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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines the shifting subjectivities of contemporary South Korean
professors, the most prominent, symbolic group of South Korean intellectuals, focusing on the
experiences of “geese-dad” professors who respond to the challenges of globalization in both
private and public realms. | explore how these professors engage in the globalization process
both through raising their children abroad and through their university roles as campus
globalizers. Through ethnographic field research (2009-2010) on twenty eight Seoul-based
geese-dad professors, | identify the transformative (cosmopolitan) qualities of their transnational
experiences and argue that their experiences reflect the larger landscape in which South Koreans
are creatively responding to the challenge of globalization and unwittingly training as
cosmopolitans in the process.

These geese-dad professors are ambivalent about raising their children abroad. In this
vein, they often mask their privilege and motivations through the rhetoric of inevitability. They
are at once proud of being competent fathers with a pioneering spirit, but also critical of
themselves as self-wounded intellectuals whose practices are often seen as individualistic efforts
at social reproduction -- efforts at odds with the social ideals of critical, respectable, and
nationalist intellectuals. | demonstrate, however, that this seemingly apparent contradiction itself
is also unstable. Their experiences in fact challenge longstanding South Korean binaries of
private/public, individualistic/collectivistic, national/global -- binaries that are increasingly
blurred today.

Despite this ambivalence, these fathers in fact vicariously nurture their own desires for
cosmopolitan and autonomous liberal subjectivity through their children’s study abroad

experiences. Moreover, many of these professors undergo a paradigm shift in their thinking



about the nation and the global as they negotiate the process of raising their children abroad.
Further, these transformations also affect and are affected by the roles that they play as agents in
the imperative to globalize their universities. They emerge as both cynical consumers of and
critical players in globalization projects in South Korean higher education. In the midst, they also
develop new ideas about the role of professors and their responsibility as intellectuals in South
Korean society. Still, they are caught between the nostalgia for the yesteryear professor who
enjoyed the aura of respectable, privileged intellectuals and the new ideals of autonomous
professionals who are unrestrained by traditionally imagined collective identity.

This study thus not only analyzes the veritable transformation of the ethos of the
professoriate in South Korea’s aggressively globalizing society and higher education sector, but
also offers a rich window on larger cultural and social struggles and paradigm shifts in South
Korea. Further, my study offers a broader window on intellectuals’ struggles in a transforming
East Asia and developing countries; even more broadly it offers a portrait of how South Koreans

today carve out lives in the face of globalization.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The sociological imagination enables its possessor to understand the larger historical

scene in terms of its meaning for the inner life and the external career of a variety of

individuals. [...] [It] enables us to grasp history and biography and the relations between

the two with society (Mills 1959, 5-6).

Illustration I: On a cold day at the beginning of March, 2010, I am in the midst of my
fieldwork in Seoul, meeting up with old friends of mine who graduated from the same
department in the same university — for South Koreans this sort of consociate is marked with its
own name, taehak kwa tongch’ang. It was a regular monthly lunch meeting that | was returning
to after a number of years of study abroad in the U.S. | felt apologetic, both for not having joined
them earlier in my fieldwork and for having been only sporadically in touch with many of them
over the years. After the initial delight at seeing each other, I quickly became aware of, and was
surprised by the fact that, all five of us gathered there shared the experience of having educated
our children in the U.S., although our children’s paths were all somewhat different: whether for
study abroad before college (early study abroad/ESA/chogi yuhak), or in “geese family” (kirogi
kajok)" arrangements, or just for college study abroad. Further it was pretty clear that all of us
enjoyed middle or upper middle class lives with professional husbands: doctors, professors, or
corporate executives or high-level managers. This encounter alone brought home the extent to

which education in the U.S. (and more broadly transnational education abroad) had become a

typical and ideal path for children in the South Korean middle class. At the time of this gathering,

! “Geese family (kirogi kajok)” originally refers to “wild geese family,” which means the transnational-split family
for children’s pre-college education abroad. However, in this study I use “geese” as the abbreviation for “wild geese.”
“Kirogi (wild geese) are iconic birds in Korea: The birds are known for natural devotion to their spouses and
offspring. And these geese families are thought as one of symbolic examples of Korean parent’s absolute
unconditional devotion to their children, especially sacrificing themselves to give their children more advantages.

1



most of my friends’ children were already college students in the U.S. in step with many of their
class and generation.

[Hustration 11: After lunch, my friends looked for a coffee shop to continue our
conversation. The first coffee shop we stepped inside was already full, so we set out to find
another one. But the next coffee shop was similarly crowded. One of my friends urged us to stay
there, insisting that it would be much the same no matter where we went. After we gathered
chairs to squeeze in, | was surprised to look around and see that nearly all the customers in the
coffee shop were middle-aged women sitting in small groups. | could not help asking my friends,
“Why are there so many serious-looking middle-aged women (simgakhae poiniin ajummadiil)
gathered here?” My friends laughed, “You don’t know anything about this, do you?” And a
friend jokingly let me know that these days children’s educational success depends on the
“strength of mothers’ information, fathers’ indifference, and grandfathers’ wealth.” My friends
continued that the coffee shops in the neighborhood in which we were gathered are famous
Kangnam? spots for the exchange of educational information about college entrance exams or
(early) study abroad. It was only then that | realized that | was in the vortex of the so-called
“educational fever” of Kangnam — even as some of the mothers gathered there were from other
Seoul locales.

The mothers in these coffee shops were using their social networks to collect and check
more educational information for their children — to control their children’s educational path
and thus to ensure their social reproduction. Their “concerns both about getting it right and doing

the right thing are engendered and reinforced within social networks” (Ball 2003, 171). As many

2 Kangnam is the specific area in south side of Han River (Han 'gang) where is considered as a privileged residential
space for the rich and upper-middle class in Seoul. It is frequently said that the residence of Kangnam itself has
become a “status symbol” (Hong 2010, 123). Mothers in Kangnam are also often symbolized as aggressive
“manager mothers” of their children’s education. For more information of “manager mothers,” see Park (2006); and
especially for the spatial stratification for education, see Park’s chapter four.
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scholars have noted, South Korean mothers have become “educational manager mothers.”
Indeed, mothers’ cultural and social resources as well as economic abilities have become more
and more important into the present; it is particularly appreciated that mothers must be skilled at
mobilizing social networks to collect and evaluate information (Park 2006). There | was, in my
own peer group, and all around me | could see just these practices.

After parting from my friends, | found myself struggling with my own complex, mixed
feelings as a mother. | was torn about how to understand or even evaluate my own position as a
“geese” mother who had left two sons back in the U.S. for my own one-year-long field research.
During my fieldwork, my younger son was a junior in high school, a period appreciated as
critical for taking major exams for college application; South Koreans would easily recognize
this as a critical moment and indeed there are terms to denote “(college entrance) exam-taker.”
My older son who was an undergraduate at the same university where | was pursuing my
advanced degree had agreed to stay home with his younger brother and commute to school (i.e.,
to help with his brother). Meanwhile, there | was -- living with my husband, who had been a
geese dad for years, so as to conduct field research. I couldn’t help but periodically ask myself,
‘While other mothers are enthusiastically doing their best by exerting enormous energy for their
children to succeed in the college entrance exams, what am | doing?’ or ‘While other mothers are
sitting up late with their children as they study for exams, how can I not even prepare meals for
my sons for an entire year?’ In fact, these were issues that had been bothering me long before my
research in Seoul had begun. But in Seoul I was truly confused, unsure whether I should be
happy, thankful, proud, or sorry that my life had taken a turn away from those of the women at
the coffee shop; Was I, | worried, a negligent, selfish mother sacrificing her duty for the sake of

her own study?



Nonetheless, at the same time, even as this direct witnessing of the vividness and
intensity of the South Koreans’ parental desires for children’s educational success evoked such
complicated feelings in me, | became more confident in the significance of my study: its
examination of what propels geese families or early study abroad; and of what kinds of
individual and social meanings are being fashioned through this practice. | wanted to know that
if it could be valid to simply encapsulate these parental desires of bringing up their children
abroad in the three words, “excessive educational zeal,” which have been so easily vilified as a
social ill or an extreme instrumental familism. Moreover, this practice was regarded as more
likely mothers’ projects because of the explicitness -- as seen above -- of mothers’ role, but [ was
increasingly interested in fathers’ active role undergirding this transnational practice — a role that
came to life through my field research in which | interviewed geese dads. | came to think that the
scene that I just illustrated above might not explain the entire phenomenon. | was actually in the
midst of a process of recognizing and thus becoming more confident that there was more to all of
this than mothers. Somehow I found solace in this line of thinking for the remainder of my field
research period — aware that | was observing a veritable historical juncture for Korean families
and society. Although my research interlocutors were men and settled professors, | easily
imagined that my own complicated ruminations perhaps echoed their own mixed feelings as
professors and university employees, on the one hand, and as fathers who had removed their

children from the South Korean educational system, on the other hand.

I. “History and Biography”: Why “Geese-dad” Professors at This Historical Juncture?
Broadly, this dissertation examines the shifting subjectivities of contemporary South

Korean professors -- the most prominent, symbolic group of South Korean intellectuals — in the



face of globalization. I focus on the experiences of “geese-dad” professors, in the midst of their
response to the acute challenges of globalization in both the private and the public realm. “Geese
dads (kirogi appa)” are fathers who sent their young children and wives abroad (mostly to
English-speaking Western countries) for pre-college education, while they remain alone in South
Korea to financially support this venture. This trend emerged as a popular middle-class
educational strategy to raise children as global citizens through the mastery of English and the
acquisition of Western education, beginning in the mid-1990s. | take geese-dad professors’
position to be unique, but also to reflect the larger landscape in which South Koreans are
creatively responding to globalization and also unwittingly training as cosmopolitans. These
professors are also unique because of their seemingly active geese dad’s role which is against the
general images of “passive” and “pathetic” geese dads in the phenomenon -- and “indifferent”
South Korean fathers in general -- who are often under their wives’ control when dealing with
children’s education.

| began my dissertation project with my personal intellectual curiosity of geese-dad
professors, while observing many geese-dad professors and seeing my husband’s struggles as a
father. As myself a geese mother who had to continuously make small and big quotidian, often
unexpected, decisions (often in consultation with my husband) and sometimes felt challenged by
my/our decision makings while raising my children in the U.S., | was interested in how these
geese-dad professors perceived their own private practice of educating/raising their children
abroad, separated from their families. | was curious to know if their motivations for this practice
only reflected the father-side parental desires of class reproduction as was generally thought and
if there was a correlation between this transnational practice and their own study abroad

experiences. | also wondered if it would be possible to sustain geese-dad lives up to ten years --



in some cases -- only for instrumental reasons, in the context of considerable public discourse
about and often critique of the geese-family phenomenon. | asked: Is there no other effective way
to achieve their goals rather than this practice? Are the returns the ones that they anticipated from
the outset? Do they have any regrets? Especially, how do they navigate the possible tension and
ambivalence of being both an active geese dad and a socially respectable professor and negotiate
their roles while they manage their daily lives, continuously making micro decisions for the
family abroad? At the same time, most importantly, | thought that their practices as geese dads
could not be fully comprehended without an understanding of their personal-life-experiences and
the lager socio-cultural context surrounding them; their practices might reflect ongoing struggles
and the changing ethos of the South Korean professor/intellectual community.

This line of thinking then pushed me to ask further: What are the inner landscapes of
South Korean intellectuals today, at this 21st century historical juncture, in which powerful
neoliberal, globalizing forces meet South Koreans’ escalating desires for freedom, autonomy,
and a developed democracy after the democratization? South Korea was at the critical juncture:
that is, South Koreans yearned foremost for a society that could nurture its citizens’ desires for
the equal opportunity of every individual to successfully achieve their liberal dream, and
cosmopolitan yearnings — desires born in the aftermath of the long winter of authoritarian
regimes, the democratization of 1987, and the Economic Crises in 1997 and 2008 and following
neoliberal regimes. | asked this question since these geese-dad professors were faced with an
especially vexed moment in which intellectuals’ private lives had become ever more public
through the visibility of their children’s early study abroad and their geese-family practices;
some observers and media sources had charged that this transnational educational strategy was

foremost an individualistic/selfish effort at social reproduction, forsaking the efforts for



collective wellbeing. At the same moment that they were accused of this instrumental
cosmopolitanism, however, these professors were also called upon to aid in the globalization
efforts of their universities, efforts that were part and parcel of the profound neoliberal
transformation of higher education in South Korea, in step with global trends.

Furthermore, there had been another discourse surrounding South Korean intellectuals.
As | discuss in chapter two, entering a new century, many critical voices had asked whether
South Korean intellectuals -- privileged people who had enjoyed honor, respect, money, and
power -- were in fact really contributing to Korean society today. On the one hand, these critics
proclaimed the “death” of the yesteryear intellectuals who were able to contribute “conscious
and visible fundamental notions of a society” (Eyerman 1994); other critics had aggressively
called for “new intellectuals” (sin-chisigin) who could both adapt well to and actively create
added value for a knowledge-based global economy, particularly after the Economic Crisis in
1997 (Chon 2006, D. Kim 2000; Kyunghyang Shinmun T tkpy6lch’wijaetim 2008; Shin 2003).
It was in the context of this conversation that so-called geese-dads professors became an issue.
This transnational educational strategy has become especially popular among professors who
themselves have studied abroad, mainly in the U.S., i.e., professors who are more likely to
compose the mainstream of South Korean academics/intellectuals. Among professors, a popular
joke goes that a certain department in an elite university holds faculty meetings in the U.S.
during summer and winter breaks because they are all there visiting their children there. It is
clear that geese-dad professors, in some sense ridiculing themselves with this joke, are indeed
ambivalent about the very widespread strategy of sending their children and wives abroad for

pre-college education.



| asked, then: Why do these professors struggle over this strategy? Do geese-dad
professors necessarily betray the tradition or mission of intellectuals by sending their families
abroad in this way? What are the implications of these struggles for both individuals and the
society? Having asked these questions, based on 10 months of ethnographic field research in
Seoul metropolitan area in South Korea, | investigated the experiences of geese-dad professors,
focusing on their engagement in the globalization process both through their children’s
transnational education and their university roles as campus globalizers.

Indeed, in sum, these geese-dad professors were ambivalent about this practice of raising
their children abroad. They were both proud of being competent fathers with pioneering spirits
executing personalized globalization project for their children, but also somewhat critical of
themselves for being self-wounded intellectuals whose practices were often seen as
individualistic efforts at social reproduction. It is so because their transnational strategy for their
children is at odds with the social ideals of critical, respectable, and often nationalist intellectuals
— who are often thought as more “authentic intellectuals,” who care more about collective
wellbeing. However, in this dissertation, | show that this seemingly apparent contradiction itself
is also unstable and the longstanding private/public, individualistic/collectivistic, national/global
binaries may not hold control today in South Korea. Despite the ambivalence and struggles, |
found, these fathers in fact vicariously nurtured their own desires for cosmopolitan and
autonomous liberal subjectivities through their children’s study abroad experiences. Moreover,
many of these professors underwent a paradigm shift in their thinking about the nation and the
global while continuously adjusting themselves as fathers through this process of raising their
children abroad. Whatever their initial motivations were, many of these fathers kept transforming.

