a neighbour, eye contact or smile to familiar faces in the street), enable the participants to 

derive impressions that facilitate their understanding of trustworthiness among the 

generalised others from the local community. These impressions, in turn, become a source of 

expressed generalised trust and the relevant beliefs.  

Likewise, the social interactions that the participants have had provide background 

information on the major findings of this doctoral study: (1) the positively displayed 

generalised trust towards most local New Zealanders was influenced by the awareness of the 

New Zealand society, which was derived from the various relational interactions that the 

participants have had during their settlement and residence period; (2) the negatively 

expressed co-ethnic trust was subject to their perceived understanding of the Korean 

community, which was derived from their co-ethnic relations; and (3) the suggested 

trustworthiness beliefs which were commonly emphasised in their relations with the local 

New Zealanders and co-ethnics. These interactions functioned as causal mechanisms that 

allowed the participants to develop a generalised expectation of whether people are 

trustworthy by extrapolating from the impressions derived from their social interactions. 
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These findings support the fact that trust is formed by experiences in the environment in 

which immigrants and their child generations live and interact, as suggested by the 

experiential perspective (Glanville & Paxton, 2007; Nannestad & Svendsen, 2005). In this 

sense, the experiential perspective on the causes of trust is more relevant (than the cultural 

perspective) in explaining the observed demi-regular trust tendencies.  

Social interaction, as a causal mechanism for trust, requires a particular social 

condition (Bhaskar, 1979; Fletcher, 2017) that drives the manifested trust propensity and 

trustworthiness beliefs as discussed in this thesis. As stated above, I began this study with an 

expectation of trust as a stable cultural feature that is inherited through parental socialisation, 

as drawn from the existing literature on trust. However, the sense of safety in the participants’ 

social interactions is identified as a key social condition required for the key causal 

mechanism to become actualised, and thus, result in observed trust phenomena among the 

Koreans living in New Zealand. Further, it is the key condition behind the positive 

generalised trust, negative co-ethnic trust, and integrity. The sense of safety perceived from 

the social structure in New Zealand stimulates trust in other people, as experienced by the 

participants, by ensuring that there are incentives for an individual’s engagement in 

trustworthy behaviour. On the contrary, the lack of a sense of safety perceived from the social 

structure embedded in the Korean community impedes the participants from trusting their co-

ethnic population despite their interconnected social interaction. In this regard, integrity is 

commonly suggested as a vital and significant trustworthiness belief as applied in New 

Zealand, regardless of social interaction within the local or co-ethnic communities.  

6.2. Theoretical and Methodological Contribution of this Study 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study on how trust is conceptualised and 

practised among the 1st-generation Korean immigrants, and 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean 

New Zealanders in the context of New Zealand. This study makes major theoretical and 
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methodological contributions in five areas. First, it contributes to the existing literature on 

trust by exploring the impact of migrants’ experiences in their host society, where they form 

generalised trust toward the local people and the social system. Considering a central debate 

within the literature on trust whether the roots of trust are mainly cultural or experiential 

(Uslaner, 2008), Koreans living in New Zealand represent a strong case for comparing these 

two perspectives on the causes of trust. Although the participants (or their parents) are 

originally from Korea where trust tends to be limited to within particular relationships rather 

than extended to general and public relationships (Choi & Han, 2008; Ward et al., 2014), my 

participants across different generational cohorts positively showed generalised trust towards 

most local New Zealanders. This finding implies that the participants’ experiences in New 

Zealand have an impact on their perceived generalised trust regardless of the possible 

influence from their own cultural disposition on trust that they inherited from their parents. 

This provides evidence that an experiential perspective on trust is more applicable to my 

ethnic Korean participants.   

