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Abstract

A Comparative Analysis of Government Policy
Towards Defectors

Graduate School of International Studies
Seoul National University
International Cooperatiolajor

Jasmin Tarakei

The Fedesl Republic of Germany and the Republic of Korea are often
compared on the matter of unification due to theemingly similar
experiences of division. While the comparability of unification scenarios has
been the focus of prior studies the government pdidiowards the
respective defectors has not received much attention. This thesis aims to
bridge this gap by comparing and analyzinggbeernmental policies of the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Republic of Koreas towards defectors
from the German Dmocr at i ¢ Republic and the
Republic of Korearespectively.Much attentionis put on displaying the
policies in the socipolitical situation of the time and pointing out key
events leading to the policy changes. The comparison of essetit
procedures and their underlying legal basis is anothal fpaint. By
analyzing these twoasesthis work aims to provide a comparative analysis

of two seemingly similar cases and determiteether one is still relevant

for the other and thpossille lessons tde learnedor the ongoing case of

the Republic of Korea.

Keywords:East German Defectqgmorth Korean Defectors, Government
Policy
Student Number: 20185054
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l. Introduction

On the 28 April, we were able to witness a historic meeting between the current

| eaders on the Korean Peninsula, Kim Jong
and Moon Jae In for the Republic of Korea. The Panmunjom Declaration as well as
stepping over the DMZ bordey lboth parties wagenuindy historical and made the

spectators hold their breaths.

Even though the are striking similarities with thereviousinter-Korean summit,

the April summit has opened the way for a more peaceful and cooperating peninsula
Thisunexpected meeting came dirae when only afew months agthere was open
speculation on the possibility of a second Korean War due to the rising tensions and
the supposed success in developing nuclear weapons by the North Koreanltegime.
is due to ths and the future plannsdmmitsthat the hopes for peace on the peninsula

have become more feasible again.

Whenever peace talks and agreements come into the center of attention, the German
reunification case is automatically brought up. While previoudiesyRudiger

Frank 2014; Wolf and Akramov 2008ave shown that the comparability between

the unificationscenarios is notgiven, | believelittle attention has beepad to a
different angle of thidroadissuei the policy towards the defectors. The diaspora

in both casesas well agnitial similarities in the timelineare, although unique in

their geopoliticaketting, omparable as in both cases unification was or is the goal
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andboth perceived the division as something unnatural and the people to be of one

country.

| thereforebelieve itworthwhile to look at the situation on the Korean peninankh
Germanyin more déail. My particular area of interest concetthe North Korean
Defectorsand t he Re p udodernmerspdliciek towarlatibesas well

as WestGermanys policies towards defectors from the German Democratic
Republic In order to do so, we wifirst take a look at the case offdetors from the
former German Democratic Republic (short: GDR) defikctors from North Korea

in different thematic segments and determine for one whether a comparability
between the two is given, how relevant one iglierother as well the implications

of this research for the current situation
1. Research Question

Before proceeding would like to elaborate a bit further éime focus of this thesis,

how itis outlinedand which questions it aims to answer. As mertibabove, even
though prior studiedhiad shown that the German case of unification is of little
relevance to the ongoing case of Korea, due to the similarities in how and when the

division occurred it is still brought up as a comparison.

An aspect that haso far been overlooketh is whether the Wesgerman
government policy towards defectors from East Germany has any relevance to the

Korean case. Iiparticulay | aim to answer whethdhe policy could have been

2



comparable and relevatd begin with and whather the diverging timelines have

changed the relevance and comparability of the German policies.

Regardinghe results to these tvguestionsl will conclude on whether the German
case carries any policy implications to the current case of Koreamodivighich
would be of particular importance due to the progressing relations on the Korean

peninsula.

My hypothesis on the mattertisofold. On the one side,hile the German policies
could have been comparable for the case of Korea in the early yéheslivision,

the relevance decreasddastically,and the implemented policies can and should
therefore nobe generallytransferredo the current situation on the peniresudn

the otherside there might be a marginal relevancaunfqueaspects of the German

case.

In order to analyze whether the hypothesis above can be confirmed or rejected the
cases are compared in different thematic segments closing with an interim
conclusion on the question of similarities and differences betweecates, the
impact the segment has on the relevance of the German experience on the ongoing
Korean division and a recapulatory comparison and conclusion is going to presented

at the end of this work.