Further, these transformations also affected and were affected by the roles that these geese-dad



professors played as agents in the imperative to globalize their universities. They were both a
cynical consumer and a critical player of globalization projects in South Korean higher education.
| thus analyze the veritable transformation of the ethos of the professoriate in South Korea’s
aggressively globalizing society and higher education sector.

My study is founded on what C. Wright Mills (1959) called the “sociological imagination”
which allows us “to understand the larger historical scene in terms of its meaning for the inner
life and the external career of variety of individuals™ by enabling us “to grasp history and
biography and the relations between the two within society” (5-6). This study also began from
“the urge to know the social and historical meaning of the individual in the society and in the
period in which he has his quality and his being” (7). Therefore, in this study I delve into the
inner landscape of individuals to understand both the ultimate social meaning that my informants
produce through their biographies and the impact of the larger society on these individuals.

To comprehend changing subjectivities of these geese-dad professors as South Korean
intellectuals, I also consider, as one of basic theoretical frameworks, that the intellectual occupies
an “emergent role” (Eyerman 1994, ix). That is, the role of intellectual is not fixed, but
constructed and constantly reinvented in parallel with various historical, social, and cultural
contexts through the actions of individuals of various intellectual generations (Boggs 1993;
Eyerman 1994, Gramsci 1987, 1998; Hall 2003). With this perspective, | argue that South
Korean intellectuals indeed have a unique history and distinctive tradition and legacy; their
identities and roles have formed and continuously shifted in accordance with different historical
contexts and historical specificities. It is from this perspective that | explore how contemporary

South Korean intellectuals navigate and in some cases reinvent their tradition in the face of

globalization at this historical juncture.



As I discuss in detail in chapter two, defining the “intellectual” is difficult. Although
intellectuals (chisigin) are defined neither by class nor by occupation, | suggest in this study that
the professor community in particular is a focal community of intellectuals in South Korea and
works symbolically as an important reference group in a country which still sustains a strong
Confucian-inspired legacy of respecting and valuing scholarship and scholars. Although 1
appreciate that professors are a heterogeneous group, nonetheless I claim that broadly they are
held up as middle-class exemplars; they are imagined to be paragons of social consciousnesses,
modernity, and high-culture (Chon 2006; Chong 1992; Etzioni-Halevy 1985; Eyerman 1994;
Hong 2010; Kang 2001; Melzer, Weinberger and Zinman 2003; Rieff 1969; Said 1994). In this
regard, my study on geese-dad professors as a symbolic subset of contemporary intellectuals
shows not only ongoing shifts of ethos and paradigms among South Korean intellectual
community, but also offers a rich window on larger cultural and social struggles in South Korea
by providing vivid examples of shifting subjectivities and negotiation of the global-local.
Diverting from most of scholarship on Korean intellectuals to date that focuses exclusively on
ideology or historical biography, as the first ethnography with in-depth interviews of the private
lives of contemporary South Korean intellectuals, this study contributes a unique and dynamic
ethnographic reading of contemporary intellectuals who have long been imagined as a static
collective, often with the image of nation-building nationalist intellectuals. Further, my study
offers a broader window on intellectuals’ struggles in a transforming East Asia and even more
broadly in developing countries in the face of globalization.

Thus my work is situated at the intersection of globalization, transnational studies, and
interdisciplinary ethnographic studies of contemporary South Korea. As Jonathan Friedman

pointed out already in 1990s, global studies and especially globalization studies had become
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somewhat of a “bandwagon” and the global “second nature” to many (1994, 1). There also have
been vigorous debates on nation-states and cultural citizenship in our transnational world as well
as on assimilation effects and local forms of resistance against the destructive effects of
globalization with increasing transnational mobility of people from the end of 1980s (Appadurai
1996; Basch et al. 1994; Bauman 1998, Beck 2000; Cheah and Robbins 1998; Friedman 1994;
Held and McGrew 2003; Jameson and Miyoshi 1998; Ong 1999; Smith 1995). This study
contributes not only a case study of the micro-processes of globalization in a specific local
context by showing that how globalization challenges individuals’ lives and transforms their
subjectivities in a society, but also an example of current scholarly debates on the transforming
meaning and life of nationalism in the era of globalization. In addition, this research also adds a
critical perspective to understanding of the effect of globalization on higher education as it shows
how professors in South Korea experience the changes in their profession in the face of
globalization and respond to their role as agents of internationalization in their universities in
particular (Currie and Newson 1998; Sidhu 2006; Slaughter and Rhoades 2004).

As briefly aforementioned, my study locates the recent development of geese-dad
professors and the question of what it means to be an “ideal” intellectual in a changing world in
the context of South Korea’s mid-1990s rapid democratization and globalization processes, and
escalating neoliberal social and economic reforms, especially after the Economic Crisis (Kang
2000; D. Kim. 2000; S. Kim 2000; Shin 2003). Most research to date on “geese families” in
South Korea, however, has tended to focus on familial crisis, namely on the financial and
psychological effects on family members, and tended to problematize geese families as the
practice of giving up family values and integrity for instrumental purposes (Ch’oe 2005; Kim

2009; S. Kim 2006; Kim and Chang 2004; Kim and Kim 2009; Om 2002). As the phenomenon
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has drawn more attention, there has been scholarship considering familial and social
reproduction desires, relating these to the impact of globalization and the Economic Crisis; yet
nearly uniform in this literature is the critique of the fetishism of English and the educational
crisis (Cho 2002; Cho 2004; Cho and et al. 2007; Chung 2008; Finch and Kim 2012; Kim 2010;
Kim and Yoon 2005; Lee and Koo 2006; O 2008; Son 2005; Yi 2008; Yi and Paek 2004). More
recently, a few scholars have begun to look into South Korean cosmopolitan desires through this
geese-family phenomenon (Abelmann and Kang 2014; Abelmann, Newendorp, and Lee-Chung
2014; Ahn 2009; Lee 2010).

Scholars generally have agreed with that the commonly shared motivations of ESA/geese
family strategy (transnational split families for education in other East Asian countries as well,
e.g., in the cases of the “astronaut” or “parachute kids” syndrome of Hong Kong and Taiwan) are
most likely to converge into the parental desires of social reproduction or upward class mobility
with their children’s acquisition of symbolic and cultural capital, English/foreign languages in
particular (Ahn 2009; Cho 2002; Cho 2004; Cho and et al. 2007; Chung 2008; Finch and Kim
2012; Huang and Yeoh 2005; Kim 2010; Kim and Yun 2005; Lee and Koo 2006; Ley and
Kobayashi 2005; Mitchell 2004; O 2008; Ong 1999; Skeldon 1994; Son 2005; Waters 2003,
2005; Yi 2008; Yi and Yu 2008). Because the neoliberal transformation in the shock of aftermath
of the Economic Crisis almost coincides with the liberal humanist project of democratic
individual freedom and rights at the post-authoritarian historical moment after democratization in
South Korea (Shin 2011; Song 2010), the desire toward ESA/geese family was often uniformly
thought of as parental education zeal, originating from social reproduction intention. In fact, the
experience of the Economic Crisis, along with widespread discontent at educational system, was

the most important impetus driving many South Korean parents to seek ESA because of intense
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anxiety about their children’s future. After being shocked by the sudden collapse of economy,
which was accompanied with unemployment, downward class mobility, and widening gap in
wealth, and experiencing the hope of rosy future of democratized developed country shattered, it
looks as if South Korean people -- the middle class in particular -- found themselves in a vortex
of seemingly eternal competition, destined to make endless efforts to not fall behind in this
neoliberal transformation especially with the state-leading rhetoric of globalization (segyehwa)
and strong emphasis on competitiveness in global economy. Consequently, the interpretation of
ESA/geese family practice as foremost a social reproduction effort seems quite reasonable. And
it is undeniable as I delineated the intensity of South Korean parental efforts for their children’s
future at the beginning of this chapter. Indeed, | began my study with this sort of approach.
However, | argue that this interpretation does not encompass all the meanings of ESA/geese
family phenomenon and fails to grasp both the transformative power of individuals’ transnational

experiences and their ongoing longer-term effects.

Il. My Parallel Transformative Intellectual Journey

I turn now to the ways in which my thinking about and perspectives on this dissertation
project have transformed over the course of my field research. 1 think to share this transformation
because of the way in which it parallels the transformative quality of my informants’ experiences.
As aforementioned, my research on geese-dad professors began with my intellectual curiosity
about how geese-dad professors manage the tension and ambivalence of being both: intellectuals
who are asked to be socially responsible subjects (i.e., for both their university and the nation)
and fathers who are mobilizing seemingly highly individualistic instrumental social

reproduction/mobility strategies through educational migration. This means, | confess, that my
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research was founded in the general, often value-ridden, social critique of the geese family (and
its presumed accompanying educational zeal) as an individualistic/selfish strategy. Hence, |
initially approached the topic with the perspectives of social reproduction and hegemony of the
Establishment, drawing on Bourdieu, Althusser, and Gramsci’s theories. In this sense, my study
probably could become another critique of the geese-family phenomenon, mostly critiquing both
neoliberal regimes undergirding the phenomenon and intellectuals who integrate and follow this
trend in order to sustain their cultural hegemony and class status. Of course, | do not ignore these
issues and I still draw on those theories -- for example, Bourdieu’s reproduction theory and
habitus -- since these geese-dad professors are mostly typical members of the middle class and
also struggle with parental desires for children’s success like most South Korean parents in this
rapidly changing social environment regardless of how they define “success” itself.

However, what | found during my field research reached beyond these aspects: some of
these geese-dad professors’ experiences went beyond the issue of intellectuals’ struggle for
hegemony. Rather, | came to think that their experiences revealed certain paradigm shifts — ones
that the individuals themselves were not always aware of. The more | conducted interviews with
geese-dad professors, the more the transformative quality of geese-dad experiences stood out.
The transformation happened when these fathers began to become aware that they were actually
navigating uncharted water — a unfamiliar territory — of raising their children abroad, in contrast
to their expectations and the confidence that they had enjoyed at the outset as “better prepared”
fathers who themselves had studied abroad (mostly in host countries of children’s ESA). What
they overlooked was that their young children would also develop their own aspirations and their
own thinking about their lives for having grown up in foreign countries. These fathers were often

baffled by their children’s post-national thinking in particular and came to realize that the

14



children did not have same references at all. Whether they started this transnational family
project with an intention of social reproduction or not, through the quotidian struggles and
micro-decisions of raising children abroad as fathers, | came to see that these professors
themselves were adjusting and transforming in this process as fathers -- and even changing their
own paradigm as South Korean intellectuals. Naturally, my interview questions had to be
adjusted and expanded in order to learn more about whether those transformations exert an
influence on or play a role in their professional lives.

In this process, | came to realize that it was best to treat and understand their practices as
revealing cultural phenomenon rather than objects of social critique. | realized the importance of
asking how it was that what had begun as the fringe cultural practice for a few (for mostly the
rich) had become a mainstream cultural phenomenon of the middle class. Over time | became
critical of the prevailing analytical lens that could only apply a monolithic neoliberal framework
to the geese-family phenomenon (i.e., considering individuals’ desire as only promoted and
governed by state-leading neoliberal governmentality) while overlooking South Koreans’
yearning for cosmopolitan liberal selfhood with individual freedom and autonomy. Clearly, it
seems that the South Korean state has controlled its citizens’ cosmopolitan liberal desires for its
sake. On the one hand, it has mobilized globalization (segyehwa) discourses toward its citizens,
often promoting “flexible citizenship” (Ong 1999), in order to raise its global competitiveness
especially after the Economic Crisis; at the same time, however, the state has demanded loyalty
from its citizens by both engineering neoliberal governmentality and emphasizing a sense of
national belonging and responsibilities in the face of globalization. However, as | discuss in
chapter four, it seems that some citizens like my informants are developing their own ideas about

cosmopolitan and liberal selves, sometimes unwittingly. By “liberal,” I do not mean liberal
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political system or economy, but rather based on philosophical liberal principles of liberty,
individuality, dignity, equality, tolerance etc., more specifically | mean to refer to the notion of a
“liberal” self with freedom and autonomy (Appiah 2005). Moreover, some of my informants
revealed their thought that national identity could no longer represent a curb on the freedom and
autonomy of individuals anymore in this globalizing world. They yearned, especially for their
children, for the freedom to be able to identify themselves as they want; to choose their own way
of life; and the right to decide what is good or bad for themselves.

Based on Foucauldian notions of governmentality, many scholars have repeatedly
discussed the relations between modern liberal technologies of the self and neoliberal
governmentality in contemporary societies (Foucault 1988, 1991; Hoffman 2006, 2010; Rofel
2006; Song 2010; Yan 2003). As Jesook Song (2010) points out, “It is historically inaccurate to
assume that liberalism is inherently more benign than neoliberalism” (133). Indeed it is difficult
to discern between liberal and neoliberal attempts, and people’s yearning for a liberal self could
be often exploited/appropriated by neoliberal regimes, as Song discusses in her study that single
South Korean women, who pursue independent liberal selves, become “engineers of optimizing
Korean neoliberal markets without being aware of the connection between the liberal ethos and
the neoliberal market” (133-134). Especially, in South Korean case, it is much harder to
distinguish one from another since the liberal humanist project after the democratization was
rapidly replaced by the strong neoliberal transformation after the Economic Crisis, even before
the emergence of South Koreans’ yearning for liberal self and democratic society with individual
freedom, right, and autonomy which only started to spring up after the democratization but was
not yet achieved. However, why is it not possible to interpret conversely: that is, instead of

thinking that the liberal subjectivity is appropriated by neoliberal capitalism and people passively
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or unwittingly assimilate to it, some people, at least, try to resist — wittingly or unwittingly --
neoliberal regimes, pursuing the liberal subjectivity? Is this a too naive trial? What | want to
emphasize here is that whether my informants’ practices were born in liberal or neoliberal
motivations, some of them were actually transforming.

