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ABSTRACT
EUYRYUNG JUN: Virtuous Citizens and Sentimental Society: Ethics andi¢oli
In Neoliberal South Korea
(Under the direction of Donald Nonini)

This dissertation argues that while South Korea'’s developmentalist mgmmie
the democracy struggles in the 1980s focused on the economic dimension of Korean
social life, with the rise of civil society into the democratic era, it isntbeal dimension
of development that has been emphasized. | explore this project of moral development
through the activities of migrant centers that have provided social, legal,eatch
services to foreign migrants and acted as their main advocates since the 1990s.

Based on ethnographic and archival research, this dissertation focuses on the new
social and ethical landscape created by the issue of foreign workersgmarria
immigrants, and “multicultural families.” First, | examine the problerthefhuman
rights of the foreign worker, which essentially relied on the advocacy work/iby ci
society groups such as migrant centers in the absence of the state’s im{gn@tsicting
them. While the moral welfare of foreign workers became dependent on the benevolenc
and philanthropic activities of caring volunteer-citizens, the issue of foreign isdrae
become a matter of maintaining the moral integrity to the history of Koreais ow
emigration as well as of creating an empathetic society thates loasthe value of
“sharing” through more volunteer work and donations. Second, | locate the state

programs for marriage immigrants and their multicultural families witisilarger efforts



to cope with the country’s recent demographic changes that are charddigriaey
fertility and rapid aging. | show that the state’s multicultural prograave emerged as
part of its governance of the given crisis and of the emergent populations timtiaipte
disrupt existing social integrity, while the multicultural programs thabaganized by
migrant centers become a self-disciplinary project aimed at theageriezenry.

Since its emergence, the problem of foreign migrants has been a good cligect t
utilized for the project of moral development led by civil society actors in SougaKor
This dissertation explores how this project of engineering the social anal ethic
dimensions of the subjectivities aimed at the maturation of “civil societgtreasingly

shaped by the neoliberal model of civic responsibility and empathy.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Context
“Thinking about immigration basically means interrogating
the state, interrogating its foundation and interrogating the
internal mechanisms of its structuration and workihgs.
(Abdelmalek Sayad 2004: 280)
Since the late 1980s, South Korea has been importing foreign migrant workers and
“marriage immigrants” mostly from China, South and Southeast Asia, and therform
Soviet Union® The former was to fill the labor shortage in small-medium businesses in
manufacturing, construction, garment, and fishery industries and the latteetohm
need of single males in both rural and urban areas who allegedly face difficiutiding
local marriage partners. According to a 2007 report prepared by the Conohitekcy
on Foreigners, a state agency that administers migrant-relatesl iisshe country, the

number of foreigners living in Korea is expected to increase to about 4 million—10 % of

the total population—by the year 2020. In 2006, the number of labor migrants was

! The nationality of the migrant workers living in Korea variesificantly. The country of
origin ranges from Bangladesh, China, Philippines, Vietnam, Thailand, Manijgpal, India,
Pakistan, Russia, Uzbekistan to Nigeria. Genderwise, while migrakémgdrom South Asia are
predominantly male, this is not the case with those from Southeastifesiarmer Soviet Union,
and elsewhere that show no dramatic difference in the ratio of feonalale. As for marriage
immigrants, initially ethnic Koreans from China made up the majority.adiaws, however,
Vietnamese, Filipinas, Han Chinese, Cambodians and, to a lesser degrealjaienBRussians
and Uzbekistanis are increasing, whereas the number of ethnic KoreareClanekecreased.



296,919 while that of marriage immigrants was 93,786 (out of 910,149, the total number
of foreigners living in Koreaj.Importantly, due to the increasing number of international
marriages of Koreans and non-Koreans—as much as 41% of all marriage$ anaasa
in 2006—and rapidly declining fertility rate among Korean couples—as low asnl.13 i
the same year (Committee of Policy on Foreigners 2007)—it is expected thiirdrod
the new born babies in the country in 2020 will be “Kosian"—a term that was coined to
refer to the mixed people born between Koreans and other Asians (Joong Ang llbo 2006).
While there certainly have been cases of foreign residency, e.g., ethnes€and
international marriages between Koreans and non-Koreans before the 1990st-the
1990s era marks a distinct change where labor migrants, marriage imsjigraththeir
“multicultural” families came to constitute the emergent margins oé#o society—
albeit with tremendous social and public attention. These migrant groups began to be
called “socially weak” or “socially vulnerable” along with homosexutile homeless,
the disabled, ethnic Chinese, and North Korean defectors (Choi et al. 2004).

Since the early 1990s, responding to this growing migrant population, a type of
NGO that advocates for migrants started appearing in the greater &sgw@raarea that
hosts numerous industrial neighborhoods. Popularly cglleddongjadanchgliterally
meaning “centers for migrant laborers” or simply “migrant centersyiynof these local
NGOs started as shelter, community, and/or counseling services for migir&ets and
were affiliated with local protestant and catholic churches. While the phibgu¢haind
religious nature of the early migrant centers still remains an imgat@racteristic, it
should be also noted that most of today’s prominent migrant centers gained their

reputation by engaging in what can be called “activist politics.” Exasngll this ranges

2 The same report prepared by the Committee of Policy on Foreigners (2007)



from publicizing cases of human rights violations in the workplaces, immigratn a
police offices, and the detention centers to organizing campaigns, rallies, anaipges
groups against various state regulations and policies on foreign labor relatitres
meantime, the number of migrant centers also increased significantly. térigewere
about five such groups in the early to mid-1990s in the greater Seoul area, now the
number is somewhere around fifty across the country. These migrant ceffitees! di
greatly in size, organization, and in membershipile their typical routines revolved
around giving legal and medical assistance, organizing free Korearatgmgnd culture
classes on weekly basis, or providing temporary shelters for migrants.

Responding to the rapid increase in the migrant population, studies of migration
and migrants have become a popular field in social science research in and on Korea
(e.g., Go 1997; Gray 2003; Ham 1997; Han 2004; Han and Seol 2004; Lee 2004; Lim
2003; Moon 2000; Park 2002; Seol 2004; Seol and Skrentny 2004; Yu 1995). Many of
these sociological and political science accounts focus on the racial, othssjtaral
discrimination that foreigners and migrants undergo in Korea. However, while the
NGOs'’ role has been essential in shaping the situation of immigration arahtrigjyor
in Korea in the last twenty years, there are only few works that take locas ld&the
subject of their research (Kim SW 2009; Lim 2003; Moon 2000). By looking at migrant
centers, | address this significant omission and turn the focus of analysis ole thie r
civil society and civil society organizations (such as migrant centersapirgy the
public discourses not only on migrants and migration but also on the question of social
progress in the age of globalization. Thus, my dissertation looks at the ways in which the

issues of foreign workers, marriage immigrants, and later, “multicufamalies” raise a



particular set of questions that are deeply related to the state and city sbéierea,
rather than directly examining the lives and experiences of individual migrangsih
the country.

My dissertation asks what the massive coming of foreign migrants since the lat
1980s has meant for Korea. Around this time, Korea transformed itself frogranini
sending country into a migrant receiving one. Although emigration has alwiaysdex
this is when Korea began to have a large influx of migrants and develop a disttity ide
as a receiving nation. Such a shift reflected not only the liberalization olotbe g
economy outside, but also the country’s economic growth, which was more or less
translated into an “achievement” or even a “miracle” generatimjjective sense of
confidence and pride. However, instead of meaning an end to the developmentalist
paradigm and mentality that had shaped the country thus far, | argue, the coming of
migrants equally marked the coming of a different era and mode of develbpme
Differentiated from the previous paradigm of economic development and growth, the
newly emergent form of development focused on the moral maturation and advance of
the country and coincided with the rise of civil society and the so-called
siminsahoedanchécivil society organizations.” My dissertation seeks to intervene in the
emergent civic attempt to reconfigure and reorganize the country and how suairtan eff
is specifically manifested in the discourses on migrants. | examine tiseinvafich this
new project of “moral development” is defined by heightened liberal disarsk
practices and how it interacts with the ascendancy of neoliberalism in vdamasns of

life.



| pay special attention to how “civil society” and individual citizens are
increasingly mobilized to take care of the well-being of the societytivé rise of
various forms of the civil society organization and under the influx of discourses/dn “c
morality,” “civil consciousness,” “civil responsibility, “civic partgation,” and so on.
Here, the progress of “civil society” depends on the harmonious and spontaneous
cooperation among individual citizens who take an active part in the caring of one
another. Reorganizing the social in such a way not only requires the remaking of the
seemingly “non-social” units such as corporate entities into “socialhpnssble” ones,
e.g., the “corporate social responsibility,” but also significantly sedie the participation
of ordinary individuals in various altruistic activities, e.g., donating and voluntgdrire
mobilization of civic participation does not, however, mean or aim at the actualipéti
equality between its members, e.g., equality of income and/or “socias,staiit, rather,
relies on individual citizen’s empathy and feeling of solidarity to maintergtven
inequality (Muehlebach 2007). It is not about achiewdqggalityor equalization but is
about cultivating better awareness for equality and “non-discriminatory
attitudes/sensitivity” (e.g., Human Rights Movements Sarangbang’s AstriBiination
Project), and use of more “politically correct language” among individuaéog,
cultivating the virtues of sharing@nun) and cohabitationgongjor). As it will be shown
in the discussions of volunteering foreign workers and the “gimbap granritgs,hew

ethics of the social becomes crystallized when it successfully ermeliadst needy

% The “gimbap granny” has been the most celebrated figure in this conteyimBsp granny, |
refer to the senior women who were publicized widely by donating theimdetavings for the
education of needy youth. In these stories, what most powerfully seized therpurals was
these grannies’ extreme frugality that ends not in some selfish aationut in the “sacrificial
giving” done on behalf of other needy groups.



persons in the activity of giving and sharing and, thus, in the emergent sociétiéy of
“caring community.”

My dissertation examines the ways in which the ongoing project of making a
“sharing and caring society” is manifested in the field of civil or “g@ss” advocacy
for foreign workers and, later, in the state and NGfashunhwgmulticultural) project
that emerged with the increase in the marriage immigrant population. The problem of
foreign workers and marriage immigrants poignantly reveals both the readredmdit
of the caring society and the emergent politics of exclusion, as well as duexiaal
status concepts such as “equality” and “empowerment” are facing today ia &wte
elsewhere. My dissertation treats “foreign worker” and “marriage grant” as two
closely connected yet distinct sets of questions that invited and necegatiteehtions
in different areas of social life. Specifically, the issue of foreign werkad the civil
mobilization around that issue since the mid 1990s has primarily been shaped imthe for
of humanitarian intervention for the suffering of the “outsiders within” and of
rationalizing and “humanizing” the system of importing foreign labor (Chdpéerd as
the matter of organizing citizens to participate in various medical, legal, anty cha
services for migrants (Chapter Il), while the issue of marriage inamiigy and
multicultural families has been defined as a matter of assisting tbalfgwulnerable”
population and incorporating them “harmoniously” into the society (Chapter Ill) and as
the matter of raising multicultural consciousness and sensitivity among(otber
multicultural”) groups (Chapter 1V).

Significantly, too, the mobilization of civil society in the care of foreigrkersr

and marriage immigrants/multicultural families in Korea has beertiadig “temporal



practice” that involves an active re-imagination and re-valorization ofrésept through

the mobilization of Korea’s past—usually in the case of the foreign worker—and the

future—in the case of marriage immigrants and the “multicultural childrgretiscally,

| will examine the ways in which individual citizens were called upon to enzeaivith

the plight of foreign workers through the memory of Koreans’ past migration and

immigration and experiences of hardship and suffering, while the issue ofgearria

immigrants and their “multicultural children” has been mostly definednaatter of

thinking and caring about Korea'’s future. Such redefinition of the present leads to the

necessity not only of activating “civil society” in the care of the above popaosabut

significantly also of re-educating individual citizens and re-making thémthose who

will better fit the re-gained/refreshed image of the self andatasin the symbolic and

the imaginary “global moral and politico-economic order.” | will show how timigki

about the issue of foreign workers, marriage immigrants, and “multicultafdbiescomes

inseparable from thinking about the past, present, and the future of the country.
Overall, my dissertation explores the blurred lines between history and memory,

self and Other, the minds and the engineering of the minds, governance and tare (of t

population), the state and society, empowerment and subjection, and the making of a

“good society” and the making of a “competent society.” Below, | trytt@ts my

dissertation in these blurred lines where the boundary of the moral, the economic, the

social, and the sentimental does not appear to be so self-evident.

The Moral Economy of Migrant Advocacy



In his study of the British poor in the eighteenth century, E. P. Thompson defines
the term “moral economy” as a “traditional view of social norms and obligatiotisg of
proper economic functions of several parties within the community,” which “impinged
very generally upon eighteenth-century government and thought” (1971: 79).rlgimila
in looking at Southeast Asian peasants, James Scott defines moral economy asma “noti
of economic justice and [a] working definition of exploitation,” which permits us “to
move toward a fuller appreciation of the normative roots of peasant politicsiiiia
2005: 365). This term “moral economy” is reused and readopted by Didier Fassim to refe
to the moral values and norms that shape and define the politics of immigration and
asylum in his study of humanitarianism in France (2005).

Specifically, in their discussion of the situation of undocumented foreigners, e.g.,
refugees and asylum seekers in France, Fassin (2001), Fassin and d’Halluin (2005), and
Ticktin (2006) show the ways in which emergent medical humanitarianism ledibysa
local NGOs shape what can be acceptable qualities for migrants. Amidsetioé ri
medical humanitarianism, an asylum seeker’s legal residence in Fegrexedd on how
well and feasibly one can prove one’s bodily pain or traces of it as the primargevide
of one’s history of political persecution (See also Fassin 2001). Consequently, a
migrant’s body not only becomes the site of his or her truth, but also in the bureaucratic
process involving clinical experts’ examination and testimonies, a migsjsctivity
is reduced to a suffering body separated from his or her own political history.

In a similar vein, | would like to note how migrant advocacy in Korea since its
outset has been both intentionally and unintentionally occupied with presenting an

agreeable picture of migrants and foreigners. Whether for organizing routimamsog



for migrants, asking for assistance from other groups or individuals for teeuroes, or
publicizing the issue of migrants for the purpose of bringing forth certamgelaat an
institutional level, migrant centers are inherently in the process of p e amidl
representing a certain picture of migrants. As self-acclaimed advdoatagrants
and/or mediators between the migrants and the general public and/or théeyateutd
not escape the question of “acceptability,” i.e., the acceptable quality of antragd/or
a foreigner, which in turn powerfully shaped the parameters of their owngesaofi
representation.

Specifically, when migrant advocacy sought to bring a familiar pictube of t
foreign worker to the general public, the work of familiarization relied onefida
calculation of the distance between them and Koreans. That is, in this moral economy of
representation, the Other’s “sameness” to oneself was highlighted ta¢hetbat the
realization of it could bring one’s sympathy towards the other. The utility ofigigimg
the sameness, however, ceases to be valid when the sameness is understooahto threate
the power of the host, i.e., the superiority of the Koreans vis-a-vis migrants.aroplex
it is noteworthy to see how the public discourse on foreign workers has been often that
the “Korean dream,” coined after the term “American dream.” Such a discoumse a
variety of actors including media and NGOs played a significant role, wouldtalmos
always project foreign workers to be those chasing after the Korean dr&areas
migrants would have for their American or other dreams—thus, again, “taéikeus.”
However, precisely because the idea of Korean dream assumes the gap betivasn “
the “reflection of the dream” and “them” as the “subject of the dream,” theynie

those who “are not yet fully like us.”



In this vein, it becomes worthwhile to rethink the practice of mobilizing the
common history of labor migration that became popularized in the early phase ahKore
migrant advocacy in terms of what Hannah Arendt named a “politics of pity” (1969).
According to Arendt, a politics of pity is characterized by the separatisrebetthose
who suffer and those who do not, or between the fortunate and the unfortunate.
Distinguished from compassion as the passion of co-suffering that failsebitra
distance, Arendt notes, pity as a sentiment of feeling sorry at the sufiénmgtitudes
of an unknown Other can easily move men without causing any mark in the flesh. It is
this ability for pity to travel in distance and to be aroused at “generaliziedisgf that
makes it enter into a politics. Extending from Arendt, Luc Boltanski elalsohatiner on
this question of distance, which is especially relevant here. He notes thatruty is
automatic (1999). To arouse pity, the suffering in question should be “conveyed in such a
way to affect the sensibility of those more fortunate.” That is, the suffefitige
unfortunate should be made not only concrete but also generalizable (Boltanski, 11-12); it
is his suffering, but anyone could be him.

When it was said that Koreans also experienced the same hardship 40oyears ag
people could empathize more closely with the plight of migrant workers. Fudherm
unlike the ahistorical and apolitical picture of the refugee and/or thenasgeker that is
produced through bureaucratic and medical humanitarian regimes elsewdne id kki
1996; Fassin and d’Halluin 2005; Ticktin 2006), the figure of the migrant worker here
even appears to be a subject of agency in that he shares a history of migrateasovers
for a better future. Nonetheless, as this very commonality between Koreansgaauok mi

workers is cast yet in another divide between the two—namely, the temporal elibtainc

10



locates the foreign worker in the past history of Koreans, the foreign worker soon
becomes the figure of “yet unfortunate,” and thus “not yet fully human” in the
developmentalist hierarchy that sustains the very di\ide Escobar 1994).

On the other hand, when there is a lack or absence of the spectacle of the Other’
misery, sympathy turns towards a reverse movement. That is, to deserve opathyy
a migrant should not display any or too much agency (e.g., Ticktin 2006). A migrant who
exhibits too much agency brings unexpected surprise at best or arousgsaeateand
fear. A film titled Take Care of My Cg001) visualizes such a situation in a scene
where four twenty-something girl friends, the film’s main protagonigtistaken aback
by the Burmese men’s invitation to join them while hanging out in a park. Tkdapk
surprised at first but soon get struck with a slight dismay by thesegdifionerkers’
unexpected (sexual) activeness.” On the farther side of the spectrtatkaren “foreign
crimes.” The fierce responses from Internet users on a case ¢hateokin Yangju in
2008, where an undocumented foreigner brutally raped and murdered a thirteerdtyear-ol
middle school girl, is only one such example. Their messages were filled witareasi
resentments and anger not only towards undocumented or “illegal” foreignersobut als
towards migrant advocacy groups, who, according to them, helped foster foreign
illegality and crimes in the country. In these incidents, not only did the local agvura
the human rights of migrants become seriously challenged, but also the situalion its
tended to bring up further questions such as who deserves or can have human rights or is

everyondo be included within the category of humanity (Cf. Asad 2000; Biehl 2005;

* By denying the coevalness of the other, this notion of the foreign workeraaré’ temporal
other reiterates developmentalism and the human hierarchy embedded in itizesugtabal
capitalism that generates a cross-border migration of people, and offéy amplify Korean
narcissism.

11



Ticktin and Feldman 2010)

In the moral economy of migrant advocacy, migrants not only have been but also
“had to have been” structurally disempowered by their virtue of being a feregmd
their need to be acceptable, i.e., to be “hosted” (Cf. Derrida 2001). Although most of the
migrants in Korea were “economic migrants,” e.g., labor migrants, theantenic
subjectivity” would be downplayed in local migrant advocacy activities as loitg a
serves to suppress the image of a “bad foreigner” who is solely driven for economic
advantages or taking “our jobs.” At the same time, the reverse would happen when it w
deemed important to highlight their contribution to the Korean economy by fillingeup th
labor shortage in the so-called 3D—"difficult, dangerous, and degrading”—industries
shunned by the locals. Indeed, it has been reigning as one of the most populaegsarrat
told by the individual migrants who actively participated in local migrant advdcacy
the protest at Myongdong Cathedral in 1995 to the sit-ins in 2001 and 2003-4. A similar
situation can be observed in representations of marriage immigrants, whigyedthe
ones” who manage a “healthy and happy family” need to be distinguished frobathe “
ones” who lie to her “old husband” to enjoy an affair with her “young lover” who often
happens to be her own compatriot.

This problem of acceptability leads to another and perhaps more fundamental
tension salient in Korean advocacy for foreign workers. As | will show in Chiapter
migrant advocacy in the country emerged as a response to the dehumanizing condition of
the “industrial trainees”—a kind of guest worker who was brought to the small and
medium industries in Korea under the Industrial Trainee System (ITS) since 1994. The

ITS aimed to make the cheap foreign labor even cheaper by treating the vagrkers

12



“trainees” under the pretext of transferring Korea’s advanced technafwhgkills to
developing countries. In 1995, fourteen Nepali trainees and their civic supporters
organized a protest at Myongdong Cathedral in downtown Seoul and the migrant
advocacy that was formed in the aftermath of the protest sought to “humanize” the
working and living conditions of foreign workers and bring remedy to the inhumanity of
the Korean state and society that was primarily responsible for the human rights
violations against foreign workers. However, as | will show in Chapter Famig
advocacy'’s call for the universal human rights of all persons and its attempigabr
“human” face to the foreign worker still relied on appealing to particatarests of the
host state and society and on making visible the moral as well as the econounet “val
and “utility” of migrants. When it was the common history of labor migration that wa
emphasized, the matter of better treatment of migrant workers was linkednattiee of
caring about Korea’s international reputation and/or its moral maturation. Was it
the state government’s massive crackdown on undocumented migrants that most
threatened the wellbeing of migrants, it was the economic contribution and usgfofine
migrants that was most emphasized.

In the above incidents, not only were the rights of the foreign worker carefully
circumscribed to rechannel the primacy of the matter to the moral and eaconom
advancement of the country, but also the line between human rights/dignity and human
value, and between civil society’s moral call and the state’s economicaigifdoecame
significantly blurred. What became notable here is how one became heavily reliaat on t

other.
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In his discussion on human rights, foreign domestic workers, and the Singaporean
state, Pheng Cheah notes how unskilled migrant workers are almost always viewed
“disadvantageously in comparison to highly skilled migrants and the local popujation”
They are “beings with less status on whom the state does not need to expendsesource
and care” (2006: 207). The state government’s neglect or rejection to provide better
protection for the foreign workers stems from the fact that the lassentially
excluded from the state’s concern for its biopolitical care. Human rights ioaihiext
are continuous with the “concept-metaphor of Bildung that informs the purported
attempts of postcolonial states to cultivate the humanity of their citizemgytinr
economic development.” Here, and similar to the case of South Korea, local advocates
for migrants as the “practitioners of humanity” (Ong 2006: 198) face the neegli® ar
for the recognition of their contribution to the “economic and social well-being of
Singapore” (Cheah, 251). The success of their advocacy fundamentally relies on how
well they can translate their call for better treatment of foreighkeverinto both the
immediate and imagined self-interests (See also Ong 2006; Wilson and Brown 2809; Y
2009). The human dignity that emerged here significantly challenges therKaotian
of human that opposes itself to the “market price” and renders visible the chsisiah
in the “inhuman condition” of instrumentality (Cheah 2006).

The above discussion also forces us to grasp the state’s differentiarteztm
different (migrant) populations, which in Korea has been defined by both local tactivis
and academics as “discriminations against” particular migrant grobpsstéte’s
multicultural programs that emerged since the mid 2000s clearly excludeghin

workers (both documented and undocumented) from their target population. Rather, they
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were programs that were exclusively designed to support the marriaggraminand the
multicultural family population and, therefore, respond to the social crisisecrdy
“decreasing fertility and rapid aging.” This reveals how the stasgts @&nd governance
of different population groups cannot be understood separately from the hierarchy of
human values among the different populations: among different migrant groups, between
migrant and non-migrant groups, and among different non-migrant, native populations
(See also E. Kim 2010). In his ethnography of social abandonment in Brazil, Jodo Biehl
(2005) examines the ways in which the unwanted, valueless, and thus abandoned and
excluded are “let die” conjointly by the state, medical, social, and famgtutions. He
argues “economic globalization, state and medical reform, and the attoalefaclaims
to human rights and citizenship” coincides with the production of such a “social death”
(2005: 24). The kind of social death that Biehl describes emerges even without or before
the political death of those lives thus “turning Arendt’s argument upside down” (Feldma
and Ticktin 2010: 19). From the perspective of the Korean state, while they may be
devoid of national rights and citizenship and be treated disadvantageously compared to
other migrant groups, labor migrants yet have or can have a distinct plaog as there
is a demand for them and their presence is translatable into/recogmig abthstinct
market value. On the other hand, as the “self-interests” of the host state tastuagihg
and be constantly defined anew, so is the work of advocacy that significantloreties
former never consummated (Yee 2009).

As | will examine in Chapter I, the Korean case illuminates howsoeiety
organizations’ moral calls can complement the state’s economic interestxafuple,

as the new system of foreign labor to replace the much criticized Intitistilzee
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System (ITS), the Employment Permit System (EPS) that was prepartiyl lhgi the

state government and the Joint Committee with Migrants in Korea (JCOhk)argest
association of migrant centers, sought not only to “humanize” the system of usiigy for
labor by providing legal protections to labor migrants but also to rationalizeat bet
thus to optimize the use of cheap labor. The most vociferous call to transfer the
administrative role that was formerly with the Korea Federation ofI38unalnesses to

the state government came from the advocates for foreign workers. Howhearthe
EPS turned out to threaten the general well-being of migrant workers, egpibatbf
undocumented migrants, the JCMK and others faced the need to rework the system and
reconcile the “human” in it, which yet meant working within the largeriogiatof
instrumentality. From the perspective of development and growth, what becaohe visi
here is the uncertainty between the moral claims and the economic calcukatidns
between humanitarian concerns and instrumental rationality. Below, | exiplotension

further in the problematics of state/(civil) society relation.

State/Society, Neoliberal Welfare andDamunhwa

“In the context of the state, the collaboration/resistance
dichotomy is unhelpful in thinking of strategies for political
struggle. The reason is that such a gross bifurcation does
not allow one to take advantage of the fact that the state is
a formation that, as Stuart Hall put it, ‘condenses’
contradiction$ (Akhil Gupta 1995: 393).