The findings of this study also contribute to the ongoing discussions on whether the 

increasing number of immigrants poses a risk to the generalised trust in the host society 

(Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2012; Kumlin & Rothstein, 2007; Uslaner, 2006). Although some 

researchers on trust raise concerns that immigrants (or immigrants’ children) from a low-trust 

society might retain the same level of trust inherited from their home country despite shifting 

their environment (Uslaner, 2008), the current study implies the possibility that generalised 

trust among the immigrants might be subject to change depending on the experiences in their 

new country rather than being stable as a cultural disposition passed down generations. 

Moreover, the findings in this qualitative study suggest a possible route for trust acculturation 

by identifying two key causal mechanisms: First, social interaction allows the participants to 

establish an impression of the main characteristics of the host society; second, the sense of 
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safety which arises from the perceived characteristics of the society allows the participants to 

develop a generalised expectation of others being trustworthy in society, which is consistent 

with previous research findings (Dinesen, 2012b; Kumlin & Rothstein, 2007). The suggested 

route for trust acculturation implies that the perceived sense of safety which is embedded in 

everyday social interaction in the host society may be a means to further improve generalised 

trust in this multicultural society with an increasing diverse group of immigrants. 

This study deepens our understanding of dynamic trust phenomena as manifested by 

the Koreans who live outside their home country. Given that the majority of trust research on 

Koreans are conducted in the context of Korean society, this doctoral project is especially 

meaningful in the sense that it demonstrates how the 1st-generation Korean immigrants and 

their children in a high-trust western society such as New Zealand experience and perceive 

generalised trust, co-ethnic trust, and trustworthiness beliefs. This thesis indicates that Korean 

immigrants in New Zealand experience positive generalised trust but negative co-ethnic trust. 

Moreover, they identify integrity as an essential element of trustworthiness in the context of 

both the local and co-ethnic communities.  

This research also makes a unique contribution as it facilitates a comprehensive 

understanding of trust by identifying generative social structures that shape specific trust 

tendencies. The unique contribution of the findings is that the perceived characteristics of 

New Zealand society and the Korean community that cause experiences of trust among the 

Koreans are identified. The recognition of generative social structures that cause specific trust 

phenomena can provide a possibility of making changes in those social structures that could 

lead to the manifestation of different trust phenomena. For example, the recognised 

characteristics of New Zealand society that helped the Koreans to have optimistic generalised 

trust can provide us with practical policy recommendations to support other ethnic 

immigrants in developing and enhancing generalised trust in the destination country.  
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Lastly, considering that the majority of previous research on trust was based on 

experimental research or survey-based studies (Cook & Cooper, 2003; Nannestad, 2008), this 

study paves the way for a new line of research on trust with its qualitative research method 

guided by critical realism as a methodological framework. In this regard, this doctoral project 

makes an original contribution in terms of its applying critical realism as a methodology. 

Given the lack of applicable research methodology for critical realism in empirical research 

despite its explanatory strength (Craig & Bigby, 2015), this is the first study, to the best of 

our knowledge, that demonstrates that applied critical realism is a philosophical and 

methodological framework for empirical trust research. The application of critical realism 

analysis allows me to identify the perceived social structures in New Zealand society and the 

Korean community, and their impact on the generalised trust, co-ethnic trust, and 

trustworthiness beliefs as they are perceived by the Koreans living in New Zealand. Hence, it 

was possible for me to identify social interaction and a sense of safety as two deep generative 

mechanisms that shape the manifested trust propensity and trustworthiness beliefs. 

6.3. Limitations and Future Studies 

This doctoral study has limitations that should be addressed in future research. Firstly, 

this study used qualitative data that was collected through thirty-four individual in-depth 

interviews and five focus group discussions without comparable quantitative data to 

demonstrate the widespread trust trends that exist in the Korean community in New Zealand. 