In fact it is a difficult, if not impossible, task to separate those two (liberal vs. neoliberal)
elements from my informants’ accounts, although it seems like that my informants were also torn
between neoliberal ethos of the society in general and their profession and their personal liberal
yearning for their children and themselves. Yet, in this study | try to show that there is something
more than the desire just to meet the neoliberal demands in their transnational educational
practice. And | especially pay attention to the accompanying transformative quality of the
practice while exploring what makes my informants willing to go beyond their existing
paradigms, based on their own accounts. Some might make choices and actions assimilating to
neoliberal logics, but some might resist to it, often seeking for alternative way of living for their
children although sometimes they looked as if seemingly identical. However, even if it does not
happen to the all of my informants, the “transformation” itself that they showed in the process is
too significant to be ignored. Ralph W. Emerson puts it, “Society is a wave. The wave moves
onward, but the water of which it is composed does not. The same particle does not rise from the
valley to the ridge. Its unity is only phenomenal” (1993(1841), 37). Seemingly the identical does
not mean the actual identical, but each particle makes the wave. Also this finding may be applied
to understand other transnational cultural practices which are getting increasingly common in
South Korea, among young people in particular, such as study abroad, backpacking abroad, and
the practice of working holidays, etc. This approach may be useful more broadly in order to

comprehend possible ongoing or future socio-cultural changes in South Korean society. And
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further | wonder to what extent growing transnational experiences of people and their
transformative qualities have potentiality as an impetus to bring the changes in individuals and
society.

Therefore, in this study, | set it as an ultimate goal in a broader sense to find a clue of that
potentiality through the experiences of geese-dad professors’ engagement of global processes. If
one keeps the fact in mind that intellectuals are the people who lead social ethos and also whose
paradigms are hardly changed by others, witnessing their paradigm shifts may signify the
possibility of changes to come in the society. In addition to the deeper understanding of
subjectivities of South Korean intellectuals today, | hope this study contributes to better
comprehension of transnational cultural phenomenon occurring in South Korean society these
days, paying more attention to the process that South Koreans develop their cosmopolitan liberal

yearning and its eventual effects on their thought and patterns of behavior.

I11. Methodologies and Positioning as a Researcher

For this study, I conducted 10 months of ethnographic field research from September
2009 to June 2010 in South Korea. My field research included twenty eight in-depth oral
interviews with geese-dad professors, participant observation, textual research, and media and
public discourse analysis. My field research focused on Seoul-based professors: Seoul is South
Korea’s capital and largest city and arguably represents one of the world’s greatest cases of the
centralization of cultural, social, educational, and political resources in a single city; thus in a
sense, becoming Seoul-based professors often signify their established status in South Korean
academic community and society in general. The 28 informants primarily are/were geese dad

professors at the time of the interviews, who sent their own children abroad for pre-college
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education and who also studied abroad themselves primarily in the United States (except for one
who studied abroad in England and one in Canada). Seven fathers have already completed their
geese-dad lives (I paid attention to the fact that there might be differences between the accounts of
fathers who already finished the family project and those who are still doing it); most fathers have
sent their children abroad in 2000s, except five fathers in 1990s; and most of their children
resided in foreign countries at the time of interviews. The duration of most family separation
ranged from four months to close to 10 years -- with one informant’s separation from family
reached 17 years. They are employed by twelve universities -- from top-tier to lower-tier
universities -- in the Seoul metropolitan area, except one who works at a provincial national
university. My research subjects represent seven academic areas: humanities (7), social sciences
(7), natural sciences, (5) engineering (5), business (2), and one in education and one in sciences
of sports. They ranged in age from the early 40s to the early 60s at the time of interview, and in
academic position from newly hired assistant professors to four deans.

My informant pool has a few exceptions in light of my initial plan that targeted Seoul-
based geese-dad professors who had studied abroad: more accurately speaking, it included five
professors who were not geese dads but sent only their children abroad for pre-college education
(i.e., their wives remained in South Korea) and one geese-dad professor who works at a
provincial national university. I included them because they rather gave me an opportunity to
compare them to my standard informant pool and | found that their motivations or patterns of
practices were not much different from the other geese-dad professors. Yet, among those five
who sent only their children abroad, one professor who himself had not studied abroad provided
me with the critical opportunity to compare the cases between fathers who had studied abroad

and who had not, as | introduce in chapter three.
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The face-to-face in-depth oral interviews were conducted in Korean taking two hours on
average and consisted of semi-structured open-ended questions. Most interviews were carried out
in participants’ offices, although a few were held at conference rooms, participant’s home, and
coffee shops at their request. One interview was conducted in a college town in the U.S. when
the geese dad visited his family. I digitally recorded all the interviews with the consents of the
interviewees, later transcribed them in Korean, and finally translated into English. Thus all the
translations in this dissertation are my own unless otherwise noted. Participants were assured of
their anonymity, and pseudonyms have been used throughout. In addition to pseudonyms, for
their anonymity I try to avoid revealing specific university names or disciplines by using broader
indication, e.g., Professor Kim (humanities, 49) in a top-tier university.

| contacted my informants using my personal networks as well as snowball sampling in
which the researcher asks participants to recommend other individuals. Although I tried to
compose my informant pool in as an inclusive manner as possible, | should acknowledge the
possible limitation that they might have allowed for the interview because they were somewhat
satisfied with or had more positive feelings on their own transnational educational projects for
children. Also, despite the fact that this study is related to the geese-family phenomenon; that
mothers usually play more roles as an educational manager closely keeping track of children than
fathers as I illustrated at the beginning of this chapter; so mothers usually accompany with their
children when they go abroad, in this study | do not deal with the gender (with an omission of
mothers’ role and perception) and familial issues in-depth.* I focus more on the discussion of my
informants’ shifting subjectivities as fathers and also professors/intellectuals while they engage
with the geese-family phenomenon and their university roles as campus globalizers — | hope |

can discuss those issues that | could not deal with in this dissertation in-depth in my future study.

® See Ahn’s dissertation (2009) for the recent scholarly discussion focusing on geese mothers’ practices in English.
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| used in-depth oral interviews as my primary fieldwork method because | was convinced
that the interview format would constitute a powerful and feasible research method for my
research. | envisioned that the interview format would allow my research subjects to express
their inner thoughts about being geese dads that might otherwise be difficult to express given the
social ambivalence about the practice, and some interviewees seemed to grasp the situation “as
an exceptional opportunity offered to them to testify, to make themselves heard” (Bourdieu
1993b, 615). Indeed, after the interview, one of my informants appreciated that he could learn
more about himself by organizing and expressing his own thought through the interview: of what
he actually thought and felt about his own experiences as a geese-dad professor and some aspects
that he could not fully realize before they were uttered as his words during the interview. During
the interviews | especially paid close attention to apparent contradictions both within single
speech acts and over time, contradictions that were often lost on the interviewees themselves
(Strauss 2005). I also paid attention to “implicitness” and “assumptions” in their accounts in
order to understand the social meanings that they produce through their words (Fairclough 2003).

In order to avoid the “dangers of misinterpretation” of my informants’ accounts while
doing this study, | tried to be aware of the possible performative aspect of interviews or cover-up
rhetoric/masking of interviewees since interviewees as well as the researchers can feel anxious
about “making private words public” through interviews (Bourdieu1l993a, 1). In a sense, this
aspect is what | worried the most before I conducted the interviews since my informants are not
only highly intelligent people but also very well connected professionals in particular so that the
interview led many of my informants to worry about the confidentiality.

Here, | feel obliged to introduce my position as a researcher to help the reader to better

understand the kind of subjective lens that has informed this study and how I built rapport with
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my informants. Ravinder Sidhu notes, “How researchers receive, interpret, and transmit the
findings of their work is mediated by individual histories and positioning” (2006, xviii).
Moreover, the importance of positioning and establishing a rapport with informants is an issue of
trust between researcher and research subjects. Researchers have often expressed concern over
how researchers should overcome their research fallacy and dilemmas including ethical issues,
generated from the different positions between researchers and their research subjects in terms of
race, gender, and class (Duneier 1999; Twine 2000; Stacey 1991; Yan 2008). Mostly they worry
about the researcher’s exploitation of research subjects, caused by unequal relationship between
researcher and research subjects. With self-awareness to avoid danger of ethical pitfall, it is
important to build the trust between a researcher and research subjects for a successful
ethnographic research.

However, unlike the research utilizing participant observation as a primary method,
which a researcher can gradually build up a rapport with informants with repeated contacts
during relatively longer period, one-time interviews like mine usually do not allow enough time
to build rapport with informants. So before starting my fieldwork, although it may sound funny,
in addition to the basic concerns about recruiting interviewees, | especially worried about
unequal relationship between a researcher (me) and research subjects (my informants) in a
different way: what if | would be controlled or manipulated by my own informants with their
ability to control the conversational situation and their language skills because, above of all, my
informants were all well-established “professors” who were highly intelligent and | was a
graduate “student”? What if they would test me or evaluate my performance as an interviewer as

I am conducting an interview, especially, when my informants themselves are social scientists?
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In a sense, it is a kind of the reversal hierarchical situation between researcher and research
subjects! With my somewhat shy personality, | felt a bit intimidated and uneasy as a researcher.
Yet, | found myself in a unique position as a researcher and it helped me to overcome
those anxieties during the interviews: despite my gender difference, we actually had a great deal
in common. Their stories are almost mine, my husband’s, and my family’s story. I am one of
those geese mothers in same generation as most of my informants; | study abroad to attain a PhD
degree in the U.S. as my informants once did; and as an academic, | am aspiring to be a professor
and ultimately to live as an intellectual. As the researcher who shares some degree of similar
experiences with my informants, | am part of the world being studied/those who are studied and
not a detached observer/researcher (Yan 2008). During interviews, it seemed my informants
gradually knew that I understood what they said, what they felt, and what they meant. Sometimes,
I was surprised by my informants’ very earnest answers that | had really hoped for but did not
imagine could be realized. From time to time, it was indeed a challenge to keep a firm objective
position as a researcher while | shared their experiences and emotions and oftentimes could
empathize with them. This presents some limits but also at the same time some advantages. A
strength also can be a weakness, as a coin always has two sides. My own similar, familiar
experience and understanding of informants and also my concerns over their privacy sometimes
hindered my ability to delve into some issues with greater depth and in greater detail. Because |
thought that I already knew about it or I should not ask about it, I sometimes missed some details.
Yet, overall, | believe that my subject position allows me insight and helps me to examine and
interpret the people/the world that I study by bringing me more closely “into the heart of”” their

world (Geertz 1973, 18).
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While writing this dissertation, | especially try to be aware of “how a topic or theme is
named and developed can implicitly privilege some voices and perspectives and exclude others”
(Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw1995, 173-4). As | already mentioned above, my research has evolved
based on the data that I got from the interviews and | have tried to maintain objective scholarship
and to be fair to the people in this study. As Bourdieu puts it, the worst way of reading text
would no doubt be “the moralizing reading” (1977b, X). | hope my readers also understand that
| have zero intention to either moralize or justify/celebrate their stories (their ideas and practices)

through this study.

IV. Overview of Contents/Chapter Outline

The structure of this dissertation is as follow. Chapter 2 discusses the legacy of South
Korean intellectuals through historicizing how collective identities have been formed and
transformed through different historical contexts. It also examines the socio-cultural location of
contemporary South Korean intellectuals, more specifically professors, at this historical juncture
of the 21° century in terms of with what kinds of challenges that they have faced over last two
decades; what has made possible the emergence of geese-dad professors. In this chapter, | try to
establish the basis for understanding why I identify both professors with intellectuals and a group
of geese-dad professors with a symbolic subset of South Korean intellectuals in this study, while
offering the context of the emergence of “geese-dad” professors and giving a brief account why
the phenomenon is out of ordinary in light of the tradition of South Korean intellectuals.

Chapter 3 examines professoriate geese families” normative course of early study abroad
and geese-dad professors’ own accounts of their educational strategy. | suggest that, with the

significant advantages they have, professoriate geese families have been at the forefront of the
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geese-family phenomenon -- their example has served as a veritable template for this trend.
However, many of these professors tend to differentiate their own “geese-family making” from
that of others -- a tendency that, I argue, works to mask their own privilege and efforts for social
reproduction. They consider their own “geese-family making” and their practical advantages in
its execution as an “inevitable” and “natural” outcome of their own study-abroad experiences
rather than a privilege that elites enjoy. It is clear that the father’s own study-abroad experience
and occupation as a professor function as the source of this sense of inevitability and privilege;
and these are the most significant cultural capitals that allow them to make their family project
possible and relatively more successful from start to finish. Geese-dad professors have thus
emerged as ambivalent figures: as simultaneously competent fathers who can be proud of their
pioneering spirit and as self-wounded intellectuals whose practices with an individualistic social
reproduction strategy seemingly run against the social imaginary of respectable professors.

Chapter 4 explores how these professors go through the experiences of “personalized
globalization,” raising their children abroad and how new meanings are being fashioned in this
process. Their “geese-family making” was something larger than mere familial social
reproduction through the accrual of cultural capital or the making of flexible citizens who can
survive the changing global political economy. | found that many of these professors undergo a
paradigm shift in their thinking about the nation and the global via their experiences of raising
children abroad. Their thinking develops as they negotiate the gap between the ideals and reality
of nurturing and identifying with their children abroad. These fathers are often baffled by their
children’s post national thinking in particular and torn between their own nationalist sentiment
and cosmopolitan desire for children to live a meaningful life as well-rounded, competent

cosmopolitans. However, | argue that these fathers also vicariously nurture their own desires for
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cosmopolitan and autonomous liberal subjectivities through the adventurous globalization
project of their children.

Chapter 5 looks at these geese-dad professors’ role as campus globalizers. I argue that the
professors also experience ambivalence about the impact of globalization on their profession.
South Korean universities have striven for arguably one of the world’s most aggressive state-
mobilized globalization programs for universities and they demand professors to play a role as
agents in the imperative to globalize their universities. Faculty, especially those with
international pasts, such as these geese-dad professors, are mobilized to activate their own
international networks and skills in the service of the internationalization and capitalization of
higher education. Although most of these geese-dad professors, who often feel that they cannot
go against the current, play critical roles as campus globalizers by actively contributing to the
internationalization of their own universities, they nonetheless struggle with ambivalent feelings
about the intense neoliberal demands imposed in their profession and the uniform directions of
internationalization from both their institutions and the state. How they perceive, embrace, or
resist their newly given role as campus globalizers is varied, but for some professors the
reluctance came from their perception that the internationalization of higher education operates
according to a very centralized metric-driven instrumentalism, focusing on competitions and
showiness, rather than by the cosmopolitan ideals of genuine internationalization.

Chapter 6 concludes with a discussion of the identity crisis that these professors are going
through in transforming South Korea today. | suggest that the professors develop new ideas
about the role of professors and their responsibilities as intellectuals in South Korean society. As
| introduce through the chapters, they struggle to negotiate the challenges they face as fathers and

professors especially in the face of globalization. While the society still considers and expects
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them to act as a group of intellectuals, who are supposed to be paragons of social
consciousnesses and play a leadership role in their society, based on traditional paradigm; many
of these professors instead define their role more as that of a professional. Nonetheless, they are
not free from those expectations and responsibilities. | argue that they are caught between
nostalgia for the professor who enjoys the aura of respectable, privileged intellectuals and new
ideals of the autonomous professionals who are unrestrained by collective identity and freely
pursues their individual academic excellence and personal goals, while contributing to the
society with their professional knowledge, which would in turn allow them new

authority/hegemony.
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CHAPTER TWO
CAUGHT IN BETWEEN: THE LEGACY OF SOUTH KOREAN INTELLECTUALS AND
THE EMERGENCE OF “GEESE-DAD” PROFESSORS

Examining the path of education for their children chosen by elite university professors in

humanities or social sciences with U.S. doctorate would bring very intriguing results.