“Solidarity...is the principle of government that makes it
possible to convert the conflicting demands and fears
generated by the proclamation of the Republic into a

common faith in progress
(Jacques Donzelot 1988: 395)
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In May 2008, during my long-term fieldwork in the greater Seoul area, | attande
symposium entitled “Making Multi-cultural Society: Policy Tasks for Kor&aciety
from the American and German Perspectives” hosted by the JCMK and sponsdred by t
Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Korea Cooperation Office. Apart from two main speiaen
Germany and the U.S., two government officials were also invited to spdak evént,
one from the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism and the other from the Mirostry f
Health, Welfare and Family Affairs, and two NGO staff, one from the Baskerl
Village® and the other from the House for Migrant Workers and Korean-Chinese
Migrants. The scheduled presentations were followed by a Q&A and a fkmmsdion,
and everything seemed to go smoothly until the presenter from the Bordetlags Vi
made sour and straightforward comments regarding what he thought was the biggest
problem in thedamunhwa—"multicultural”—situation of Korea. He said that the state
government relies on a “divide and rule” by supporting marriage immigrants thtsugh i
multicultural programs while excluding migrant workers and regulating undertiech
migrants. At the end of his comment, he concluded as follddamunhwas not a thing
of the state. It should not intervene further but remain only to support migrant
communities and non-governmental organizations.”

This last comment brought questions for me about the ways in which the relation
between the state and civil society is being imagined and which discreterfigrut
roles are being distributed to each party in this particular imaginary spedially so, as
| had heard that a huge amount of state funding was awarded to his organization the year

before through the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism—perhaps the biggest amount

® A group affiliated withAnsan Migrants’ Centewho organized various multicultural programs
in 2006-8.
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in the NGO circle working on migrant related issues. Later on, relatetethguch as the
“least state,” e.g., “the state should not intervene further” or “the stat&lghstbe
satisfied by only doing this,” or the “dubious state,” e.g., “whatever thectateis
suspicious” repeatedly came up in my interviews with activists, as wigllkasand
discussions in events like those mentioned above that I'd participatesl years 2008-9.
More often than not, such accusations of the state and of what it does and/or the
opposition between the “evil of the state” and the “good of civil society” wereties
inevitable and unquestionable things. An interview | conducted with an activist at the
JCMK in March 2009 exemplifies this well. While arguing that issues regarding
damunhwd'should be dealt with autonomously within the civil sector,” he told me it is
because “the fundamental objective and direction of the government is wrong.”

In his ethnography of the discourses of corruption and the construction of the state
in contemporary India, Akhil Gupta notes how a state/civil society binary proves
unsuccessful in understanding the formation of the state in a non-European context like
India (1995). Instead, he looks at the ways in which the discourses of corruption are
deployed in the everyday life and the state is actively imagined and corgsthrciggh
such discourses. For Gupta, not only does the state/civil society binaryfagesblem
of inadequacy as an analytic category to apply universally, but that very inadedgp@acy
makes visible its specific historical and cultural formations. In follov@ogta’s insights
on the dislocated and translocal construction of the state, my dissertatioretades\s
what he calls the “reification inherent in unitary descriptions of ‘the sté362).
However, unlike Gupta who problematizes it at an analytical level, | examinsuaivna

reification is mobilized precisely in the self-representation and asifidning of civil
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society organizations such as migrant centers that have been strongiy laudtate/civil
society binary. As the above observation from my fieldwork exemplifies, the sobject
the reification and/or unitary treatment of the state is important not so mcahskedt
renders visible the “imperialism of categories” (Ashis Nandy in Gupta, 37 &) dnet
because it has shaped and haunted the imaginary and the identity of Koreanietyil soc
groups. Commenting on the problem of state/society binary, Timothy Mitchell dogues
the need to examine “the detailed political processes through which the ungefrtain
powerful distinction between state and society is produced” (1991: 85). Below, | show
not only how the discourses and practices that are produced by local NGOs make it
impossible to draw any strict line between the state and civil society sout@lv the

very divide that is nonetheless defended is mobilized in enrolling further “civic
participation,” “empowerment,” and “improvement.”

In looking at the developmentalist regime of Singapore, Pheng Cheah observes the
close interplay between the state government and NGOs, which he referato as “
complex combination of the two technologies of strong government and liberalism”
(2006). While South Korea may differ from its Southeast Asian counterpart in having a
distinct legacy of oppositional politics that evolved under the strong military
governments of the past, it shares more in its postcolonial, developmentalisiristguct
of the state. Here, | argue the seeming difference, e.g., the developmeon@tstil
society forces, played an important role in disguising the close relapoteieloped
between civil society organizations and the state government since the 1990s. What has
been under-recognized in this context is that the mode of government has transformed

radically especially after the financial crisis of the late 1990s. &\thé state
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governments that appeared since the aftermath of democratization have beamgopera
more or less as strategic and flexible actors, that shift has been overlodkediinlt
society led reification of the state, which usually refers the state tutheritarianism of
the previous governments and derives from anti-authoritarian and anti-statishpas
ensuing from the pre-1990s. My contention is that the neoliberal developmentsrthat we
accelerated since the late 1990s is precisely in continuity—albeit not without
fragmentation and disjuncture—with the given project of civil society. In notingthew
“movements behind Korean democratization...furthered liberal aspirations” in the
aftermath of democratization, Jesook Song, for example, notes how they also lost “the
ability to criticize the emergence of a (neo)liberal welfareestat minimized the

explicit interference of state machinery” (2009: 10). Song says, “whilastc@mmon

for Kim Dae Jung to be criticized for betraying the spirit of Korean dempatiain

because he promulgated a neoliberal welfare state, it was rare thordigsoups
problematized their own liberalism” (10).

Ronaldo Munck’s point may be relevant in Korea’s post-democratization (neo-)
liberal developments: he notes that if civil society was the area witigens were
organized and mobilized for democracy under many authoritarian regimes in the South
and the East in the 1970s, now it is being promoted by the neo-liberal project in ils sacre
war against the “big government” (2005: 66, See also Lemke (2001); Sinha (2005); Saad-
Filho and Johnston (2005)). In Korea, while so many analyses and critiques have
emerged that discuss the negative effects of neo-liberal reformatiog®etlaaicelerated
in the country since the financial crisis in the 1990s, many such analysees ried-

liberalism narrowly as a type of economic theory and/or a set of foreigtmearshational
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capital, corporations and financial elites at most. Especially in civgtsodrcles in

Korea and, more specifically, in the anti-neo-liberalism activism,enhivil society”

has been almost unanimously considered the main source of resistance and tionnterac
against various “neo-liberal invasions,” considerations were seldom given toyhéwa
which “civil society” is being mobilized in Korea and elsewhere to restre¢che state

and the society in a more “economic” way. However, in commenting on NGOs in Korea,
Seo Dong-jin argues how the activities organized by the well-known NGOs such as the
Beautiful Fund under the slogan of “public-ness” since the 1990s have been an important
part of neo-liberal governance that urges civil society to become activated amatmat

with its own self-responsibility (2009: 330).

Throughout the chapters below, | show how liberal and neoliberal reconfiguration
of the state of Korea becomes manifested in the emergent discourses aodspract
concerning the four figures of “foreign worker,” “volunteer-activist,” “tredltural
family,” and “multicultural citizen.”

First, in the work of migrant advocacy, while the human rights of foreign workers
were linked to the continuing project of (re-)vitalizing “civil society” thets oppressed
brutally under the authoritarian governments (Chapter I), it was individusgrtstiwho
were mobilized to take care of the well-being of migrants (Chapterhie mobilization
of civic solidarity in the care of migrants reflects a wider procedseofgdarticipatory
welfare,” a form of neoliberal welfare, that was promoted specificgliye
“participatory government” under the late president Roh Moo-hyun (2003-2008) and
more broadly by civil society organizations who had been promoting citizens’

participation in the caring and sharing of the society. The figure of the vetuitizen
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praised by migrant centers as the “carrier of social happiness and hope” opethtes
human embodiment of the idea of participatory welfare that relies on actilegaditon
of the private and the third sector in the care of the social welfare. In thiseadizing
the optimal “harmony between economy and society” that the notion of participatory
welfare is based on (Kim IS 2005) depends on an active enroliment of non-public sectors
in the work of welfare and/or the redistribution of such a function to the civic sectors.
Here, while the state/(civil) society distinction proves useful in promdtirtger “civic
empowerment,” the role of “solidarity” lies in transferring conitigtvoices into the
project of economizing the state under the name of collective, social gsq¢fenzelot
1988; 1991). To put it another way, the state requires “the participation of civil society
because its successful functioning is based on human capital,” and civil secetyds
precisely the “domain for the articulation and formation of the peoples’ irdarestugh
governmental technologies” (Cheah 2006: 256).

This last observation leads to another salient point behind the emergence of
damunhwatranslated as “multicultural” or “multi-culture.” Anthropologists have
recently interrogated the ways in which multiculturalism is practicetifierent
geographic and social settings such as Australia (e.g., Hage 2000, Kowal 2008, Povinelli
2002), Canada (e.g., Mitchell 1997), and Central America (e.g., Hale 2005; 2006). In the
case of Australia, while Povinelli (2002) discusses the inherent dilemmarai libe
multiculturalism by looking at situations in which indigenous groups have to prove their
“authenticity” in order to be entitled to certain rights, Hage (2000) and Kowal (2008)
focus their analyses on white multiculturalists and antiracists andctirgnadictions and

conundrums. Coming from a stance more informed by political economy, Hale (2005;
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2006) and Mitchell (1997) discuss multicultural practices and discourses inlCentra
America and Canada respectively as the workings of neoliberal goveatityearid
power. In looking at the emergence of discoursetaafunhwal pay special attention to
the situation where state government and its civic and liberal feminidoauttars speak
in almost the same language of the empowerment of migrants, i.e., marriageamsi
and multicultural families (Chapter 1ll), and of the need to re-socializeeandlturalize
the native Korean population into “multicultural ways,” i.e., multicultural aitsze
(Chapter IV).

In her study on a local NGO project on poor women in India, Arandhana Sharma
notes how the state’s attempt to downsize its welfare functions coincideswith it
implementation of a GONGO—partly “governmental” and partly “non-governniental
that aims at empowering subaltern women for self-development and saficeelin a
similar vein, in Chapter lll, | seek to rethink the meaning of empowermertidsdieen
highlighted both by state government and civil society groups in their discourdes on t
multicultural family and the marriage immigrant. Specifically, pla the state’s
“multicultural” programs that aim at the (re-) establishment of thefgwedl function of
the family among multicultural families and at the capacity enhancemamdrofige
immigrants as part of its double efforts to deal with the broader crisis of popwad to
liberalize its welfare function by promoting the self-development andesgliewerment
of the new human capital of the multicultural subjects.

In Chapter IV, | discuss the ways in which the civil society’s call to cidtiva
multicultural awareness and sensitivity among the native population is shaped i

opposition between civil society’s self-reflexive, self-critical untrding of
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multiculturalism and the state’s multiculturalism as a disingenuous devgmevern
migrants—or, between civil society’s “humanist” concerns and the stataumracy’s

brutal “objectification” of migrants (Cf. Cheah 2005). | show how the promoted
difference and/or conflicts between civil society’s search for auige

multiculturalism” and the state government’s “disingenuous intention” become
significantly condensed in the subject of multicultural education as the ngdessit
Koreans. Here, the binary of state/(civil) society is used to fashion theamigtgs self-
disciplinary project as some noble, ethical project, on the one hand, and to downplay the
fact that the focus on multicultural education among Koreans equally corsséihdther
significant part of the state multicultural agenda. | will show how the making of
damunhwagongsaengsahae “multicultural, coexistent society” that is promoted by

both the government and civic groups, depends on the proper (self-) management and the

cooperation among each particular population.

“Shortening the social gap” and Governing the Senses

“Whoever speaks of humanity is a llar.
(Carl Schmitt quoted by Wilson and Brown (2009: 17))

“Compassion is a natural feeling, which, by moderating the
love of self in each individual, contributes to the
preservation of the whole species.
(Rousseau 1754/1973: 68)
In the summer of 2003, the state government passed a bill for the Enmgloyme

Permit System (EPS), which was then to be enforced starting the follgaang\What

followed in the following fall was the largest ever mass crackdown on undocumented
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migrant workers, which also resulted in a series of suicides and sudden deaths of
migrants who got extremely distressed in the situation. Among the migrant agvoca
circle, this period of time was called the “situation of death,” while advoeately
mobilized the cases of death to denounce the government’s inhumane treatment of
migrants. It was in one of those days in the fall of 2003, that is, when the news of
migrants’ deaths and suicides kept following one after another, that | eneabate
colleague’s sudden outbreak of tears at the office of Friends of Asia (F@Ajpigrant
center located in Goyang area where | worked as an intern during the igivdrea
following year. She was reading to me another news of suicide and recitedawafpl
in tears as if she was speaking to the dead migrant: “What is Korea to you abehait
that makes you end your life...” It was such a complicated mix of emotionsthaded
not only the sympathy as a fellow human being but also a kind of guilty feeling as a
member of the society that is partly responsible for the given death.

There was another scene that | recollect from my fieldwork in 2009, which
occurred again in the same office of FOA but involves a diffetaefftreember. That day,
FOA showed a movie with an audience of marriage immigrants who frequented the
office for services such as Korean language classes and childcafémT$tgown that
day, entitled “Seri and Harr” (2008), featured the story of two girls, S@e-daughter of
a Viethamese marriage migrant—and Harr—the daughter of undocumented Filipino
migrants. After the movie, when everyone was gone and | was the only person around,
the staff told me how she felt hopeless and helpless when she saw the tears of the

“migrant mothers” flowing upon seeing the discrimination the protagonists wenigtir
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in the film. She said, “I don't know what to do with this gap between me and them.
Sometimes, | really feel there is a limit in shortening it.”

These two small encounters are some of the important scenes that shaped the
memory of my own involvement in migrant advocacy and haunts the back of my head
whenever | think about the subject of emotional and sentimental engagement that plays
guite a significant role in migrant advocacy and beyond.

In “The Social Question,” Arendt argues about the disappearance of tledd'age-
indifference” of the suffering of men in eighteenth century Europe (1965). Shetmetes
distinct historical shift where pity and compassion is introduced to the polgedah in
which the French Revolution serves one of the telling examples. In a similar vein,
Thomas Laqueur notes how the human began to be conceived as “the ethical subject—the
protagonist—of humanitarian narrative” in the late eighteenth century (2009: 38).
Humans “became humane—compassionate, sympathetic, ethical” (Feldmankdimd Tic
2010: 4). On the level of practice, noting how both the American Declaration of
Independence of 1776 and the French Declaration of Human Rights of Man and Citizen
of 1789 relied on a “claim of self-evidence” (2007: 19), Lynn Hunt discusses the specifi
practices of imagining human dignity and equality that came about indHratite same
era. Notable in her discussion is that for something to gain the status of self-evidence
what is required is an emotional appeal and engagement, e.g., the practitearidai
belief on the side of individuals who imagine it.

Situated in this stream of observations, my dissertation seeks to rethink the power

of what Arendt has once dismissed as “cheap sentimentd@905: 99) in enabling the

% In her observation of the trial of Eichman, Arendt discusses MartinrBute called the
“execution of Eichman as a ‘mistake of historical dimensions™ becausiglt “ ‘serve to
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political project of making the neoliberal social space in contemporaryakBgedoing
so, | join the critics who have seriously meditated upon the ways in which a suktcessf
functioning of neoliberal capitalism can rely on the proper mobilization oftaffec
communal bondage, and ethical conduct (Barry 2004; Joseph 2002; Muehlebach 2007,
Cf., Haskell 1985). Specifically, | pay special attention to the ways in which various
sentiments such as shame, empathy, neighborly and familial love and affection, and the
feeling ofsolidarity andbf equality are actively mobilized in the field of migrant
advocacy and beyond. In attending to the subject of sentiment and emotion, | am
especially interested in looking at how the focus of civic activism such asnigra
advocacy is increasingly on promoting and cultivating “proper emotional engagement
and disposition” among individuals and between different groups (Smith 2000/1759)—
with the above anecdotes exemplifying certain aspects of such a prhsiiteall this
the “government of senses” and examine how it plays an important role not only in
migrant advocacy but also in state project of building a sharing and cohabitietysoci

The effect of sentimental mobilization in Korea, | argue, has usually bedoltwv
make the call for abstract and universal values and principles such as humamdghts a
solidarity practically workable, on the one hand, and tame the senses of the public, on the
other hand. Discussions in anthropology have focused on the work of culture, practice,
and translation that make universal norms alive in specific local contexts,amy., fr
Tsing'’s “engaged universals” in anti-globalization movements (2004), Ticktin's

“biological co-humanity” in the medical humanitarianism in France (2005) and

expiate the guilt felt by young persons in Germany™ (2005: 99). Arendtizeés®Buber by

saying, “it is quite gratifying to feel guilty if you haven’t done angthivrong: how noble!

...those young German men and women...are not staggering under the burden of theipast, th
fathers’ guilt; rather, they are trying to escape from the pressureyopresent and actual
problems into a cheap sentimentality” (99).
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Giordano’s “religious redemption” in discussions of citizenship in Italy (209D8Yitson
and Brown’s focus on the role of empathy (2009). In the following chapters, | sliscus
how mobilizing shame, sympathy, and sentimental stories become the proven method and
strategy among migrant advocacy groups who face the need to translatdltfair ca
human rights and/or better treatment of migrants and how affect and sensénatye
the primary domain to mediate social differences and build social solittagtyable
“co-existence” and the welfare of the society.

Specifically, | examine the ways in which shame and sympathy are ewbliliz
ameliorate the dehumanizing condition of foreign workers and how it effectinety |
the rights of the foreign worker (Chapter ). Second, | explore how affeatid affective
solidarity is promoted in the project of building a sharing society, which in turn
complement the wider process of neoliberalizing social welfare (ChHgpténird, |
discuss the ways in which the state project of building “multicultural, cohalsiticigty”
relies on building a “familial mode of solidarity” between the multicultarad non-
multicultural population groups (Chapter Ill). Fourth, | show how civic griedp-
discourses and practicesdgmunhwaranslate multiculturalism as the project of
transforming individual sensitivity in the way that is adaptable to the “gldiain”
within and outside the country (Chapter IV). Overall, | pay special attentibie todys
in which the mobilization of sentiments and senses is predominantly shaped in a
developmentalist framework where qualities of being human and humane and being
tolerant are treated and translated as some kind of moral and historical aemesech

elevation (Cf. Asad 2000; Brown 2006; Cheah 2006; Laquer 2009).
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The Chapters

The following dissertation is comprised of two sets of chapters, each corresponding

to two different yet interrelated themes of the foreign worker and théag@timmigrant
and to different phases of my own ethnographic engagement in the field of migrant
advocacy andamunhwan South Korea. The first two chapters talk about the ways in
which the issue of the foreign worker has been received and appropriated bgaiety
actors including migrant centers since the mid 1990s and beyond, while ¢éhéwatt
chapters touch upon the coming of the state and non-state multicultural appaitaus in t
2000s.

In the first chapter, | trace the emergence of the field of migrant agviadhe
mid 1990s, and discuss how migrant centers actively link the moral welfare ofeignf
worker with the moral and economic development of Korean civil society and state. |
examine the ways in which the problem of foreign workers emerge as atpraargh
which civil society organizations such as migrant centers re-imaguheevalorize
Korea'’s past and present and build workable notions of humanitarianism and human
rights.

In the second chapter, | investigate such an emergent moral projectdfyrther
looking at the ways in which migrant centers mobilize civic solidarity andvbésrece
for the issue of the foreign worker. | show how the process of neoliberalizing evitlédr
became accelerated since the late 1990s is reflected in the migrarg’ geotaotion of

civic altruism and volunteering.

The third chapter looks at the ways in which the state government deals with the

problem of marriage immigrants and multicultural families that emeriged the early
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2000s and examines its multicultural programs within its broader plan to deal with the
crisis of the social that is defined by the emergent problem of decreasdittyfand
rapid aging and the rapid transformation of population and family.

In the fourth chapter, | turn my focus of analysis to the ways in whichrmigra
centers and other civic groups respond to the state multicultural programs and develop
their own discourse and practice of multiculturalism. In this chapter, ugsigste civil
society project of cultivating multicultural awareness and sengiivitong individual
citizens that emerged as an alternative to the state programs aimedagenarr
immigrants and their families.

Overall, the dissertation traces the ways in which the state and cefilsmtors
in Korea think and rethink the issue of foreign and migrant workers, marriage
immigrants, and multicultural families through the problematics of civiocemerment
and progress, and the economic and moral growth of the state and population. | explore
how human rights and the question of being human/humane, civic solidarity and altruism,
and multiculturalism and the respect of diversity can be thoroughly subsumed in the long

enduring project of moral development.

Notes on the Methodological Aspect of Engagement
This dissertation is based primarily on my own work experience in migrant
advocacy in 2003-4 and ethnographic and archival research conducted in the greater
Seoul area in 2005-10. The first and second chapters are primarily based on my firsthand
experience in the field of migrant advocacy in 2003-4, preliminary fieldwork cosdluct

among migrant activists and migrant centers in 2005-7, and archival researchednduct
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in 2010, while the third and fourth chapters are based mostly on my preliminary
fieldwork conducted in 2006-7 and my long-term fieldwork conducted in 2008-9 among
both state and non-state agencies that cor@@munhwan the greater Seoul area.

During 2003-4, | was blessed to have firsthand experiences in important moments of the
early phase of migrant advocacy by participating in the emergendingethat were
organized by the JCMHKjuyeonda€e’ and the ETU-MB at the dawn of the scheduled
mass crackdown of undocumented migrants and in the long-term protest that was
organized by the ETU-MB in Myongdong in 2003-4. During my preliminary fielévior
2005-6, | was still focusing on the activities of migrant activists and Migirdnade

Union. However, the outbursts of multicultural apparatuses with the coming of state
multicultural programs for marriage immigrants since 2006 led me to rechapifietus

into the emergent discourses and practicelafunhwashaped jointly by the state
government and civil society actors.

Anthropology is, “in essence, a tropical discipline, ever disrupted by local
conditions and threatened with unexpected breakdowns” (Redfield 2000: 16). Before
going back to the “field” in 2008, | was planning to “focus on” two particular
organizations that had held masigmunhwarelated programs in the previous years and
do a rather “traditional” kind of fieldwork by situating myself among them ffior a
extended period of time. However, | found that there was no long-term prograngwait
for me. Instead, for most of 2008 and part of 2009, | spent my time following a skrie
“events” that were constantly being organized under the nasenainhwa—festivals,

classes, talks, symposiums, seminars, etc—organized not only by migrans ceut

" The second largest association of migrant centers that FriAdsmpwhere | worked as an
intern, was part of.
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also by other parties such as state ministries, academia, and othdrinsigtions,
interviewing concerned people in NGO and state sectors, and tracing reledantevn

the documents and other materials produced by NGOs, state ministries, media, and
academia. By all means, | see the following dissertation and my mode geemgat in

the field of migrant advocacy amdmunwhan terms of what Trinh T Minh-ha called
“speaking near by” (1982) as opposed to the Cartesian mode of engagement of “speaking

about” (Cf., Latour 2005; Riles 2001).
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CHAPTER 2
“FOREIGN WORKERS” AND THE MORAL MATURATION OF “KOREA”
“Instead of lamenting the horrendous ways in which human labor is
commodified...by global capitalism, we should examine how the
technologies sustaining global capitalism both enable and disenable
the actualization of humanity.”

(Pheng Cheah 2006: 265)

“Imported labor, but came the hum#h

Myeondong Cathedral 1995: Shame and the Suffering Other
“We decided to come to Korea because there was no work in our country and
because we wanted to get out of our poverty. We all had good dreams when we left
for Korea. However, we can hardly describe the situation we are facing
here...Although we are from a poor country and, thus, are being treated like slaves
in Korea, we have full human dignity...We appeal to Koreans and their
government to treat us not as animals but as equal brethren and human beings.”
(From the statement of the 1995 sit-in protest by Nepali workers)
On January 9, 1995, thirteen Nepali industrial trairgshered at the Myeongdong
Cathedral in Seoul, a symbolic place in the history of civic resistance iencpotary
Korea, to hold a sit-in protest. A few weeks before the sit-in, nine of them had fled from

their workplaces where they had to work for more than fourteen hours a day, put up with

physical and verbal assaults, and receive less than the half of whatigheamtract said.

® From the campaign pamphlet for South Korean ratification of the Intena&tConvention on the
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Thainikes (prepared by
ljuyeondaethe second largest association of migrant centers).

° Since 1994, South Korea brought foreign workers under the Industrial TraisteenITS) to
solve the labor shortage in its small-medium businesses. Under the pfg@ssing down
advanced skills to developing countries, the ITS defined the foreign wakétrainees.” The first
industrial trainees were those eighty Nepali workers who entered theycouMay 1994.



They sought help from Pinancho, Chun Center for Migrant Workers, CitizenstiGoali

for Economic Justice and other civic groups who helped organizing the protest &im W
2008; Lim 2003; Pressian 2009). On the day of the sit-in, the Nepali migrants tied
themselves with iron chains holding pickets that say, “Please don’'t beaDos\t treat

us like animals,” “We are also human beings,” “We are not slaves,” “Givaur pay,” and
“Give us our passports back?”

It is not known whether the visibly self-degrading tone of the protest was something
deliberate or not, but it certainly made a huge impact in the public scene of |gbationi
making it foremost a moral issue and, more specifically, that of transfothengational
society. The immediate sensation of the protest had to do with the discomfort gfteeein
Other’s body incarcerated, exploited, beaten, toiling and treated as lesauthahnuinan”.
There was, however, something more in the scene that brought an equally powerful
discomfort to those who witnessed it. That is, the protest made visible not only the
dehumanizing condition of foreign workers but also Korea’s own inhumanity that was
responsible for it. Such a moral shock and sensation the protest brought about id essentia
in understanding the dominant characteristics of migrant advocacy that hge@me
South Korea thereafter. Retrospectively, the above event not only gave a thghR tint
Committee with Migrants in Korea (JCMK), then and still the largest &dsmt of
“migrant centers”—local NGOs for migrant issues—but also shaped the pamofdte
activities of these organizations that emerged to better the condition of foreiggrsvior
the country.

This protest was widely covered by various local media outlets, arousing tlee publi

with anger, shame, and sympathy. For example, the editorial that appe@rexsim Ilbo

% From the webpage of the Bucheon Migrant Workers’ House.
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one of the major local dailies, said that the Nepali workers’ cry “madeoadiafs appear

like beasts and made us all to be ashamed” (January 11, 1995). “Koreans were shocked
when they heard that [foreign] workers had their passports taken from them, and hadn’t
been paid, and had been beaten...I think Korean people felt humiljatedal research
fellow interviewed by Katharine S. Moon (2000: 154)). Within a few days after the protest
the much revered Cardinal Stephen Kim made a public apology to the Nepali workers,
which was followed by the then current Prime Minister Lee Hong-Gu’s orderdimse
examination of the cases of the individuals involved and on the condition of foreign
workers in general (Lim 2003: 435).