As the matter of government policy is very broad anchoabe analyzeéntirely

due to the scope of this paper | will foausch ofmy attention on therimarylegal
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measures implemented by the West German Government as well as the material
published by the Korean Ministry of Unification in Engliah well aghe primary
resettlement and registration process in the two cdSeshermore, due to
limitations and the scope any researchl will focus much of this paper on the
German case and then continue to analyze whether the findings can be reflected and
are relevant to the case of the Korean peninsula. Thereby identifying whether the
above analysis is transferabl® begin with the cas of Korea is going tde

comparedalbeit in less detail.

2. Literature Review

Although | started off searching for other comparative studies between Korea and
Germany | soon realized that those were focused around the matter of unification
and its economiamplicationsas done by RudigdRudiger Frank 20149r Ulrich
(Blum 2012)on the one handr identity as done by Rolar(@leiker 2004)rather

than the matter of pay on the othewhich in turn is my motivation to close this

gap.

As this topic comprises of twoasesl started to look into the two policy scenarios
separately as well as conductingeparatditerature revigv in German. On the

matter comparison betwa Germany ankoreg | found two German dissertations.
The first by (Hur Joon Young2010) talks about the Integration Governance in

Germany their transferability to Korea between 1945 and the second one by



(Geonwoo Kim 2007)ompares the sunshine policy of Kim Dae Juaghe
Ostpolitik of Willy Brandt. | could not find any comparisons between tbentries

in Englishthough

On the natter ofGermany an extensive analysis of the political and legal situation
of GDR defectors between 1945 and 1961 been writterby Helge (Heidemeyer
1994) Damian(van Melis and Bispinck 2006yrite about the matter of defection
from the GDRin the saméeriodbut focuses more on tl@DR iewpoint and how

the perception around defection changed throughout the years.

The permanent exhibition at the Mariewlel religee enter as wie as the
accompanying book with publications by Bettina Effner, Helge Heidemayer
others gives comprehensive insights into the procedures at the refugee center as well
as some of the difficulties GDR defectors fadedfner and Heidemeyer 20Q05)
These insightsare complementedhrough the works of other authors such as
Charlote (Oesterreich 2008nd Jeanettévan Laak 2017ith the latterwork on

the refugee center in Giel3en and the inclusion of personal experience and testimonies

of defectors by the former.

On the matter of the Koreaasethe report by théinternational Crisis Group 2006,
2011) shows the changes in tlyvernmeris perception of defectors as well as
outlining their issues upon arrival. Current issues in the Korean integration policy

are looked aamongst otherby (Lankov 2004, 2006as well agKim et al. 2017)



with proposalson how to improve theituation. My researchthereforeaims to
bridge the divide between the German research and the current status of English
papers and identify whether the lessons learned through the case of German

government policy have any relevance to the ongoing case on the perezsula.

3. Methodology and Limitations

Regardingmethodology, this policpriented paper is going to focus qualitative

and comparative research aiming to identify the relevance of the German case for
policymakerson the Korean peninsula. By conducting a historical analykis
German & Englistsource, | aim to provide a more comprehensive comparative
research than currently available. As seen above, little English reseamheon

the government policies iprmer West Germany alonend no previouspapers
were found corparing the two policies. Unfortunatelygannot claim to fill this hole
entirely due to the limitations | encountered throughout my research. Most
dominantly,my lack of knowledge and proficiency in the Korean language proved
to beasignificantbarrier.Much of the research on the policies towards defegors
conductedn Korean.While much of the research on North Korean refugees and
defectorgs donein Korean,| had to limitmyselfto the sources available in English,
which | found to be very limitingegardinggovernment policy. A significant part of
my research on government poligherefore relies on the publications and

announcements made through the Ministry of Unificatiothe Englishlanguage.
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Furthermore, the inaccability of the not digitalized parts of the German archives
was asignificanthindranceas those included the original policy decisions made by
the government. have tried to include them through indirect refererica® other

secondary sources as farpassible though.

Due to thesdimitations, the analysis of the Korean case should betregardeds
complete.l believe thatt is sufficientto make valid conclusions on the relevance
and transferability of the German experience and thereby give tpaol@ymakers

a better understanding of these twfienautomatically compared casesdofision.