Majority of them raise their children in the U.S. There is even a joke that a certain

department in a university has faculty meetings in the U.S. during [summer or winter]

breaks because they all end up visiting the U.S. to see their children every break. Asking

professors about a mission of intellectuals sounds rather ludicrous in this context. The so-

called mission more appropriately serves the geese dads. (Kyunghyang Shinmun Team of

reporters for special coverage 2008, 76)

In 2007, Kyunghyang Shinmun (Kyonghyang Sinmun), a daily news paper in South
Korea, published a special feature series on South Korean intellectuals, “20 years after
Democratization, the Death of the Intellectual (Minjuhwa 20nyon, chisigin ii chugiim).”* The
series asked whether South Korean intellectuals -- privileged people who enjoyed honor/respect,
money, and power — were in fact really contributing to society. Further, the series proclaimed
the “death” of intellectuals in South Korean society. In particular, it problematized intellectuals’
-- in fact mostly professors’ -- pursuit of power and politics after democratization, captured by
the neologism “polifessor (polipeso).” Although there had been sporadic criticism of
intellectuals, this series drew enormous attention both inside and outside of the intellectual
community, especially because of its timely publication, coinciding perfectly with the various
moves of intellectuals in the on-going presidential election at that time.”

Meanwhile, another move of a certain group of professors, in a different vein, was

drawing attention within the professor community. Becoming a so-called “geese-dad” has

* This series of seventeen feature articles was originally published in Kyunghyang Shinmun from April to July 2007,
but later they were published in book form, which I use here. See Kyunghyang Shinmun Tukpydlch’wijaetim (Team
of reporters for special coverage) (2008).

> This tendency has not changed much even after the election; rather Koreans find similar moves of professors again
in 2012, the year of another presidential election. Quite a number of professors campaigned in each camp for
presidential candidates.
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become a newly developing trend within the professor community. This educational strategy of
Korean professors to send their young children and wives to Western countries for education
while they stay alone in South Korea has become especially popular among the professors who
themselves studied abroad. The excerpt above is a professor’s comment on the commonness of
geese-dad professors these days, cited in one of the Kyunghyang Shinmun feature articles |
mentioned above. When this professor told the story above to the reporter, who had asked him
about the mission of intellectuals, he had called it a “heartbreaking story” (kasum ap 'iin iyagi).
His comments clearly reveal the professor community’s self-deprecating, ambivalent sentiments
about geese-dad professors. Yet, certain questions immediately arise. What is the rationale
behind this criticism? Why do geese-dad professors necessarily betray the mission of
intellectuals? Which actions of geese-dad professors are presumed to run against intellectuals’
mission? Further, we can ask: what is then the expected mission of South Korean intellectuals
today? How do intellectuals themselves perceive these expectations? Are their subjectivities
extending beyond existing paradigms? What are the implications of these struggles to both
individuals and the society? These are the questions | engage in this dissertation.

Regardless of how thorough these journalistic analyses were and whether the ongoing
criticism of professors (as a prominent subset of South Korea intellectuals) was convincing, they
certainly presented contemporary South Korean intellectuals with painful critiques. Further, they
also suggested that something must be going on inside of South Korean intellectual community.

The death of intellectuals, however, is certainly not novel ground. In the West, volumes
of writing about the intellectual proclaimed his or her death decades ago. Today in the West the

death of the intellectual has become something of a platitude, and it seems that the “intellectual”
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himself no longer draws the special attention of the public.® For South Korea, | ask, why does the
intellectual matter now and why is his death still fresh? What makes some or many contemporary
South Koreans believe or at least suspect the death of intellectuals? And in so proclaiming, what
kind of images of the authentic intellectual do they draw in their mind? What are the “imagined”
identities and the social-cultural location of South Korean intellectuals in their society? And
what are intellectuals’ self-perceptions?

| suggest that South Korean intellectuals face challenges in figuring out their new
location in a changing society at this historical juncture. In this chapter, | first explore how the
collective/imagined identities and legacies of South Korean intellectuals have been formed and
transformed through different historical contexts. | next examine the social context that has
challenged the socio-cultural location of contemporary South Korean intellectuals over the last
two decades and that has made possible the emergence of “geese-dad” professors. At the same
time, I discuss why | identify professors with intellectuals and consider a certain group of geese-
dad professors (my informants) as a symbolic subset of South Korean intellectuals. I also ask
how intellectuals’ individual/personal “geese-family” practice can be perceived and interpreted

in different ways in light of South Korean intellectuals’ legacies.

I. The Intellectual’s Emergent Role
| contend that the intellectual occupies an “emergent role” (Eyerman 1994, ix). That is,
the role of the intellectual is not fixed but constructed and constantly reinvented in parallel with

various historical, social, and cultural contexts “through the actions of individuals of various

6 Jean-Francgois Lyotard, in his article “Tombeau de I’intellectuel” (The Fall of the Intellectual), argues that
intellectuals do not exist anymore in the postmodern condition (1993). For more discussions on intellectuals in the
postmodern era, see also Zygmunt Bauman (1987). There have been many discussions of intellectuals’ death or
disappearance: see Régis Debray (2001); Frank Furedi (2004); Melzer, Weinberger, and Zinman (2003).
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intellectual generations” (x).” With this perspective, | argue that South Korean intellectuals,
indeed, have a unique history and distinctive tradition; their identities and roles have formed and
continuously shifted in accordance with different historical contexts and historical specificities.
Before introducing the distinctiveness of the South Korean intellectual tradition and how it has
been molded, it is necessary to look at the general definitions of the intellectual, especially those
which have influenced the South Korean intellectuals’ identities — on defining who is an

“authentic” intellectual, although they mainly originate from Western societies.

A. Who is an Intellectual?

“There has been no major revolution in modern history without intellectuals; conversely
there has been no major counterrevolutionary movement without intellectuals (Said 1994, 10).”
Who, then, are intellectuals?

Ever since the term “intellectuals” as a new social identity first appeared in the Dreyfus
Affair® in France at the end of 19" century, defining the term has been challenging. Many
scholars have thus tended to characterize the term as controversial, vague, and inconsistent
because there are so many different intellectual functions and complex meanings. Indeed, it is
hard to observe objective or pre-existing boundaries of the activities and category of intellectuals
(Barber 1998; Bauman 1987; Nettle 1969). One can just grasp the vague idea that intellectuals

“actually deal with and often conflate” knowledge, the different types of ideas and symbols

’ Also see Carl Boggs (1993); Antonio Gramsci (1987, 5-23; 1998, 210-6).

8 The Dreyfus Affair as a political scandal broke out in France in 1894, when Alfred Dreyfus, a Jewish officer in the
French Army, was convicted of espionage for Germany. The incident polarized French politics and society (and
other European countries) in two: people took sides either for or against Dreyfus although it eventually turned out to
be a false accusation a few years later. During the incident, Emile Zola, a famous French writer, played the role of
the main defender of Dreyfus by refuting the evidence of the charge as forged by anti-Semitic officers and also
calling upon justice and human rights. In the aftermath of the Dreyfus Affair, ‘intellectuals” became a term in
popular use. Also, the French intellectual tradition was molded after Zola (Eyerman 1994, 53-63).
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(Barber 1998, 5). Thus, not only is it nearly impossible to review all the definitions of and views
on intellectuals that have been made, but it is also beyond both my capability and the purpose of
this chapter. More importantly, as Zigmunt Bauman points out, the category of intellectuals can
never be “definitionally self-sufficient” (1987, 18). Still, looking into a few of the definitions
here, which have been generally regarded as influential perspectives of classical/traditional role
of intellectuals and also have had strong impacts on South Korean intellectuals’ consciousness,
provides some meaningful insights into the nature and function of intellectuals for future
discussion in this study.

To define intellectuals, some scholars, Lewis Coser and Edward Shils among them, take
the phenomenological approach that emphasizes the natural qualities of intellectuals as gifted
individuals of unusual quality (Eyerman 1994; Shils 1969). However, many more others take a
structural approach in defining intellectuals by considering social structure and function at the
same time. For instance, Antonio Gramsci thinks that intellectuals are historically and
generationally formed. According to him, everyone could be an intellectual from the viewpoint
of human potential, but who actually becomes an intellectual depends only on social conditions.
In his view, intellectuals are not just elites or leaders of a movement, but people who use their
minds and cultural heritage to make judgments and act politically. He formulated the new
concept of the “organic intellectual” who works consciously to develop/organize the cultural and
political capacities of his or her own class (Eyerman, 82-3; Gramsci 1987, 5-23). In the 1980s in
particular South Korean intellectuals were strongly influenced by Gramsci’s notion of the
“organic intellectual.”

Especially in the European intellectual tradition, being an intellectual also means taking

social responsibility and political stances in addition to engaging in creative mental activities.
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Julien Benda, Karl Manheim, and Jean-Paul Sartre all call upon intellectuals to act in specific
ways. In the 1920s Benda (1928) attacked his contemporary intellectuals (“clerks” in his term)
who abandoned intellectuals’ moral responsibility and universal values, succumbing to the cult
of nationalism and political passions. Manheim, with utopian vision, developed the notion of the
“free-floating intelligentsia” armed with self-consciousness, that is, “a social stratum relatively
free of economic class interests, capable of acting as a creative political force in modern society,”
and “providing society with an interpretation of itself” as its salient social task (Eyerman 1994,
87-91). According to Manheim, the new intelligentsia transcends partisan knowledge and class
interests (Barber1998, 19). Sartre, on the other hand, created the role of the “resistance-
intellectual” by taking an active stand on politics as he attempted to maintain his intellectual
activities for freedom through writings and also with spoken words based upon intellectual
reflection and conviction under foreign occupation. Sartre recreated the classic role of actively
engaged and critical intellectuals in post-war society and became a role model in the “movement
intellectual” tradition (Eyerman 173-5; Sartre 2007). Sartre, in particular, had a huge impact on
the formation of critical intellectuals in South Korea in the 1960s. Many South Korean
intellectuals in their specific historical context admired him as a symbol of intellectuals and,
from then on, the role of critical intellectuals has been seen as a predominant characteristic of the
South Korean intellectual tradition as | examine below.

However, Michel Foucault (1991b, 68-70) interprets intellectuals more politically and
devalues intellectual authority. He claims that discourses of knowledge are in fact expressions of
power relations and embodiments of power. Thus intellectuals and their discourses of knowledge
are not politically pure. According to Foucault, “the universal intellectual” like Sartre, who spoke

for a universal and abstract idea of human rights mostly through writing, is no longer a
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politically acceptable role. Rather Foucault argues that “the specific intellectual” who uses
specialized knowledge for a social purpose is the appropriate example for our time. Foucault’s
post-modern notion of intellectuals will give some insights later when I discuss contemporary
South Korean intellectuals in chapter six.

In the U.S., functionalist Talcott Parsons (1969) tried to define the intellectual as a role in
a particular social system. In his view, the intellectual is a person who “put[s] cultural
considerations above [the] social in defining the commitments by virtue of which his primary
role and position are significant as contributions to valued outcomes of his action” (3-4). In this
respect, an intellectual is distinguished from organization executive or official expert whose
work remains confined to institutions.

Edward Said (1994) also developed his own definition of the “true intellectuals” although
it seems that his notion of intellectuals shares features of the ideas of Manheim, Benda, and
Sartre. According to him, the true intellectual is the critical and totally independent dissenter who
speaks truth to power, and so becomes exile and marginal. Intellectuals are people who confront
orthodoxy and dogma and cannot easily be co-opted by governments or corporations. Said’s
notion of the intellectual is, in short, the “pure ideologist,” and it is somewhat “utopian”
definition of the intellectual (Barber 1998, 16-21). It seems that, to a great extent, the image of
an “authentic” intellectual in South Korean imagination is close to Said’s notion of the
intellectual. In some sense, the Kyunghyang Shinmun news articles that | mentioned in the
beginning of this chapter are illustrations of an effort to redefine the “true” or “pure” intellectuals
in South Korean society and the struggle to find out in which way intellectuals can play a

contributing role for society at this moment.

34



The literature on intellectuals is endless, yet it seems that contrary to the
phenomenological approach that focuses on individual quality and thus has difficulty saying
anything about intellectuals as a group, the structural approach sees intellectuals as a general
social category with particular political behavior and social roles and provides a more persuasive
perspective. Instead of taking one side of these two positions, Ron Eyerman (1994) attempts to
develop “a processual conception of intellectuals which is sensitive to both phenomenological
and structural points of view.” He argues that “the idea of the intellectual itself has a history” and
“how we understand the term intellectual depends to a great extent upon the cultural traditions
alive in a society and the reasons for this” (3). As one of main theoretical frameworks of my
research on South Korean intellectuals, | adopt Eyeman’s approach that is “sensitive to historical
and cultural context” and that views the intellectual “as part of an historical process in which
human actors reinvent cultural traditions in different context” (3-4). 1do so because I believe
that applying his approach allows for “a perspective on intellectuals that takes into account the
historically structured constraints on the possibilities of action and the desires of individuals and
collectives to redefine and reinterpret those constraints” (3). With this approach, I first examine
how socio-political and cultural changes of South Korea of certain time-periods have
transformed South Korean intellectuals’ identities and tasks, and how certain types of collective
identities have emerged at particular moments. 1 start by describing how the tradition of state-
engaging intellectuals in pre-modern Korea was drastically altered by the experiences of
Japanese colonialism and how, since then, South Koreans have struggled to reinvent new
intellectual traditions in a conflict-ridden contentious society while trying to redefine the role of

“true” and “pure” intellectuals in each given historical context.
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Il. Literati, the Prototype of Korean Intellectuals Today

Through the discussions above, we now understand that intellectuals are defined by
neither a class nor an occupation. Rather, they are a social category of people performing the task
of making fundamental notions of a society conscious and visible, as many intellectuals
themselves argue. Their collective identity forms around other kinds of interests than those
related to social position or social status, although it is true that some particular occupational
groups like writers, professors, scholars, journalists, and artists are more likely understood as
intellectuals in practice (Bauman 1987, 1-2, 21; Eyerman 1994, 6). Then, what has the social
category of intellectuals meant in Korean society? Where did it originate from? Who are the ones
who have been most likely to perform this role?