This chapter addresses the following questions: First, what were thewadnysh
migrant advocacy groups that emerged in the aftermath of the Myongdong protes
translated the problem of the human rights of the foreign worker? Second, what ean thos
narratives that became dominant in Korea say about the problem of human rights mor
broadly? The foreign worker is neither entitled to the national rights of thedostry,
which Hannah Arendt argued so forcefully is the basis for one’s human rights (1951), nor
do the international conventions that recognize the rights of migrants hasteveffegal
force!™ Under such conditions, and as | will show below, it was the narrative of the
suffering of foreign workers and the shame of Koreans that most effgctgponded to
the state and other actors’ abuses against foreign workers. Thomas Laquehowotes
even “law as the bulwark of human rights is not independent of narrative or of the norms
that give sad and sentimental tales their resonance ... narratives givegii@s-norms,

laws-meaning; they transform them from a set of rules into ‘a world in whidiveie

1 By the international conventions here, | am specifically referringed 990 UN International
Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Menabdiiseir Families
and the two main ILO conventions on migrant workers.
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(2009: 35). Below, | will discuss the ways in which advocacy for universal human rights
relies heavily on the narratives of particular interests of the host statEprea’s moral
maturation and the economic value of the migrants. | will try to rethink thedmal

paradox of human rights that is revealed when the moral wellbeing of the foaikers

is actively linked to the developmental—both moral and economic—status of the host

society and state.

Migrant Advocacy and the Foreign Worker
“How are the unfortunate relieved when they have found out a
person to whom they can communicate the cause of their $brrow
(Adam Smith 2000 (1759): 12)
The 1995 protest at the Myeongdong Cathedral has been remembered not only as the

first significant protest by migrants working in Korea, but also as havingeopgp an
emergent field of migrant advocacy that is constituted by various individublsrefc
ministers, human rights activists, labor activists, lawyers, lay voluntashsge students
as well as migrants themselves—and various groups—churches, migrant centers, labo
unions, lawyers’ groups, college students’ support groups as well as migrants’ ow
communities. Strictly speaking, this protest was, however, not the first osekofdt
Indeed, it is noted that there was another protest in 1994 organized by migrants from
Bangladesh, Nepal, the Philippines, and Ethiopia. Staged in the building of Citizens
Coalition for Economic Justice (CCEJ) and jointly organized by other groups, thestprot
lasted for twenty nine days. Although it did not bring about effects as immediate and

powerful as the 1995 protest, it surely had an important impact by encounagivey f

activities by local NGOs (Lim 2003: 434).
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Sources say that, prior to 1995, there were few NGOs who would provide services to
foreign workers. After the 1995 protest and along with several Christian gnod osheer
human rights NGOs, these groups formed JCMK. Many of the member organizations of
the JCMK were either Protestant churches themselves or affiliatedPvatestant and
Catholic organizations concerned with democracy, social justice, and the hghtarofi
social minorities. To understand the predominance of the churches and churchiteaders
the formation of migrant advocacy, it is important to note that progressive Ghgsiaps
served as one of the major sites for the nationwide democracy movementdander t
authoritarian regimes of the 1970s-80s. In the aftermath of the formal denatoyataf
the country in the 1990s, these groups continued to be engaged in civic activism by
working closely with other civil society organizations with no religiousiaffdns.

It is also important to note that, before the adoption of the Employment Permit
System (EPS) in 2004, the first state governed legal act concerningnftadesy, many of
the foreign workers were either brought by the Industrial Trainee SyEI&)
administered by the Korean Federation of Small Businesses (KFSB), acethter
country with a tourist or business visa working illegally in local industries. Téie lmaic
behind the ITS lied in taking full advantage of the cheap foreign labor by nohieicag
the foreign worker as a full employee with basic working terms and thugygaoeiential
expenditures that can arise otherwise. The ITS also spared the statergmtdrom being
fully accountable for the condition of foreigners working in the domestic indudtiest
of the foreign workers who came as “industrial trainees” would join the undocuinente
migrant population by running away from their original workplaces or by simply not

leaving the country after the expiration of their visa. The overall situation didhange
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so dramatically even after the adoption of the EPS, which formally recogherasas
“workers” not as “trainees” and endorses their three labor rights.

This situation may explain why it was not labor groups but migrant centeeteadfili
with Christian and/or human rights concerned civic groups who took the major role in the
emergent migrant advocacy in Korea. Strictly speaking, foreign workerg bedustrial
trainees” under the ITS were not the subjects of rights. One can even saywdsat i
through the activities of migrant advocacy that the rights of foreign wofkerly became
an issue to be recognized. The partial abolition of the ITS and the adoption of the EPS, in
which JCMK played a crucial role, was an attempt to elevate the statusforfdigm
worker from “a mere cheap foreign labor force” in the state’s ratidodlee subject of
three labor rights. However, as will be discussed later, without nationa,rigbtlabor
rights of the foreign worker were overridden by various levels of instrumetasibns in
which the EPS itself ironically served as an example.

In the mid 1990s, what seemed to matter most—and indeed became so—were the
cases of various abuses, which the protesters at Myongdong Cathedrabnwadely—
usurpation of passports, excessive laboring, verbal and physical abuse, and ati¢dat spi
up in the perpetrators’ overt contempt on poorer nations where migrants were coming
from. It was human rights rather than labor rights that could most effigctind

powerfully respond to these problefisJpon publicization, the above cases were defined

2 Importantly, neither the ITS nor the EPS allowed them the access tmarget residency in
Korea and a vast majority of migrants who wanted to stay after the texpiof their visa were to
become illegal. Thus far, the only way for them to have rights of residescbheen marriage with
Korean nationals.

13n regards to this, one can talk about the inclusive power of human righitshlepuniversally

across the boundaries of membership and entitlement. Paradoxically, hatiew@e very
inclusiveness of it that renders itself vulnerable to the mosbwatefinition of “human” as often
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as an issue of human rights violations and racial discrimination and prejudicdsgiand t
notably, also as the problem of Koreans’ narrow-mindedness, lack of moral maturity,
and/or even lack of awareness of foreign cultures and/or cultural diversitgllysoc
engaged Christian groups were best suited to deal with this issue. They not calpihgd
history and experience in assisting the “weak part of society” but also hads/Borms of
capital—either monetary or personnel—ready to use for their advocacyiestigig., full
and part-time staff, volunteers, shelters, funding, and networks.

While the emergent Korean migrant advocacy constantly relied on andldsrive
main force of action from the discourses of human rights, the category of tlgmforei
worker began to have the connotation of being the victim of various forms of human rights
violations. The ITS was soon to be called a “modern slavery” that brings peoplpdoym
countries in Asia to Korea and exploits their labor in the sectors that Koreanswiarmntot
to work anymore, i.e., the “3D—dirty, difficult, and dangerous—industries.” Such naming
was to make visible the institutional aspect of labor exploitation that individgahnti
workers went through, but also had a powerful effect in shaping the image of thec'‘gene
foreign worker” as those who would take unwanted jobs and suffer from social disdain a
exclusion. The figure of the foreign worker was also heavily raciallzechuse most of

the foreign workers in Korea came from the southern parts of Asia with the ierceipt

seen in Korean migrant advocacy’s representation of foreign wakehe suffering bodies and in
Miriam Ticktin’s discussion of “biological co-humanity” that emedgn the medical
humanitarianism in France (2005). On the other hand, although it lacks suclusivéngower,
labor rights do not have to rely on the figure of the suffering or misenabhan; rather, it is
ultimately based on the “liberal idea of the free human agent who entessdohsensual service
contract” (Cheah 2006: 251).
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those from China and the former Soviet Union, “foreign worker”gotynamainor
“Southeast Asians-* became interchangeable words.
This new category of “foreigner,” which assumed the word “laborer” tadag
even when it was omitted, was a new addition to the existing categories of fogeigate
were imagined through a hierarchical relation. In an interview conducted in 2005, Mabhub
Alam, formerly an active member of Equality Trade Union-Migrant Bra@diJ-MB)*™
and then of Migrant Workers’ TV who later published an essay entitled “I attnnizn’
expressed his frustration with the ways in which he would be received in pubksspac
“One day | was walking on the street. And, there was a woman and her little boy
coming towards this way. When passing, the boy whispered to his mom, ‘mommy,
see thaniguksaram(“*American”).” She appeared to briefly re-check me and
corrected him saying, ‘No, he is not “American.” He @egugin(“foreigner”).’
That moment, | wanted to turn around and tell them that | am from Bangladesh!”
The worabegugin or “foreigner,” here was used to differentiate him as someone
who is not American. More specifically, while the word American can be used‘tanite
person,” the word foreigner here specifically denotes unidentified foreignerfieme
“American” nor Japanese or Chinese—who are often sorted out as those migrants working
in factories. Alam used this anecdote as an example of how Koreans differantat
discriminate against foreigners by their race, nationality, and oconpatd talked about

his frustrations with the stigmatization of migrant workers as those wfery siim a hard

life and are in need of sympathy and care.

“In people’s everyday usage in Korea, terms suctoagnamaSoutheast Asia) ardbngnamain
(Southeast Asian) can simply refer to the part of Asia thattiEast Asia, i.e., China, Japan, and
Korea, and the people who come from there. That is, instead of strictlynpe¢heairegion named
“Southeast Asia,” the tersiongnamaoften becomes synonymous with what many Koreans
habitually think of as the “poorer” part of Asia, and this has become more oégmlay practice
since the coming of migrants from different Asian countries.

* ETU-MB was the first union for migrant workers, which was founded by a groagtiefsts
who did not agree with JCMK in regards to the direction of the EPS #iid le
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With migrant advocacy there emerged both institutional and individual forms of
paternalism—i.e., between the foreign worker population and migrant centers wheebeca
their main advocates and spokespersons, and between the foreign clients arallygspec
the senior members of migrant centers. As an example, | quote the interRew. dtark
Cheon Eung, the founder of the Ansan Migrants’ Center—one of the oldest and largest
migrant centers in the country—and one of the most well-known activists in the field of
migrant advocacy in Korea. When asked to recall the first moments of his own regage
in migrant advocacy, Park narrated as folldWs:

“So, | began to settle down in Wongok-Ddhground 1989. One day in the year
1992, | was just walking by the telephone booth, which is still there at the entrance
to the Wongok district office. One moment, | heard a foreign worker calling me.
“Please help me,” in English. At first, | did not know if it was me whom he called.
So, | was just going to pass when | heard him calling me for the second time. |
realized there was no one but me around and asked him why he called me. He
stammered in English aragked mevhere he wadt seemed that he had to go
somewhere but, being new to the area, he did not know how to go.... So, | gave him
directions. Afterwards, however, | was faced with existential questiorestiQus

like who | am and what my pastorate duties are.... You know, it was by accident
that | met the foreign worker on the street.... But, his questions would not leave my
mind. His voice would come up again and again, asking for help. Then, I did not
have so much interest in the issue of foreign worker, either. But, yet, | could not
escape from these questions. You know, the Bible says God stays with thdflowly.

it is where God stays, then, I thought, it must be where | could serve. But, still, |
was not sure of getting involved so much. | wished others could do something. But,
others, too, said it was not their job. So, | thought, okay, then, perhaps it is mine.”
(Emphasis added)

From Park’s anecdote above, one may easily think of the parable of the Good

Samaritan. Certainly, it is a story of assisting a stranger in need whoac@dentally

18 Interview appeared iBhosun llba(December 2009), electronically accessed at
http://www.tagstory.com/video/video post.aspx?media_id=V000386427

" The district of Wongok Dong in Ansan, an industrial city located on thé&iostef Seoul, is
known for its large migrant population. With the publicization of the issue grfami workers and
the emergence of the state multicultural programs, this relatinglylace has attracted numerous
social projects and programs organized by both state and non-state act®thesimid 1990s.
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meets on the road. For Park, it initially required no more than giving him directions
However, not only as a good Christian but also as a young minister in search of the
meaning of his own pastorate duty, Park could not let go of his encounter with the foreig
worker, and this led to his own efforts in linking the meaning of his own existence and
pastorate duty and the foreign worker’s question asking where he was. Howetlez, for
equation to occur, the conception of the Other as someone in need of assistance had to
precede first. And, to make it his own case and job, he had to make sure that there was no
one but himself who could do tlassisting(Cf. Haskell 1985). Park’s anecdote certainly
represents the motivations of many individuals—especially, of those Christdarde—

who became involved in the emergent field of migrant advocacy in the 1990s. But, more
importantly, it gives us a good sense of what constantly tagged along wheneverdhe w
“human rights of foreign workers” was mobilized in Korea and what thus constituted both
the conceptual and performative sense of the given term: “the directioDthe=s who

calls for one’s attention and assistance and “one’s responsibility for thecyrgithe

matter.” Below, | will discuss how this problem of the “vulnerable Other” and that of
improving his condition became gradually linked with a matter of progressing the civi
society of Korea and of maintaining moral integrity to its history of laligration as

migrant advocacy came of age.

Reputation, Responsibility and the “frog that has forgotten its past”
The mid-1990s and mid-2000s is marked by a boom in various legal, medical, and
charity services for migrants in Korea. At the same time, the number ofnthagniaters

increased significantly. While there were about five such groups in the @anigt1990s
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in the greater Seoul area, now the number is somewhere around fifty across the count
(Rainbow Youth Center 2008). The centers typically offer free Korean languagesila
legal counseling and support as well as free medical services and sheltelnsnigipant
workers and women marriage migrants. Whenever it was deemed necessary, cente
organized activities not only with other individual migrant centers but also with @the
groups, e.g., groups of human rights activists, medical doctors, nurses, lawykas, me
groups, and individuals who would take part as volunteers. Although migrant centers
varied in organizational affiliation and membersmmwst of them were relatively small
with usually five or so full-time staff with a large pool of individual volunteen®

worked part-time as Korean language teachers, baby sitters, drivers, coak candNet
only were the centers usually successful in procuring other’s assistandsplihtee
seemed to always be the individuals and groups who were willing to offer tpertisg,
labor, and free time for migrants. Such a situation was evidence thatudeidsreign
workers and migrants became one of the important and, indeed, “popular” topics in the
landscape of social issues in Korea by the early 2000s.

Aside from these daily activities, it should also be noted that most of today’s
prominent migrant centers gained their reputation by engaging in what catidee
“activist politics.” Examples of this range from the publicization of sagehuman rights
violations in the workplace, immigration and police offices, and the detention centers
organizing campaigns, rallies, and pressuring groups against variouggtaéions and
policies on foreign labor relations. Certainly, the biggest achievement 3K as the
largest association of migrant centers since 1995 was a gradual weakeniniy 8fdhe

the introduction of the EPS in 2004. Although this “achievement” was soon to be tainted
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by the fact that the new system made various restrictions on migrantrisdr&edom to
choose their own workplace and enforced the largest ever crackdown and deportation of
undocumented migrants in 2003 thus resulting in internal fragmentation in the field of
migrant advocacy, it should be still noted that until then the biggest effort in thanmigr
advocacy circle was concentrated on replacing the ITS with a new and supbesesily
system.

| have already discussed above how the protest at the Myeongdong Cathedral in
1995 brought about a nation-wide moral shock and sensation. The goal of the migrant
advocacy in this period, | should say, lay in maintaining that shock and the urgency of the
given problem. Migrant centers and various media outlets actively publitiggndblem
of foreign workers as a matter of caring about Korea'’s international ianayeeputation.
For example, on November 28 1994, in an interview Withing Hyang ShinmuyrKim
Jae-oh, the director of a citizens’ group who assisted returned migrant warkeesiving
delayed pay and compensation for industrial accidents, argued as follows: “The
indifference of the employers and the government in the issue of foreigerskolt not
only result in the corruption in business ethics but also, in the long term, will fetially
our international image...although illegal, these foreigners are here out of mur ow
necessity. Even if not through the UN declaration of human rights or the ILO’s, should we
not respect their minimal human rights as workers?” Kim continued, “Their tuiséor
does not end at their individual level, but cause hatred in their communities toward
Korea...” On June 22, 1998yung Hyang Shimuitself published an editorial that shared
the same sentiment: “The foreign industrial trainees and illegal miggentgling the

labor shortage by working in the 3D industries that are shunned by the locals. The
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government’s neglect of their living condition is responsible for the increasing
stigmatization of Korea as a country that violates human rights.”

Most of the civil society actors, however, went further than mobilizing the
significance of Korea’s international reputation and image by definegssue of foreign
workers in terms of the progress of Korean civil society. Indeed, sincerntiexddization
and with the burgeoning of civil society organizations since the early 1990s, huirtan rig
had been largely associated with the deepening of social justice and denamctdlogy
amelioration of social inequality. In particular, the human rights of the mémgidand/or
of minorities had been given prime attention by concerned civic groups as one afithe ne
areas to intervene in order to continue the project of liberating and vitalizihgamiety
that was significantly oppressed under the strong military state. In 2@i@8ting such a
sentiment, a human rights activist looked back on the Myeongdong protest as follows:
“Instead of simply being ‘their own problems,’ the issue of the human rights chmhigr
workers became an important common issue for the whole society
(urisahoegongdonguimunjeHowever, not only did the state policy and system ... not
change so much since then, but also social prejudices and stigmatization agaargt mig
workers still remain. We believe, however, that the cries of migrant veovkérkeep
progressing our society by awakening our conscience and mentality thdawedrisy
capital and economic interest$réssian December 18, 2009).

Notably, too, through the activities of migrant centers as primary advotates
foreign workers, individual Korean citizens emerged as those to be responsihke for t
human rights and welfare of foreign workers. For example, in his lectuvergel at Seoul

National University in 1998, Rev. Kim Hae Sung, one of the well-known activists in
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migrant advocacy in Korea and the founder of the House of Korean Chinese, said, “Who
on earth is to be responsible?” (Han 1998: 342). His lecture was part of a leckse seri
named “The Growth of East Asia and the Issue of Human Rights.” Kim contizued b
saying, “So many foreign workers are still seeking help in hardship. To ptis¢ectiman
rights of foreign workers, what we need now is your readiness to share theandayour
participation in improving their current situation” (Han, 342). Migrant centergehgt
mobilized the responsibility of individual citizens in the condition of foreign workers and
defined civic benevolence and empathy as a necessity in protecting the fghteaafrthe
latter. Shaped in the rhetoric of greater civic participation and sharingnabiization of
individual social responsibility was soon to be materialized in the rapidly Biogea
volunteer work and donations that were given on behalf of the issue of foreign workers.
Along with concerns for Korea’s international image and the progress of civil
society, migrant centers also sought to present a familiar picture of éhgnfevorker by
mobilizing Korea’s own history of labor migration. A popular narrative that ¢énusrged
was “we were also foreign workers.” For example, Friends of Asia, antigenter |
worked for as an intern in the mid 2000s, had the following in their pamphlet: “... there are
about 20,000 migrant workers in the Goyang/Paju area. As Koreans went to the U.S
Germany, and Saudi Arabia in search of work 40 years ago, so now migrant vaoekers
coming to Korea from 80 countries from ten years ago. However, they arg faei
problem of cultural difference and racial prejudice...” When it was said thigads also
experienced the same hardship 40 years ago, people could empathize more dloslety wi
plight of foreign workers. The suffering of foreign workers was also maaie and

concrete with a circulation of images of migrants with fingers cut in the pragsime or
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bruises on her body, but at the same time that suffering was conveyedcaslidl ibe or
could have been our own problem.

Here, 1 would like to note how this commonality between “us” and “them” was often
utilized to provoke a particular kind of shame. For example, in a rally organizeayin M
2008 to denounce the state government for detaining Torna Limbu, then the newly elected
chairperson of Migrants’ Trade Union (MTU), one of the two trade unions for migrant
workers existing in Korea, an activist said as follSws

“Such a thing did not happen in Saudi Arabia thirty years ago where | was working.

Our ancestors immigrated to the US, Germany, and other countries in the world.

The frog forgets about the time when it was just a pollivdmyv can they treat

people from other countries in such a way now that the economy is a little bit

better? How can they persecute the union, which foreigners made by therttselves

protect their own rights, with the man hunts and targeted crackdowns on its
leaders?” (Emphasis added)

The message here was clear: those who forget about their past should be. ashame
Shame was not only about how others will think about oneself but also about living up to
one’s internal image of the self (Williams 1994). The shame that was mobitized a
appeared to be qualitatively different from the anxieties about internatioagéiand
reputation in that it actively talked to the moral principle of one’s own. It waabuait
what others will think of me, but about what | think | should be like. In mobilizing a
common history, it relied on what Luke Gibbons has termed a “postcolonial ethics of
sympathy” that, he argues, can emerge from a shared experience of s(#eddy

Discussing the issue of guest workers in Ireland, Gibbons observes how rights of and

tolerance towards other people and cultures in and outside Ireland were not couched in

8 MTU, previously called ETU-MB, is one of the two trade unions for migramkers existing in
Korea. However, it is not legally recognized by the state and hasia staith can be categorized
neither easily as a union nor as an NGO. In reality, its activities cdefined as being somewhere
between the two.
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abstract and ahistorical terms but were mobilized through a shared ezpeaifien
oppression. As the sympathy for the Other through a shared history of suffeamgebac
ethical alternative to the practice of “mimicking the master” ifaiv@ (Gibbons, 93), so,
too, did the above activist argue that Koreans should not forget about their own history and
should refuse to act like a new master.

While the above narrative and others like it actively mobilized the shame oh&orea
and their moral responsibility vis-a-vis their own past and the present sufidéring
migrants, the rights of foreign workers and the claims of the MigraageTunion,
however, became actively circumscribed. Before discussing the limitbfrsoral claims
and the postcolonial ethics of sympathy, | would like to briefly note another stiteg
advocacy that became popular among migrant centers and migrant activise\tbentise
appeal to the economic utility of foreign workers. Here, | am specificalicerned with
the state of emergency that came about in the fall of 2003, which was defitied by
government’s massive crackdown on undocumented migrants and a series of deaths and

suicides of migrants | briefly mentioned in the Introduction.

“We (They) are here for the benefit of your (our) economy”

By the early 2000s, the ITS apparently has become identified as the sousog of m
problems including the rapid increase in “illegal” migrants, i.e., about 80% of #ie tot
migrant population, and the corruption involved in the process of migrant sending and
receiving, let alone the human rights violations mentioned above. This subsecgeeily |
a close partnership between the state government and JCMK who served the role of NGO

expertise in preparing for the EPS. Indeed, it was JCMK and other civil sgooelys
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who strongly argued for the need to make a new system of importing foreigrmauhabtar
transfer the administrative role from the Korea Federation of Small Bisgis¢o the state
government. The EPS, however, turned out to be a more “rationalized” version of the ITS
as the system of utilizing cheap foreign labor. In it, the state expressel icsdirectly
regulate and govern foreign labor. The EPS gave employers the permit turéige f
workers rather than giving the latter the permit to work, by which it meamhbréign
worker did not have the right to choose his or her own workplace, and the newly
recognized three basic labor rights for the foreign worker practicaltgme subject to the
employer’s rights to (hire/fire) the worker. Second, it was based on thepbeintithe
five-year rotation, by which the migrant has to leave the country after filimfjve years.
And, third, the official enforcement of the EPS required the elimination of mxiditegal
foreigners to enforce the system anew.

It was around the year 2001 when some of the activists who did not agree with the
direction of the new system left the JCMK and founded the Equality Trade Ungmasili
Branch (ETU-MB). This group of activists was inclined more towards the lajids rof
migrants and defined their activities as part of larger labor movements. Tinepdied a
labor permit system equivalent to those found in the more “migrant labor friendly”
countries of western Europe. ETU-MB and their supporters were also criticalafs/a
levels of paternalism built between local NGOs and foreign workers. Thagdthat the
workers themselves, not Korean NGOs or churches, should become the primarg subject
their fight against the oppression of the state and capitalism. This Irftagraentation
also evolved along the anti-paternalism discourse that emerged within and, autsothe

problematized the then already popularized representation of foreign waskbosa in
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hardship and thus as objects of care and protection. In an e-mail interview conalucted i
2005, Samar Thapa, a Nepali migrant and one of the early chairpersons of the union who
was deported in 2004, would even describe the split between his group and JCMK as a
“conflict between the young generation and the old generation.”

However, at the dawn of the adoption of the EPS in November 2003, the two split
groups and other “solidarity groups” met to discuss what they can do colledti\sttyp
the government’s mass crackdown on undocumented migrants that was scheduted to sta
the following month. While the two groups could not narrow down the gap between their
different agendas even in the given state of emergency, what followed theieaforthy
to note in our discussion of the rights of the foreign worker.

Confronted with the obvious inhumanness of some of the specific provisions and
reconciling their humane concerns, JCMK took a rather remedialist stanceERShe
arguing for more flexibility, for example, with the five year rotation @oknd the
elimination of existing migrants. On the other hand, ETU-MB demanded a cerstiet
of the crackdown, the legalization of all existing migrant workers, aniloa feermit
system in place of the EPS. Apparently, for ETU-MB and its supporters, JCMK ag@pear
to be “compromising” to the state’s interests, whereas for JCMK and its 8yngya, the
demand of ETU-MB appeared to be “unrealistic.” Starting in November of 2008ydhe
groups held separate sit-in protests in two different sites in downtown Seoul. Tést prot
by JCMK organized at Seoul Cathedral of Anglican Church ended in one month, while the
one organized by ETU-MB at Myeongdong Cathedral lasted almost a yedtingem the
arrest and deportation of some of its key members including Samar Thapaghil® le

early phase of the protest.
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While the two groups clearly had different demands, | would still like to note that
both of them sought to make their claims precisely through the state’s econaonialitgt
when confronted with the immediate threat of the government crackdown and deportation.
They argued that it is economically more beneficial for the state aplbens to keep the
“old migrants” who have learned basic skills and Korean language than impbdingw
people who would mean new expenditures. They also argued to recognize the economic
contributions by foreign workers who filled the otherwise declining small-umedi
industries’ Consider, for example, Samar Thapa’s letter to “Korean citizens,” which was
written when he was detained in a facility for foreigners in the Southern pyoof dfeosu

(Hankyoreh March 3, 2004):

“Dear citizens. | am Samar Thapa, a Nepali migrant worker who has be®itivi
Korea for ten years by now...We demand an ‘end to crackdown, legalization of all
migrant workers, and the freedom to choose our own workplace.’...Dear citizens,
we migrant workers have been working hard for the benefit of Korean economy
from long time ago...