Il. Historical Contexts of Division

1. The Federal Republic of Germany

Subsequentlyl would like to start with the case of the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG) whichwas more commonly referréd as West Germany. As we know, in the
German case, thb-year longdivision cameo an endn 1990after the Berlin Wall

fell in November 1989Ne cannot understand the policies and laws the FRG enacted
unless we take a look at the historical context, the migration patterns and the socio

political environment of the time.

1-1. World War Il; Germanys Defeat and the Inner
German Division
Before we talk about the actual division of Germamg the FR@olicy towards
GRD Defectorsl would like to give a short historicalverviewof how the situation

occurred in the first placeAfter the unconditional surrender of Germany on May

" i () wew ‘TRER  Die Potsdamer
771945 to the AlliedForces the second | =& wws mmmm  Konferenz

World War in the West came to an end
This was followed by the Berlin

Declaration on the " of June 1945.

Through this declaration the Allied

Forces of France, UK, US and the Sovi Fig.1 The Redam Conference

. . SourceProf. Dr. Wolfgang Benz 2005
Union assumed supreme authority ov gang
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the German territory \l details on administration and boundariebdadecidedn

the Potsdam Conferenc€his declaration was of utmost importance as it set the
cornerstonéor the German division. In the following Potsdam Conference from July

to August of the samgear, thediscussions started on how to proceed with-fdast
Germany. The American President Harry Truman, British Prime Minister Winston
Churchill* as well as the Soviet Premier Joseph Stalin wilewe part of the
conference agreed on various topics including ejar, the prosecution of war
criminals as well as boundariéldistory.com 2009)The result of the division as

well as the occupied zones che seenin Figure 1 The conference aimedo
disempower Germany both politically and militgrto prevent any new aggressions
from arising such as had been the case between World War | and World War 1. They
are commonly summarizaddhr ough the 5 6D6s of demilit:
democrazation, decentralizatigranddismantling(Thomas Freiberger 2008Jhis

led to the famous Nuremberg trials whehe military tribunalswere held The
conflicting views and interests between the Soviet Union and the United States
became in@asingly evident though amdiminated irthe Cold WarTo contain the
spread of Communism withiBurope the US distanagitself from the Soviet Union

as can be seen through the Truman Doctrine in 1947 and the support for Western
Europe through th&larshall Plan in 19480ffice of the Historian, Bureau of Public

Affairs 2018a) Berlin, being separated in 1945 into the four occupied zones

1 Succeeded by Clement Attlee from July 2845
9



probably shows the gradualwddopment of theearly Cold War The American
occupied zone first unified with the British zone into the Bizone947 and into the
Trizone with France one year later in 1948. Berlin thereby got divided into the
Western and Eastern occupied zon&he divsion got more severe with the
introduction of a currency reform by the Western Allied Foroaspducing the
Deutsche Mark asurrencyin 1948. TheSovietoccupiedzone reacted to this by
introducing the Ostmar&nd furthermore blocked the Western Allies railway, road
andaccess to Western BerljBundeszentrale fr politische Bildund)o supply the
West Berlin population witlkdaily necessities such as food dnel, Aircrews had to

fly them in over theso-calledAirlift or Airbridge. The BerlinAirlift lasted until May
1949 when the Soviets finally gave (@ffice of the Historian, Bureau of Public
Affairs 2018b) This crisis only intensified the differences between the Viedt
East Germans Zones. Finallgermanywas splitinto two stateswith the Trizone
under theWesternAllied Forces orienting themselves with the Western political
views and establishing the Federal RepublicGe@rmany (FRG). It developed and
recovered fast under the leadership of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, s@astach

be called an economic miracle in the 5D8e Soviet Occupied Zonen the other
hand, established the German Demaocratic Republic (GDR) following communist
and socialist political views as spread by the Russian Revolution. Through a
somewhat forced meegbetween the KPD the Communist Party and the SPD the

Social Democratic Party into the Socialist Unity Party (SEL5ozialistische

10



EinheitspateiDeutschlands)they established a party which would stay in power
until the end of the GDR in 1990. They weigagnst the capitalism as pursued by
the FRG and their policies included an economy organized through the central state

and expropriation of land and companies which was not without consequences.

While theBerlin Wall is in the minds of most people whemyhthink about the
closed German borderg wasactuallyjust the last loophole. The border between
the two Germanywvasclosedfortified much earliein 1952with Berlin being the

only exception, as its locatedwithin the GDR territory.This did not stop the
migration but did make it more difficult and more importantly, shifted most of the
migratory path to Berlin which suddenly had to deal with a much higher number of

people than its capacity would allow.