Critical realism methodology recommends the identification of demi-regularities in the 

empirical phenomenon by employing two types of data sources including extensive data, 

such as statistical data to verify the widespread trend, and intensive data, such as interview 

data to obtain an in-depth interpretative understanding (Fletcher, 2017). As there are no 

comparable local statistical data with which I can identify trust trends among the Korean 

population in New Zealand, the identified demi-regularities in terms of trust propensity and 
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emphasised trustworthiness beliefs in the wider New Zealand society and the Korean 

community in New Zealand cannot be compared with any relevant local research. The 

inherent limitation of this data collection procedure paves the way for future research. A 

longitudinal survey-based approach can be adopted to examine the level of trust that exists 

among the Korean population in New Zealand, over time. Considering that the manifested 

trust phenomenon is generated from the interplay between the social structure and individual 

agency, the longitudinal data will be beneficial in identifying new prevalent trends.  

The second limitation concerns the representativeness of the Korean population in 

New Zealand. Given that the results of this study are based on the Koreans in the Auckland 

region, they have geographical limitations. The identified demi-regularities in terms of trust 

propensity and trustworthiness beliefs might be manifested differently in other regions. 

According to Statistics New Zealand (2013), the majority of Koreans in New Zealand tend to 

live in the North Island (85.6 per cent or 25,839 people) and settle in the main urban areas 

(96.2 per cent or 29,016 people). Even though Auckland is the most populous region in which 

more than two-thirds of Koreans settle (Ho, 2015), Koreans who reside elsewhere such as in 

the South Island regions or smaller or rural communities may have different trust experiences 

as a minority ethnic group that is mainly surrounded by local neighbourhoods. Hence, the 

characteristics of New Zealand society and the co-ethnic community might be differently 

recognised by the Koreans who are living in these areas. Future studies should seek to include 

a more representative sample by exploring the experiences of Koreans from a wider 

geographical point of view, including other regions, to examine any discrepancies based on 

the areas of residence, which will enhance the validity of the results.  

The third limitation is related to the sampling criteria applied in the sampling process 

for this study. This doctoral research is conducted under the aims of identifying Koreans’ 

trust experiences in New Zealand and causal social structures that cause the identified trust 
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phenomena. To achieve these objectives, I recruited Korean participants from three different 

generations by utilising a purposive sampling strategy. Even though the generational 

categories of Koreans allowed this study to explore Koreans’ trust experiences based on 

different settlement and residence processes according to their generational differences, the 

results of this study indicate that the perceived generalised trust, co-ethnic trust, and essential 

trustworthiness beliefs are similarly observed irrespective of generational differences. 

Although the identified demi-regularities of the trust phenomena among the participants from 

different generational cohorts are a strength of this study, caution should be exercised with 

regard to drawing conclusions about how trust is observed among the Koreans living in New 

Zealand. This is because trust experiences can be differently perceived by varied group 

categories based on employment (e.g. self-employed, unemployed, employed in a co-ethnic 

business, or employed in a Kiwi-owned business), residence status (e.g. citizenship, 

permanent residence, or temporary residence), or religious affiliations (e.g. ethnic-centred or 

mainstream religious institution). Future studies would benefit if they include different group 

categories and criteria to identify trust experiences and perceived characteristics of both host 

society and co-ethnic community.  

As an additional and final suggestion for future studies, the main research design of 

this doctoral study requires exploration of other ethnic groups in New Zealand. Considering 

that New Zealand society has grown in terms of ethnic diversity over the past decade as a 

result of increased immigration (Ho, 2015), this increasingly diverse population may 

challenge social cohesion and have an adverse effect on generalised trust (Uslaner, 2006). 

The findings of current study imply the possibility of acculturated generalised trust as a result 

of the participants’ experiences in their host country. Nevertheless, the perceived trust 

experiences and the causal social structure that cause the identified trust experiences may 

differ depending on which ethnic groups we are dealing with. People may retain the cultural 
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feature of trust that they learned and inherited from the country of origin in spite of a shift in 

environment. Future study should pay greater attention to the trust phenomena among 

different ethnic groups, who are from low-trust societies similar to Korea.  