...Is it really what President Roh meant [when he talked about elevatihgan
rights of foreign workers at his inauguration] to pay us to migrant workers who
have been toiling for Korean economy for such a long time? Does not the Korean
government have some responsibility for our and our family’s rights to life
(seangjongwo)? At present there are four hundred thousand migrant workers
working in Korea. We are here because the country needs migrant workiees. If
country does not need us anymore, we will go back to our countries voluntarily.
Even in 1998 when Korea suffered from economic crisis, many migrant workers
voluntarily returned to their home countries. The Ministry of Justice does not even
have to arrest undocumented workers.

... Those migrant workers who are already working in Korea, not those who will
newly arrive, should become the subjects of a labor permit system. Your sympath
and attention can save us migrant workers from death. Dear citizens, ldtais ma

19 By the same token, however, the migrant worker's economic subjectivitg hedimited not to
arouse the image of “those foreigners who are only driven by economic sedfiateThus, in this
rationality, the image of “bad foreigner” needs to be suppressed so asntetfere with the
image of the “good foreigner.”
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the progress of the country together. Let us bring a real democracy tous Let
make it into the ‘pride of Asia’ as was said in the slogan for the last World Cup.”

In demanding the attention of citizens in their struggle for the freedom in the
workplace and a labor permit system, Thapa repeatedly and foremost emgbtizesiz
economic contribution of migrant workers. Furthermore, and as seen with mignaetsc
above, he also linked their cause directly with the progress and democracy of ting count
and with its developmentalist interests—both economic and moral. In the state of
emergency that threatened the welfare of existing undocumented migraitgghenhi
economic utility and value of migrants became most effective and viable sfurce
legitimacy in arguing for their rights, such a situation at the sameréivealed the
threshold of the rights claims available to the foreign worker. To put it anwthelif the
protests organized by ETU-MB and JCMK against the government’s crackdown on
existing migrants were a claim to the human dignity that was beingeheghby the
state’s brutal economicism, the tactics that were employed evidemmly o#l rendering
the value of the foreign worker as visible as possible within the same ecomaimic a

developmental instrumentality of the state (e.g., Yee 2009).

Conclusion
Thus far, | discussed how Korean migrant advocacy that emerged with the 1995
Myeongdong Protest relied on mobilizing the moral responsibility of local cgiesy and
the state on the dehumanizing conditions of foreign workers. The specific tacticdladopte
by civic groups such as migrant centers sought to link the human dignity andfigigs
foreign worker to the matter of caring about Korea’s international reputatiomnaigge i

and its history of labor migration, and to the progress of its civil society aadatemic
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growth and well-being. Wilson and Brown note how “arousing sympathy and awakening
moral qualms, and connecting them to real and imagined self-interest, appeatsto be
proven method for the realization of human rights” (2009:10). In Korean migrant
advocacy, the process of realizing the human rights of foreign workers hay égeall

the process of making visible their moral and economic value within the host state and
society.

It is in this context that a postcolonial ethics of shame and sympathy should be
rethought. The effect of appealing to the common history of suffering and hardship
primarily lay in rechanneling the primacy of the given matter, i.e., gintsriof the foreign
worker, into the necessity of Korea’s own moral maturation. As the right of thigrior
worker is potentially at odds with the state’s economic interest and sovgrégmnt
narratives of shame carefully limited the agency of the foreign workecasdary to that
of Korean civil society and state by translating and, thus, transforminghibie w8sue into
that of Korea’s moral corruption and inhumanity. In this way, the narratives that thvoke
the shame of Korea as an ex-migrant sending country shared a mutual wathrédse
claims for international reputation that relied on a rather crude versiotiafaiast
sentiments. Among the advocates of foreign workers, these narratives efamam
reputation became effective strategies that can fill the abstracsitgad the human
rights of the foreign worker and make it more real. One can also talk about howitilss pol
of human rights that followed such a route was shaped by a constant dialectesnbetw
humanizing and dehumanizing forces. If the narratives that highlight Korea’s mora
improvement relied on redehumanizing the foreign worker by limiting his polagahcy

vis-a-vis the host state’s sovereignty, the economic narratives that sougpé#b @ the
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state’s interests did so by capturing the humanity of the foreign worker thraugh hi
economic value.

This whole process also reveals the important role played by civil sat@tyia
Korea in governing different groups of populations in accordance with the lilaihof
the global economy. Civic groups such as JCMK and others complemented the state’s
economic governance of foreign workers by mobilizing civil society and individua
citizens to be accountable for the moral welfare of the foreign workers.mbbilization
of national shame and the importance of international reputation and image, on the other
hand, worked to discipline the society and individual citizens in the values of human rights
and the humane treatment of foreign workers. The EPS, for example, can beoodderst
more or less as the product of the joint efforts of the civic groups to morallpcealtree

country and of the state to optimize the system of using cheap labor.
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CHAPTER 3

“VOLUNTEER ACTIVISTS " AND THE MOBILIZATION OF AFFECTIVE
CIVIC SOLIDARITY

“... democratic modes of governance and social
scientific ways of knowing (re)produce citizens who
are capable of governing themselves, of acting in
their own interests and in solidarity with others.
Citizens are not born; they are mdde
(Barbara Cruikshank, 1999: 3)
“Our principle is to manage the organization by
citizens’ spontaneous participation and avoid relying
on the government aid as much as possible.”
(Asia Culture and Human Rights Solidarity)
“Foreign Migrant Workers, Not Strangers But Our Neighbors!
(Joint Committee with Migrants in Korea)

It was spring 2008, and | was attending the orientation program organized for the
volunteers for thdigrants’ Arirang—the largest multicultural festival in South Korea
organized since 2004 by Damunhwa Open Society, the association of sevenat migra
centers, and sponsored by the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism. Lee Ranju, the
founder of Asia Culture and Human Rights Solidarity and also a key member of the
Damunhwa Open Societyas presenting a brief history of foreign migrant workers in the
country—more or less a history of their suffering highlighted by storiesdoftrial

injuries, incomplete payments, and racial prejudice. At one point, Lee said to the 217

volunteers, “Many of the migrant workers you will meet during the feséiratlassed as



such [undocumented/illegal]...it is important for you to think about how you will treat
them...” Lee then turned to the topic of marriage immigrants: “You must have heard of
them a lot on TV, haven’t you?” Responding to Lee, Woo Sam Yeol, another speaker at
the presentation and one of the organizers of the festival, said, “Marriaggrants, who
constitute about ten percent of the total migrant population in the country, are facing
gender discrimination, the problem of patriarchy, language barriers, anchtidgsues in
their everyday life...[their] multicultural families...especially tha$eldren...our society
should pay special attention to them ... and support them.” In the above orientation
program, volunteers were mobilized to sympathize with the suffering and hardship of
migrants, mind their own attitudes and language when interacting with migaadts
become more engaged in this social issue of migrants.

One month before, | was paying a visit to Serapina Cha Mikyung, a long time
international solidarity activist and the founder of Friends of Asia, a nigesnter located
in Goyang and Paju in the northern outskirts of Seoul, where | worked as a volumeer int
in 2003-4. Cha said, “These days, it is not hard to find people with good will. What is hard
is to find those with strong political consciousness.” She was deploring theositwéiere
she could easily find volunteers who would take part in the activities her centeizesya
and to assist foreign workers and marriage immigrants with free legal togng®rean
language class, and medical and shelter services, but cannot find those who approach th
given matter of labor and marriage migration more seriously. Two yeanlibis in
2006, Kim Dae Gwon, another staff member working at Friends of #adéthme what
used to be called the “migrant labor movement” will disappear sooner or laéerskesn

many migrant centers that had been critical of the state policies omtngrgkers since
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their emergence in the early 1990s are now receiving funding from the state genvernm
for organizing welfare programs for marriage immigrants. Kim destisiheh a situation
as NGOs getting subsidies to do the state programs. While Cha’s dissatisfaaveyed
the desire of her own and of many other activists working in migrant advaxaeg imore
volunteers viewing their own activities as part of the larger civil sponetvement, Kim’s
nonchalant look when talking about the migrant centers receiving the state furiding st
revealed his bitterness about the state power encroaching the space of ceigiers,
especially since the coming of the state multicultural programs foraganmmigrants.
Kim feared that migrant advocacy as a whole will lose its power to ieEgctriticize the
state on behalf of migrant workers.

Since | became involved in migrant advocacy in 2003, | have been trying to make
sense of the meaning of migrant centers and their activities in the brodites pf “civil
society” and the state in Korea. As citizens’ spontaneous associations thgeesiace
the 1990s to improve the condition of migrant workers, the role of migrant centers was not
just limited to demanding the state to respect the human rights of migrant svavkech |
discuss primarily in Chapter I); they also actively solicited the obgiety of Korea and
individual citizens to pay attention and give support to the situation of migrants. While t
support from civil society was to be materialized thorough individual volunteanohg a
donations, its mobilization relied on the idea that helping migrants also meangraaki
“better society” by citizens’ spontaneous participation. In other words, tivéias of
migrant centers were fundamentally based on civic solidarity to takensajhty in the

betterment of society. The faith and pride that staff and volunteers | hage fiaethad in
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their work derived from the idea of spontaneous civic participation in realizingl'soc
progress.”

In this chapter, however, | approach the question of social progress and the civic
solidarity that it mobilizes from a different angle. Instead of treatingd claims of the
“social” and society as givens, this paper seeks to situate them in a broaties pilhe
state and civil society relation. From this framework, not only does the aubos@pace
of civil society as a liberal institution from the state interests and atipes—the subject
that greatly concerns progressive activists such as Kim and Cha above—becomes
guestionable (e.g., Cheah 2006), but also “civil society” itself becomes “artieetsne
both object and end of government” (Burchell 1993: 272). This paper specifically seeks to
understand the ways in which the volunteer citizen emerges as the subjetctiolhjec
social governmef that encourages and shapes the conduct of citizens in the way that is
good for the “society” as well as for the state.

In interrogating the mobilization of “civil society,” | rely on Foucaubncept of
“liberal government” (Burchell 1993). Foucault approaches liberalism notthgbay, an
ideology, a juridical philosophy of individual freedom, or any particular set of policies
adopted by a government” but rather as “a rationally reflected way of doing thimgh
functions as the principle and method for the rationalization of governmental practices
(Burchell 1993: 269). In this framework, liberalism constantly seeks a relatoostween
the state and society that ensures the optimal environment for the market tm pasor

liberalism itself went through a series of transformations from its éagjyo-Scottish

20 By government, | refer to Foucault’s concept of “governmentalitytonduct of conduct,” that
includes “any program, discourse, or strategy that attempts to alter ortibamtions of others or
oneself” (Cruikshank 1999:4).
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form to what is today called “neo-liberalism,” so too has the place “cigiesg occupies
in liberalism has gone through enormous changes. According to Graham Buighehg*
the course of the fcentury, and throughout the present century, it [civil society] was
fundamentally recast into what some call the social, or just society, bpsdl th
governmental techniques we associate with the Welfare State. Today, unddudmeanf
of what we are calling neo-liberalism, we are witnessing attetaptansform it again and
to give it, if you like, the capacity to function autonomously by reshaping itsatbassic
model of action” (269-70). In a similar vein, and more recently, other sociakdniive
noted how “civil society” is being actively promoted as part of the neoliberalgproje
against big government (e.g., Munck 2005; Sinha 2005).

Broadly, it is through this framework of neoliberal government that | apptoach t
guestion of the volunteer and “participatory welfare.” By participatoryane| | refer to
both the specific government welfare policies that emerged in mid 2000s and i rela
discourses and practices that were espoused by concerned civic organinations a
academics. Specifically, | define migrant centers’ call forattention of civil society and
individual citizens in the issue of migrant workers as the process of “respiaimggbithe
society in the care of itself (Burchell 1993: 276). By examining the question of vakintee
who made up the crucial part of the manpower in the activities of migrant centek,tbs
address the following questions: What role did the figure of volunteer play in thiegoli
of migrant advocacy specifically and in the “participatory citizenship” gaditicipatory
welfare” that was promoted since the early 2000s? What kind of civic solidarity and
citizenship is mobilized in the discourses on volunteering? How does the emergent notion

of solidarity (re-)define the meaning of equality and/or what kind of equality tthee
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notion of solidarity emerging via volunteering rely on? Below, | will pay spetiention
to the ways in which affect and sensitivity are mobilized as the site to busadliarity
with the socially weak and vulnerable population, as exemplified in the volunteers’

orientation program for thigligrants’ Arirangthat | began with.

Foreign Volunteers and the “Grateful giving”
“We need to present migrants as persons (saram).
They are not guests but ‘new neighbdrs.’
(A staff member at Ansan Migrants’ Center)
With the emergent activities of migrant centers since the 1990s, whileforeig
workers emerged as the objects of “neighborly love” and “civic care andghand
represented variously as the “neighbors in need,” “socially weak,” and evenifiAss,”
Korean civil society and individual citizens were urged to participate in thisaeial
issue of foreign workers (Choi 2004) and show their civic sharing and care. In noting how
foreign workers emerged as the objects of such a form of care and sharesrast,int
however, does not lie in simply lamenting how migrants became objectified and padroni
in the NGO projects as much of the critiques appeared in Korea could not emphasize
enough, but on showing how the everyday activities of migrant centers that depended
largely on the spontaneous participation of individuals operated as technologieslof soci
government by generating notions about the ideal citizen and citizenships, Tinatt only
how individual citizens’ participation and acts of sharing kept small grassroots
organizations such as migrant centers get going, but also how migrams sented as the

site where citizens and citizenship that are desirable to the functionimg ‘Siociety” and

for the social “co-existence” were made.
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| have noted in Chapter | how migrant centers and other advocates of the human
rights of foreign workers sought to present a familiar picture of the foreagker by
highlighting the shared experience and history of migration eetwW@reans and migrants.
Here, 1 would like to note another way of representing foreign workers that alscdworke
familiarize the face of foreign workers vis-a-vis the general public khtavilifferent aim
and effect. That is, the foreign worker as “our neighbor” and/or as the sociallyahlte
These categories were used for soliciting not so much the empathy of citizémes f
condition of their suffering, but, rather, the physical acts of sharing and caringitmée
on behalf of migrants. This naming actively reinscribed the problem of foreidersor
within the social space of Korean civil society and redefined foreign weodsethe objects
of civic solidarity and love. Certainly, depending on the contexts and the organization, t
civic solidarity for this issue of foreign workers would be variously trarglasethe
“Christian love of one’s own neighbor” or as “citizens’ greater partiapat social
issues.” However it was defined, the main point here was to mobilize individual
participation in sharing the “paifi*and “suffering® of foreign workers living in Korea.
Such a civic solidarity and love was specifically materialized in the fonnmdofidual
volunteering in the area of legal counseling, Korean language and culturdadJdoae
medical and shelter services, and recreational and cultural activities.

Notably, too, foreign workers would be often represented as the presence of “Asia
us.” This phrase emphasized the role of Korean civil society and its solidahtptiver
civil societies in Asia for achieving democracy in the region. Such a disdbatseas

actively generated both by NGOs and academics assumed an imagined cgromunit

L Asia Human Rights and Culture Solidarity

#2«“Making a happy relationship with your neighbor” by Park Chun Eung
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“Asian civil society” and highlighted the role of NGOs in different countaied their
transnational networking in the issue of migration. Migrant centers and otltegroups
would organize joint conferences and workshops with the civil society organizatams fr
both migrant sending and receiving countries of Asia. In this framework, mhigoakers

were often defined as the potential leaders in the development of civil soaetieir

home countries. At a more concrete level, some of the migrant centardezktaeir

activities to the countries where migrants were from by assistingtinmed migrants in
readapting and reestablishing at home. For example, in an interview conductetéin w
2009, Lee Wan at Asia Culture and Human Rights Solidarity of Bucheon told me about the
program his organization just started in Nepal. According to him, they ran a motorcycl
repair shop that hired both returned migrants and local youths. Lee expressed Histhope t
the repair shop will not only help returnees in readapting in Nepal but also sarsaes

that educates, prepares, and thus “empowers” the potential migrants.

On the other hand, although migrant workers mostly remained in the other end of
civic giving and benevolence usually as its recipients, | would like to note hovotreir
participation in the activity of sharing were received as one of the most towcseg of
solidarity. For example, when migrant workers themselves served as vodunttes
Taean peninsula that was seriously damaged by one of the worst oil spills in 2007, loca
media praised it as an incident that completes human solidarity. Under theditkstore
Taean, foreign workers too rolled up their sleeve$yewsisarticle covered the thirty
some migrant workers from Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Russia participdahin{pvea
Migrants’ Center as volunteers to help restore the damaged areami2edel, 2007).

TheHankyoreharticle that appeared the following day under the title of “The waves of
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volunteers clear the damage of Taean” noted how seventy thousand volunteers that
included “children with their parents, the residents of Yeosu who also experienced a
similar damage, and even foreign workers” provided their support in the colletfoves

to clear the oil sludge stuck in the inflicted areas of the peninsula (Decdrs, 2007).

The article added how such a wave of volunteers even touched the clearing experts
dispatched from the US and Spain. It ended with the interview with Rev. Kim Hae Sung
from Korea Migrants’ Center, who remarked on the foreign volunteers by sakialj of

them are undocumented migrants and are busy living from hand to mouth. However, they
willingly joined to help by saying ‘they also received Koreans’ help in the of the

Tsunami and earthquake.”

The above articles unanimously highlighted how these foreign volunteers ekpresse
their wish topay backtheir indebtedness to Koreans. If foreign workers as the neighbors
mobilized civic solidarity in the given issue, foreign workers as the volunteetseidtive
very heart of the given solidarity. In noting the relationship between foreign tomes
workers, civil society, and the state in Singapore, Pheng Cheah says thal Suigty’'s
arguments on behalf of foreign workers have hierarchical implications fromryeteet
(2006: 257):

“FDWs, who can never be part of the Singapgwos, are not members of and equal

participants in its civil society. At best, they are only objects of benexa|¢ne

recipients of goodwill from civil society because the end of their existenc

Singapore is to make life easier for its citizens. The most that can be done is to

safeguard their welfare during their stay and to upgrade their skills sbelyatan

have better job opportunities when they return home.”

Within the biopolitical hierarchy and exclusion, foreign workers are the least

expected to take part in civic solidarity. In the end, as Cheah succinctly noyesr,e et

part of the given civil society and ibsos Nonetheless, what | would like to note is that the

63



nice surprise that is always expressed in the phrase “even foreign workarsforeign

workers too...” did more than just redraw that thick line of difference and exclusion; it
actually worked to reinforce a form of civic solidarity that is based on themnaot

equality in giving. The volunteering foreign worker—situated in the utmoggimaf the

society and at the bottom rung among the foreigners—touches the heart of a person who i
in a better position—the criteria for which can be widely inclusive—and lsrimioh/her in

the beauty of sharing. When the recipients of benevolence take part in the acts of giving
himself, it powerfully consolidates acts and sentiments of social sojidaateign

workers’ participation in volunteeringasan occurrence of adding more “warnfthto the
society and material for media coverage.

By the very virtue of his own exclusion and marginalization from the imagined
community of civic sharing, the figure of the foreign volunteer can become tteestiigt
consummates the virtue of unconditional civic sharing. With more weight on duty than on
the rights of its members, the form of social solidarity that was invoked bydtie of
equal capacity for empathy and compassion sought to enroll from the mostméwsaly t
most affluent in the social space of Korea. Not only did this solidaritggthe notion of
noblesse oblige-which, for example, sparked the founding of a number of private
foundations who actively promoted corporate social responsibility (CSR) and organized
“sharing campaign$*—but also was to be enhanced further through the cases of what |
will call the “grateful” and “sacrificial” giving from the most néeof the society. If
foreign workers who volunteer to pay back their indebtedness to the benevolence of

Korean society serve an example of the “grateful giving,” the figugenaibap granny

23 shimin llbo “Foreign workers participate in the love of sharing.” January 30, 2011.

24 Examples include Beautiful Fund, CJ Nanum Foundation and Daum Foundation.
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exemplified the “sacrificial giving.” By thgimbap grannyl| refer to the series of
appearances of senior women who lived on sefiinthbag” and the like most of their life
and got publicized widely for donating their entire life savings (tha¢ weually
accumulated by incredibly stingy lifestyles) for the education of ngedth. The
dominant discourses that emerged around the phenomenon heavily moralized it by
highlighting the sacrificial quality of the grannies’ giving that waseatuated by their
own “difficult living” (eomneunsallimedoln the end, their inhuman and inhumane
frugality, so was usually said, was meant for a graceful shanighgsacial return,” not for
some selfish, endless, and purposeless accumulation.

The sociality that was imagined through the grateful and sacrif\aiad ¢py the
needy not only resembles the “most intimate and unmediated” space of thé¢hsheias
imagined long ago by Adam Smith (Muehlebach 2007) but also echoes the idea of
“respectable poor” that emerged in the eighteenth century in Europe (Procaccl3901:
Giovanna Procacci notes the ways in which poverty and pauperism were treatexhuyff
in a “social economy” that emerged in the eighteenth century with the woisiopndi
and others. Unlike pauperism, poverty was not the object to be eliminated in theitgtional
of a social economy that aimed at “social equilibrium,” not at the elimmaf the poor.
Instead, poverty became the site of social government. Procacci sayes#érterms, the
‘poor’ could figure in the scenario only as virtuous exemplars of renunciation of pauperism
and adhesion to the values of well-being. These model personages were evoked from time
to time in the literature as the ‘respectable’ or ‘independent’ poor” (158 Interesting

way, | would like to note, the figure of tiggmbap grannyor the volunteering foreign

% Gimbapis a popular Korean dish. In this context, “selling gimbap” refers to/fhieal means of
livelihood accessible for (aged) women of a low income background.
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worker reincarnates the idea of the “respectable poor” and the raymfadibcial
government that is embedded in it by reducing poverty within the framework ofdadivi
agency. By praising almost acetic and self-effacing giving by the dohergivien
discourse effectively moralizes poverty and neutralizes its politionesaic origin.

Notable, too, in this context, is the dominant use of the cliché, “the need to relieve
the social distance,” that appeared in the discourses on minority and sociahddfe
among civil society groups and socially engaged academics since the 199@k. In su
discourses, the “gap” was to be ameliorated by individuals’ sentimental engagethe
the Other’s situation (Smith 2000 (1759)). For example, arguing for what ha calls
“strengthening of solidarity through the sensitivity,” in a paper deliveréieadtiuman
Rights Symposium held in Jeju in 2000, Han In Seop said, “Direct contacts and
conversations with minorities will make one to be aware of their problems and to be
moved by their situation” (2000: 49). While Han focuses more on the propriety of attitudes
that individuals in the position of the majority need to cultivate, another commentator
further than this by saying that, “Minority groups like to be helped when they ased.
But, they themselves can be the ones who help others” (Yoon 2002: 6). This kind of
discourse emphasized the domain of affect as the means for achieving sataalygaind
mobilized the reciprocity of compassion and care between different populationsilAs |
discuss next, in the context of migrant advocacy, such a society was thought talixateri
through more volunteer work and donations by individual citizens. The idea of
volunteering was based on the notion of equality as an equal ability to empathizerand sha
the hardship of the other, which then nicely came to serve as an ideological sopihart f

notion of participatory welfare.
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“Volunteer activists” and the Participatory Welfare
“As the person who is principally interested in any event is
pleased with our sympathy, and hurt by the want of it, so we,
too, seem to be pleased when we are able to sympathize with
him, and to be hurt when we are unable to do so
(Adam Smith 2000 (1759): 13)
In her column entitled “I am relieved because you are there’: @ydndividuals
who help migrant workers,” Seok Won Jeong, the director of The Association for Migrant
Workers’ Human Rights, a migrant center located in central Seoul, talks abgay bér
encountering individual Koreans who help foreign workers “without any self itsefés
She says, “They are not the object of the media spotlight nor running for the huhtan rig
awards. They simply share their everyday lives with migrant workéfhe examples of
the good-willed individuals who bring her tremendous joy range from a taxi avhaer
forgot about his business hours to accompany a Pakistani man to Seok’s office located in
the top floor of the building, an employer of a foreign worker who sought her assigianc
helping his employee to receive the incomplete pay from the former empdgely who
regularly brought her Pakistani neighbors to Seok’s office to get her assjstaddo a
kiosk owner in Dongdaemoon who took care of the Iranians in the neighborhood who
128

called her “mom™” Seok ends her column by lauding the hope that these individuals of

good will can bring to the society: their good deeds that do not ask for any reward brin
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hope to both the migrant workers working in a foreign country and the Korean activist
like herself who assist thefn.

In a similar vein, in an essay named “Making a happy relationship with your
neighbor,®™ Rev. Park Chun Eung of Ansan Migrants’ Center, a migrant center located in
Ansan, defines what a person can do to create happiness in society:

“Those who create happiness in the world...have special interests and affection

towards the marginalized and the socially vulnerable. Love can transfolinmiise

justice...Creating happiness in the world cannot be done with a temporary act but
requires continuous self-devotion.”

Many of the migrant centers in the greater Seoul area that | came tubaiatec
with since 2003 were usually comprised of the following two groups: a small number of
full time staff who focused on organizing the main programs and a large group of
volunteers who assisted them and foreign workers in areas such as legaligunsel
Korean language classes, and free medical and shelter services. ddostlg from the
local areas and as individuals and/or as part of volunteers’ associations, the w®luntee
made up the major source of manpower in the everyday activities of migranscéhtse
good-willed and caring individuals, as praised in the above essays by Seokland Par
literally meant the “hope” to better the situation of foreign workers and the céus
migrant advocacy and, more broadly, the “happiness” of the society. The voluntders as t
mobile subjects bridging the social gap between different populations certasiyified
the social solidarity based on the direct contacts and affective engagements.

Here, | situate the volunteer, the carrier of sbcpeandhappinessfrom the

framework of solidarity that was espoused by what was broadly named theippaoty
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welfare” under the Participatory Government of the late president Roh Moo BQO8-(
2008). According to Lee Jang Won, participatory welfare aims at:

“...providing the social protection for the unemployed and the socially vulnerable

population $ahoejeokchwiyakgyecheyrxy attracting the spontaneous

participation from the market (enterprise) and the private social wédfaitiies. It

is an active welfare with a long-term outlook that aims to realize a social

integration by creating jobs for the socially vulnerable and having them

autonomously grow the economic pie for distribution (Kim 2005: 118).”