1-2. Expellees, Refugees, Migrants andrm

Due to thedecisions made in the Yalta and Potsdam Conference to revise Germanys
borders andplit Germany into four occupied zones the migratory situation turned
out to be quite chaotiwith the terms forentirely different migratory movements
beingused interchangeably and without differentiation both in the public as well as

the academic discourse due to the lack of consistency

For one Germansvho formerly lived in the territories east of the Odiil3e Line,

the so-calledformer eastern territoriggompare Figure IWvere expelledheeded to

11



resettle This first groupis most commonly referret as expelleés They are not
of concern for this work as a whokndtheir migratory pattern differed significantly
from the GDRdefectorsyet in the early researgeriods they were often examined

together with the GDR defectofldeidemeyer 1994)

While this first group was somewhatearcut, both the public as well athe

academiadiscourseon GDR German defectors was the coatplopposite. There
was and is no consensus on how to rédethem which leaslto confusion as to
whom historical documents refeto. In thefollowing, | would like to give a short
introductionto the different terms that weraost commonlyused todescribe GDR

Germans.

On the broadest and most gendealel, many academic works referenced in this
paper refer to thewith the German version of tiveord immigrang. Although the
German word is just as broad as the English bae hesitant to useirt this paper.
For the sake of thishesis | will therefore either use GDR Germans or GDR
Defectorsas a blanket term encompassing people from the former. GiREnglish
word fAdefector 0 $sedfimeda sapdsan whphas altareonads

their country or cause ifavoro f a n o p g@x®rd Digionary) e 0

2 German: Aussiedler, Heimatvertriebene or just Vertriebene
3 German: Zuwanderer in German
12



Thisis true for both people leaving the GDR as well as for our later comparison with
North Korea as the countries are or were directly opposing each Otidsr this
generic term, many others formed to differentiate on how and under hwhic

circumstances the defection took place.

The first terml would like to introduce in this conteid one thais mostaccurately
translatedo resettler§ This typically refers to GDR Germans who left the GDR or
EastBerlin with the permission of the authoritiddur Joon Young 201®ut was
andis often usedo describe th migratory movemerats a whole as wellWolfgang

Seifert 2012)

The second term, which is more clearly defiedefugeé& and therefore mainly
refers to the group @DR Germans who fled due to politicar ideological reasons
without the permission of the authoritigdeidemeyer 1994) will thereforeuse it

in cases where the defectavererecognizedas refugees within tHeRG.

The last terml would like tointroduceliterally translatego barrage breakeérand
was mainly useafter the erection of the Berlin Walt refers to peog who fled
over theborder risking their life in doing sby whichever means possikéirgen
Ritter, Peter Jachim Lapp 1997) will elaborate on the ways of defection after the

erection of the Berlin Wall in the later part of this paper.

4 German:Ubersiedler
5 German: Fichtling
6 German: Sperrbrecher
13



2. The Republic of Korea

The historical context for the Korean peninsula shows striking similarities to the
German caseyhich isone ofthe reasoswe can engage in this comparative analysis
in the first place. After being colonized by Japan from 1910 until the end of World
War I, the Korean peninsula got divided after Japan surrendéiesl.division
across the 38paralel was decided by US military officers with little knowledge
about the country and agreed to by the Soviet Urimrprevent a military
confrontation(Oberdorér 2013) It was only meant to be temporary agfficient
means ofdealing with the surrendering Japanese troops aftepribe surrender

(Ministry of Unification 1996)

Just as with Germanyhe following plans on how to deal with the Korean peninsula
were maddy the US, the UDSSRindthe UK duringthe various conferencebe

Allies heldincluding theYalta and Potsdam Conference mentioned ab&t/éhe
Moscow conference in Decemb&945 the Moscow protocol announced that the
Korean peninsula was to be put under the trusteeship of the US, UK, China and the
Soviet Union for a maximum length of five yeamwith the JoiMUS-USSR
Commissionpreparing the plans for the development and independence of Korea
and its peopleThis Commission failed due to multiple conflicts between the two
parties and eventually dissolved in October 1947. After that failure the matter was
referred to the United Nations, yet as the Soviet forces who were in control of the

northern part of thegninsula denied the UN Commission entry to their part of the
14



peninsula that initiative of reestablishing a unified peninsula also fafledstry of
Unification 1996) Tragically, inlike Germany, Korea was neventhe aggressor in

this war, but was split up @s consequence.