6.4. Practical Implications 

6.4.1. Individual practices  

This doctoral research is a reminder to individual Koreans of how important and 

beneficial it is to establish relational contact with the local community. This study shows that 

Korean migrants tend to shape their generalised trust through their social interactions with 

local New Zealanders. Social contact with the local people is particularly significant for the 

1st-generation Koreans who operate under their cultural disposition on trust, which they 

experienced in their home country. Despite their low trust cultural tendency, in which trust is 

limited within particular relationships and does not expand beyond such relational boundaries 

(Fukuyama, 1995), their social interactions with local New Zealanders allow Koreans to 

develop a sense of connectedness with the host society. This sense of connectedness increases 

their awareness of the social atmosphere of New Zealand which allows individuals to interact 

with other people with openness, benevolence, generosity, and trust. Though my study shows 

the benefits of the Korean migrants’ interactions with local New Zealanders, previous 

research shows that the relational boundaries that exist within the Korean population tend to 

be limited only to the co-ethnic community (Chang et al., 2006; Koo, 2010). While the 1st-

generation Koreans desire to associate with the mainstream society, they tend not to be able 

to do so due to their lack of available connections that can facilitate such interactions, 

incompetence in English language, and lack of understanding of local customs (Chang et al., 

2006; Dixon et al., 2010).  

Despite these constraints, the 1st-generation Korean participants who managed to 

build meaningful relations with some local New Zealanders tend to be more active in finding 



162 

 

 

 

ways to contact with local people. First, they tend to actively navigate through available 

support and assistance from governmental, non-governmental, and community organisations. 

Most of them were likely to gather available information from library boards, community 

centres, or web-based community sites such as the New Zealand Korea Post (k'orian p'osŭt'ŭ) 

or Facebook pages such as New Zealand Story (nyujillaendŭ iyagi) rather than solely 

depending on the information acquired from their co-ethnic acquaintance(s). Secondly, they 

were apt to attend English classes as a way to meet local people and build relationships with 

them, even though the main reasons for attending the community English course(s) was to 

improve their English language skills and familiarise themselves with the Kiwi accent. 

However, many of the 1st-generation Koreans expressed that the English classes were an 

excellent medium to be connected and build good relationship with the mainstream society. 

This was thanks to the many volunteer teachers who showed genuine care and interest 

towards the new immigrants with little familiarity with the language, social customs, and 

manners of New Zealand society. Such positive relationships with the local volunteer 

teachers facilitated the building of a sense of connection with the host country, and they 

enabled to become familiar with the cultural practices and social expectations of New 

Zealand society. Some of the 1st-generation Koreans commented that attending English 

classes enabled them to build their first relationship with a local person who would become 

their “first” kiwi friend. Although this pattern of building the initial relationship with the 

local community identified in this study might not be equally available or applicable for other 

Korean or non-Korean immigrants, the successful cases in my study might provide good tips 

for newcomers who wish to establish social interactions with the local people in the early 

stages of their settling in this country. 

My study also suggests that the 1.5-and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders 

should be reminded of the importance of maintaining social interactions with the local 
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community. This is especially true if we consider their relational tendency which indicates 

increasing and intensifying co-ethnic peer relationships during different stages of their lives 

despite the multi-ethnic and multi-cultural school environment (Kim, 2014; Kitchen, 2013; 

Song & Park, 2018). Surprisingly, some 1.5-and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealander 

participants expressed that they tended to feel self-conscious, and to act passively while 

interacting with local New Zealanders as the latter’s cultural and ethnic backgrounds are 

different from theirs. In this respect, the cases of my Korean New Zealander participants 

reveal the importance of maintaining social connection with the local community. In this 

sense, I recommend to participate in volunteer activities in their local communities or joining 

club activities as ways to meet new locals and maintain connection with the host society.  