As a complementary revision of the “productive welfare,” the model of welfar
administered by the previous government under the late president Kim Dae-jung (1998-
2003), the participatory welfare sought to further economize the state’sesquéases by
promoting the participation and spontaneity of the private and the third sector. If
productive welfare aimed at improving the quality of life of the recipientsetfbve by
promoting their employment and rehabilitation, the success of the participagibaye
relied on “procuring resources (e.g., social solidarity fund) that can maoniavoid
budget deficit, the spontaneous cooperation of regional governments, private welfare
facilities, and education and training facilities and the system that restisach a
cooperation, and finally on whether all these can produce the added value thaalkvél e
rehabilitation” (Kim, 118). Premised on the optimal “harmony between the ecomaimy a
the society” (Kim, 97), this model of welfarism mobilized furthesponsibilizatiorof the
third sector in the care of the employment and rehabilitation of the socialigrable
population such as the unemployed aged and disabled and of social safety (e.g.,
Muehlebach 2007).

Volunteerism in Korea has a longer history, of course, which cannot be captured

only from the angle of participatory welfarism. Nevertheless, talkiogi@it in reference

to the specific dynamics of the state-society relation allows us to batterstand the
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politico-economic role that altruism, good will, neighborly compassion, and love iplay
changing contexts. For example, consider the following definition of volunteerism by
Beotimmolmeaning “prop”), one of the ten volunteers’ associations that work for Ansan
Migrants’ Center. Here, volunteers essentially constitute the human participptory
welfare:

What Is Volunteerism ?*

1. Individuals’ Self-RealizatianThrough volunteerism, individuals can have the
opportunity to meet with people of diverse backgrounds, exercise their ability,
and thus enrich their life.

2. Realization of Social Welfare through Facilitidolunteers help establish and
run the welfare facility by assisting the staff. By promoting tiwadization of
the facilities, volunteers contribute to the realization of the social eelfar

3. Local Solidarity through Household Servic8y assisting the disabled or the
aged, volunteers can help solve individual problems, eliminate discriminative

treatment and prejudices, and thus establish solidarity among local residents.

4. Activation of Local Societywolunteers bring vitality to the society by
practicing neighborly love.

5. Development and Amendment of Social Polid#edunteering helps
individuals to see the society in a larger framework, to have the abilityv® sol
problems, and allows them to participate directly in the activities for improving
the social system. These activities transform the society in a eatyer

6. Education on Welfare Societyolunteerism offers the opportunity to learn and
educate about welfare society.

According to the above description, through volunteering, individual citizens realize
their true self, help eliminate discrimination and prejudices, bring yitalithe society and
thus consolidate social solidarity, and participate directly in the weelf@ough facilities
and through individual contacts and in the development of social policies. Importantly, too,

through volunteering activities, individuals not only practice welfare but eéso bnd

%% http://old-migrant.or.kr/wood/6-1.htm
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teach about welfare society. The volunteer is the champion as well as the embodiment of
the social solidarity that is promoted by the notion of participatory welfateehes on

greater participation of the third and private sector in the care of sonigitgeThe
autonomous citizen takes care of the well-being of the society through voluot&er w

while their gratuitous labor assists the state government in keeping ittnaldmtlance

between “the economy and the society.”

On the other hand, the meaning of the volunteer went through a significant change in
the 2000s, which, | would like to note, reflects another symptamaspionsibilization
Specifically, | am concerned with the movement that appeared among the “pragjres
and “politically correct” civic groups to repla@wvonbongsajathe term for volunteer,
with jawonhwaldonggameaning “volunteer activist.” These groups included various civic
groups that relied on volunteering and ranged from large organizations such as the
Beautiful Fund to small and more locally oriented civic groups such as Friendsof As
One of the first things | learned when | began working at Friends of Asdhat the staff
there call volunteeqgwonhwaldonggaor volunteer activists, and treat them as equal
members of the organization. Compareghteonbongsajayhich has the implication that
one is only secondarily involveghwonhwaldonggalevated the status of the volunteer
almost as the equal of the full time staff and activist and gave equal weight@ordaince
to the works volunteers did. This switch radically reduced the differencedrethve full
time staff and the volunteer to the extent that questions over how much time individuals
spend for the organization and whether they are paid or not can be significantly
downplayed as secondary and et@mworldlyrelative to the individuals’ almostcred

will to participate and share. There also emerged strong atmosphe@athihbse who
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still use the old term as not only old-fashioned, but also unaware of the meaning and
potential of volunteering within participatory citizenship and democracy—and, thilng i
progress of civil society. The shift gave greater meaning to volunteermgafseecondary
charity activity to a means to realize the true selhdfiiduals and the true civic solidarity,
thus offering practical support to the idea of the social welfare and wef-brabled by
greater civic participation.

In her discussion on volunteering and care labor in Italy, Andrea Muehlebach says
the citizenship that is promoted under the neoliberal welfare state demiamofsaff’
experience of love and solidarity” (2007: 88). Unlike social citizenship of the dfdreve
system, this new model of citizenship that she calls “ethical citizenshipti“dedicated
to the equalization of citizens,” but is rather “built through compassion and dglidari
between those unequal parties” (88). Muehlebach’s discussion certainlpptrtdorea
where, as | discussed so far, discourses of solidarity through sensiifettjon, and
reciprocal care have become widely mobilized. The form of sociality ardhsbfithat
emerges through the idea of participatory welfare highlights and evatizesthe “little
hearts that want to share [with migrant workers] despite the [individual mginbe
different backgrounds and economic statugeifigeo}.”*> Such an emphasis on the
common sentiment of solidarity that overcomes and overrides the socialrdifexerves
to redefine the meaning of equality as citizens’ equal capacity totkeixgashare, give,
and participate. This is precisely what makes the volunteer citizen an agttsalthe two
political rationalities that constitute the notion of participatory welfpagticipatory

governance and neoliberal welfare. The success of participatory welfassorean
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effective mobilization of this form of equality. And, vice versa: the equaigpabled

precisely when citizens activate their capacity to participate amd.sha

Migrant Empowerment and “Those who are not aware”

While it does not aim at the equalization of citizens in the politico-economic domain
per se, the politics that emerge in this context of participatory welfacedeenly far from
dismissing thenoral value of equality. Worthy to mention in this regard is how the term
volunteer activist assumed more egalitarian relations, not only betweferl tirae staff
and volunteers, but also between volunteers and foreign workers. It sought to eluninate
egalitarian ringing thgawonbongsajathe old term for the volunteer, can convey: the
volunteers who are involved in the old-style charity work for the “pitiful tprers” and
the foreign workers as the objects of such a charity.

The term volunteer activist was part of the turn towards politically coaregidge
and representation that predominantly appeared since the 2000s. What | would like to note
in this regard is how this politics of “feel good” equality also required praggvation of
egalitarian, non-discriminative sensitivities among individuals. | haveiomsat above
how discourses on the solidarity with the socially weak emphasized the darhaffect
and sensitivity. In this framework, while the question of equality was narrovihedeas
non-discrimination, the actualization of equality was thought to be realized ftirtbagh
the cultivation and education of proper attitudes, awareness, and sensitivity among
individuals. Various educational programs that were organized by civic groupsssuch a

Sarangbang Group for Human Rights in the theme of anti-discriminative s¢iesitbarve
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a good example of the technologies of citizenship (Cruikshank 1999) that produce citizens
who can govern themselves properly on behalf of the social harmony.

Within the context of migrant advocacy, while migrant centers sought to eultivat
non-discriminative and egalitarian attitudes among the individual citizehgtveitr own
volunteers as the main target group, they aimed to “empower” migrant workers lygoffer
“leadership programs” in which migrants can learn about the context of their own
exploitation, e.g., global capitalism and the migration of capital and labor, dneirodwn
rights—recognized either at the international level by the UN and ILO dreblgdst state
of Korea under the Industrial Trainee System and/or the Employment PestabtSy-or
migrant centers, educating citizens of the value of equality, on the one hand, and
empowering migrant workers by helping them aware of their own exploitationgirig, ri
on the other, became another mode of “shortening the gap” between the citizens and the
migrants. For example, in this context, the problem of paternalism was diakely to
the problem of empowerment among migrants. While discussing the capacity engr@ncem
for the “multicultural youth” at a workshop organized by Rainbow Youth Center in 2009,
Cho Youn Ryung rephrased this by saying, “Paternalism and charity all béaonses to
the empowerment of migrants.”

However, the political meaning of such empowerment is still ambivalent. The
discourse around empowerment soon generated two categories of migrant worker: thos
who are aware and conscious and those who are not yet so, i.e., the famous “false
consciousness.” When | asked him to explain the seeming irony between thedszite
of “migrants as autonomous subjects” and the education of rights awareness aimed at

migrants, Choi Hyun Mo of the Korea Migrant Workers’ Human Rights Center indnche
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reiterated the instrumental role of migrant centers in assisting “msgi@abe aware of
their own human rights and helping them in changing the systewitiat is noteworthy
here is that the very process of empowerment presumes a process of “enlightenment.”
Given the context of global neoliberal capitalism, it is the meaning of thihemigent
that appears ambivalent. While observing a similar situation that involves hughtmn ri
NGOs and the rural poor in the context of sustainable development, Pheng Cheah notes the
ways in which concerned NGOs problematize the ignorance of the poor asribetbar
their own empowerment (2006: 168): “‘one of the major issues is how to overcome the
barrier of ignorance on the part of the rural poor about their rights, includinigttéor
organize [, because] to make matters worse, the poor do not know they are poor™ (2006:
168).

While not dismissing the necessity and importance of talking about the fights o
migrant workers, it becomes important to rethink migrant centers’ calhéor
empowerment of migrant workers in the context where the practical valicityeotising
migrant workers’ rights is already seriously limited by various instntal relations that
constitute the hierarchy of the international division of labor and by the neguddt
human capital by labor-sending and receiving states and other actors thiughues of
bio-power (Cheah 2006). The real question that seems to appear here is not sirtiy whe
this empowerment is possible or not, but what that discourse of empowerment does in this
particular context (e.g., Asad on “human rights discourses” (2000)).

Here, | reconsider the call for the empowerment of migrant workers within the
context where the activities of migrant centers as the voluntary wetfaneyatake care of

the margins of the “state care” and thus complement the state’s econona@stmterom

33 n an interview conducted in 2007
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the perspective of biopolitical hierarchy and exclusion, foreign migrant woakers
perhaps most denied of the state’s welfaristic responsibility. Unlikeaganmmigrants
who have emerged as an important part of Kokeag migrant workers are mostly
excluded from the state’s consideration for welfaristic care. Noneshéhesactivity of
migrant centers and their volunteers as the primary care provider fonimigyekers—
while it is not explicitly promoted by the state—yet significantly sumglets the state’s
interest in promoting “sound” industrial relations and a good quality of human capital
minimal involvement and cost. The services that are organized by migrant ¢emters
free language and culture classes to leadership programs not only “empuaieduial
migrants but also, and by doing so, “upgrade” them into “learned labor” while fiieahe
and shelter services improve their “capacity to work” (the idea of rehabitfafll these
services given to migrant workers from the civic sector work to complemertatbe s
interests and the well-being of the local population that relies on the labosefrtigrant

workers.

Summary
“It [liberalism] is a form of government that seeks to
minimize government in the name of society.
(Pheng Cheah 2006: 256)
Thus far, | have explored the ways in which volunteering and the civic solttatity
it mobilizes emerged as the site of social government in the context of midgvactay.
First, | noted how the representation of the foreign worker as “our neighbor” and/or

the “socially weak” worked to promote volunteering and donations from individual

citizens. The solidarity and sociality that thus emerged, however, was caligim notion
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of equality as an individual’'s equal capacity to empathize, share, and p&tiaipa
giving). This notion of civic solidarity that praises the grateful and saialifjivings and
promotes affective equality moralizes social inequality and neutsatzeolitico-
economic origins.

Next, | moved on to discuss how this new notion of solidarity and sociality is
reflected in migrant centers’ mobilization of civic benevolence for migrantde\the
civic assistance done on behalf of migrant workers was, strictly speakihg direct part
of the government’s welfare policy, the specific discourses and pratitatesmerged
around the activities of migrant centers still served as a good exampéetethnologies
of participatory welfare—defined as the process of transferring mspemnsibilities to the
“civil society.” It is in this context that it becomes important and necgssantervene in
the promotion of good will, neighborly love and solidarity and to readdress the place “civil
society” has in these claims.

Lastly, | briefly examined how the politics of solidarity and volunteeriam w
accompanied by the discourses that highlight the importance of cultivatinguegali
attitudes among Korean citizens and of empowering migrant (workers). | sougtiink
the meaning of such an empowerment in the context of participatory welfare where
migrant centers discipline migrant workers into a learned labor forcdhasdapplement
the state economy. Such an empowerment, however, exists amidst tension, which can be
best exemplified when the claims of rights by migrant workers make the aégy st

instrumentality bare.
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CHAPTER 4

“MULTICULTURAL FAMILY ,” SOCIAL CRISIS, AND THE CARE OF THE
NEW BIOS

“The rise of the social and the crisis of the family are the two
fold political effect of these same elementary catises
(Delueze 1979: xi)

Scene #1
(In an elementary school classroom. A girl narrates.)

“Today is parents’ day.

My classmate Gwang Joon has not finished drawing his mom’s face.
Today his mother seems to be late.

People say Gwang Joon’s mother is different,

But in my eyes she is just another mother like mine.”

(Adult woman’s narration)

“Republic of Korea is one family.”
“Multicultural Family Love Campaign is provided Muhan CorpsandYuhan Family’

Scene #2
(Photo slides of women migrants and their families)

“You and | have different skin colors and languages.

So our beginnings were different.

But now we breathe in the same air,

Share food with each other,

And are creating the future of our family and of the Republic of Korea
“We” who live and share together

We areiussachor(“cousin neighbors”).”

“This campaign was brought to you by the Ministry for Health, WelfadeFamily.”



Scene #3

(A Korean woman and a Filipina are reading something together in a typichidase of
rural Korea.)

Korean woman: (in a very slow voice) “Practice ten times what you missed.”

Narration: “Everyday Minji's mother reads the teacher’'s messagedmhd’s mother who
is not good with the Korean language.”

(A boy of mixed ethnicity plays with other kids.)

Narration: “Thanks to your love, Joonho can grow up too as the dream of the Republic of
Korea.”

Filipina woman: “Sister, thank you.”
Narration: “Multicultural society is a society with more love.”
“Korea Broadcasting Advertisement Corporation.”

In 2008-9, when | did my long-term fieldwork in the greater Seoul area, | would
often encounter the above kind of public education campaigns on TV and in public spaces
such as subway and train stations. Provided by the Ministry for Health, Wealidre
Family and by private social welfare agencies and socially edgaggporations, these
public campaign advertisements promoted an affective and familial mode df socia
integration of “marriage immigrants” and their “multicultural childteBy using the
metaphors of family aniissachonthese campaigns asked the viewer to embrace marriage
immigrants and their children as an important part of the “national kinship” aadhghn
familial attention, love and care.

This chapter seeks to intervene in the coming of the state’s explosive attention on
marriage immigrants and the multicultural family and of its promotion ofttbe of a

“multicultural society” via such an affective social relationship. Althoughrternational
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marriage between Korean men and foreign women through marriage brokerssed exi
since the mid to late 1990s, it was only around the mid 2000s when the state government
of Korea began actively supporting marriage immigrants and “multicultamaliés,” as
they were named in the state programs. | pay special attention to theafabet
emergence of this governmental interest in the multicultural famihca®s with the
problematization of Korea'’s decreasing fertility and rapid aging—notedasf the worst
depopulation and aging rates in the world. Specifically, this chapter is motivatiee b
following questions: What are the ways in which the state government appropdatsea
the term “multicultural™? How does it respond to the human rights violations and domestic
violence against migrant women that were often problematized by loces emtd media?
What are the ways in which the critics of the state programs seek to recdefiresnark
the state’s use of “multicultural”?

Many of the local (feminist) critics have denounced the state’s miwitadul
programs as a process of patriarchal nation-building that confines reamaggrants in
the boundary of familial and reproductive roles. Their critiques often describedboth t
state and provincial governments and the spouses and the family-in-lannafthat
women as the agents of national patriarchy that force them to become like orean
and abide by Korean cultural and family values. In my observations, however, many of
these local critics seem to overlook the fact that the state governmenthasdreasingly
interested in realizing gender equity in the family (including the multicutanaily) and
in the “empowerment” of women (including migrant women). Or, even when they
acknowledge the fact, they have often disregarded it as a mere “lipesétmilooking at

the state’s attention on marriage immigrants and their multiculturaliéainthis chapter
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seeks to offer an alternative view that does not rely on the language of nattoaatipa
oppressing (migrant) women. In other words, | suggest we see the stggevention in

the multicultural family not so much as a revival of some nationalist and phtlar
familism but rather as part of the state’s consistent interest in thiy s strategic site
of governing the society and population. In doing so, | approach the state artetdk cri
interlocutors’ mutual interest in the protection of human rights of migrant woroen fr
domestic violence and their common emphasis on the empowerment and capacity building
not as a vehicle to migrant women'’s “liberatiohit from the framework of governing
social difference and risk. | also re-read the use of familial metagtairgequently
appear in the promotion of the integration of the multicultural family (as seka in t
campaigns above) not so much as the mobilization of patriarchal familism butsribee a

governance of the social via affective solidarity.

Commercial Marriages, Domestic Violence and Migrant Women

Compared to the labor migration that started around the late 1980s, “marriage
immigration” in Korea has a relatively short history emerging arouncatbeelB90s.
Distinguished from other types of international and interracial marriagelsabe existed
before, this new marriage usually involved Korean men and foreign women who rely on
brokers to arrange their marriage as middlemen. In 2007, about 60 % of these woenen wer
from China (many of them being ethnic Koreans), about 13% from Vietnam, and about 5%
from the Philippines. Other countries of origin included Cambodia, Mongolia, Indonesia,

Thailand, and Uzbekistan.
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From the very beginning, international marriage of this kind has been heavily
stigmatized as a form of “purchasing marriage” and/or “human traffickingpité/the
issue of international marriage has been always filled with shocking dad@sestic
violence that sometimes resulted in the death of the women, the first half ofaty fss
particularly filled with media led sensations. As was widely publicinetié media, these
marriages involved the “male client’s” visit to the country of his choice todspdew
days where he goes through a process of “bridal selection” out of twentytyr thi
“candidates.” Following the final selection and a simple wedding cererhahyst
arranged in her hometown, the bride goes through the paper work necessary to eater Kor
and the marriage becomes complete when she arrives in the country to meet with her
husband.

The presence of marriage brokering agencies that play a crucial naeyin e
procedure from the first meeting in the bride’s country to her entrance inéa Kbaped
the heavily commercial aspect of these marriages. Before it way fia@ned in 2008 for
reasons related to human rights violations, commercialization of sex, and sex
discrimination, one could easily encounter advertisement banners in the stestdlae
country, which said: “Marry a Vietnamese lady.” Such a phrase would befoflewed
by another that said, “They never run away,” “They are respectful ehfzamn-law,”
and/or “First marriage, second marriage, or the disabled: Anyone is welcome.” Much
criticized for their representation that reduces the foreign women into some kind of
commodity, these banners somehow mirrored the average expectation of thizemizlte c
women who can take care of the parents-in-law and who do not take advantage of the

marriage as a pretext to enter the country. By advertising the truthfolintbes
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“Vietnamese ladies,” these advertisements also reinforced thengxstreotypes of
women of different ethnicities and nationalities.

Notably, and as the above advertisement alludes, most of the male clients of the
marriage brokering services allegedly faced difficulty in findingrrage partners in
socially more acceptable ways for various reasons. The stereotypes @fnthieatnarose
with the increase of international marriage said that they are either pootdt disabled,
live in rural areas, and/or are seeking a second or third marriage. Itsoaaal that the
male clients usually paid high bride fees to the agencies and regularly sentdin
amount of money to the bride’s family as part of their marriage agreement. énceses,
this created a situation where the husband and his family expect the foifeigo w
“perform” in accordance with the money paid to bring her to Korea. Local NG©Os w
provide services to women migrants would note that the money involved in realizing the
marriages became one of the significant factors in the rapidly incgedisiorce rates
among the international couples. For example, when interview&guryghyang Shinmyn
a staff member working in a local shelter for migrant women said, “Soiie éforean
husbands of these women have the wrong idea in thinking that they can do whatever to the
women since they paid a lot of money to the brokers” (July 7, 2008). He continued, “there
are many cases where these men demand things of the foreign women they waéutid not i
were Korean womer®®

By around the mid 2000s, the commercial aspect involved, the visible inequality
among the couples, and the public image of the men as “losers” all worked to enhance the

negativity and abnormality associated with these kinds of marital unions. A $ew ch

% Kyung Hyang Shinmu@uly 7, 2008)
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domestic violence and murder that were widely publicized by the media alsd playe
significant role in creating public concerns in the safety of the women mignaahti®n the
need to regulate the booming brokering industry and raise awareness amomd) migra
women’s spouses and their families. For example, when a twenty year oldnvéstna
woman was killed by her forty some, mentally ill Korean husband within a weelheafte
entrance to the country in 2010, public concerns were again raised on the subject of
regulating international marriages and the brokerages.

Since 2006, the state government has increasingly sought to intervene in domestic
violence and human rights violations by providing hot line services for migrant women
(through the Ministry of Gender Equality) and by regulating, but not banning, the lgpomin
marriage brokering industry (mandating their registration). Also respgnadlitine
increasing social prejudices, state government and others sought telih&pablic
image of international/-racial couples and their family by presenhinggy stories” of
individual couples. For examplegpve in Asiavas aired every week through KBS, the
national broadcasting service, focused on showing individual international couples’ “love
stories” and how they are not at all “different” from other couples and familie

Above all, it was the Multicultural Family Support Act that was introduced in 2008,
which mirrored the ways in which the state government wanted to deal wiphotblem of
the multicultural family. It declared the state’s interest in allewigthe inequality inherent
among “multicultural” couples and the marginalization of migrant women Iphasizing
proper education of the spouses and the family-in-law and migrant women’s capacity
enhancement. Importantly, too, it sought to remedy the social stigmaealttactne

multicultural family and the children by promoting “multicultural eduaatim other parts
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of the population. Below, | will first discuss how the state’s increasimgdst in assisting
migrant women and multicultural families emerged out of its increasimogméon of

their economic and reproductive value and how the emergence of the state nwatuzes
new population produced civic skepticism and critiques that in turn created the binary
between the “genuine multiculturalism” and the “assimilationism in diegefis

multiculturalism.”

Recognition of Value Versus Recognition of Difference

By the mid 2000s, international marriage rapidly increased from 3.7% of total
marriages in 2000 to 11.4% in 2084n 2007, 40% of the men in the farming and fishing
industry were said to have foreign wiv8sThe rapid increase in the number of
international marriage coincides with the growing recognition both by theeastdt
provincial governments in the economic and reproductive value of marriage immigrant
and their multicultural children.

It was perhaps the provincial governments who first recognized the irtenediee
of international marriage. In rural areas that have been undergoingusdabor shortage,
marriage immigrants and their children were considered to be the newceesmsolve the
problem. In a workshop on “Marriage Immigrants and Human Resource Development”
held in the Center for Asian Women at Sookmyung Women’s University in 2008, Choi
Joon Ho from Daegu Kyungbook Human Resource Development Assistance Center
described the economic utility of marriage immigrants as follows: “Tildren of the

women will constitute important manpower in rural areas in the future.” Acapto Kim

% The £'Healthy Family Basic Plar2006-2010 (2006: 51)
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Hyun Mee, in 1992 some provincial governments had already began encourading rura
bachelors to join marriage tours to China (2007: 109). Later on in the 2000s, provincial
governments continued to encourage international marriage by giving subsidies t
bachelors. According to Han K, by 2007, sixty city and provincial governments ddopte
laws that promote and subsidize international marriage (Kim HM 2007: 110).

At the level of the state government, as many have noted, internationayenarri
increasingly appeared as an alternative to the problem of decreatlitg &d rapid
aging. Before it was transferred to the Ministry of Gender Equality amdl¥; the first
department of Multicultural Family was under the Low Fertility and Adbegtion of the
Ministry for Health, Welfare and Family, thus clearly revealing ta&es rationality vis-a-
vis marriage immigrants and their multicultural families (See alsoHJ 2007: 67).
Around this time, the state government began actively promoting internatiomagadry
holding informational expos for potential bridegrooms and seeking to optimize th&yndus
by mandating the registration of individual brokering agencies and by introdueing pr
education programs for the potential spouses of migrant women.

However, the state and provincial governments’ investment in internationagearri
and the reproductive value of the multicultural family met continuous cnitecfsom
groups working for migrant women, i.gyyeoseongdanchand feminist academics.
These groups had been already denouncing the international marriage throegs &sok
“women trafficking” and human rights violations. They argued that the pcaali
governments’ subsidization of rural bachelors in finding marriage partners ¢anaot
serious solution to the depopulation and underdevelopment in rural areas (e.g., Han GY

2007a; Kim HM 2007). More importantly, it exacerbates the “commoditization of ntigra
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women” and is based on “patriarchal idea that sees migrant women as theansfarm

reproduction and elderly care” (Han GY 2007a). When the state government announced a

series of legal measures to assist marriage immigrants and multicidianges in 2006-8,

these groups denounced the state’s overture as an attempt to assimilatewaigran

into Korea'’s national patriarchy and reduce them within the boundary ofrtilg.f&or

example, discussing “Measures of Social Integration and AssistancefoeMMarriage

Immigrants’ Family” that was prepared by the state government ih 2406, Han Gook

Yeom, the founder of Women Migrants’ Human Rights Center, argued as follows (2007b)
“The multicultural policies that are pushed ahead by the state and local
governments including this one seem to be yet driven by ‘assimilationism’ and
focus more on the integration of marriage immigrants into Korean family than on
the protection of their individual dignity and human rights—while they nominally
demand the resolution of discrimination....Here, the question we have to ask is if it
is right to force them to Koreanize themselves and assimilate themento th
patriarchal Korean family system under the pretext of social integrati

Local women’s groups, including Han'’s, especially criticized Korean languadeiency

as the necessary condition for the naturalization of migrant women and the Kolteas

classes that were organized as part of their integration process as theewvidie state

assimilationism and its efforts to Koreanize migrant women.
Interestingly, when arguing against the state’s “multiculturgranes,” these

groups often presumed the opposition between “genuine multiculturalism” and

“disingenuous multiculturalism.” The state’s assistance for marmagegrants and

multicultural families, it was argued, is indeed “assimilationism sguise of

multiculturalism” (Kim YO 2007: 136). The state programs for multicultural fasil

“based orjus sanguinisand nationalism” “ultimately aims at protecting ‘the patrilingalit

of the Korean nation” and thus are “no more than the state strategy of gayerni
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immigrant groups” (Kim YO, 136). Echoing the prevalent concerns of the cioupgr
advocating for migrant workers, another critic notes how “Korea'’s state-led
multiculturalism is still not free from the nationalist ideology of pure bloodtHerstate
government actively tries to integrate only “the foreigners who are in bédaiibnship
with Koreans such as marriage immigrants and mixed persons,” “whilesgeinainating
against and/or indifferent to ethnic Chinese or migrant workers” (Kim HJ 2007: 76).
It is obviously important to recognize the fact that the state’s programsufriage
immigrants emerged as “measures for population control” (Kim HJ, 67; Kim YO, ©d4) a
are based on the recognition of their reproductive and economic value. However, | am
reluctant to reduce it all to a “national patriarchal project.” At theestame, and at the
practical level, the binary between the genuine multiculturalism and theahsiogs
multiculturalism of the Korean government can be misleading. Here, it is imptota
recognize that in the first place the state’s use of thedamunhwaor “multicultural” has
been far from suggesting multiculturalism as the new political ideologyfiteedbe
Korean state. Rather, it has been always used as the adjective to refatitukaipgroup
of the population, e.gdamunhwa gajokr damunhwa gajeon@multicultural family”) or
damunhwa adon@'multicultural children”). In this way, instead of assuming some
disingenuous intention of the state government that contradicts the spirit of
“multiculturalism”—whatever it may be—it becomes necessary to rezedhat the state
multicultural programs emerged out of its rather consistent efforts to dbaind
intervene in the emergent problem of international marriage and in the massngerce
of a racially and ethnically mixed population. In this way, when the statergment and

its ministries repeatedly invoke the phrasenunhwa gongsaeng sahteulticultural,
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cohabiting society”), an important question to consider is, not whether it is from genuine
intention or not, butvhat form ofgovernance is being activated and promoted by that
given term.