Even though the idea of intellectuals is a relatively modern concept or a “rather late
arising Western phenomenon” (Melzer, Weinberger, and Zinman 2003, xi), | prudently suggest
that one can still identify people who performed intellectuals’ tasks in traditional Korean society.
Although the colonial experience severed Korean modern intellectuals from this tradition, in the
pre-modern Choson period (1392-1910), literati (sadaebu or sonbi) in general performed roles
similar to those of modern intellectuals, as both scholars and government officials, without any
conflict. There certainly was the stipulation that they should be inheritors of yangban® status in
order to be literati, unlike modern intellectuals who are not limited by social status. Choson
literati, as elites, strove to become capable politicians and also idealistic moral men with

excellent scholarly achievements. They followed Neo-Confucian ideals and practiced the Neo-

® Yangban literally means “the members of the ‘two orders’ of officialdom who served as civil or military officials”
(Eckert et al. 1990, 108). As many scholars point out, it has been a difficult problem clarifying which specific
criteria determined the membership of yangban. However, yangban were at the top of the social pyramid as a ruling
class and they were the people who inherited their status and prestige like land, wealth, education, and public office
from their forebears. As elites of Chosan, they constituted not more than ten percent of the total population (Eckert
et al. 1990; Deuchler 1992; Kawashima 2002; Palais1991).
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Confucian righteousness and politics in the public sphere while also attempting to become kunja
(moral men) who kept their integrity in their personal lives. To them, ideally, the world should
be a harmonious unity, in which the public and private realms could not be separated by different
standards. They had “the spiritual duty of providing leadership in society by promoting and
observing the rules of propriety and rectification of names” (Sangbaek Yi, cited in Kawashima
2002, 6-7). They were not only political elites who shared power as officials, but also intellectual
social elites (7). Although literati ideally pursued becoming government-official scholars, some
did indeed become bureaucrats as a government official while others preferred to remain
Confucian scholars without official appointments (Chong 2000; Eckert et al. 1990, 98, 108-9; Ha
1998, 535-42; Kawashima 2002). Here, one might ask: how could a bureaucrat be considered an
intellectual? In order to answer, first it is necessary to pay attention to the characteristics of
literati.

There was a difference between Korean intellectuals and Western intellectuals in pre-
modern society in terms of intellectuals’ social meaning and status, although the modern
category of intellectuals was not yet fully defined. While Choson intellectuals, literati, in general
played leadership roles as social, cultural, and political powerhouses and moral exemplars in
society, Western intellectuals, on the other hand, were foremost functionaries (Bauman 1987, 21-
37; Chon 2006, 43-44; Eckert et al. 1990, 108-109; Ha 1998, 534). In pre-modern Western
society, according to Mannheim, intellectuals served one patron after another, i.e., serving first
the church, then the state, and finally being able to make a living with knowledge on the
marketplace with the advent of modern education and the development of a collective social
consciousness (Eyerman 1994, 89). Even within East Asia, there were differences in the role of

the literati among countries. For example, the pre-modern Chinese bureaucracy was “an
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instrument of the emperor who called himself the Son of Heaven” as an absolute ruler. Therefore,
in China, the emperor controlled and ultimately replaced the independent-minded aristocrats with
able bureaucrats, who were loyal to the throne through civil and military examinations
(Kawashima 2002, 25).

In contrast, a king in Choson was “subject to the moral and ethical standards of the
Confucian kingship,” and, to yangban literati, the king was “first among equals, who deserved
loyalty as long as he was good and benevolent” (Kawashima 2002, 22-25). Because kings were
expected to be accountable for their moral action and the people’s welfare, the Censorate became
a powerful organ maintaining checks and balance against the king, and kings were also subjected
to daily loyal lectures by prominent scholar officials (Ch’oe 1975; Chong 2000; Haboush 1985;
Kawashima 2002).'° Chosan literati were thus in no way simple bureaucrats or functionaries who
could be controlled exclusively by the king. When we consider that French intellectuals who
consolidated the new social identity of intellectuals around both moral and political
responsibility after the Dreyfus Affair (1894-1906), Choson literati’s characteristics share
similarities with these modern/Western intellectuals from the beginning, except for the fact that
Choson literati were at the center of politics.

In addition, Choson literati, as scholar-officials, were neither merely scholars who
pursued theoretical scholarship and knowledge, nor just bureaucrats. Choson literati emphasized
the importance of ethical living in accordance with Neo-Confucian doctrines and valued its
realization in action. Governing others after moral training of oneself (sugi ch 'iin chi hak &
A2 E%) was emphasized: that is, they recognized the importance of the study of government
(kvongse chi hak it 2 5L, but that it should be derived from the study of one’s own

improvement (wigi chi hak 7% ..~ #) (Kawashima 39; Ha 536-538). “[ A] substantial number of

19 See also Palais (1991) for the politics of the yangban elite; Haboush (1988) for Chosdn Kingship.
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the elite of early Choson took a stern moral stance against what they saw as a political ethos of
unbridled ambition and unprincipled pursuit of personal gain” (Eckert et al. 1990, 133). For
instance, many literati adhered to high moral standards at the risk of their life when they thought
King Sejo’s usurpation (1455) threatened Neo-Confucian moral principles. Sometimes their
commitment to principle brought about literati purges (sahwa).'* In general, Confucian literati
were largely respected as the basis of governance, and especially after the mid-sixteenth century,
the local literati in private academies (sowon) in rural areas also actively promoted their
ideological visions and engaged in public activities through petitions, sometimes challenging
royal authority (Koo 2007; Yi 1987)." To a great degree, their actions paralleled those of
modern critical intellectuals.

On the other hand, by passing the Civil Examination, a scholar could become a
government official, who played a central social and political role in society; their role as state
officials also honored and rewarded their families. Their roles as both scholars and government
officials were successfully combined in the intellectual’s role according to Neo-Confucian

ideals.®® Although | am not totally convinced by the argument that “‘yangban’ intellectuals in

' For literati purges in Choson, see Edward W. Wagner (1974). Literati, sarim scholars, often took a risk to lose
their lives or to be exiled with an unyielding spirit of adhering to their Neo-Confucian political ideals and
challenging the king or leading powers/the old guard. Although, regarding to the literati purges in Choson, some
scholars point out the shallowness of the issues raised by sarim scholars, to render a historical judgment, which is
based on Neo-Confucian moral principles and great righteousness and clarification of names, was “the burning
intellectual duty of the young scholars who were more and more deeply exposed to Chu Hsi’s historicism” (Park
1978, 12; Chong 2000; Yi 1999).

2n particular, Jeong-Woo Koo, in his article (2007), explores an East Asian parallel to the European public sphere
and civil society by studying Confucian private academies and petitions of the Confucian literati in Choson Korea
from the 16" to the19™ centuries. The literati petitions usually consisted of six major categories: remonstrating,
impeaching, argumentative, public policy, requesting, and advocating petitions. Koo argues that private academies
“as the organizational core of nascent civil society” led to “the emergence of the public sphere in Chosdn Korea”
(383). For the relations between the state and private academies, also see Ch’oe (1999).

'3 This tradition, however, caused problems in late Choson society when certain yangban families monopolized
government posts. Many marginalized local elites were frustrated as the bureaucratic positions at the center were
limited despite the growing numbers of yangban. The accumulated discontent of those yangban resulted not just
from social, political, and economic limitation, but as scholars in Choson history generally agree, it might also have
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modern Korea represent the educated middle class that comprises a majority of Koreans today”
(Kawashima 2002, 23), one can say that the tradition of literati as the ideal and prototype of
intellectuals and the respect for scholars and officials as social elites still remains very strong in
South Korean society today.

Nevertheless, modern Korean intellectuals have been separated from this Choson literati
intellectual tradition because of Japanese colonization. If World War | and its aftermath radically
altered the condition of the intellectual in Western societies (Eyerman 1994), the experience of

colonialism drastically changed the condition of Korean intellectuals.

I11. The Legacy of Korean Intellectuals in a Conflict-ridden Society

The role of the intellectual is constantly reinvented in different historical, social, and
cultural contexts; indeed the role of Korean intellectuals has been constantly reinvented.
Although the first modern intellectuals were more likely to emerge from the literati class, they
could not keep the tradition of Choson intellectuals engaged in the state in the face of Japanese
colonialism. The Japanese colonial legacy, which created conditions for the separation of the
nation and the state, not only severed modern intellectuals from the role of traditional
intellectuals engaged in the state, but also created a strong division among intellectuals in terms
of how to achieve national independence and resist colonial power. Even after liberation,
because of the issue of collaboration and the newly formed anti-statist tradition in particular, the
South Korean intellectual community has been divided, battling over who will play the role of
“pure/authentic” intellectuals while they rebuild a modern nation under the master narrative of

nationalism. The differences among intellectuals often stemmed from how to interpret the

resulted from their frustration as intellectuals who were facing the reality that they were failing to successfully
integrate their lives as both a scholar and government official according to the Neo-Confucian ideal.
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relationship between knowledge and power and how to engage in reality. Whether they were
called resistant intellectuals or critical intellectuals, nationalist intellectuals who positioned
themselves against authoritarian regimes (including the colonial regime) were considered more
“authentic” until democratization in 1987, even if they might have been outnumbered by state-

engaging functionary intellectuals.

A. Korean Intellectuals, “the Principal Bearers of Nationalism”

The first formation of modern intellectuals in Korea appeared at the end of the 19"
century, when the country was threatened by imperial Japan and foreign powers. In contrast to
Benda’s criticism Of intellectuals’ abandonment of universal values and succumbing to the cult
of nationalism and political passions, the ideology of nationalism, which was incited through
threat of foreign imperial powers, became “the fulcrum of a new political consciousness” and
“the most potent ideology” (Koo 1993, 238). At the same time, Korean intellectuals became “the
principal bearers of nationalism” from this time on in Korea (238).

Korean intellectuals in this period tried to re-imagine and fashion national identity as an
effort to preserve the country. As Henry Em (1999) and Andre Schmid (2002) discuss in their
studies, writing national history in particular was one of the most effective ways for intellectuals
to produce knowledge about the nation and it became an important part of the patriotic
enlightenment movement. Influenced by geopolitical shifts, some intellectuals in Korea struggled
to search for a new identity for the nation. The shift in attitudes toward and understandings of
China and Japan was an integral part of Korean self-knowledge. Rethinking Korea and

reconfiguring the nation meant first reevaluating China according to new knowledge and notions
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of civilization; Korean intellectuals tried to proclaim their cultural independence by de-centering
China.

At the same time, regional identity increasingly began to place Japan at the center of the
East through Pan-Asian ideology. Korean self-knowledge during this period could not be
separated from the Japanese production of knowledge about Korea. Not only did Japan emerge
as a new model of the civilized country, but Korean intellectuals also often borrowed Western
knowledge that was translated by Japanese in their nationalist discourse (Schmid 2002; Em
2013). Later, when imperial Japanese also co-opted and employed certain types of cultural
representations from the Korean nationalist and enlightenment (munmyong kaehwa) discourse,
nationalist strategy shifted to the celebration of national uniqueness and authenticity of the
minjok (nation), stressing its unity and continuity and moving away from state-centered
definitions of the nation and toward a separation of state and nation. Historians like Sin Ch’acho
and Pak Unsik were at the forefront of producing this spiritual knowledge of the nation. This
approach became the origin and basis of later cultural nationalism in the 1920s and1930s
(Robinson 1988; Schmid 2002; Shin and Robinson 1999; So6 and et al. 2004). As a result, the
minjok and nationalist paradigm came to hold hegemonic status throughout the post-colonial
period. Moreover, as the states in both South and North Korea became the dominant producer of
national knowledge in post-colonial Korea, nationalism has become the unchallenged “master

narrative” in both Koreas (Armstrong 2003; Shin 1998).

B. The Legacy of Division within Intellectuals
As many scholars have pointed out, modern Korea and contemporary South Korea have

gone through incredible upheavals and social changes; the origin of many of these problems can
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be found in the experience of Japanese colonialism (1910-45). The three variables of colonialism,
nationalism, and modernity have interacted in complex ways to shape the consciousness of
Korean intellectuals (Shin and Robinson 1999). Above all, colonial experiences left behind
tremendous trauma and affected every aspect of South Korean society: not only politics,
economy, culture, and scholarship, but also South Koreans’ very ideas about intellectuals
themselves. Because of the colonial legacy of separating nation from state, the anti-statist
tradition became a deeply ingrained South Korean intellectual orientation (Koo 1993, 235-7).

Regaining national political independence became an ultimate goal for Korean
intellectuals and the resistance against colonial power itself was seen as the legitimate role of
intellectuals. Coercive Japanese rule and the intense anti-Japanese struggles among Koreans
created a widening gap between the state and society. And as a result, the Choson period
tradition of intellectuals who were engaged in the state was not maintained. It seems that being
and living as an intellectual in South Korean society has long been challenging because South
Korea has been such a “conflict-ridden contentious society”’; as Hagen Koo points out, at the
core of the conflict-ridden contentious society has been the relationship between the state and
society (231). Not only has the South Korean intellectuals’ role been continuously affected by
the dynamics of state-society relations, but also this image of intellectuals as dissidents has
become a salient characteristic of South Korean intellectuals.

Korean nationalist intellectuals in the colonial period had the dual role of “the creation of
a new national identity” and “the creation of a political program of institutional reform to
maintain and strengthen political independence for the collectivity” (Robinson 1988, 12-13).
However, among Korean intellectuals, nationalism was not a monolithic idea. Rather, different

political ideologies -- that is, the different conceptions of nation, different approaches to political
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tactics, and different positions on elite-mass relations -- divided nationalist intellectuals into two
groups: cultural nationalists and radical nationalists (K. Kim 2006, 153; Chon 2004; Robinson
1988). Especially the ideological schism between them in the period of 1920-1925 shaped the
rest of nationalist movement in the colonial period, deeply affected the Korean society after
liberation, and consequently led to the long standing issue of intellectuals’ “collaboration” in
Korean society, with a tendency to label cultural nationalist intellectuals as collaborators
(Robinson 1988). Indeed, collaboration has become “the original sin of Korean society” (De
Ceuster 2001, 207).

The cultural nationalist movement failed because of its elitism, which regarded a small
group of intellectuals as the core of a nation, and the gradualist view, which sought national
development through cultural, educational and economic movements within limits of colonial
rule (Robinson 1988). Under the influence of Western liberalism and social Darwinism, cultural
nationalist intellectuals such as Yun Ch’iho and Yi Kwangsu tried to separate the state from the
nation in order to legitimize their apolitical approach, more emphasizing “moral values and
spiritual integrity” (K. Kim 153-4; Robinson 1988).** On the other hand, radical nationalists,
often socialists, criticized cultural nationalism “for its lack of an independent ideal and the
leadership-mass interaction” (154). Contrary to cultural nationalists, radical nationalists were
more interested in Marxism and the Russian revolution than Western liberalism; they identified
the national contradiction with the class contradiction and viewed the Korean masses as the

embodiment of the nation and the core of the future nation. However, they, too, not only failed to

14 Yet, “class identity might contest with national identity when the intellectuals’ moral leadership was undermined
by their economic interests” (K. Kim 2006, 155). Because of the fact that most cultural nationalists came from the
yangban or landlord class, which was stripped of their traditional status and now totally dependent on the colonial
government for their landholdings, their elitist stance, and their chances for advancement in colonial society while
avoiding Japanese jails, they lost moral authority and their actions became an object of distrust and suspicion, often
being named “collaborators” (Koo 1993, 234; K. Kim 154; Robinson 1988; Wells 1990).
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form a mass-base movement but also were severely oppressed by Japanese authority because of
its radical revolutionary stance (Robinson 1988).