Subsequently, this doctoral research draws individual Koreans’ attention to the 

widespread message of “be careful of Koreans.” This phrase represents the negatively 

expressed co-ethnic trust among the Korean population in New Zealand. However, my 

findings challenge the intention of this message: it becomes a hindrance for the newcomers 

rather than a well-meaning caution. The message seems to provide an unjustified bias against 

the co-ethnic community. It also hinders the building of positive co-ethnic relationships by 

creating an excessively cautious attitude towards interaction with other Koreans. A few 

newly arrived short-term 1st-generation Koreans expressed that they used to voluntarily 

isolate themselves from their co-ethnics to avoid potential risks during their early settle-in 

period. The voluntary isolation tends to not only preclude them from having relations with 

their co-ethnics but also from gaining access to the resources associated with social, 

economic, and cultural integration in their host country. In fact, such an access to local 

resources can be achieved while maintaining their co-ethnic relationships as they might 

become a bridge to the host society. Therefore, it is advised that individuals who intend to 

move to, or newly settle in, New Zealand need to be aware of the importance of maintaining 
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an open attitude towards building new co-ethnic relationships despite the potential risks. This 

was confirmed by the individual participants who spoke positively about their interpersonal 

co-ethnic relations. Those who have good co-ethnic relationship also reported being better 

settled in the host country. Additionally, it is important for the well-established Koreans who 

interact with their fellow Koreans to be careful when giving advice to other newly arrived 

Koreans. They should understand that the commonly circulated warning of “be careful of 

Koreans” might, instead of protecting the newcomers from potential risks, reduce their 

opportunities to establish positive links and relationships with other Koreans that might help 

them to settle well in this country  

Through this study, it was evident that integrity is a vital trustworthiness belief 

applied in relationships within the host country communities and the participants’ co-ethnic 

community. The core message from the findings is straightforward: “New Zealand trusts you 

first. If you respond to the given trust with honesty, you will enjoy an easier life in this 

country. Nevertheless, taking advantage of the given trust comes at a very high cost.” 

Therefore, the findings strongly suggest that individuals who live in New Zealand might be 

able to prove their trustworthiness if they endeavour to understand the significance of 

personal integrity and practise it. Even though there are many possible ways to practise 

integrity, the first step, as suggested by the participants, is to comply with the formal and 

informal rules that are widely accepted in New Zealand. In particular, the 1st-generation 

Koreans need to have access to sources of support and services from such as the Citizens 

Advice Bureau, Auckland Regional Migrant Services, or New Zealand Now. The second 

step, as suggested, concerns the participants’ co-ethnic relations. Given the closely-knit and 

highly interconnected character of the Korean community in New Zealand, the widespread 

gossiping and circulating rumours in the co-ethnic community are a source of concern for the 

participants of all generational cohorts. As a result, identifying whether a person has integrity 
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with regard to co-ethnic relations tends to be determined by the absence of disguise, 

distortion, or exaggeration in the person’s behaviours. Hence, having an honest and candid 

attitude is recommended and highlighted in establishing and maintaining trust in co-ethnic 

relations.  

6.4.2. Social Work Practices 

This doctoral study provides practical implications for the field of social work as 

follows. First, community programmes can be improved by fostering community 

connectedness between the ethnic minorities and the mainstream local community. The local 

community is an ideal setting for the ethnic minority groups to socialise with local people in a 

supportive and culturally safe environment. In particular, the importance of being connected 

to the local community is emphasised for the 1st-generation Koreans who, despite their desire 

to do so, have experienced difficulties in establishing connections to local people (Dixon et 

al., 2010; Koo, 2010; Morris et al., 2007). Although it might be less significant, 

connectedness with the local community is still demanded for the 1.5- and 2nd-generation 

Korean New Zealanders: even though they interact with the local community through the 

New Zealand education system, the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders tend to 

display relational boundaries that are constrained within co-ethnic relations once they reach 

intermediate or high school. This tendency of co-ethnic-centred relationship becomes 

stronger during their tertiary level of education (Song & Park, 2018).  