While it may not help so much to see the state rationality of governaneeviha
multicultural family, the binary between “genuine multiculturalism” adigihgenuous
multiculturalism,” that was often promoted by local critics, had a “refd” What is
important to see is how the tedamunhwébecame the object of such a heated debate in
the mid to late 2000s. When | worked at Friends of Asia in 2003-4, thelsaranhwa
was already in use among some migrant centers but more in the context odltoveti
education programs aimed at Koreans. By 2006, the state and provincial governments wer
looking for a new term to replad®nhyeorin or “mixed person,” which had been
criticized by civic and academic groups for being discriminative rtdsvéhe concerned
population®” Around this time, it was the term “multicultural family” that was consider
to be one of the least discriminative and derogatory and hence came to be used in the
government sectors. Government’s appropriation of the damunhaobviously came
with various programs aimed at marriage immigrants and multiculturdi¢arand with
the new apparatus of multicultural programs that encompassed not only many of the
existing migrant centers but also local welfare facilities and clkndheducational
institutes.

In an interview conducted in 2009, Lee Eunha, who works at Seong Dong Foreign
Workers’ Center, told me she felt “betrayed” ever since the dammunhwaecame such a
catchword with the coming of the state and non-state programs. She expected the

recognition of multiculturalism would bring “real change” but instead it wad tese

3" My Daily, April 11 2006, “What will replace the term mixed person?”
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“remarginalize” the multicultural family. The sentiment expressetdgyis not only

shared by most of the critics of the state multicultural programs, but alsoksy to
understanding the opposition between genuine multiculturalism and fake mulélsitur

that has been promoted by them. | argue this assumption of the opposition made up another
important reality in the multicultural scene in Korea as follows: First, theuoned gap

and/or binary was used to differentiate civil society from the state, and, moricgfig,

civil society organized multicultural programs from the state progranmedoriage

immigrants and multicultural families. Second, it tended to emphasize the domain of
“culture” as opposed to the state’s (some “disingenuous”) political intentionsx&opée,

in stressing the role of “civil society,” some of the activists | metesged their fear of
damunhwdbeing politically used by the government.” Some even told me that, in the
damunhwasituation in Korea there is no “culture” but only “politics.” Third, that binary
always assumed the presence of a model and/or textbook multiculturaliste oloks

country, thus leading to the numerous seminars held to discuss the cases of othescountri
such as Australia and Canada and the invitation of the “multicultural spetimbsts

overseas. Last, and in relation to the second and third points, it was almost always
narrowed down to the importance of multicultural education aimed at majorityn&orea

and their cultivation of “multicultural awareness and sensitivity.” sggngly, however,

the state government (especially through the Ministry of Culture, Sports, andripuri

also placed an an emphasis on “culture,” seriously studied overseas models, anddpromote
the importance of multicultural education has been seriously overlooked and/or

downplayed by these critics.
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Below, | will look at the ways in which the state’s emergent interestrinage
immigrants is broadly shaped by its concern with the recent transformaitbrttiev
family. In this framework, the state multicultural programs appear espanse to what
has been diagnosed by both the state and non-state actors as a crisis Gttheaamsad
by the phenomenon of decreasing fertility and rapid aging. Without looking at thecspecif
ways in which the state seeks to restructure the society and reestabhlamily, one only
overemphasizes the power of the “Korean patriarchal nation” oppressing migrashw
Below, | consider the state’s growing concern with the human rights ancitgapa
enhancement of marriage immigrants at face value without assuming samgerdisus
intention or hidden strategy of (patriarchal) domination. But, by doing so, | fogue

another way of looking at the workings of (the state) power.

Preventive Welfare and the Multicultural Family

As briefly mentioned above, it was in 2006 when the state government became more
actively involved in the issue of international marriage and providing support forrwome
migrants. With the coming of state programs, migrant women started béetjlmathe
new name of “marriage immigrants” and their family as “multicaltéamily.” Terms
such as “marriage immigrants” and “multicultural family” not only grdiguaplaced old
terms such as “migrant women,” “Kosian family,” or “international mage family,” but
also defined the multicultural landscape of Korea where the state govenplanged a
paramount role. Basically, it was only when it launched its programs to sugyadritw
called a “multicultural family” that public discussion on multiculturalisegan erupting

on a mass scale in the country. In this way, and as | discuss briefly abowgarshsmon
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multiculturalism in Korea have been inherently shaped by the public concerns dreund t
presence of marriage immigrants and their racially mixed fanahelsquestions over how
to build a society that accommodate and govern the changing social reality.

| have mentioned above how the state multicultural programs cannot be understood
separately from its broader plan to deal with the newly emergent probldawdittility
and rapid aging” and with the rapid transformation of population and the familgsit w
around the mid 2000s when the state government actively began engaging wikerthe g
problem. Specifically, in 2005, the state government prepared what is known as the “Low
Fertility and Aging Bill” that aims at “maintaining the component ratio lawel of
population that secures the state’s continuous growth” (Kim HJ 2007: 71). Notably, the
basic structure of the “Measure for Marriage Immigrant Support” (2006)irshstate
policy regarding marriage immigrants and their children, was prepardz lioimmittee
on Low Fertility and Aging Society, which clearly reveals that the 'statgerest in the
group is shaped by its concern with population change (Kim HJ, 66-67). Here, it is
necessary to look at the ways in which the state government evaluates thearigigein
the population and reevaluates and redefines the role of the family, and how it arganize
intervention in marriage immigrants and multicultural families withsmrénewed agenda
on the family.

What | am especially concerned with isifi¢lealthy Family Basic Plan, 2006-
2010(geongang gajeong gibbon gyehp#iat was prepared by the Ministry of Gender
Equality in 2006 and concerns eleven other ministfiéecording to the plan, the family

in Korea is now undergoing the two following transformations: a reduction in thky fam

% This includes the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism, of Educatiahystice, of
Information and Communication, of Public Administration and Security, of Labor, efgfor
Affairs, of Land, Transport and Maritime Affairs, and of Food, Agricultamd Fisheries.
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size, i.e., the increase in smaller households, and the diversification in the tamiy f
e.g., single parent household, remarriage, and international maftifgs.transformation
is noted to have brought about a crisis in the family’s reproductive function, itsingrt
and educational function, and its role as a welfare provider, which in turn produces new
forms of “social risks” and makes it necessary for the state to come up withfamgy
policy.*°

The plan notes how the family is now facing “functional overloading” due to the
increase in women’s employment and nuclearization of family. It afguéise need to
“restructure not only the family but also the broader social environment incltinding
enterprises and local societies in a gender equitable and family-friendlyf2G&: 10).
While it argues for the redistribution of the caring function of the familyheratectors, it
emphasizes their “functional deficit§ifieungjeok gyeolp)pnvhen it comes to the
emergence of “diverse forms of families” such as single parenliéapnmulticultural
families, and the family of the aged, of the disabled, of the North Korean fsgtdad
with adopted children. This issue, according to the plan, cannot be overlooked anymore as
it was in the existing policy that focuses on the traditionally vulnerable gsugbsas the
child head households and the senior single households (14). The “diverse families”
emerge as the new currents of the “socially vulnerable populations,” who netatéte s
care and support. The social safety now significantly depends on their functional
reestablishment as family, their social integration (especially inabe of multicultural
family), and their rehabilitation and self-reliance (in the case of thersamily and the

family of the disabled). Especially noteworthy is the notion of “preventivédyamlicy”

39 15 Healthy Family Basic Plan, 2006-20{2006: 2-4)

915 Healthy Family Basic Plan, 2006-20{2006: 5-10)
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that appears in the plan (14). Absent in the existing family policy that is basedromati
intervention on the family” and the notion of “aftercare,” this notion of the preventive
family policy should be what defines the new policy on the family (14).

Looking afrhe £' Healthy Family Basic Plan, 2006-201i@becomes clear how the
state’s various services for the multicultural family emerged ous @bihcern not only
with the new population but more broadly with the crisis of the family and, thus, of the
society at large. While the family reemerges as the site for tied gogernment, the
society itself needs to be restructuredhare the caring and nurturing function of the
family. Especially with the diverse families, it becomes important to help resstidir
functional capacity as family. In an interview conducted in 2008, Lee Gi Jeong, the
director of the Department of Multicultural Policy at the Ministry of Cultdi@urism, and
Sports at that time, reiterated the state’s concern with the multiddéardy as such as
follows:

“The women marriage immigrant is a social phenomenon unique to Korea. This

group emerged due to the labor shortage in rural areas, low fertility, and the

difficulty faced by the farmers in finding marriage partners. This grouallysu

stands below the average in their social, educational, and economic capacity. They

usually lack the capacity for self-reliance. This is why it becomesssacy to

support them actively and for the state to intervene.”

In “Making Multi-Cultural Society: Policy Tasks for Korean Society aeddases
of Germany and the US,” a symposium held in May 2008, Park Nan Sook from the
Department of Multicultural Family at the Ministry for Health, Welfarel Family
specified the state plan on the multicultural family with what is calledvi€es by Life
Cycle” (saengae jugibyeol matchumhyeong seobisSeese services are divided by “Pre-

Arrival Marriage Preparation Period,” “Family Relationship Establisfagod,”

“Settlement and Child Nurturing Period,” and “Capacity Enhancement Period”:
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Table 1. “Services for the Multicultural Family by Lifecycles” (P2006: 59)

Life Cycles

Services Provided

Pre-Arrival Marriage Preparation Perigds

Regulation of international marriage

brokering agencies

Counseling and informational
sessions on life in Korea for
marriage immigrants

Education of the Korean spouses

Family Relationship Establishing Period

Korean language education
Maternity support (at pregnancy ar
child birth)
Translation/interpretation services
Crisis intervention

Family integration education

Settlement and Child Nurturing Period

Child raising support
Employability enhancement
- Agricultural skills training
- Employment training
- IT training (eongbohwa
gyoyull

Capacity Enhancement Period

Employment Assistance
Training for fostering migrant
women as the leaders of
multicultural social integration
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According to the above plan, the state seeks to intervene in the life of the marriage
immigrant and the multicultural family from the pre-arrival period to the plod-
nurturing period. The emphasis is given not only on their proper integration into family
and child nurturing—which has been foremost criticized by women’s groups as cgnfinin
the women migrants into the boundary of family—but also on their “empowerment”
through the employment and capacity enhancement—which has been equally proposed by
the same groups. It also responds to the criticisms on the harmful effects oingroke
agencies by regulating the industry and on the domestic violence and the mmbaeha
the husbands of migrant women by mandating their education in the pre-arrival period and
intervening in a time of “crisis.” Therefore, the focus of intervention is not gianpd only
on the migrant woman but on the proper integration of each member into the family (e.g.,
family integration education). In this way, the preventive family policy aovachieve the
following: The (re-)gaining of the function as a family among the “vulneré&hilies”
and the securing of their self-reliance and individual productivity.

In the workshop on “Marriage Immigrants and Human Resource Development,”
held in the Center for Asian Women at Sookmyung Women'’s University in 2008, that |
mentioned above, Lee Geum Soon, another official from the Department of Mulatultur
Family, began her presentation with a little personal note: “At preserg,dheabout a
hundred twenty thousand marriage immigrants living in the country...Personaléd tais
have pride in the idea of a homogenous nation...However, since | was located in this
department, | came to question my own thought.” Lee continued by saying, “irrlihe ea

2000s, the focus [of the government] was on assisting [marriage immigrants &s li
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Koreans,” “however, by 2007, we realized it was impossible to Koreanize themrigDoi

so [Koreanizing migrants] was also perceived as a significant bertleeir human

rights.” Lee ended this part by saying, “what is most important is memayeoexisting
(eoullyeo saraganeyri thus reemphasiszing the idea of “social integration.” According to
her presentation, the new emphasis was given on the education of the husbands and the
family-in-law, giving assistance to the multicultural childresetool age, developing
migrants’ employability as well as regulating the marriage beokaterestingly, in this
workshop, it was the presentation by Oh Jae Rim, the director of the Center for Asia
Women at Sook Myong, that most strongly argued for the importance of human resource
development among the migrant women. Oh argued for the need to “grasp, organize and
develop their capacity and develop appropriate programs.”

With the coming of the state services for the multicultural family, the nuwohties
Multicultural Family Centers, formerly called the Marriagerigrants’ Family Center,
increased to more than a hundred by the year 2008ese facilities provide various
welfare services to the multicultural family and were located throughewtduntry and
varied greatly in organization: some of them were newly established @gpercthe areas
with no existing social facilities, while many others were added to thengxiscal
welfare, educational, and cultural facilities who received subsidies frogotlegnment. It
was around this time when many migrant centers and migrant women’s certtessea
who were traditionally engaged with providing welfare services for migkegan
receiving more funding from the government. In 2008-9, this apparatus of “muitadult
care and integration” literally exploded, often times resulting in thetiteon of so many

similar services offered by different facilities in one area. Sonesj | would hear

*1 Rainbow Youth Center (2008), 127.
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individual staff of migrant centers making negative comments about the situfitoa w
migrants almost became like “shoppers” looking for better services or &leout t
inadequacy and/or lack of ability of some of the facilities and their staffwdre new to
migrant related work.

Here, some of the strong critiques that emerged among migrant cacusesifon
problematizing the government’s lack of expertise, experience, and effi@ed its
obvious inability to rationalize and centralize the multicultural progranttesed
throughout different state ministries. In criticizing the state govemhraetivists promoted
civil society organizations specializing in migrant affairs, e.g., migranters, as the
primary agencies to deal with multicultural and migrant related sffeor example, in an
interview | conducted in March 2009, Lee Young, the director of the Joint Cteemith
Migrants in Korea (JCMK), the largest association of migrant centéiisized the state
government’s lack of efficiency, expertise, and immediacy by sayingwigework in
centers are right in the field, close to what is happening. The statelsffiaraot be as
responsive as we are to the demands of migrants.”

While so many critiques appeared from the non-state sectors in 2008-9, the biggest
irony seemed to be that they spoke more or less the same language as gjos estiabeent.
When | met him for the last time before coming back to the US in the winter of 2009, Kim
Dae Gwon at Friends of Asia attested to it by saying that capacity entemcam
migrant empowerment were becoming the most popular project among migrardg.cente
While some of these empowerment programs more or less focused on enhancing migrant
women’s employability, economic self-reliance, and necessary trajrdrggsKorean

language classes, computer classes, and various other skills training,esthecsgally
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those who relied on the language of “cultural difference,” emphasized the &tultur
empowerment” of migrant women through activities such as play, painting, and video
making. For example, at “Vision and Policy Tasks for Multicultural Societid ime

October 2008, Kim Young Ok of Migrant Women Human Rights Forum and one of the
vociferous critics of the state programs argued for the “capacity ezriant of migrant
women through culture and arts education.” Kim also argued that multiculturalieducat
needs to be a “two way education” that “upgrades the citizens’ basic cyjitooe (
soyangeul sanghyang jojedrigon the one hand, and “empowers migrant women through
arts and culture such as video activism, storytelling, and play,” on the othezstimgly,
however, Kim’s notion of “two way education” reverberated Article 5 of the glttiral
Family Support Act (2008) entitled “Promotion of Awareness of the Multicultural
Family.” This article specifically stipulated the duty of the staig provincial

governments to “prevent social discrimination and prejudice against the mutatult
family and take measures such as multicultural education and promotion that helps the

social members recognize and respect cultural diversity.”

“Multicultural Cohabiting Society” and the Limit of Empowerment
“...‘happiness’ now appears part of an articulated project
which brings into relation distinct sectors of the population
and takes control of their reciprocal connectibns
(Procacci 1991: 156)
In his foreword t@ he Policing of FamiliegDonzelot 1979), Gilles Deleuze notes
how the rise of the social created mutations with and in the family and how they had

different implications among the rich and the poor: “the marital duty of the po®mtif

cause her to turn back toward her husband and children (to prevent the husband from going
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to the cabaret, etc.), whereas that of the rich wife will give her expamsit®icfunctions
and a role of “missionary” in the field of charitable work” (1979: xii). Thisnfesvork is
helpful in understanding the rationality of governance that is manifestuif' Healthy
Family Plan, 2006-201@nd in the state services aimed at the marriage immigrant and
multicultural family. In Korea in the 2000s, decreasing fertility anddraging became the
new name of “social crisis” that interferes with the vision of the “continucustgt of

the country. It became necessary to reorganize the mode and method of intermghgon i
family and population. Here, while it became increasingly important to make tla¢ soci
environment that ensures the employment and productivity of educated, middle class
women workforce, it became equally important to (re-)consolidate the edutationa
nurturing, and welfarist function among the “vulnerable families” such as wheuttural
family. The idea of preventive welfare thus seeks to respond to the emergahtiski

and insecurity byreparingthe individual members of the multicultural famiihgo the
family and marriage life and helping them gain their function as a family &.¢he
educational programs offered to the marriage immigrants, their spouses, afahtig
in-law before their arrival and even after the completion of the union), on the one hand,
and by promoting their proper integration into the society and assisting migrargnamn
building their employability and, thus, their self-reliance, on the other.

In this way, the rhetoric of a “multicultural, cohabiting society” bescermaode of
governing the social and different populations. As discussed above, it has different
repercussions among the “multiculturals” and others. While the multiculturalyfhas
the duty to build itself as a “healthy family” free of human rights violatiorsdomestic

violence, their sound integration into society and the nation largely depends on the moral
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maturation and affective solidarity of other groups. This is precisely thextamhere the
multicultural education of the general public and the cultivation of their multialiltur
awareness and sensitivity becomes important in order to make the societf “free
prejudices and stigmas.” This is also where the mutual feelings of connestetae
relatedness (e.g., through the mobilization of the idea of Korea as a “oihg tard of the
“familial care” between its old and new members) become the necesditg fanccess of
the given social government. Here, the “family” becomes both a stratiegaf securing
“social safety’andthe metaphor for mobilizing the necessary social environment. In this
way, the idea of “redistributing the caring and nurturing function of the famayaifter
social sectors” that appearsTihe £'Healthy Family Plarshould be read not only as the
state’s will to ameliorate the “functional overloading” among the midaiesdamilies but
also as an expression of building a familial and affective mode of solidariiyng
different population groups.

NGOs and the critics of the state’s multicultural programs playedificsigt role in
promoting multicultural education for Koreans and empowerment for migrants. |
especially would like to note how the liberal feminist approach that uniformly askstima
state’s patriarchal violence oppressing migrant women revealed itstdiggew/hen it
tacitly treats the spouses and the family-in-law as the local agfesush violence. In
arguing for further education of the Korean men and the in-laws and for the emmgowerm
of migrant women, local feminist and women’s groups increasingly come torahauel
interest with the state government. While it is widely known that most ofidmgscof
international marriage brokers and the spouses of migrant women are fromnalvaraa

poor backgrounds, the subject of their own “marginalization” and/or of international
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marriage as the monopoly of the new poor (or of the so-called the “losers”) ibemabl
Korea hardly received serious attention in their critiques that almostsafjl@ss over
these groups’ class backgrounds in favor of the language of the victimization of migrant
women by the national patriarchy (Cf., Abelmann and Kim'’s discussion on the role of
mothers-in-law in transnational marriages and the emergent “matérnahship” (2005)).
With the coming of multicultural discourses, these critiques tended to reifys timiog
“cultural agency” vs “cultural violence.” While the cases of the Korean husbadds a
the family-in-law’s expectation of migrant women to abide by localicalltand social
norms became increasingly interpreted as the violence against the wom@s’sorig
cultural difference, individual migrant women were increasingly defineda®fiomous
cultural subjects” who in and of themselves defy the patriarchal assimiatiokly
contention, however, is that the language of “cultural difference” and “cultyeacs”
seriously reified the complex relations that involve various levels of in¢gaall became
in complicity with the state’s project dmunhwahat relied equally on “culturalizing”
the given process. In the following chapter, | will examine this civicgdattedamunhwa

governance.
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CHAPTER 5

‘MULTICULTURAL CITIZEN” AND THE MOBILIZATION OF
MULTICULTURAL SENSITIVITY

“The duty to improve and civilize oneself was ... a social
duty and not merely a personal one, because the health of a
society depends upon the civilization of its members.
(T. S. Marshall 1950: 16)
“Currently, multiculturalism in Korea is focusing too much
on governing foreigners who constitute only 2% of the
population, but it should rather focus on transforming
Koreans who constitute 98%.
(A migrant center staff member)
“Does that mean that | am some kind of commodity?”
(An ethnic Korean Chinese woman)

By the time | made an appointment to meet with Attorney Jeong one late morning in
the fall of 2008, | had been already overwhelmed with the sprouting up of the countless
events and programs that were being organized around multiculturalism. Morehtdi&n a
year had passed since | started my long-term fieldwork in the greatersgeatihe
previous winter. This time, | was forcing myself to finally accept tietfaat | could
hardly follow all those “happenings” and do “ethnographic research.” Not only was
overwhelmed by the tremendous number of symposiums, seminars, conferences, lectures,
festivals, and classes that were organized with the theme of multiGsftyraut also by

the range of experts involved in this “booming multicultural industry.” Particspant

included researchers in disciplines such as pedagogy, cultural anthropologipgsoci



women’s studies, linguistics, social work and public administration, various profdssiona
in the field of Culture & Arts, elementary and middle school teachers, and to vaoious
governmental and civil society organizations from the UNESCO Koreap#id, of
course, to local migrant centers.

From my perspective as a researcher who had been studying the issue iohnmgrat
South Korea through the activities of migrant centers and migrants’ trades uten
abrupt emergence of @dmunhwg“multicultural”) apparatus” that transcends traditional
migrant advocacy groups reflected a magnificent shift in the politics ahtiag in the
country. At an individual level, | was seeking to understand how the work of some of the
migrant center staff was quickly shifting from rights advocacy to organizitgral
events.

“It's hypocrisy,” said Jeong, when | asked him how he would describe the current
situation that is being unfolded under the name@ashunhwal first met Jeong in 2004
when | worked as an intern at the Friends of Asia (FOA). At that time, he hadgued
his career as a “public interest lawyer” and FOA was where he beganstonaigsants
with his legal expertise. | knew that he had a mild and gentle personality dtiati$e
could be very sharp and critical when it comes to politics. Jeong continued, “Témetcur
situation makes me think of an animal zoo...and it is all happening within the fence drawn
by the state government.” Quotifiglevision and the Zday the French philosopher
Olivier Razac?’ Jeong told me that the ways in which multiculturalism is being

represented in Korea through various state-funded and civil society orgarogeaips

*2|In the book, the author discusses how “living natives” from Africa and Amesied to be
displayed in the museums and expos to educate and entertain the Westerr aldienthe world
of difference and diversity in metropolises in Europe and America in nineteemtury through
the early twentieth century.
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with their extreme focus on “displaying” the “cultures of migrants”inelimg him exactly

of the “zo0” that is discussed in the book. Jeong said, “Multicultural conflicts should work
as a creative and productive force. But, the Korean multiculturalism is whatrkady

been defined by the government. It exists simply to prevent multiculturdiatenf”

Less than a week after this meeting, | had an opportunity to participate Halaytwo
multicultural class in a local junior high school in Ansan, a suburb of Seoul known for its
industrial complexes and its large migrant population—the largest in the cdumay.
invited to this event while conducting an interview with Rev. Ryu, the director at the
Ansan Migrants’ Center and the board member of the Borderless Viflage then
complained that the host school’s request did not give his center enough time to mrepare f
the multicultural classes. “My work here is full of meetings outside,” sgid R takes
time to see who is available each time and schedule accordingly. And, then yoo need t
buy and prepare materials to bring to those classes and so on...It was such shert notice
you know.” According to him, the city of Ansan recently selected “damunhwa” and
“sports” as its two main “specialties” and appointed some of the local schools as
damunhwa sibeom hakgyar the “showcase multicultural school,” who in turn have to
allot a certain portion of its curricular activities to “multiculturalrfeag.” Ryu told me
that the center had been offering a number of multicultural classes tsdboals since
the previous year. Usually, the center had a pool of migrants from various cowttoe
are fluent in the Korean language and thus are able to serve as one-datpmstrdocal

schools.