In addition, it was in fact during the Japanese-colonial period that the concept of
“intellectuals” was introduced through the term “intelligentsia” that had its roots in Russia.™
After the Russian socialist revolution, socialist ideas of the intelligentsia were rapidly diffused
among young Koreans through study abroad students in Japan. Many young Koreans in the
colonial period were inclined to socialist ideology and aspired to become intelligentsia, and the
term connoted a progressive nationalist and more often socialist combatant at the frontier of new
era. Although the term intelligentsia was used only among a relatively small population during
this period and was also often understood as broadly as intellectuals, nonetheless being called an
intelligentsia (intelli'® or chisigin in Korean) meant that one was considered a “resistant”
intellectual, especially resistant against Japanese colonial rule, and aspiring for the independence
of the country (Kang 2001, 186-8). It seems that this colonial historical context also left the
legacy of division among Korean intellectuals, even as they all acted under the umbrella of
nationalism. There has been a residual tendency to consider resistant intellectuals as superior or
the more authentic of the nationalist intellectuals in Korean society.

The political situation after liberation (1945) made this schism among Korean

intellectuals more visible. The problems that Korean intellectuals have faced can be summarized

1> Originally, intelligentsia referred to “a small group within the tiny Russian bourgeoisie which began to assume a
collective identity during the reign of Peter the Great. The cornerstone of this identity was an education in and an
orientation towards European culture, especially its science and its technology.” Yet, from “the beginning, the
intelligentsia connoted more than a modern cultural orientation: bound up with the idea was a sense of mission, the
desire and even the obligation to carry enlightenment into the darkness.” Later, the intelligentsia put real alternative
ideas into practice and its alternative cultural orientation became politically radical. The notion of the intelligentsia
came to convey the general idea that the intellectual is and should be in perpetual dissent, and it has attracted
aspiring intellectuals (Eyerman 1994, 21-23).

16 “Intelli (intelri)” originally meant intelligentsia or intellectuals, which corresponds to the Korean term “chisigin,”
which was not yet a fully developed concept at that time. However, later, intelli was sometimes pejoratively used by
the masses, referring to men who were explicitly seeking a Western-life style; it was similar to the word “New
women” (sin yosong) for women.
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into three issues: nationalism (unification), democracy, and class conflict (Choi 1993). With the
sudden end of Japanese colonialism, Korean elites could not handle the new situation because
the ideological conflicts were too severe. The nation was divided into South and North Korea
under a trusteeship that was put into place in the interest of superpowers. A geographical
boundary between two occupation forces (the United States and the Soviet Union) also came to
“signify an ideological boundary dividing Korean society” (Pongu Kim, cited in De Ceuster
2001, 209). Intellectuals had to make a choice between two political, ideological systems and
participate in the task of rebuilding the nation at the same time. Intellectuals had to reach their
own decision as to which ideology to hold on to.

While resistant, socialist intellectuals reigned in the North, and in the South the
conservative, reactionary regime of Syngman Rhee supported by the U.S. occupation forces
reigned. As Hagen Koo points out,

With this development, both the colonial apparatus of coercion and the people who allied

themselves with colonial masters and gained status under colonial rule were revived, in

direct contradiction to the masses’ pent-up grievances and desire for radical change.

Consequently, the state and society became alienated from one another again, and as

before, the ruling power’s lack of legitimacy was the most sensitive element in state-

society relation and a focal point of political consciousness among Korean intellectuals

(1993, 239-40).

In South Korea, with more than a quarter of government officials who had a colonial career
during the First Republic and without immediate legal justice against collaborators, “the task of
uprooting the remnants of Japanese colonialism fell in due course on the shoulders of historians”
and intellectuals (De Ceuster 2001, 214). Moreover, following the end of the Korean War (1950-
1953), as Koen De Ceuster puts it,

Collaboration became a taboo subject that did not fit well with the task of national

reconstruction in the wake of this devastating fratricidal war. Political manhandling made

certain that historians would not venture into this forbidden land, but would keep
scrupulously to the boundaries set by the authoritarian state and the master narrative it
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produced. Not until political developments created a more liberal atmosphere did
historians begin to probe this thorny issue (214).

Furthermore, intellectuals who remained in the South also had to deal with their own traumas
surrounding collaboration and the division inside of the intellectual community.

South Korean intellectuals in this period (1950s) were often described as elitist, but also
passive and “escapist intellectuals” (Kang 2001, 193). The subsequent impact of the Korean War
was such that the Rhee regime decided to focus on national recovery, which shaped all state
organizations and ideologies as well as the dominant patterns of state-society relations. After the
Korean War, the anti-communist state system was consolidated by a master narrative of the
resisting nation, which effectively banned the issue of collaboration. Anti-communist ideology
became the foundation of the Korean political and social system and an ideological framework of
capitalist industrialization; anti-communism effectively legitimized undemocratic systems (Choi
1993). With the Cold War ideology and the impact of the Korean War having never officially
ended, the Rhee regime destroyed progressive forces and the leftist elements in Korean society,
consolidated democracy under the hegemonic anti-communist ideology and the logic of survival,
and oppressed opposition groups. As Koo notes, “[T]he war brought this ideological conflict to
the level of daily experiences, to the level of individual psyches and social relationships” (1993,
240-1). As resistance or criticism of the regime was regarded as a threat to the political system
and nation, for a while it seemed that intellectuals became passive. Thus the differentiation
between the intelligentsia and the intellectual had almost disappeared. However, the
geographical division still remains “a powerful reminder of the failed attempt at national unity
and has been a source of constant challenges to the authority of the South Korean government”
(De Ceuster, 216). Intellectuals looked passive more than ever before; however, “the

intellectuals have not really forgiven the ‘original sin’ of the Rhee regime: its reactionary
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character, its revival of the colonial structure, and its over-reliance on the United States for

power maintenance” (Koo, 242).

C. The Formation of Critical Intellectuals

Nonetheless, after liberation, intellectuals (chisigin) began drawing more public attention
as a meaningful social category and social exemplars as the social function of knowledge was
emphasized and more people pursued higher education. In the colonial period when the
opportunity of higher education was very limited, the actual intellectual community was quite
small, and thus the term “intellectuals” was not widely used among the public. The 4.19 (Sailgu,
April 19™) Student Movement in 1960 brought a huge change in intellectual society: there was a
new formation of critical intellectuals (pip ‘anjok chisigin). Throughout the event, educated
members of South Korea, young students -- the new national society’s first generation — and
professors, took to the streets to protest against electoral abuses perpetrated by the Syngman
Rhee administration and gave voice to collective concerns about Korea’s historical course; it
resulted in President Rhee’s resignation (C. Kim 2007). After 4.19, professors notably emerged
as intellectuals, being considered a group which had the most critical consciousness.'’ Sartre’s
notion of intellectuals had an especially large impact on South Korean intellectuals. Under his
influence, intellectuals like Song Konho, one of the leading intellectuals of the time, emphasized
intellectuals’ critical engagement with reality and called for their further participation in history
(Kang 2001, 203-209). This first generation of critical intellectuals was often called the
generation of the 4.19. In particular, the journal Sasang’gye (The World of Thought: 1953-1970),

published by Chang Chunha, contributed to the formation of this critical intellectual generation

7 For example, in 1965, Hong Stingjik argued that professors had the most critical political consciousness among
the South Korean population, based on his empirical survey on the political consciousness of professors (Kang 2001,
203-4).
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as a cultural medium. The issues of democratization, social justice, unification, and
industrialization became serious social issues and the critical role and function of intellectuals
was emphasized. In particular, there were strong controversies between mainstream intellectuals
who upheld Rostow’s economic development/modernization theory and critical intellectuals who
advocated for unification (Chong 1992; Chong 2004, 167-9; C. Kim 1991; M. Kim 2007; Yi
2003). Although these intellectuals still showed some elitist characteristics and their initial
efforts at democracy were soon frustrated by the 5.16 (Oillyuk, May 16™) Military Coup in 1961,
the formation of a critical intellectual group in this period played an important role in
establishing the collective identity of South Korean intellectuals.

As the military regime again reestablished “the strong state--weak society relationship,”
using the powerful instrument of coercion and ideological weapons of anti-communism and
nationalism, and at the same time creating a “developmental state” (Koo 1993, 242), there was a
strengthening of the collective identity of critical intellectuals. The military regime suppressed
resistant forces and also blocked the debate over unification. From the beginning, the Park
Chung Hee regime faced strong opposition from civil society, especially from intellectuals and
students. This was because the Park regime was afflicted by a critical weakness: “its illegitimate
birth stemming from the usurpation of power from democratic government by force, its harsh
repression of civil right, and the close ties it developed with Japan in order to pursue export-
oriented industrialization” (243). In addition, the issue of distributive and economic justice,
related to rapid economic development, became a political and intellectual issue. South Korean
critical intellectuals now had a common enemy: a military authoritarian regime that suppressed
civil society in the name of anti-communism, for national security and the ideology of economic

development. Acknowledging a common enemy facilitated the formation of a group identity
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among critical intellectuals. Moreover, these intellectuals thought they could achieve the goals of
democratization and modernization through the construction of civil society first, so they gave
themselves the role of building that civil society (Chong 1992, 287-8; Kang 2001, 205; Koo
1993, 243).

A crucial aspect that we should be aware of in order to understand the South Korean
intellectual community and its reorganization during this period is the change of the relationship
between power and knowledge after the 5.16 Coup. This period (1960s) brought strong tension
among South Korean intellectuals about how they viewed their role as intellectuals in society and
how they should engage in politics and society. For the sake of legitimacy, it was necessary for
the Park regime (1961-79) to mobilize intellectuals and their knowledge -- especially the
academic community, which, as I have reviewed, had been traditionally the source of political
authority in South Korean society -- in order to create ideologies, formulate policies, and activate
modernization projects. A large number of intellectuals in fact participated in modernization
projects as “an intelligentsia for modernization” (Kang 2001, 200-3).

As a result, during the period of Park regime, the intellectual community was again
polarized into two groups. First were the functional intellectuals, who participated in the state’s
economic development and modernization projects, offering knowledge as experts or
bureaucrats/technocrats and consequently contributing to establishing the regime’s political
legitimacy. Second were the critical intellectuals, who stood against the authoritarian state with
anti-hegemonic minjung (common people/mass) ideology,™® challenging the status quo with their

critical minds (Chong 2004, 7-8, 167-176; Kang 2001; Lee 2007). The articulation between

18 According to Namhee Lee (2007), minjung signifies people “who are oppressed in the sociopolitical system but
who are capable of rising up against it” (5). From the view of critical intellectuals, not only are they the common
people as opposed to elites and leaders, but they are also supposed to be “the true subject of historical development
and capable of social change” (2). Minjung ideology had become more influential especially in 1970-80s.
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power and intellectuals, especially professors, was accelerated as economic development drove
forward under the name of progress. Accordingly, the perspective that identifies intellectuals’
roles with function and professionalism became extensively accepted.

Another significant factor in this story, which is especially relevant to my informants
who studied abroad in the U.S. in this historical, social, and cultural context, is that intellectuals
who studied abroad in the U.S. became a conspicuous majority of mainstream elites, especially
those in the military and academia since the 1960s. From the Korean War until 1967, the number
of Korean students who studied abroad in the U.S. was about 10,000, including around 3,000
people who participated in short-term training or education in the U.S. The majority of these
people became power elites and also pro-American. According to one study, 51% of Seoul
National University professors in the mid-1960s had study-abroad experience in the U.S., and the
scholars who studied abroad in the U.S. had already become a majority in the academia by the
end of the 1960s (Chong 2004, 162-6). When bureaucrats had study-abroad experience, their
work tended to be related to the fields of policy, administration, or state ideology. It is not
difficult to say that they were more likely to be pro-American and anti-communist (Chong 2004;
C. Kim 1991). Increasingly, earning a degree from the U.S. was becoming a guaranteed way to
reach success in South Korean society. In academia, in particular, the power and influence of the

U.S. doctoral degree was evident.' It can be argued that intellectuals who studied abroad in the

19 According to a more recent statistic, in 2002, among professors who got a doctoral degree from foreign countries,
two thirds (66.3%) of professors at large and 79.4% of Seoul National University professors had earned their
degrees at U.S. institutions (P. Yi 2002). Other statistics also show how much South Korea society, especially
academia, favors U.S. degrees over those from South Korea or other foreign countries. For example, according to
Kyosu Sinmun (Professoriate Newspaper), among new faculty members recruited in the field of social sciences in
the country’s top three universities (Seoul National University, Yonsei University, and Korea University) in 2005,
80% received their doctoral degrees from the U.S. institutions (J. Kim 2011a, 110).
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U.S. still constitute the majority of elites and exert influence not only on higher education but on
South Korean society at large.?

In the 1970s, despite increasing articulation between intellectuals and power and strong
state repression, the second-generation critical intellectuals, who emphasized the importance of
intellectuals’ connection to the masses , fiercely criticized economic inequality, opposed the
authoritarian Restoration (Yusin) system (1972), demanded democratization, and raised the issue
of unification (nationalism). Journals such as Ch ‘angjak kwa Pip 'yong (Creation and Criticism)
and Munhak kwa Chisong (Literature and Intelligence) as well as underground publications
played an important role in the resistance movements, raising consciousness and offering room
for discussion (Yi 2003, 204-212). As Eyerman puts it, “social movements are places not only
where legitimate and legitimated intellectual labourers can seek and gain recognition in new
areas and arenas but also where ‘intellectual’ can be made” (1994, 11). This is the period in
which many critical/movement intellectuals, writers, journalists, and professors along with
students, were expelled from their jobs and schools.