In this respect, social work professionals in the community can develop tailored 

programmes which allow the Koreans or other ethnic minorities to participate more actively 

in local community. For example, offering a cooking class on ethnic foods and recipes (e.g., 

Māori traditional food hāngi, Korean-style barbeque pulgogi) would encourage both the 

Korean immigrants (and Korean New Zealander youths) and local people with a common 

interest to eagerly participate in the classes. It appears that multiple community programmes 
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including club activities, local projects, and community volunteer opportunities are available 

(New Zealand Now, 2019), although the availability and quality of such support varies. 

Therefore, providing updated information on local events, programmes, and activities in 

which Koreans can engage is necessary and strongly recommended. In this respect, 

professionals who are engaged in local community activities need to actively pass on the 

relevant information through accessible channels for the Koreans and other ethnic groups so 

as to support community connectedness. To enhance accessibility of information for the 

Korean population, both offline (e.g., information boards or newsletters in the local library, 

community centre, leisure centre, public school, and Korean-ethnic based institutions) and 

online (e.g., online-based ethnic community sites such as the New Zealand Korea Post or 

Facebook pages such as the New Zealand Story) channels can be utilised.  

Subsequently, it is recommended that the professionals should provide guidance and 

support for the 1st-generation Koreans to increase their understanding of the local history, 

customs, manners, and cultural values. This study has shown that the awareness of socio-

cultural characteristics of New Zealand (openness, cooperation, relaxed pace of life, and 

integrity) can have a positive impact on generalised trust among the 1st-generation Koreans 

as well as the 1.5- and 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders. Specifically, the need to 

understand New Zealand society and culture is emphasised more among the 1st-generation 

Korean immigrants compared to the 1.5- or 2nd-generation Korean New Zealanders because 

of the former’s limited social and community connectedness (Chang et al., 2006; Dixon et al., 

2010). For instance, the findings of this research demonstrated that being respectful is one of 

the highlighted trustworthiness beliefs in the context of New Zealand society. However, the 

meaning of respectfulness is not only limited to considerate behaviours, but it also applies to 

an open-minded attitude towards different cultures, races, and religions. It is not easy to 

comprehend the extended meaning of respectfulness for the 1st-generation Korean immigrants 



167 

 

 

 

who are not familiar with a multi-cultural and multi-ethnic society like New Zealand. In this 

respect, professionals engaged in Korean ethnic groups can develop and offer seminars or 

workshops to assist these Koreans in learning the history, customs, manners, and cultural 

values of New Zealand society. However, the professionals should ensure that the developed 

programmes are able to provide appropriate language support for the 1st-generation Koreans 

who may be experiencing a language barrier.  

An additional recommendation for social work in this area is that training and 

resources for the professionals who engage with Koreans can be improved in terms of 

increasing their understanding of the unique characteristics of the Korean community. This 

will, in turn, have an impact on the relatively weak co-ethnic trust among the Korean 

population in New Zealand. This study has shown that Koreans tend to maintain conflicting 

and somewhat suspicious attitudes towards the co-ethnic population despite their reliance on 

and interconnectedness with other Koreans. The complex co-ethnic relations demand more 

comprehensive and culturally competent knowledge for the professionals to facilitate the 

provision of culturally appropriate services for Korean clients. 

Furthermore, the professionals should be capable of guiding the Korean community to 

deal with conflict within their co-ethnic relations. This study has shown that Korean 

employees’ rights are unlikely to be respected by some co-ethnic employers. Even though 

such stories tend to be circulated quickly and repeatedly in the Korean community, the 

exploitative practice at work is rarely reported to the appropriate authorities. Some 1st-

generation Korean participants expressed their concerns that they might be criticised by other 

Koreans if they report such cases of exploitation to authorities. This concern is well presented 

in the following statement.  

If I report it, I could be regarded as the weird one [in the Korean community]. It will 

make me look like a person who doesn’t have any affection towards people, and 
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people will be wondering how I can raise such a complaint while working together 

with the person [who exploited]. So… I decided it was not worth it to report the 

situation. (Si-yeong) 

This attitude might be attributed to the cultural disposition from the relationship-

oriented Korean culture, in which relationships and the concept of face are emphasised (Kim, 

2004). Therefore, there is a need to increase the training and resources for professionals so as 

to meet the unique cultural characteristics and needs of this group of people around resolving 

conflict in co-ethnic relations.  