*3 A group affiliated with the Ansan Migrants’ Center, who organized varioutamitiiral
programs in 2006-8.
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When | arrived in the center building to accompany the instructtivs twst school,
| saw how hectically organized class preparation was. | learned that thiotimeachers
will be sent to the school to represent and provide basic information about their home
countries—Bangladesh, China, Cote d’lvoire, and Mongolia. The Mongolian teacher
caused the others to worry by being late, while the one from Cote d’lvoire washgiset
there was no poster for his country. While he made an ad-hoc poster of his own, another
teacher—an ethnic Korean Chinese woman who was teaching about China—complained
of how late Rev. Ryu contacted her this time, as an emergency replacentkatderson
who regularly takes the “Chinese part.” Half jokingly, she said, “You know what Rev. Ry
said, when | complained to him? He said, that just me, myself, will do! Does that me
that | am some kind of commodity?” While | reflected on the complexity of tie§ br
remark, the delayed Mongolian teacher returned with the milk to show students how to
make Mongolian style tea. And, in a rush, all of us—including the four “multicultural
teachers,” one staff member from the center, and I—quickly managed to gevamto a
That day, each teacher taught two fifty-minute sessions to the students. Sored @otus
giving basic information about their home countries (e.g., location, climate, ways of
greetings, and so on), while others focusing more on giving the students the oppartunity t
directly “experience” the country hands-on, (e.g., through food and music).

These two anecdotes poignantly capture the dilemma and the paradox of
multiculturalism in Korea. | met many good-willed activists in the amgjiadvocacy field
who shared the bitterness and dismay that Jeong conveys above. Certainly, thigynega
stems from the state’s sudden entry in “multicultural affairs” and therabrupt

emergence of the “damunhwa apparatus” that has grown to encompass prondcial a
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municipal governments, institutions of higher and secondary education, and a variety of
civil society groups and NGOs. Some of the activists | met said that ecnhalngociety
organizations like migrant centers would soon either simply subsidize statamsogr
disappear. However, at the same time, many civil society groups welcomeatéfse st
entry in migrant and multicultural affairs. As this chapter will discuss heloswreal
dilemma here is that the “civil society” that aspired to create amatiee vision of
multiculturalism, whether by working with the state government or not, islegl/egahave
played an important role in suppressing what Jeong calls “creative and profuciass
and, thereby, producing more “governance.” On the other hand, the above ethnic Korean
Chinese teacher’s question points to a paradoxical situation. Amid humble intemtions t
educate citizens and build a better society in which migrants and their childrenfdoenot
discrimination, migrants themselves were not only excluded from this processdut
progressively reified as the mere instruments for Koreans’ own ethicatproj

This chapter is guided by the following questions: What are the specificrway
which civil society actors responded to the state multicultural programe/hadt extent
are the problems of social inequality and justice involving migrants in the country
redressed in local civic groups’ promotion of the ethical value of tolerance and
multiculturalism? Below, | will start by discussing the discourselefrance and what |
call the “Korean difference” that serve as a “moral imperative” toanigrenters’
discourse and practice of multicultural sensitivity that emerged latlee imid 2000s.
Throughout the chapter, | use the tetamunhwao refer not simply to another variation
of multiculturalism but to the specific and contested set of discourses andes dlott

generated the sorts of political and ethical dilemmas and paradoxes dlistoaive.
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Tolerance as a Thing of Another and the Name of Social Progress

In order to map out the discursive landscagiunhwal will start with the
political theorist Wendy Brown'’s critique of tolerance and liberal muiliicalism as the
discourse of power (2006). Not only is her critique of the politics of tolerance caaligpt
relevant for my discussion of the practices and discoursggnafinhwabut the reviews
her book received upon its publication in Korea are interestingly symptomatic of what
will call the discourse of “Korean difference.” This is a discourse thiasren and
highlights a conception of difference between Korea and the West and, thus, serves as a
ground for justification for certain developmentalist and disciplinary pexctithe recent
emergence alamunhwadiscourses that focus on the education of the Korean citizenry is
one telling example of such practices.

With the emergence of the political rhetorics of “Islam, nationalism,
fundamentalism, culture, and civilization” in the aftermath of September 11, Brown
argues, a discourse of tolerance was re-articulated as a “civilizatisnaurse that
identifies both tolerance and the tolerable with the West, marking nonliberatis®end
practices as candidates for an intolerable barbarism that is itg&lfesd by the putative
intolerance ruling these societies” (2006: 6). The history of imperialishreafiheteenth
to early twentieth century and the event of September 11 now merge together to re-endors
the opposition between “the free, the tolerant, and the civilized on one side, and the
fundamentalist, the intolerant, and the barbaric on the other” (6). Brown argues that,
although the tolerance in civilizational discourses is not the same as libeiais
nonetheless “mediated by” a “liberal grammar and analytics” and talsstitutes an

element in the constitutive outside of liberalism over the past three cen(@)eShe
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says, “if tolerance today is considered synonymous with the West, with eenacracy,
with Enlightenment, and with modernity, then tolerance is what distinguishesoos’
‘them.”

| reapply Brown’s imperialist dichotomy between “us” as the Westthath" as
the rest for the Korean context. In Korea in recent years, tolerance“gedlé has been
translated and mobilized by turning Brown’s dichotomy on its head, i.e., “tolergiit the
and “intolerant us.” Not only is “tolerance” interpreted as another name faallibe
democracy and “progressive politics” that the “advanced West” represenddsdut
represents what Korea does not—not yet fully—have. If the discourse of tolesaamce a
disciplinary power regulates the Other both inside and outside (Brown 2006), the Korean
discourse of tolerance is a narcissistic one shaped tremendously by tieenatald of the
self and its development. Such a problematization of the self projects theanyaQther
as the “good,” i.e., the West, democracy, modernity, and freedom, and the self as being i
chronic state of deficiency. Through this, tolerance, belonging to others ansereprg
advancedness, operates as a disciplinary power by mobilizing one’s shame and
embarrassment over one’s incompleteness, on the one hand, and one’s will and zeal to
improvement, on the other.

To illustrate how the discourse of tolerance is interpreted in the Korean camdext, a
how the dichotomy of “us” versus “them” is problematized, | will consider Koreaders’
reviews of Brown'’s book on the websiteAlhddin one of the major booksellers in the
country:

Reader #1

“‘Anyway, | agree with her when she [Brown] says the discourse of tolerance
depoliticizes things by neglecting historical backgrounds and the problem of power.
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On the other hand, | would wonder if such discourse [of tolerance] has ever fully
taken root inKorean society...? Her critiques may not apply to the current situation
in Korea...** (Emphasis added)

Reader #2

“Tolerance as the empire’s instrument for governance? Perhaps it mayaasillge

accepted in the Korean society thaful of intolerance.. The tolerance that this

book discusses is mostly that of the US and Europe, which operates as a strategy of

governance. There seems to be a difference between the tolerance found in the US

and Europe where there has been already such a mixture of different races and
where the idea afoblesse obligbas developed fully, and the tolerance in

Korea...” (Emphasis added)

Reader #3

“With the publication of am a taxi driver in Parisn 1995, the idea of tolerance

introduced by the author Hong Sehwa widely appealed to our society. At the time

when there was a seriolagk of tolerance-and, it is still the case now— tolerance
became the culture of the haves (whether what they have &«iaividedge, money,

or power)*® (Emphasis added)

It is striking that each commentator relies on the notion of the Koreanrdifeard
treats “tolerance” as a measurable thing. According to them, there wasau$ lack of
tolerance” before, but even now, it has not yet “fully taken root” in Korean so€ietg,
although a critique of tolerance may be possible and justifiable in the contextlss thie
Europe, it is not applicable to Korea, which is “full of intolerance.” It is alsonmtéy
how the commentators either explicitly or implicitly reendorse toleragdeeating it

within a developmentalist framework in which only two options exist—to achieve

tolerance or fail.

4 http://www.aladin.co.kr/shop/wproduct.aspx?ISBN=8961950231

5 http://www.aladin.co.kr/shop/wproduct.aspx?ISBN=8961950231

*® http://100in.tistory.com/1454
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Again, the question | want to raise is not whether Korean society has become more
tolerant or not, but what tolerance has been synonymous with, and in which ways the
discourse of tolerance has been mobilized in the country and for what end. As the last
commentator points out, tolerance became a popular term—at least within cefy soci
circles—with the publication of an essay entitlexin a taxi driver in Parisn 1995.

Written by Hong Sehwa, a former employee of a trading company postedstwho

was branded an agent of the North Korean regime in the 1970s and exiled in France until
mid 1990s, the book is a combination of the author’s life stories and his reflections on
French society.

In 2007, twelve years after the publication of Hong's book, it was featured in the “50
Greatest Books of Our Time” series Hgngook Ilbg a major daily in the country. The
headline read, “Making into a book one’s own experience of co-existing with diffeérence
the land of liberty” and “Tolerance, still valid in the age of neoliberalism.”

TheHangook llboarticle claims that Hong's book “received such an arduous response by
offering an opportunity for Korean society, which lacked the virtue of recognizing
difference even after democratization, to look back on it§€Frfom his own experiences

of living as an “exile as well as a migrant worker,” Hong saw the valueahtate as the
defining feature of French socie¢f/Tolerance, continues the article, was “like a mirror
image that reflects not only the dire political and social situations in Kibrise 1960s

and 1970s but also the ‘invisible’ machinery of oppression that was yet dominating our

*"Hangook Ilbg May 17, 2007.

*8 Hangook llbg May 17, 2007
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minds.”® The book, which enjoyed tremendous success (sixty editions were printed before
the book was revised in 2006), became a “must-read for college freshmen” since its
publication®®

This article defines tolerance and the recognition of differencatasefe of
“‘consummate” democracy (e.g., “offering an opportunity for the Koreaetyoaho
lacked the virtue of recognizing difference even after the democratizatilmokt back on
itself”) and as something that is “still valid in the age of neoliberalifimot only equates
tolerance with progressive politics and democracy but also defines thegddblerance
as reflecting on one’s conduct. Here, it is important to note how liberal discduases t
emerged among self-identified progressives in Korea produced practicegmigool
“illiberal” practices. A good example is the so-called “anti-patermeldiscourse that
developed in reaction to paternalist representations of foreign workersignachtsy which
prevailed in the 1990s. Anti-paternalist discourse usually argued that foreilgarsvor
should be represented as “equal subjects” and criticized Koreans’ prejudicga@ance
of foreigners, and the media and civic representations of foreign workers as tiwose w
need the care and assistance from Korean society.

A discourse of tolerance, which relies on the notion of “Korean difference” and other
kinds of liberal discourses that have emerged since the mid to late 1990s, | axgueaser
the antecedent of the practicedaimunhwaof 2000s that translates inequality into
“cultural difference” and focuses on cultivating Korean individuals’ seitsitio the
difference of migrants. The equating of tolerance, liberal multicuitmaland progressive

politics that prevailed among civil society organizations in the 1990s helped fadi¢a

*9Hangook Ilbg May 17, 2007

** Hangook llbg May 17, 2007
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partnership between civic groups such as migrant centers and the state govetmment
the latter began embarking on its multicultural project in the mid 2000s! disgliss how
the renewed partnership between the two existed amid disillusionment andiskeptic
generating questions about what should be a better way to achieve “genuine

multiculturalism.”

The Question of Genuine Multiculturalism and Culturalization of Inequality
It has not been long since the telamunhwaemerged as a catchword in public

arenas in Korea. 2006 is noted as the year whedattmeinhwandustry exploded, in
which the state poured money into the civil and academic sectors, producing a new public
space for discussions of multiculturalism. Since then, a number of stat&iesrisve
begun offering integrationist and welfare services to so-called iaga@rimmigrants” and
their “multicultural families” while, at the same time, funding civiogps to organize
related programs. Among the state and non-state groups alike, trdatermhwavas
employed as the oppositeddinil munhwaor “monoculture,” and a remedy danil
munhwas limitations and problems. Notably, too, progressives and conservatives alike
interpreted multiculturalism as a code of social ethics and policy fogthefa
globalization>* Within civil society groups, discussions have been mostly confined to the
debates ovedamunhwaversus assimilation, or civil-society-le@munhwaversus state-

led-damunhwge.g., Kim 2007; Kim et al 2007; Lee 2007; Oh 2007). Meanwhile, ideas of

*L For example, in 200&,0onhap Newfeatured the preparation meeting for Hanguk Damunhwa
Center where “the conservatives and the progressives, and Buddhist astidiCleaders united
themselves for an advanced Korea through the establishmasitinoinhwasociety” (December 1
2008).
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tolerance and the recognition of difference and the Other that are the foundation of
damunhwéahave seldom been challenged, but rather have been reinforced.

The state government’s multicultural agenda, as laid out in the Korea ltiomigra
Service’s and the Committee of Alien Policy’s 2007 “Policy on Foreignerseiurr
Progress and Future Plan” aims to support marriage immigrants and thbesfanth
various programs, on the one hand, and to promote the value of co-existence and respect of
difference and diversity among the Korean citizenry, on the other. In so dosg, it i
supposed to realize an “open society that cohabits with foreigners.” In thish@dapen
society” is inherently tied to “social integration,” “minimizing social dmt$,” and thus
“enhancing national competitivenedsin the global scale. Just before this, since 2006, the
Department of Multicultural Family, which was then under the Low Fertiliging
Society section in the Ministry for Health, Welfare and Family Afféereafter
MHWFA) had launched services for marriage immigrants and their childvieanwhile,
the Department of Multicultural Policy in the Ministry of Culture, Tourisnd &ports
(hereafter MCTS) began funding civic groups such as the Borderless \dhadghe
Damunhwa Open Society to organize multicultural festivals and related mogral
events.

State investment in multiculturalism since the mid 2000s generated adenew
partnership between the state and migrant cemtérsyhich the state mainly funded

organizations while the larger migrant centers with more expertise andeggaein

*2policy on Foreigners, Current Progress and Future Plan” (Korea Ininig&ervice and the
Committee of Alien Policy 2007)

%3 In the early 2000s, the Joint Committee with Migrants in Korea andithélée Jung

government worked together to make the plan for the Employment Pertairyise first state
regulated foreign labor policy.

114



migrant and related cultural affairs took on the role of primary organizer atthel
damunhwegprograms. This partnership between the state and the larger migrant centers
and/or the association of the centers, however, was not always an easy onasaritlyg
generated public debates and critiques over the government’s multiculticglga the
definition of “genuine multiculturalism.” Notably, some of the most vocal critidrgesa
civil society came from those activists whose organizations had begun to create
multicultural programs with state funding. Indeed, regardless of whetheretbeived
government money or not, migrant centers and other concerned civic groups constantly
evaluated the government’s conduct. Specifically, their critiques revoteaddthe
following themes.

1. The exclusion of migrant workers in the state’s multicultural policy.
Oh Gyung Seok, a sociologist and former member of the Borderless Villageddhat
the state government relies on the “divide and rule policy” and seeks to regutatentif
groups of migrants differentially (Oh 2007: 35). Oh specifically refers toitiination in
which the state’s multicultural focus is concentrated on marriage imnsgrad their so-
called “multicultural families” while it maintains its regulatory pglion foreign labor by
regularly deporting undocumented migrants. By doing so, Oh continues, the government
prevents unity among the different groups of migrants. Oh’s position captures énal gen
sentiments among migrant centers, many of which have denounced the government for
policing undocumented migrants. For example, in an anti-crackdown rally arsd pres
conference organized in Seoul on May 15, 2008 following the arrest of Torna Limbu, then
the newly appointed chairperson of the Migrants’ Trade Union, activists an@tetaff

migrant centers and various “solidarity groups” chanted, “Multiculturaéspm the front,
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and targeted crackdowns in the back! Lee’s government is lying!” Whgeamti centers
appealed to a more inclusive modetamunhwahat includes migrant workers, most of
them, however, were in fact ambiguous and ambivalent when it came to legalizing
undocumented migrant workers and/or extending the rights of residence to migrant
workers. Their criticisms against the state government were moresdiniéed to the
human rights violations in the deportation and detention of migrants.
2. State intervention in the private lives of marriage immigrants and their
“multicultural families.”
The second line of critique came most vocally from the groups working foamtigr
women. NGOs and feminist academics alike argued that the state onlyt aims a
“Koreanizing” migrant women and assimilating them directly into the Korearapzhal
system with a variety of programs offered through the MHWFA and the regional
Multicultural Family Centers. Criticizing Korean language classféered to marriage
immigrants, some even argued that it is “more multicultural” to give tmshtheir
children opportunities to learn and use their own mother tongues. Many of these critiques
drew from discourse on “cultural autonomy” and the “rights to difference.” Formram
in a symposium held in Sook Myong Women’s University in spring 2008, Jeong Hye Sil,
the representative of the Multicultural Family Association, denounced & FA for
ignoring migrant women'’s diverse cultures and their different ways ofgaibildren.
Despite the surge of critiques and debates over the better way afigealizi
multicultural society, numerous multicultural programs have apdesince the mid 2000s,
either through close partnerships between state and civil society orgargzatbetween

private funding organizations and smaller civic groups. These multicultural pregedy
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heavily on the idea ak-socializingandre-culturalizingindividual Korean citizens in
multicultural ways and thereby cultivating their “multicultural sewvisy.” They were
indeed part of an effort to appeal to both the culturalist tones in civic rhetoric and the
funding available to civil society organizations for the creatiotamhunhwaprojects.
These programs were often predicated on the idea that Koreans, ratheigttaarsirhave
to adjust to the new social reality created by the growing migrant gimpula
The discourse and practicedamunhwahus defined, however, did not significantly
challenge the agenda already shaped by state interests as muaoteaseddoy the civil
society organizations themselves. As | have noted, the state had alesathped a plan
to promote multicultural values among the Korean citizenry with an@aneelize an
“open society that cohabits with foreigner8 Within the state bureaucracy, it was the
Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sports that undertook the task of promoting cultural
diversity in the general citizenry and funding many migrant cengganmed multicultural
festivals and classes. In an interview | conducted in May 2008, Lee Gi Jeormntkee f
director of the Department of Multicultural Policy at the MCTS, rephrased the
government’s position as follows:
“After all, the issue of immigrants should be approached frouoitaral
perspectivelt becomes important to embrace diverse cultures and, thus, to prevent
cultural clashes from happening like you see in the west...If mobilizing the notion
of the homogeneous nation was useful in the task of developing the country in the
1970s, now in the age of globalization, it is not valid anymore. Our perspective on
immigrants needs to change. It is important to change our people’s awareness”
(Emphasis added).

Lee above clearly notes how the mode of development has changed from that which is

reliant on “ethnic nationalism” to that which embraces and promotes “divérsity.

**“Policy on Foreigners, Current Progress and Future Plan” (Korea Inmioig&ervice and the
Committee of Alien Policy 2007)
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Here, | would like to highlight how much the language of “culture” seized both the
state government and civil society organizations. It not only offered a &pabe two to
work together—albeit not seamlessly—but also facilitated the process in whit¢loasies
of inequality became reduced to so-called “cultural difference” and ihedattl
problems involving it. | will proceed by examining the ways in which the discourse of
damunhwaamong migrant centers developed as a project of creating the new citizen-
subjects who can better adjust to the social changes brought by increasetgpmand
globalization. More specifically, | show how the project of engendering raliitral
sensitivity among individual citizens with an aim to better the living enviemtrfor
immigrants and migrants in the country and, thereby, producing “collectivegusti
becomes a self-disciplinary project. In this project, the question of the Otisddo
create a sense of moral satisfaction in the Korean self. In the praateenbiva cheheom
or “cultural experience,ihich depends upon the purified difference and otherness of
migrants, the boundary between the “education” of difference and the “consaiygti

difference is easily blurred.

Damunhwa as a Project of Creating New Citizen Subjects
“Our society has been overlooking cultural infrastructure so far.
Immigrants are a gift to us. They mean an opportunity for Korean
society to be reborn in the world. We need to utilize the current
situation actively and positively”
(A presenter at a public hearing organized by MCST to make a legislative
plan for multicultural assistance, May 20, 2008)
It is important to understand how the reception of multiculturalism in Korea in the

2000s has been inseparable from the subject of education, i.e., the education okt citiz

In other words, and especially among concerned civic groups and academics, ¢mere oft
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has been no clear-cut distinction between the discourses on multiculturalism and the
discourse on multicultural education—from those that focus on the abstract and
philosophical notion of cultivating a “new sensitivity” to those that focus on thegahct
implementation of multicultural curriculum within secondary institutes. Among the
concerned civic groups and activists, such a focus on the citizen’s education has been
usually represented as changing the national ethos and transforming people’s
CONsciousness.

During my fieldwork, I met many individuals who would tell me that changing
Korean people’s consciousness and awareness of migrants and their difiteas was
a better, “more genuine” way of realizing a multicultural societye W&an, the chief
director of Migrants’ Arirant’ used to tell me about what he caltrehgmin
jeongseobeqpranslated as the “law of people’s sentiment.” According to Lee, thi$ “law
was superior to any formal law as the latter will have to be based on the prindipte of
former. By using such a metaphoric expressions, Lee emphasized that people’s
consciousness and sentiments can be more powerful than written law in promoting or
delaying social justice.

The discourse of reshaping individual citizens’ consciousness often merged with
existing critiques of the old-fashioned, statist-nationalist, and/or biecat educational
system. With followers in fields ranging from pedagogy to cultural apttogy since the
1990s, alternative education discourse argues for creativity and autonomy, wiich the
claim have been sacrificed in mainstream education that focuses on getingliege,

and the so-calleplipsik gyoyukor “rote learning,” that only emphasizes students’

*® The largest multicultural festival in the country held since 2005nha organized by the
Damunhwa Open Society, an association of migrant centers, and hosted by the MCST.
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performance in exams. Joining the discourse of alternative education, the shsaafur
multiculturalism and multicultural education in Korea placed emphasis on thetsaoifbjec
thebodyas the medium of the new education that will serve an alternative to the “exam-
and brain-centered” education in particular and the old way of socializationaragen

Cho Yong Hwan, a professor of education at Seoul National University, relies on a
similar opposition between the “body” and the “head” when he argues, “Understandin
multiculturalism should be done not through the head but through the body (embodied
understanding)” (2008: 252). For Cho, multicultural education should be fundamentally
about “seeking a better life and a better world” and about “reorganizingathefdife and
the mode of existence accordingly with a recognition of the fact that the tifie iate
modernity is essentially a multicultural one” (252). Cho’s argument for mutirall
education that is mediated through bodily domains and that derives from the notion of
remaking the social life according to “the life in the late modernityCipedy captures how
the discourse and practiceddmunhwadeveloped among migrant centers. Their
multicultural programs focused on cultivating “multicultural sensitivagiong
individuals and on giving individual participants opportunities to “experience” the nateria
cultures of migrants and improve their sensitivity to difference through suabrgens
activities.

Many of the migrant centers | encountered during my fieldwork in the greatdr S
area had at least odamunhwaprogram, either multicultural festivals or multicultural

classes® Thesedamunhwaprograms usually offered the participants a chance to

* Here | do not include other programs which only contain the dant.inhwaand do not
actually differ from conventional programs migrant centers orgdriiz the past, e.g., language
classes, counseling programs, and various other support programs. Why ikiiss ace carried
out under the name dbmunhwaneeds to be addressed separately.
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experience various foreign cultures in the form of costume, cuisine, custom, play,
performance, and so on. As | showed in the anecdote | had while visiting Ansamtsfig
Center, often the migrant centers’ clients with a good command of the Koreaadang
would be sent out as one-day instructors to local schools to teach about and represent their
home countries. In this setting, the counterpart of Cho’s notidaratinhwaeducation
that relies on the body was the ideamafnhwa cheheonor the “bodily experience” of
cultures. In the Korean languaggonghonis generally the term that gets directly
translated into “experience.” The basic difference betwebeheonandgyeongheons
that, whereagyeongheomssumes a certain distance from its obgetheoms
experience that is not mediated by cognition but rather through the body and # sens
assuming directness and wholeness between the experiencing subject and theitbject of
experience. Here, | would like to emphasize how neatly the idgaebeontompromises
what migrant centers often called the social distance and the social gapmhé&ioreans
and migrants that, they argue, is generated by the former’s ignoranceatfehe |

In an interview | conducted in 2006, the representative of the civic group that
initiated one of the first such programs explained that it is necessargfeais to
develop cultural sensitivity in order to co-exist peacefully with migrants. Sieciedly
emphasized that Koreans are ignorant of diverse and different cultures andshow thi
ignorance is a significant barrier to bridging the social gap and distaneednelKoreans
and migrants. Another interview | conducted in the same year with arsa@torm a
different organization echoed the same logic. Unsurprisingly, children, monetioéte
adults, were the main target group for te@nunhwaeducational programs. The two

interviewees agreed thdamunhwaeducation is much more effective when given to
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youth. The children who learn to respect others’ differences and rights wowdabe
good multicultural citizens. For example, a pamphlet for the “Human Rights Clas
Difference Means Beautiful,” a program for children organized by a loigghnt center,
describes itself as follows:
“Our Human Rights Class - Difference Means Beautiful is an Asian clultura
experience and human rights education program that supports our children to
become free from prejudices and fear of what is different from us and to grow up as
healthy and tolerant members of society who are capable of cohabiting ettt gl
citizens through experiences in cultures of various Asian countries.”
The program focuses on developing multicultural sensitivity among the “native,”
racially or ethnically Korean children who are referred to as “our childrs-a-vis
migrants and their children. The subject of multicultural sensitivity is sti@avays
marked as native Koreans distinguished from their “objects,” i.e., migranta@atiyr
mixed people and families (cf. Brown 2006). No less importantly, the migramtrsent
emphasis ocheheonand sensitivity training mobilizes the body of individual citizen-
subjects as the site toediatevarious forms of inequality—pertinent to class, gender, and
race—and as the site to negotiate with them. If migrant centers’ nadioihzof the
sensitive and tolerant seaffdividualizes social inequality and injustice, their everyday
practices that focus on the individual body and the enrichment of its degrieehefom
turn the whole politics of inequality into a body management; things become the ghatte
correcting and modifying one’s body, soul, thoughts, conduct, and ways of being, and this
to achieve a state of moral perfection (Foucault 1988). Here, an individual’'s moral

perfection becomes equivalent to a nation’s moral perfection and “cultural” advasse

(Marshall 1950).
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In discussing the relationship between multiculturalism, neoliberalisnatieah,)c
and citizenship in three cases of Canada, the UK, and the US, Katharyne Mrgnedl a
that multicultural education in these countries is shifting from a “concemtine
formation of tolerant and democratic national citizens who can work with and through
difference” to that of “strategic cosmopolitan” who can compete better in the
deterritorialized, neoliberal global economy (2003: 387). If multiculturas stalbjects
were strategic under a Fordist regime of accumulation where state beavdare more
or less fixed, she says, this kind of subject becomes increasingly irrelevaatgost-
Fordist, neoliberal world order. What is worth noting in Mitchell’s discussion is the
intimate nexus between the institution of education, state, and the economy, where the
production of citizen subjects that function within the demands of the neoliberal market
order, and restructuring the state accordingly, becomes an important matter.