There was a clear demarcation between the progressive intellectual movement and the
conservative intellectual movement in the 1980s. After the assassination of President Park (1979)
and the breakdown of democratization in 1980 by the Chun Doo Hwan military regime, South
Korean intellectuals, in general, still regarded their critical role against the government as the
most important social role of intellectuals, and become more progressive and radical. Progressive
intellectuals grew even more attached to nationalism, unification, and radical theories and

Marxist ideology than before and also actively adopted Gramsci’s concept of “organic

2% One of the most recent examples that clearly show this tendency is the presidential transition team of South
Korean President-elect Park Geun-hye. When she selected her transition team in January 2013, 18 out 24 appointees
had foreign degrees and 17 among 18 studied in the U.S. (Hankyoreh January 7, 2013) Available online at
http://www.hani.co.kr/arti/politics/bluehouse/568636.html.
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intellectuals” along with class consciousness (Kang 2001, 239; Chon 2006, 54-57). Particularly,
after the Kwangju Democratization Movement (1980), which demonstrated both the violence of
the ruling power and the potential of the masses, students on college campuses discussed
Marxism and socialist revolution (Chong 1992, 291-2). Yet, on the other hand, many
intellectuals also newly engaged in the new regime, which sought brains for knowledge and
ideology for the regime. In the mid-1980s, however, criticisms against critical intellectuals
started to appear; the criticisms pointed out that critical intellectuals always used the logic of
“black and white,” and that they were too “radical” (Kang 2001, 235-6).

The tension between the two different intellectual orientations of intellectuals’
involvement existed through another military regime until and even after democratization in
1987. Political legitimacy remained a powerful issue. The Chun regime, like the Park regime,
also pursued economic growth and continuously mobilized intellectuals for the sake of the
regime’s legitimacy. “[l]deological and cultural hegemony was, by and large, in the hands of the
intellectuals” with the absence of bourgeois hegemony in South Korea (Koo 1993, 245). Shils’
remarks below are suggestive of South Korean intellectuals in this period:

It is practically given by the nature of the intellectuals’ orientation that there should be

some tension between the intellectuals and the value-orientations embodied in the actual

institutions of any society. [...] Rather it is the rejection by intellectuals of the inherited
and prevailing values of those intellectuals who are already incorporated in ongoing
social institutions. This intra-intellectual alienation or dissensus is a crucial part of the
intellectual heritage of any society. Furthermore it supplies the important function of

moulding and guiding the alienative tendencies which exist in any society (1969, 30-1)

In this period, the Korean intellectual community was highly politicized and also polarized in

terms of how to engage with reality.
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IVV. Another Challenge: Shifting Role of Intellectuals

South Korean intellectuals soon had to face new internal and external challenges. There
were two main historical events that were instrumental in breaking intellectuals’ old frameworks
of ideological orientation: democratization in 1987 and the Economic Crisis in 1997. These
events hit the South Korean intellectual community hard. First, the democratization after 1987%
and the collapse of socialist countries at the end of 1980s in particular brought enormous changes
to South Korean intellectual society, freeing South Korean intellectuals from the master
narratives of nationalism (unification) and modernization. The heat of ideological debates at the
end of 1980s cooled down a bit and previous sources of social conflict were also somewhat
reduced. Above all, the “question about political legitimacy and the nationality aspect of political
power are no longer burning issues and are no longer powerful enough to politicize broad
segments of society” (Koo 1993, 247). Rather, intellectuals had to find new roles and goals to fit
the old/traditional framework of intellectuals for a rapidly changing society.

In the face of changes, it seems that the intellectual community became more
differentiated and sectarian. After 1987, ideological differentiation became more pervasive
because the common goal or enemy had disappeared. Unlike in the past, intellectuals had no
clear common goal of democratization and thus began to differentiate from one another
according to ideology. It became more important to offer concrete alternatives or plans to

overcome social problems than to try to reach abstract common goals. Progressive intellectuals,

2 The year of 1987 was a major turning point for South Korean democracy. Massive demonstrations finally led to
the surrender of the Chun Doo Hwan military regime and to open, direct presidential elections. Until then, South
Koreans’ democratic freedoms had been constantly limited by authoritarian governments in the name of national
security and economic development. Although Rho Tae woo won the presidency with a mere plurality in the 1987
elections, public expressions of suppressed desires for freedom, human rights, and economic equity and justice were
explosive (including aggressive labor movements). In 1992, Kim Young Sam was elected and became the first
civilian president (1993-8); Later, Kim Dae Jung, who had been sentenced to death and barred from active politics
under the Chun regime, eventually became president (1998-2003), making for the first peaceful regime change in
post-war South Korea (See, Robinson 2007, 167-181; Eckert and et al. 1990, 347-418).
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in particular, faced a huge ideological challenge with the collapse of Eastern European socialist
countries. Consequently, some intellectuals became embarrassed about their attachment to
socialist ideology and questioned whether the socialist ideal could be an alternative for South
Korean society. Yet, their concern over minjung and unification had not vanished (Kang 2001,
240, 256-7).

On the other hand, diverse voices emerged from outside of the progressive intellectual
community as well. The changes in the political and social environment after democratization as
well as the changes in Eastern Europe opened up free spaces for speculation in intellectual
community. There were reflections about and criticisms of the progressive intellectuals; their
ideology-oriented tendencies and especially their strong attachment to Marxism were discussed.
For instance, Chong Subok called for intellectual self-criticism and pointed out that there were
still core unsolved issues in South Korean society: unification, democracy, and class conflict. He
went on to argue that there were three new responsibilities for intellectuals in a new era: to
mitigate their rigid orientation toward ideology, to overcome sectarianism, and to help actualize
various social groups’ demands in the social system (Kang 2001, 259-61; Chong 1992; Yim
2005, 95, 294-6). Many critics emphasized that the immediate empirical reality in this particular
historical context was more important and necessary than obsolete ideologies.

For a long time, ever since the colonial period, (South) Korean intellectuals have been
struggling with the task of modernization under the political situation of strong state, weak
society. Democratization, equality, a unified nation, and industrialization are all tasks related to
modernization. Their usual mode of action in dealing with these tasks has been resistance to
power. At the same time, as Koo (1993, 244) notes, intellectuals have long been bound to

nationalist ideology:
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[N]ationalism played a dual, somewhat contradictory role in South Korea. On the one

hand, it served as the state’ ideology to mobilize people for economic development as

well as to suppress the sectional interests of society; on the other hand, it was used by

civil society as a means of multi-class social mobilization against the authoritarian state.
Gi-Wook Shin also compares the different interpretations of nation and national identity used
both by the Park government (1961-1979) and minjung activists (1980s). These two discourses
naturally differ in their rhetoric on national identity: the former stresses the “unity” of the nation
and “modernization of the fatherland,” whereas the latter highlights national “unification,”
“liberation,” and “democratization” (1998, 160).

After democratization in 1987, South Korean society experienced many changes. The
year 1987 was “a turning point in which the locus of the critical driving energy shifted to the
civil society from the state” and the era of civil society came in Korea (Lee 1993, 359). As Koo
points out, the essential idea at the base of civil society is “the Western liberal principle of ‘free,
self-determining, autonomous individuality with equal right to social justice and to attainment of
satisfaction” (1993, 238). The transition to civil society also revealed the necessity of
democratization of both the members and the system of civil society. Intellectuals’ role also
changed as the relationship between state and society changed. The idea of civil society also
made the rigid differentiation between intellectuals inside and outside of the political system
meaningless (Yim 2005, 107).

Since the post-1987 transition to democracy, the increasing openness of the political
system has allowed many intellectuals to participate in real politics beyond social movements or
scholastic activities. The dynamics and sentiments inside the intellectual community have also
changed. Now, intellectuals’ involvement in politics and the political system are not utterly

denounced, although they are not entirely welcomed either. As the clear common goal of

democratization has disappeared and the relation between power and intellectuals has changed
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from rivalry to relations of multiple dimensions, they are increasingly seeking for an individual
intellectual subjectivity rather than a collective one. They are no longer bound by an image of
resistance, which a highly politicized society imposed on intellectuals. Even inside the
progressive intellectual community, there is “an intra-intellectual differentiation” according to
the extent of their individual orientation toward reform or revolution (Yim 2005, 114-6).

For a better understanding of the shifting role of intellectuals and their relationship with
the state and social movements, we should first of all pay attention to both the changing social
circumstances that intellectuals are faced with and take a look at the inside of the knowledge
structure. Yim Hyonjin (2005) once tried to explain the factors that affect contemporary South
Korean intellectuals’ role and location. First, due to democratization, the most obvious object of
their criticism disappeared and meta-narratives became invalid. As a result, intellectuals have
become increasingly liberated from meta-narratives. Second, a trend of “professionalization”
changed the knowledge structure. Society demands for intellectuals to intervene in society with
professional knowledge rather than mere criticism and abstract discourse. Third, due to
“informationization,” the relation between knowledge and society has changed; accordingly, the
structure of the reproduction of intellectuals is also changing. In addition, the characteristics of
social problems with which contemporary society is faced have been changed by globalization,
accompanied with “time-space distanciation” and “time-space compression” (Yim, 101-2).

Furthermore, the Economic Crisis of 1997 (the IMF kyongje wigi),? the rapidly changing

competitive global environment, and the idea of global citizenship pose even greater challenges

22 In 1997, South Korea was hit by a full-scale financial crisis and had to ask the IMF (International Monetary Fund)
for a bailout. It was a part of the Asian Financial Crisis, but the effect was especially profound in South Korea. For
South Koreans, it was a traumatic experience of national humiliation with subsequent economic downturn and
massive layoffs. As the Crisis revealed deep structural problems in the financial sector in South Korea, the
government had to accelerate its financial reform and market liberalization.
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to South Korean intellectuals. Globalization, which generally means the reorganization of
capitalism through information and knowledge, is now one of the most important factors
affecting South Korean intellectuals and South Korean society in general since the 1990s. South
Korean intellectuals are not excluded from the effects of globalization. The pressure on their
labor comes from market pressure as growing neoliberal tendencies demand competitiveness in
the global environment; I discuss this more in chapter five. More and more intellectual labor has
become controlled by external forces. The market for intellectual labor that forms intellectual
space and the norms of the role of the intellectual has also changed. The changes in the function
of South Korean intellectuals, professors in particular, are intricately related to the process of
globalization, and intellectuals with “global consciousness,” which recognizes that issues in
social and cultural affairs can be analyzed successfully in a framework of crossing borders, have
to respond to each of the changes caused by globalization (Manning 2003, 163). As | examine in
subsequent chapters, these changing environments, in fact, not only change the role of South
Korean intellectuals but also critically affect their subjectivities in both the private and public
sphere.

Nothing could teach South Koreans better about globalization and its formidable power
than the ramifications of the Economic Crisis in 1997-2001, and the crisis greatly hurt the self-
respect of South Korean intellectuals. Coincidentally, the Economic Crisis came right after the
government announced its emphasis on the necessity of globalization and joined the OECD
(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development) in 1996. After experiencing the
Crisis, which relegated South Korea “from being an economic miracle to an economic fiasco” in
1997 (Kim and Finch 2003, 120), Koreans acutely recognized global interconnectedness and the

necessity of quickly responding to it. At the same time, the crisis has left “a residue of
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uncertainty that has permanently altered the assumptions that South Koreans had about their
economy” (120). South Korean intellectuals were deeply frustrated and embarrassed by the fact
that they failed to provide society with advice and guidance about the future, and it gave them a
sense of crisis. The Crisis was not just an economic crisis; rather it was considered a total crisis
of South Korean modernization. Not only was this crisis related to the social system, but it was
also seen as a problem of knowledge of survival in a competitive neoliberalizing world (Cho
2000; Chon 2006; Etzioni-Halevy 1985; Held and McGrew 2003; Yim 2005, 111-112).

Under the new order of the world economy, “knowledge generation and technological
capacity are key tools for competition between firms, organizations of all kinds, and ultimately,
countries” (Castelle 2003, 220). South Koreans, particularly intellectuals, who experienced the
shock of the Economic Crisis, become aware of not only their insecurity, but also of the fact that
only the one “with capacity to generate exceptional value added in any market enjoys the chance
to shop around the globe — and to be shopped around, as well. [...] the market for the most
valuable labor is indeed becoming globalized” (323). In the global labor market, the highly
skilled are afforded high mobility and wages. The state cannot guarantee anything for the future
of the people and suddenly the responsibility is solely placed upon individuals. Intellectuals,
those in academia in particular, were not excluded from these enormous effects of globalization.
Further, as a select group who were supposed to create knowledge, they were held responsible
for reducing the knowledge gap that caused the crisis.

Into the 21%' century, the question of the “ideal” intellectual for a changing world has
been a matter of public debate in South Korea. Under South Korea’s aggressive globalization
strategy, knowledge, information, cultural creativity, and productivity have been especially

emphasized as central to competitive strength. While the discourse of the “new intellectuals (sin
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jisigin-ron),” who actively create added value using their knowledge and bring renovation with
new ideas, has focused on the “knowledge-based economy (chisik kiban kyongje),” the
traditional idea of the intellectual that performs the task of “making conscious and visible the
fundamental notions of a society” has been clearly weakened (Chon 2006; Eyeman 1995, 6; D.
Kim 2000; Shin 2003). It seems that at this moment South Korean intellectuals are torn between
the opposing claims: those who mourn the “death” of intellectuals and want to keep the aura and
traditional roles of authentic intellectuals, and those who stress the necessity of transformation
into “new intellectuals” who can spearhead the survival of society in a knowledge-based
economy, trying to figure out their location in a changing society in addition to grappling with

the challenges that individuals face in a globalizing world.

V. The Emergence of “Geese-dad” Professors

As shown above, South Korean society has faced the double pressures of democratization
inside and globalization outside since the 1990s. The Korean state, which had, through the 90s,
been a developmental state, was no longer a competent, effective, or adaptable state in the era of
globalization, but rather a vulnerable and insecure one (S. Kim 2000). This crisis was completely
recognized — even if it might not have been completely comprehended -- by South Koreans.
The sense of crisis intensely penetrated people on an individual level, especially through the
Economic Crisis of 1997.

Among new socio-cultural phenomena, which appeared in response to the sense of crisis
in radically changing social, economical, and political circumstances, this study pays attention to
the geese-family (kirogi kajok) phenomenon, a transnational-split family for so-called early study

abroad (chogi yuhak), in which the involvement of a certain group of intellectuals’ families
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stands out conspicuously. On the one hand, this phenomenon powerfully demonstrates South
Koreans’ general struggles toward neoliberal competition, individualization, and survival in a
global economy after the Economic Crisis. On the other hand, it also can be understood as the
dramatic emergence of the expression of South Koreans’ personal desires for the liberal
principles of freedom and self-determining autonomous individuality after democratization.
After the Economic Crisis, the liberal principle, which has been derailed by the nation’s
compressed modernity and authoritarian socio-political circumstances, is on the verge of being
derailed again by neoliberal rhetoric and forces. Not only does this phenomenon, in general,
clearly show how the South Korean middle class, which is considered the backbone of society,
reacts to the impact of globalization and its concomitant neoliberalization, but professoriate
“geese-family making,” in particular, also fascinatingly and empirically reveals how South
Korean intellectuals respond to their own sense of crisis in a changing world and make new
meanings at the individual level at this historical juncture.