6.4.3. Community Practices 

As stated above, this doctoral study is a reminder to the Korean community to 

recognise the importance of connectedness with the local community in terms of generating 

positive generalised trust among Koreans. Although there are many possible ways for the 

Koreans to be connected with the local community, the participants suggest that social 

contribution is one of the most required elements for establishing and sustaining trust in this 

society. Among the many possible ways for making social contribution, they emphasised the 

involvement in community volunteer activities in the sense that New Zealand society values 

openness, hospitality, cooperation, and reciprocity from the people living in this county. 

Despite the fact that making a social contribution is acknowledged as an essential aspect of 

being trustworthy, the 2013 New Zealand census reported that only 15.5 per cent of the 

Korean population in New Zealand was involved in voluntary work (Statistics New Zealand, 

2013). In this regard, it is recommended for the Korean community to encourage their 

members to be more actively engaged in local community work by participating in volunteer 

activities or by giving donations to support certain social projects. For example, online 

Korean communities (e.g. the New Zealand Korea Post, the New Zealand Story Facebook 
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page) can be active channels for circulating relevant information and for organising people to 

participate in local community activities and social projects.  

Furthermore, it is also recommended for the Korean community to organise a series of 

employment rights workshops to increase understanding of employment rights and 

responsibilities among its members. This doctoral study draws attention to the disputes 

among the Koreans over the breaching of employment standards as one of the main sources 

of negatively expressed co-ethnic trust. Although the rights of employees in terms of 

holidays, leave, work breaks, wages, and written employment agreements should be 

respected and protected, my participants implied that there existed some degree of 

exploitative practices in their workplaces. However, they were not likely to find a proper way 

to deal with the situation for fear of losing their jobs, being insecure about their visa status, or 

losing face in their co-ethnic relations. Therefore, the related stories tend to be circulated only 

as rumours and gossip among the Koreans, although some serious cases were reported in the 

media (see Equal Employment Opportunities Trust, 2013). In this sense, it is necessary that 

the Korean community should play an active role in raising awareness among the Koreans 

with respect to the employment rights, cases of exploitations, ways of reporting such cases, 

and sources of formal support and services.  

6.4.4. Implications for Government  

This thesis has some implications for the policy makers. It indicates that generalised 

trust among immigrants is likely to change over time depending on their experiences in the 

host country, particularly the perceived sense of safety in their social interactions. New 

Zealand has become ethnically diverse as a result of the increasing migration from Asian 

countries over the past decades (Ho, 2015). While there has been heated debate on whether 

the increasing number of immigrants might deteriorate generalised trust in high-trust western 

societies (Uslaner, 2006), the current study suggests that generalised trust among immigrants 
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(and their children) is subject to change depending on their experiences in their host country. 

It defies the cultural perspective on trust, which emphasises a stable and sticky cultural 

disposition inherited from their (or their parents’) country of origin and retention of it in the 

destination country despite the changed environment.  

The important implications of this study for policy makers are that generalised trust 

can be developed based on their experiences in the host societies. Their engagement with 

public services that treat them fairly and impartially increases their general trust; this trust can 

be further bolstered through maintaining vigilant institutional cultures against corruption, 

which weakens generalised trust by via distrust of institutions of government. Having shown 

that a perceived sense of safety in the destination country is important for the formation of 

immigrants’ generalised trust, this raises a reasonable question as to how the sense of safety 

is formed. This thesis suggests that migrants draw abstract conclusions about the fairness of 

the host society through concrete experiences of social interactions with locals. Although 

there are many ways to ensure fairness within the society, one of the best ways that policy 

makers can do this is to maintain strong public institutions free of corruption. They can also 

combat the use of public power for private gain in this regard. Fortunately, New Zealand 

maintains a good reputation globally as a high-integrity, low-corruption, and high-trust nation 

(Institute for Economics and Peace, 2017; Macaulay, 2018, 2019b; Transparency 

International New Zealand, 2018b). However, trust-building is a dynamic process and it can 

be adversely impacted by a decline in institutional quality (Sønderskov & Dinesen, 2016). 