South Korea serves an example in which the discourse of bringing up multicultural
citizen subjects who coexist harmoniously and respectfully with other mewotbers
society—what Mitchell calls the Fordist model of multiculturalism—anddibeourse of
producing “strategic cosmopolitans,” or neoliberal multiculturalism, do not coct i@
another. Rather, they essentially constitute the two sides of the idea oftibagéha
competitiveness” that the state government explicitly promotes and civatysgecoups
either explicitly or implicitly endorse. Indeed, more often than not, some rv@itise
groups such as Hanguk Damunhwa Center and conservative media promoted
multiculturalism explicitly within the framework of “enhancing the oasl
competitiveness.” For example, whil®mnga llbonotes, “The foreigners who face

difficulties in medical services, education, and welfare would easily haaganmstic
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sentiments toward Korea, which in turn will work against our national image and
competitiveness” (February 2, 200€@hosun llbgpraises tlamunhwaas the most
powerful source of competitiveness in the global economic era” (December 8, 2009).
Additionally, and at a more fundamental level, if one can still talk about an ethics of
neoliberalism, then there is no surprising contradiction between the multiastutbht is
“accompanied by the spirit of the ethical self” (Mitchell, 399) and the nedlibera
multiculturalism based on a concept of culture as another form of capital. kstlyggethe
Korean case serves as a good example of the promotion of the culture of tolerance
becoming part of the political project of reorganizing the “social” as agethe “ethical”

in a way that is amenable to a neoliberal regime.

Coda

| have explored the ways in which the discourse and practieenoinhwaamong
civil society organizations like migrant centers are designed to produceatrean-c
subjects who know how to respect others’ differences and value diversity and who can
therefore adjust to the changing social environment brought about by globalwétin
and outside the country. This practicedamunhwdinds its antecedent in the discourse of
tolerance that emerged since the mid 1990s, which drew from the prevalent natien of t
“incomplete (Korean) self” and served as a powerful justification forplisary and
developmentalist practices. Situated in this genealogy, the practieenoihnhwabased on
educating individual citizens and enhancing their multicultural sensitiigrently relies

on and is maintained by the reified otherness of migrants.
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| have also discussed how the making of multicultural and cosmopolitan citizen-
subjects fundamentally constitutes “enhancing the national competitivenelss"global
market. This linkage has been promoted by a variety of actors from the statengewvieto
conservative groups and media. This does not yet exclude those “progressive gtaups” w
may not explicitly endorse the neoliberal notion of “competitiveness” but, nonetheless
operate based on the idea of making the new citizens and the new society acconging to t
globalized, postmodern world order. Rather than simply saying there is aeceddé
among progressives and conservatives, and civil society and the statean|iksoiggest
we see how their seemingly different multicultural agendas may closetgewct in the
idea and the effort to reengineer Korean society and nation according to tyeddeshthe
global economy. | also suggest that the political dilemma found here transcesntmbsts
dichotomies between the political categories such as the conservative arajjtbegive,
and that any effort to explain it will necessarily involve an interrogation oiv#ys in
which the question of “state” and “(civil) society” has evolved in Korea sinc&38es.

In the winter of 2009, while wrapping up my long-term fieldwork in Korea, | had a
opportunity to meet again with Lee Wan, by then the former director of Mgjrantang,
which would no longer be held because the state government had decided not to fund it. He
told me that the Damunhwa Open Society, the association of migrant centerssthat wa
established to organize Migrants’ Arirang, was in the process of beiruvéidsHe also
told me the Department of Multicultural Policy that was created only in Nove2difg
did not exist anymore and that now there was only one official in charge a¢uttulal
affairs in the MCTS. On the other hand, he said, “although Migrants’ Arirang is thene

state government continues to assist with regional multicultural fisstiad ARTE is the
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one who is practically in charge of them. Migrants’ Arirang had a symbobknimg. Now,
we cannot even find enough people and money to meet the increasing demands for
multicultural education.”

Lee appeared bitter about the dissolution of Migrants’ Arirang and therbava
Open Society and yet proud of the recent developments. It was true that, sinceitizge com
of the new government under President Lee Myung Bak in 2008, there had been a great
deal of personnel and structural reorganization within the state government, which in t
crucially affected the non-governmental and civil society sectors. yywas noted by
Lee above, the change was more or less confined to the level of organization and the ke
agenda still remained, which dispels worries that the new government wilhtirece the
multicultural programs enacted by the previous one. Notably, according to Liechdise
been a growing interest among corporate owned, private funding agencieg, Manuin
Jaedan and Daum Jaedan, in funding small CSOs to organize multicultural programs.
Again, the question provoked by this situation would not be “if not multiculturalism, then
what?” but rather “what are the conditions under which multiculturalismrhasged as

such an irresistible force in Korea now?”
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EPILOGUE

“Neoliberalism” has been the subject of heated debates within anthropology and
beyond generating diverging and competing visions of “how it works” in different gfarts
the world and of “what it is” and “what it is not” (e.g., Anagnost 2004; Ferguson 2002;
Kipnis 2007; Nonini 2008; Ong 2006; Saad-Filho and Johnston 2005). Andrew Kipnis, for
example, sees two currents of theorizing neoliberalism that became heg@moni
anthropology, one being the “Marxian ideological critique” and the other being those
influenced by Foucault’'s notion of governmentality (2007: 384-388). | certainlg ghar
sentiment when Kipnis cautions against competing definitions of neoliberalisnh(vdric
example, have led to contradictory interpretations of allegedly the same phenoarahon)
the reification of neoliberalism that has often become a source of counterproduction.

Having said that, I still want to ask if a critique of “neoliberalism” thas doé
consider the question of “liberalism” can be valid. Here, | would like to cali@dn to
what Barry Hindess calls the “striking disjunction between liberal peaftihat often has
relied on illiberal and authoritarian practices] and the ‘liberalism’ inipalitheory [that
defends and promotes individual liberty]” (2004: 30). For me, such a disjunction leaves a
clue to understanding the seeming paradox between the self-evidence of Hrd migr
worker as the autonomous subject and the necessity of awareness education among
migrant workers, as well as between the equality among persons and theadica

equality among the population. My dissertation then has sought to understand ways in



which postcolonial liberal developmentalism (Korea's self-civilizing rars$o upgrade its
humanity through both economic and moral measures) and the project of “civil society”
(i.e., that of empowering “civil society” and disciplining the government whiatega
momentum in the so-called post-democratization era) offesdiheo the neoliberal
restructuring of the social that became heightened since the “crigie8 Gite 1990s when
the country went through the government of liberal imperialism (e.g. IMfyue that
anthropology that attends to the specificity of the social life, local histamesglobal
interconnections should better understand the ways in which such a “conjuncture” come
into being.

On the other hand, yet on a related note, my current account more or less treats the
Korean migrant advocacy and the multicultural apparatus as some kind of uritdey w
vis-a-vis the larger state project and does not fully explore the disjunotliterssion
between and within different groups, traditions, and projects that constitute the.feld, e
Protestant and Catholic leaders, civil society activists, union organizeman rights
lawyers, social scientists, public intellectuals, and liberal femingsinaigrant women’s
advocacy groups. In Chapter I, while focusing on showing how the tension between
humanitarian and human rights-oriented groups and labor groups can be condensed in the
narrative of the moral and the economic utility of the foreign worker, | haydéanot
example, fully discussed how the conception of the “human,” human rights as well as labor
rights, can have different formations between Church based groups and labor groups, as
well as how paternalism towards the socially weak may inform the frarkek€hristian
social work, yet can also arouse fierce resistance informed bythtain of theological

egalitarianism. Likewise in Chapter Il, | did not examine multiplemregs of
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volunteering and the multiple projects they may involve, especially between thar sec

civil society groups and religiously inclined or Christian groups, those whaitco@she
majority of the field of migrant advocacy and thus responsible for the ensosigriend
conflicts that have been present in the field since its outset. In Chagted IV, | rather
focus on showing how the emergent discourse and practiaainhwacomplement the
state programs that deal with the crisis of the population and the demographic
reconfiguration of society informed by the force of globalization. Howevergthaining
guestion to be explored is how we fully address the development and appropriation of
multiculturalism and the idea of tolerance that already had existed bdegorerning of the
statedamunhwaapparatus. Certainly, the biggest question that my dissertation has yet to
unravel has to do with the multiple and often conflicting voices and projects that form the
field of migrant advocacy ardbmunhwaand how they can be subsumed within the state
agenda but not entirely for being part of larger transnational projects thatbé#enge

the politics of the state—e.g., Christianity, civil society and NGOs, labaisaati

multiculturalism, and liberal feminism.

129



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Government Materials

Korea Immigration Service and the Committee of Alien Policy.
2007. Policy on Foreigners, Current Progress and Future Plan.

Ministry of Gender Equality
2006. The 1 Healthy Family Basic Plan, 2006-2010

Park, Nan Sook.
2006. “Services for the Multicultural Family by Lifecycles.”

Media

Chosun llbo
“Please don’t beat.” January 11, 1995.

Chosun Ilbo
“Dubai and Damunhwa Competitiveness.” December 8, 2009.

Donga llbo
“‘Damunhwa is Power.” February 2, 2009.

Hangook llbo
“Fifty greatest books of our time: Hong Sehwa’s | am a taxi driver o§Pafiay 17, 2007

Hankyoreh
“From Yeosu Detention Center for Foreigners.” March 3, 2004.

Hankyoreh
“The waves of volunteers clear the damage of Taean.” December 15, 2007.

Joong Ang llbo
“Possibility for Kosians to become a political group.” April 4, 2006.

Kyung Hyang Shinmun
“Kim Jae Oh of the citizens’ group who helps foreign workers get their inconpagté
November 28, 1994

Kyung Hyang Shimun
“Korean dream was a mirage.” June 22, 1995

Kyung Hyang Shinmun

130



“Increasing divorce among migrant women.” July 7, 2008.

My Daily
“What will replace the term mixed person?” April 11 2006.

Newsis
“To restore Taean, foreign workers too rolled up their sleeves,” December 14, 2007.

Pressian
“I was empowered when | heard | was not the only one.” December 18, 2009.

Pressian
“I am relieved because you are there’: Ordinary individuals who help migrantnadrke
June 14, 2007

Shimin llbo
“Foreign workers participate in the love of sharing.” January 30, 2011.

Yonhap News

“The conservatives and the progressives together support damunhwa.” December 1, 2008.

Film

Reassemblage
1982. Trinh T. Minh-ha, dir. 40 mins.

Seri & Harr
2008. Jang Soo Young, dir. 91 mins.

Take care of my cat
2001. Jeong Jae Eun, dir. 110 mins.

Books and Articles

Ablemann, Nancy and Kim Hyunhee

2005. A Failed Attempt at Transnational Marriage: Maternal Citizenship Inlzal&zing
South Korealn Cross-border Marriages: Gender and Mobility in Transnational Asia.
Nicole Constable, ed. Pp. 101-123. Philadelphia : University of Pennsylvania Press.

Anagnost, A.
2004. The corporeal politics of qualityuzh). Public Cultures 16, 189-208.

Arendt, Hannah
1951. The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Schocken.

131



Arendt, Hannah
1965. On Revolution. New York: The Viking Press.

Arendt, Hannah

2005. Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evifiolence in War and
Peace: An Anthology. Nancy Scheper-Hughes and Philippe Bourgois. Pp. 91-100.
Blackwell Publishing.

Asad, Talal
2000. What do human rights do? An anthropological enquirgory & EventVolume 4,
Issue 4.

Barry, Andrew
2004. Ethical Capitalismin Global Governmentality: Governing International Spaces.
Wendy Larner and William Walters, eds. Pp.195-211. Routledge.

Biehl, Jo&o
2005. Vita: Life in a Zone of Social Abandonment. Berkeley: University of @ald
Press.

Boltanski, Luc
1999. Distant Suffering: Morality, Media and Politics, trans. Graham Burc ethbridge
University Press.

Brown, Wendy
2006. Regulating Aversion: Tolerance in the Age of Identity and Empire. Princeton, N
Princeton University Press.

Burchell, Graham
1993. Liberal Government and Technique of the Self. Economy and Society. Volume 22
Number 3 August 1993.

Cheah, Pheng
2006. Inhuman Conditions: On Cosmopolitanism and Human Rights. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Cho, Yong Hwan

2008. The Definition and Purpose of Multicultural Education. In Understanding of
Multicultural Society, ed. The Asia-Pacific Centre of Education for hational
Understanding. Seoul: Dongnyuk.

Choli, Hyup

2004. Preface. Choi Hyup, Kim Seung Gook, Jeong Geun Sik, and Yu Myungi ed.
Minority in Korea: Past and Future. Seoul: Hanwool.

132



Cruikshank, Barbara
1999. The Will to Empower: Democratic Citizens and Other Subjects. Ithaca, divelC
University Press.

Deleuze, Gilles.
1979. Foreword: The Rise of the Social. In Jacques Donzlot's The Policing of Families.
Pantheon Books.

Donzelot, Jacques
1988. The Promotion of the Social. Economy and Society. Volume 17 Number 3 August
1988.

Donzelot, Jacques

1991. Mobilization of Societyn The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality.

Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller, eds. Pp. 169-180. University of Chicago
Press.

Derrida, Jacques
2001. On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness. Routledge.

Escobar, Arturo
1994. Encountering Development: The Making and Unmaking of the Third World.
Princeton University Press.

Fassin, Didier
2005. Compassion and Repression: The Moral Economies of Immigration Policies in
France. Cultural Anthropology. Volume 20, Issue 3. 326-387.

Fassin, Didier.
2001. The Biopolitics of Otherness: Undocumented Foreigners and Racial Digtidmi
in French Public Debate. Anthropology Today, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Feb., 2001), pp. 3-7

Fassin, Didier and Estelle d’Halluin.
2005. The Truth from the Body: Medical Certificates as Ultimate Evidencesidui
Seekers. American Anthropologist. Vol. 107, No. 4, December 2005

Feldman, llina and Miriam Ticktin
2010. In the Name of Humanity: The Governance of Threat and Care. Duke Uyiversi
Press.

Ferguson, James
2002. Spatializing States: Toward an Ethnography of Neoliberal Governmentality.
American Ethnologist. Volume 29, Issue 4, pages 981-1002, November 2002

Foucault, Michel
1988. ‘Technologies of the Self (a seminar with Michel Foucault at

133



The University of Vermont, October 1982). In L.H. Martin, H. Gutman and P.H. Hutton
(eds), Technologies of the Self: A Seminar with Michel Foucault. Amherst, MA
University of Mass Press.

Gibbons, Luke

2001. Guests of the Nation: Ireland, Immigration, and Post-Colonial Solidarityates,
“Race” Panic and the Memory of Migration, ed. Meaghan Morris and Brett de Bang
Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

Giordano, Cristina
2008. Practices of translation and the making of migrant subjectivities in conteynporar
Italy. American Ethnologist, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 588—-606

Go, Stella

1997. Labour Migration to South Korea: The Case of Philippine Workers. In ASEAN and
Korea: Trends in Economic and Labour Relations, ed. Daljit Singh and Reza Y. Siregar
Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies.

Gray, Kevin
2003. “Gegup eha eui gegup eurosueui hanguk eui ejunodongjadul (Migrant Workers in
Korea as the Out-Class).” Asea Yungu (Asia Research) 47, 2: 97-128.

Gupta, Akhil
1995. Blurred Boundaries: The Discourse of Corruption, the Culture of Politics, and the
Imagined State. American Ethnologist, Vol. 22, No. 2 (May, 1995), pp. 375-402

Han, Sang Jin, ed.
1998. Modern Society and Human Rights. Seoul: Nanam.

Hage, Ghassan
2000. White Nation: Fantasies of White Supremacy in a Multicultural §obletv York,
NY: Routledge.

Hale, Charles R

2005. Neoliberal Multiculturalism: The Remaking of Cultural Rights anddRaci
Dominance in Central America. POLAR: Political and Legal Anthropologyiév, Vol.
28, No. 1, pp. 10-28.

Hale, Charles R

2006. Mas Que Un Indio (More Than an Indian): Racial Ambivalence and thdoRaria
Neoliberal Multiculturalism in Guatemala. Santa Fe, NM: School for Advanesdd®ch
Press.

Ham, Hanhee

1997. “Wegukin nodongja eui galdung gwa jeogeung (Foreign Workers’ Diféswdind
Adjustments).” Nodong munje nonjip (Journal of Labor Studies), 13: 1-31.

134



Han, Geon-Soo

2004. “Taja mandulgi: Hanguk sahwe wa eju nodongja eui jaehyun (Making of Other:
Korean Society and the Representation of the Migrant Worker).” In Hanguk ela sosuj
siltea wa jonmang (Minority in Korea: Past and Future), edited by Choi HyalpSoul,
Korea: Hanool Publishers.

Han, Geon-Soo and Dong-Hoon Seol
2004. “Foreign Migrant Workers and Social Discrimination in Korea.” Harvard Asia
Quarterly. Vol. VIII No.1, Winter 2004: 45-50.

Han, Gook Yeom
2007a. “For whom are they subsidizing international marriages?” In Gook iMinJiine
16, 2007.

Han, Gook Yeom
2007b. “Where should the policy on marriage immigrants head for?” In Gwangju llbo, July
8, 2007.

Han, In Seop

2000. Why speaking about the human rights of minorities and the weak? Korea Human
Rights Foundation ed. Everyday Oppression and the Human Rights of Minorities. Seoul:
Saram Saengak.

Haskell, Thomas
Capitalism and the Origins of Humanitarian Sensibility, Part I1l. Ameritigtorical
Review. Vol. 90, No. 3 (Jun., 1985), pp. 547-56.

Hindess, Barry
2004. Liberalism-What's in a nam&?Global Governmentality: Governing International
Spaces. Wendy Larner and William Walters, eds. Pp. 23-39. Routledge.

Hong, Sehwa
1995. | am a taxi driver of Paris. Seoul: Changjak gwa bipyungsa.

Hunt, Lynn
2007. Inventing Human Rights: A History. W. W. Norton & Company.

Joseph, Miranda
2002. Against the Romance of Community. University of Minnesota Press.

Kim, Eleana
2010. Adopted Territory: Transnational Korean Adoptees and the Politics ofgBejon
Duke University Press.

Kim, Hui Jung

135



2007. South Korea’s State-led Multiculturalism. In Multiculturalism in South &dke
Critical Review, ed. Oh et al. Seoul: Hanwool.

Kim, Hyun Mee
2007. The State and Migrant Women: Diverging Hopes in the Making of “Multicultural
Families” in Contemporary Korea. Korea Journal, Winter 2007: 101-122.

Kim, Ik-Seung
2005. Korean Model of Market Economy and Productive-Participatory Welfare Based on
Ordoliberalism. Gyungsang nonchong. Volume 32, June 2005.

Kim, Isun et al.
2007. Establishing a Policy Paradigm for a Transition to Multi-ethnic and Mitltral
Society I. Seoul, Korea: Korean Women’s Development Institute.

Kim, Woo-Seon

2007. Church and Civil Society in Korea after Democratization: The NGOs’ Awtifor
Migrant Workers. PhD Dissertation. Department of Sociology. University lifoGaa,
San Diego.

Kim, Young Ok
2007. Emergence of “New Citizens” and Multiculturalism Discourse in KoreaJdinaal
of Asian Women, Vol. 46-2, 129-159.

Kipnis, Andrew
2007. Neoliberalism reifiedSuzhidiscourse and tropes of neoliberalism in the People’s
Republic of China. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Insitute (N.S.) 13, 383-400.

Kowal, Emma

2008. The Politics of the Gap: Indigenous Australians, Liberal Multicultimaland the
End of the Self-Determination Era. American Anthropologist, Vol. 110, I3spp. 338-
348.

Latour, Bruno
2005. Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network Theory. New York,
NY: Oxford University Press.

Laqueur, Thomas W.

2009. Mourning, Pity, and the Work of Narrative. In Wilson and Brown, ed.,
Humanitarianism and Suffering: Mobilization of Empathy. University of Bradge Press:
2009.

Lee, Byoung-ha

2004. “Nationalizing the Global: The Public Discourse on Migrant Workers in South
Korea.” Unpublished paper presented at Korea and Global Migration Conferesce, L
Angeles, CA, December 11, 2004.

136



Lee, Seon Ok
2007. Migrant Workers’ Movement and Multiculturalism in South Korea. In
Multiculturalism in South Korea: A Critical Review, ed. Oh et al. Seoul: Hanwool

Lemke, Thomas

2001. ‘The birth of bio-politics’: Michel Foucault’s lecture at the College dadée on
neo-liberal governmentality. Economy and Society, Volume 30 Number 2 May 2001: 190
207.

Lim, Timothy C
2003. Racing from the Bottom in South Korea? The Nexus between Civil Society and
Transnational Migrants. Asian Survey, 43(3): 423-442.

Malkki, Liisa
1996. Speechless Emissaries: Refugees, Humanitarianism, and DehatonciZultural
Anthropology 11(3): 377-404.

Marshall, T.H.
1950. Citizenship and Social Class. London: Pluto Press.

Mitchell, Katharyn

1997. Transnational Subjects. Constituting the Cultural Citizen in the Era of FRiaific
Capital. In Aiwha Ong and Donald Nonini ed., Ungrounded Empires: The Cultural
Politics of Modern Chinese Transnationalism. Edited by. New York: Routeldge.

Mitchell, Katharyn

2003. Educating the national citizen in neoliberal times: from the multicultufab ke
strategic cosmopolitan. Transactions of the Institute of British Geogsap8@l): 387-
403.

Mitchell, Timothy
1991. The Limits of the State: Beyond Statist Approaches and Their Critics.iiéecan
Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 1. (Mar., 1991), pp. 77-96.

Moon, Katharine H.S.

2000. Strangers in the Midst of Globalization: Migrant Workers and Korean Natmnalis
In Korea’s Globalization. Samuel S. Kim, ed. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge itiver
Press.

Muehlebach, Andrea
2007. The Moral Neoliberal: Welfare State and Ethical Citizenship in Conteryptaiy.
PhD Dissertation. Department of Anthropology. University of Chigago.

Munck, Ronaldo
2005. Neoliberalism and Politics, and the Politics of Neoliberalism. In Sdhd-dfid

137



Johnston (eds), Neoliberalism: A Critical Reader. London: Pluto Press.

Nonini, Donald
2008. Is China Becoming Neoliberal? Critique of Anthropology June 2008 vol. 28 no. 2
145-176

Oh, Gyoung Seok
2007. What Kind of Multiculturalism? In Multiculturalism in South Korea: A Caitic
Review, ed. Oh et al. Seoul: Hanwool

Ong, Aihwa
2006. Neoliberalism as Exception. Duke University Press.

Park, Chun Eung
Making a happy relationship with your neighbor.
http://migrant.or.kr/xe/?mid=column&page=14&document_srl=18655

Park, Won-Woo

2002. The Unwilling Hosts: State, Society, and the Control of Guest Workers in South
Korea. In Migrant Workers in Pacific, ed. Debrah, Yaw A. London, UK: Franc Cass
Publishers.

Povinelli, Elizabeth A
2002. The Cunning of Recognition: Indigenous Alterities and the Making of Australian
Multiculturalism. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Procacci, Giovanna

1991. Social Economy and the Government of Poverty. The Foucault Effect: Studies in
Governmentality, edited by Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller. la@thic
Press.

Rainbow Youth Center
2008. The Annual Report of Rainbow Youth Center.

Redfield, Peter
2000. Space in the Tropics: From Convicts to Rockets in French Guiana. University of
California Press.

Riles, Annelise
2001. The Network Inside Out. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan.

Razac, Olivier
2007. Television gwa dongmulwon (L'écran et le zoo). Translated by Baek Seon Hee.
Seoul: Maeum Sanchek.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques

138



1754. Discourse on the Origin and Basis of Inequality Among Men.

Saad-Filho, Alfredo and Deborah Johnston
2005. Neoliberalism: A Critical Reader. London: Pluto Press.

Seo, Dong-jin
2009. Foucault as an Analyst of Neoliberalism: Michel Foucault's Governmygratatit
Anti-Political Politics.MunhwagwahakSpring 2009 (57), 315-335.

Sayad, Abdelmaleck
2004. The Suffering of the Immigrant. Cambridge, UK: The Polity Press Ltd.

Seol, Donghoon

2004. Foreign Labor Movements in Korea, 1993-2004: Documenting the Migrant Labor
Resistance. In Minority in Korea: Past and Future, edited by Choi Hyup efoall: S
Hanwool Publishers.

Seol, Donghoon and John Skrentny

2004. South Korea: Importing Undocumented Workers. In Controlling Immigration: A
Global Perspective, ed. Cornelius, Tsuda, Martin, and Hollifield. Stanford, CAfo8ta
University Press.

Sharma, Aradhana

2006. Crossbreeding Institutions, Breeding Struggle: Women’s Empowerment, Naoliber
Governmentality, and State (Re)Formation in India. Cultural Anthropology, Vol.K1e Is

11 pp- 60_95

Sinha, Subir
2005. Neoliberalism and Civil Society: Project and Possibilitresleoliberalism: A
Critical Reader. Saad Filho and Johnston, eds. London: Pluto Press.

Smith, Adam
2000 (1759). The Theory of Moral Sentiments. Prometheus Books.

Song, Jesook

2009. South Koreans in the Debt Crisis: The Creation of a Neoliberal WelfareySociet
Duke University Press.

Ticktin, Miriam

2006. Where Ethics and Politics Meet: The Violence of Humanitarianism in France
American Ethnologist, 33(1): 33-49.

Tsing, Anna.
2004. Friction: An Ethnography of Global Connection. Princeton University Press.

Williams, Bernard

139



2008. Shame and Necessity. University of California Press.

Wilson, Richard and Richard Brown
2009. Humanitarianism and Suffering: The Mobilization of Empathy. Cambridge
University Press.

Yee, Yeong Chong
2009. Migrant Rights in Singapore: Political Claims and Strategies in HumatsRig
Struggles in Singapore. Critical Asian Studies 41:4 (2009), 575- 604.

Yoon, Soo Jong
2002. People who live differently: Stories of minorities in our society. Seoul:dhaks

Yu, Myonggi
1995. Structural Discrimination of Foreign Workers, Noksek pyongron, 21: 69-82.

Zizek, Slavoj

1997. Multiculturalism, or, the Cultural Logic of Multinational CapitalismwNeeft
Review 1/225, September-October, 1-14.

140