Through this section, by briefly examining how the unprecedented phenomenon of geese
family has emerged and developed, I tried to lay the groundwork for the following chapters’
discussions of professoriate geese-family making and its meaning. At the same time, | also
consider whether the emergence of “geese-dad” professors is out of the ordinary in light of the

tradition of South Korean intellectuals that | examined in this chapter.

A. The “Geese-family” Phenomenon
The geese-family phenomenon has been increasingly visible since the mid-1990s as a
particular form of early study abroad (hereafter ESA), a middle-class and upper-middle-class

educational strategy to raise children as global citizens through the mastery of English and the
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acquisition of well-rounded Western education and credentials. The most prevalent geese-family
pattern is that of a mother and her pre-college children who study abroad in English speaking
countries such as the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, and New Zealand
while the father of the family remains in South Korea and provides financial support. For many
families, becoming a geese family is considered the best way to take full advantage of ESA
(Finch and Kim 2012, 490). Before the era of ESA, study abroad was considered to be mainly for
graduate (or sometimes for college) education and was monopolized primarily by very wealthy
families or a limited cadre of intellectuals. Thus, the widespread middle-class transnational-split
family, entirely devoted to children’s pre-college education overseas, was not only largely
unimaginable but was also very different from earlier transnational-split families caused by
parents’ or family breadwinners’ labor migrations for economic survival, which leave families in
less developed world while breadwinners work in the urban global North (Constable 2007;
Massey et al. 2002; Parrenas 2001, 2005).

In the 1990s, although it was gradually becoming more visible, the number of ESA
students (and accordingly the number of geese families) was relatively small. However,
beginning in the 2000s, especially as the government removed restrictions on early-study-abroad
regulations at the end of 1999 and the South Korean economy began to recover from the
Economic Crisis, the number of ESA students escalated rapidly. While the number of primary
and secondary school students leaving South Korea for study abroad in 1998 was only 1,562, by
2002 it had reached 10,132. And the number continued to rapidly increase, setting new records

every year and peaking in 2006 at 29,511, an almost 45% increase over the previous year.?* At

2% The actual numbers of ESA students are probably much higher than the official statistics. This is because the
figures do not, for example, include the number of students who accompany their parents who are working or
studying overseas although it is widely understood that it is in fact these students (families), who have the greatest
possibility of becoming ESA students (geese families) later on. Indeed, according to a survey conducted in 2008
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the same time, as the phenomenon was heading to its peak, the average age of ESA students
grew younger since parents tended to think that it would be better for children to learn English as
early as possible. The number of primary school students going abroad to study surpassed the
numbers of middle and high school students in 2002; by 2006, the number of primary students
who were studying abroad reached 13,814, showing an impressive 69.5 % increase over the
previous year.** Thus, it is not difficult to imagine that the number of geese families also
increased rapidly as this family format was considered to be the safer ESA option for younger
children. According to The Korea Times article (January 2, 2006), it has been estimated that
there were over 30,000 geese dads in South Korea in 2006.%°> The number of ESA students has
gradually declined since it reached its peak in 2006, dropping to 18,118 in 2009 in the aftermath
of the global financial crisis. However, it soon increased slightly to 18,741 in 2010.%° Even
though there are no official statistics for geese-families specifically, the geese-family
phenomenon has become increasingly visible and also increasingly controversial in South Korea,

as both an educational and social issue for well over a decade.

with 1,000 ESA students, 51.7% of these ESA students answered that they had gone abroad accompanying their
parents, who were working or studying overseas (from Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology [MOEST]
2009) (Ihm and Choi, forthcoming). Also according to a news article, “Since the government permitted early
schooling abroad in 1999, about 150,000 children went overseas to study.” (English Choson online news, October
28, 2010)
24 At the same time, ESA destination countries grew more diverse as parents in the lower socio-economic spectrum
also sought ESA opportunities for their children (Hannum, Park, and Butler 2010, 10). Especially, China and South
Asian countries like Singapore and Philippine have emerged as new destinations mostly because of their more
inexpensive costs, their proximity, and learning opportunities for both English and Chinese as global languages.
According to one study, even people whose average monthly income is below approximately $2,000 are inclined to
seek out ESA for their children and want to participate in it if they have the financial ability (Seo and Chung 2007).
% There is no exact official number of geese dads but there are several estimations. For example, the number of
geese dad was estimated to be over 50,000 by the education field (Segye Ilbo January 25, 2008). However, others
estimated the number to be between 30,000 and 50,000 (Datanews May 13, 2009). Sometimes it was estimated to be
over 200,000 (Segye Ilbo September 24, 2008).

The numbers presented here were collected from The analysis of education statistics, annual report (The Korean
Educational Development Institute (KEDI):_http://www.kedi.re.kr) and other articles in several South Korean
newspapers.
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It is widely understood that what decisively drove the South Korean middle class to ESA
and the geese-family phenomenon was the aftermath of the Economic Crisis. Most scholars --
both from educational or sociological approaches -- tend to agree that parents’ basic motivation
was the desire for social reproduction. As | already mentioned, after the Economic Crisis in
particular, South Koreans experienced global interconnectedness more acutely than ever before
both at the social and the individual level, while also facing the harsh reality of neoliberal
competition for survival in the global economy. After the democratization of the 1990s, South
Koreans increasingly clamored for the realization of the liberal principles of freedom and
autonomous individuality; in parallel, the state yearned for the nation’s membership in the
modern, democratic, developed world.

It was, in fact, the Kim Young Sam government (1993-98) that first promulgated and
mobilized an aggressive globalization regime, officially naming it “segyehwa” (globalization) in
1995. As Samuel Kim (2000) notes, “Segyehwa has been touted as no longer a matter of choice
but one of necessity — globalization or perish!” (2). Globalization did not merely mean
“economic liberalization,” but was the unique concept which was meant to describe a more
comprehensive effort “encompassing political, economic, social, and cultural enhancement to
reach the level of advanced nations in the world” (3). After the Economic Crisis, indeed, the
economic logic of laissez-faire capitalism seemed to be not only part and parcel of the new
global hegemony, but also an unstoppable driving force in every aspect of South Koreans’ lives
under the prevailing discourse of globalization and neoliberalism (Cho 2005; Kang 2000; S. Kim
2000; Shin 2003). As Ulrich Beck (2000) puts it, “[Globalization] points to something not
understood and hard to understand yet at the same time familiar, which is changing everyday life

with considerable force and compelling everyone to adapt and respond in various ways” in South
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Korea (20). As South Koreans witnessed both their country’s fall and the bottoming out of the
middle class®” with massive unemployment, uncertainty clouded the bright futures that South
Koreans had imagined for themselves as global citizens of a developed country. It resulted in
intense class-reproduction anxieties for the middle-class. The state was not able to guarantee its
citizens anything for the future and people increasingly felt solely responsibility for their own

and their family’s social and economic survival (Abelmann, Park, and Kim 2009; Anagnost 2004;
Apple 2001; Borovoy 2004; Cho 2009; Park 2006; Park 2010; Song 2006, 2009). ESA and
geese-family making was a distinctive way that the South Korean middle class quickly

responded to the crisis with a new, seemingly innovative transnational strategy.

It is also worth noting that, in post-War South Korean society, education has long been
the driving force of the nation’s fast development and growth and also foundational to class
structure. Along with the characteristics of Korean familism, which has a strong family-centered
survival strategy (Ahn 2009; Chang 1997; Kwon 2000; Lee 1994; Yi and Paek 2004; Pak 2004),
education has been the most significant pathway for individuals (and families) to have a
successful entrance into society, opening up opportunities for upward social mobility, especially
with the waning of the old status system and in the context of fluid social conditions (Kim and

Song 2007; Sorensen 1994). Also, as Koo (2007) notes, “Becoming part of the middle class is an

2" Defining the middle class has been always difficult and controversial for scholars and the economic definition is
also unclear. As Koo (2007) points out, the middle class is “a notoriously elusive and ambiguous category” in most
societies and there is also the difference between objective class position and subjective class identification (52).
Particularly in South Korean society, in which people have strong desire for upward social mobility, people had
shown the tendency of subjectively identifying them as middle class more often than their actual class position until
the Economic Crisis. In social surveys before the Economic Crisis of 1997, typically 60-70 percent of respondents
identified themselves as a middle class, but after the Crisis, the number drastically dropped to the 40 percent level
(Koo 2007, 51-2; Hong 2005, 1-5.Also see Shin 2004; Han’guksahoehakhoe 2008). There is a variety of terms
indicating the “middle class” itself in South Korea; South Koreans more often use popular, journalistic term of the
chungsanch iing, often generally indicating the people who are not rich but not poor. Recently, following the
OECD’s definition of the middle class, which defines a household as middle class if the household income is ranged
between 50 % and 150 % of median household income, the Statistics Korea (7 onggyech ’ong) released the data that
65% of Korean household is middle class in 2012; however it was criticized that the data did not reflect the reality
how people felt about their class position (Yi 2013). In this study, | often use the middle class as an interchangeable
term of the chungsanch iing, often relying on my interviewees’ self perception.
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important criterion of social success for most ordinary people” (52). Thus, South Koreans’ strong
desire for upward mobility or the maintenance of their middle-class status has been often
expressed in terms of “education zeal” or “education fever” (kyoyukyal) (Seth 2002; O 2002,
2008).

However, after the Economic Crisis, the confidence in South Korean education nearly
collapsed. Amid a rapidly spreading sense of urgency, knowledge, information, cultural
creativity, and productivity have become increasingly emphasized as central to sustaining South
Korea’s competitive strength for the future. And the post-industrial, knowledge-based global
labor market is increasingly looking for high-skilled, competent professionals who are also
capable of innovative thinking. English (as a global language) ability in particular has become
increasingly considered among the most vital resources for determining one’s future
marketability (Cho 2005; Chung 2008; Kang 2000; D. Kim 2000; S. Kim 2000; Lee and Koo
2006; Park 2010; Park and Abelmann 2004). What quickly emerged was public outcry over the
educational crisis. The critics charged that the current education system failed to nurture any of
the qualities deemed essential for children’s futures, whether abroad or at home. Thus, the ESA
and geese-family phenomenon emerged as both an alternative strategy for success and a
profound critique of South Korea’s failures, particularly in its educational system.?®

Yet, because of public embarrassment, the phenomenon was often vilified as a social ill,
emerging from excessive educational zeal, instrumental familism, and the fetishism of English

and resulting in unreasonable familial sacrifice and costs. Both scholars and the media

%8 As many scholars point out, there are some push and pull factors for the ESA/geese-family phenomenon: that is,
on the one hand, there is dissatisfaction with public education, overheated competition in society including the
college entrance examination, and excessive cost of private, supplementary education; on the other hand, there is the
desire for the acquisition of fluent English in a globalized world, as well as the desire for a better educational
environment and foreign credentials (Cho 2002; Cho and et al. 2007; Chung 2008; Kim and Yoon 2005; J. Kim
2010; Lee and Koo 2006; O 2008; Song 2010).
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documented the phenomenon largely as an educational or familial crisis, focusing on its negative
financial and psychological effects on family members and, at the same time, nearly
unanimously criticizing their fetishism of English or collapsed educational system. In particular,
many newspaper articles were published on family breakdown (e.g., financial hardship, divorce,
fathers’ loneliness or suicide, and mothers’ extravagant life-style or infidelity abroad etc.) and
the maladjustment of ESA children. Nonetheless the numbers of parents who wanted to send
their children abroad continuously increased. It seemed that many people had a “latent
motivation” to implement ESA for their children if their economic conditions allowed them to do
so (Son 2005, 96).%° It is ironic that although in the general public discourse ESA and geese-
family phenomenon is more often vilified as an abrogation of the collectivist spirit of South
Korea by selfish, narrow, and unreasonable familism toward class reproduction, there are also
some implicit celebrations of the strategic choice of a nurturing education abroad that feeds

transnational, entrepreneurial modes of citizenship, competence, and cosmopolitan desire.*

B. Professoriate Geese Families: Another Middle-class Exemplar
Under these circumstances, however, a certain group of professors, namely those who
have studied abroad in the United States (or other Western Countries), are in a somewhat

privileged position to adapt themselves to these new challenges, often playing the role of

29 According to a survey conducted with 1,579 adults (aged over 20, nationwide) in 2001, 41.5% of respondents
answered that they were willing to emigrate for their children’s education (Dong-A Ilbo, September 11, 2001). And
the public opinion poll, conducted by Dong-A Ilbo in 2005, also showed that 40.9% of parents in their 30s
responded that they would choose educational emigration if they could, that 32.2 % of the same demographic would
og)t for ESA and 19.8% for a geese family arrangement (March 31, 2006).

%0 Abelmann and Kang (2014) examine the ESA memoir/manuals, which flourished with the popularization of ESA.
They argue that although these memoir/manuals have somewhat of a celebratory tone about what ESA students
can/could achieve, in fact they are also defending against negative charges about ESA and geese families by
variously rearticulating maternal labor and humanizing the children. In the peak period of ESA, it was not difficult
to find that some newspapers alternately offered articles either criticizing ESA or giving realistic information for
successful ESA.
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globalizing agents at South Korean universities as | examine it in chapter five, and also being
able to afford early-study-abroad opportunities for their children. Their own study-abroad
experiences and their occupation as professors make it possible for them to activate the
transnational educational strategy for their children by mobilizing their own transnational
connections. As | show in the next chapter, for many reasons, these professors also occupy a
privileged position when it comes to becoming and managing geese-family life. Even though
they are not always financial elites, most professors are financially stable middle-class members,
and their past experience of study abroad plays a significant role as cultural capital as they make
decisions and actualize their plans for their children’s education abroad. Since professors are
broadly considered to be “typical” middle-class exemplars and work symbolically as a reference
group, they are often considered paragons of social consciousnesses, modernity, and high-culture.
Other middle-class South Koreans without the same advantages busily watch these professors as
exemplars and consider their strategies to be geese-family templates.

In this sense, their private lives have become ever more public through their transnational
educational strategy, which is often charged as an individualistic social reproduction/mobility
effort that drains the country of both human and economic resources. In addition to the crisis in
their public lives, which have been torn between the opposite claims of the “death” of
intellectuals and the necessity of transformation toward “new intellectuals,” it seems that this
private practice adds even more crisis, while foreshadowing what may become another “hot
potato” in their lives as intellectuals. As | examined it in earlier part of this chapter, for South
Korean intellectuals, both the nationalist consciousness and their sense of duty for building a
modern developed nation have long been central to their public identities. Indeed, we can say

that, to a great extent, these identities and duties continued to envelope personal lives and
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aspirations through democratization in 1987 and possibly the Economic Crisis in 1997. 1 will
suggest that intellectuals became trapped in an apparent contradiction between the collectivistic
responsibilities and leadership of the professoriate (i.e., for both their university and the nation)
and their seemingly individualistic naked desires. Thus, intriguing questions arise here: How do
these professors navigate between private lives as fathers and public lives as South Kor