Therefore, policy makers must remember how corruption, inequality, unfairness, and 

partiality can reduce institutional trust, and consequently, deteriorate generalised trust. 

In addition to maintaining or enhancing generalised trust among the ethnically diverse 

immigrants in New Zealand, policy makers might note four generative social structures 

within New Zealand society that cause positive generalised trust among the Koreans. This 
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thesis suggests that the increased awareness of the social and cultural values of openness, 

cooperation, a relaxed pace of life, and fairness generates positive generalised trust among 

the Koreans despite the cultural disposition on trust that they inherited from their (or their 

parents’) home country, Korea. The generative social structures that cause generalised trust 

for other ethnic immigrants in New Zealand may differ. Nevertheless, the possible route for 

trust acculturation observed among the Koreans identified in this study can provide practical 

policy recommendations for the support other ethnic groups to develop and enhance 

generalised trust in New Zealand. 

6.5. Conclusion 

This thesis was to explore the causes of the trust phenomena observed among the 

Koreans living in New Zealand. Therefore, the central question of this thesis was whether the 

manifested trust phenomena are moulded by the cultural predisposition from their (or their 

parents’) home country, Korea, or are shaped by their experiences in the destination country, 

New Zealand. In doing so, this doctoral study adopted a qualitative research design guided by 

critical realism as a methodological framework. It discovered that the manifested trust 

experiences among the Korean immigrants in New Zealand are influenced by their 

experiences in New Zealand. This discovery was made by identifying generative social 

structures that shape the identified demi-regularities in the trust phenomena.  

The findings of this thesis provide meaningful insight into the route for trust 

acculturation among immigrants by identifying two key causal mechanisms that had impacts 

on the Korean migrants’ propensity to trust most New Zealanders as well as their co-ethnics, 

and trustworthiness beliefs. First, the social interactions that the Korean immigrants had in 

New Zealand established an impression of the host society and their co-ethnic community in 

which they are contextualised. Second, a sense of safety, which is extrapolated from the 

established impressions of the society, enables them to develop a generalised expectation 
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about others as to whether they are trustworthy. The two identified causal mechanisms, social 

interactions and a sense of safety, allow us to understand the causes of the following: (1) 

positively expressed generalised trust despite the Korean migrants’ cultural propensity to 

trust which tends to be constrained within their particular relational boundaries; (2) 

negatively demonstrated co-ethnic trust in spite of their interconnected co-ethnic relations; 

and (3) integrity as an emphasised trustworthiness belief in the context of New Zealand.  

This dissertation is significant in terms of demonstrating the settlement and residence 

experiences of Koreans in New Zealand through a lens of trust. In spite of the existent 

academic concern that immigrants from low-trust societies may cause a threat to the 

generalised trust of the host countries, the case of Koreans in New Zealand provides 

contrasting evidence. Despite the cultural trait on trust inherited from their (or their parents’) 

home country, Koreans are likely to open their hearts to New Zealanders by appreciating the 

sense of safety of the society, interpreted from their social interactions with local people who 

showed unexpected and high level of kindness, hospitality, openness, and support. This 

dissertation concludes by providing a glimpse of trust phenomena among Koreans and the 

embedded causal social structures in New Zealand. Based on the expanded knowledge from 

the case of the Koreans in New Zealand, this thesis calls for researchers to study the dynamic 

trust phenomena in host countries more comprehensively. The ever-growing international 

migration and, as a result, increasing ethnic diversity in host countries require new 

perspectives in our understanding of the trust dynamic in host societies as well as among the 

co-ethnic immigrants themselves. 
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