The area arth of the 38 paralle] which was controlled by the Soviet Unipn
proclaimed itself as th®e mocr at i ¢ P eaf Kdrema gPRKROAa P'Uu b | i c
September 1948. The southern part of the peninsula, which was under US control
held its general elections in May 1948 with Syngman Lee being pronounced as the
first president anthe Republic of Korea (ROKyas formally announcesh August

15", 1948. Similar to Germany, the part of the country under Soviet control, here
the DPRK,adoptedcommunist ideals while the part under US control, the ROK,

developed into a democratic and capitalisbantry,

Probably themost significah difference is that the tensions in divided Germany
never led to actual war, while the same cannot be said for the Korean peninsula.
After the two countries formed their early relationship was characterized by border
skirmishes, guerilla warfare which eveally led up to the Korean War from 1950

to 1953. The North Korean forces had the upper hand due to their fighting experience
in the Chinese Civil Waandthe South Korean forces were quickly pushed back all
the way south to BusgAndrea Rakushin Lee 2014)he turnaround cantérough

the, for the North Koreans unexpected, intervention by the American led United
Nations command under General McArthur which managed to push the North

Korean troops all the way back to Pyongyang. However, the United Natiops troo
15



made asevere miscalculation imot anticipating the Chinese support of the North
Koreans. In the end, although three years of war passed, and millions of pedple die
the division remainedndno territorial gains were made by either sidather than
leaving a unifiedpeninsula the Korean War resulted in an evemre profound
mistrustand animosity between the two governments and only ended through the
Armistice Agreement of July 27 1953. Yet, even after the conclusion of the
armisticeagreementhe relationship between the two parties cannot be described as
peacefil. A report by the Congressional Research Service counts over 3600
infiltrations of armed agents into South Korea in the time between 1954 to 1992.
While this paper cannot serve asetailed account, the most drastic aggressions
include assassination attempts on the South Korean President Park Chung Gee in
1968 and 1974, as well as another attempt on President Chun Doo Hwan in 1983

(Congressional Research Service 2007)

3. Interim Conclusion

As the historical comparison shows, the scenarios are already starting to diverge
from one another. Although it might appear obvious, the occurrence of the Korean
War, as well as the following provocative actionare of majorimportance in the
shaping of the current situation on the peninsula. From the very beginning the level
of hostility and competitiorbetween the divided parties was significantly higher,
resulting in higler levels of security which, as is going to be discussed in the

following section influences the patterns of migration among other factors and also
16



shapedhe perceptiomnd terminology of government and public towardsNbeth
Korean defectors.The Koran War canhereforebe seen as a highly influential
diverging factor between the case of Germany and the case of the Korean peninsula

which could negatively affect the transferability of the German experience.

The second diverging factor is théstgnce of Berlin as a loophole to West Germany.
As it was located within the territory of the GDR but divided into the $ewtorsit
enabled many to defect even after the border was fortified in Mb2uch thing

existed on the Korean peninsula.

While this is only the first segment of this comparison the two factors above can be
seen to have a detrimental influence on the comparability of the two cases. While
they do not concern the government policy as of yet the difference in hostility is
bound to lave and indeed has a direct effect on the domestic and foreign policy as
well as the perceptions on the incoming defectors. In order to have a more
comprehensive understanding of wiuation the following segment will aim to

analyze the migration pattes and the socipolitical environment

17



lll.  Migration Pattern and the SoeRwlitical Environment

The early historical divergence between the two casesalashortly mentioned
abovedirect influence on our second area of anally$iwe patterns ahigrationand

the sociepolitical environmentThis section ishereforegoing to look at the factor
of migration in terms of statistics as well as routwsl thereby provide a more

comprehensive picture of the two cases.

1. The Federal Republic of Germany

Themigration in theearly years after the end of World War |l substantially shaped
the German government policy until reunificatiorhis is most evidentas laws
concerning the defectomsere mainly passed in the time before the erection of the
Berlin Wall. In the followingsection | will thereforeanalyze the different phases of
migration and the socipolitical environment before and after the erection of the

Berlin Wall.

1-1. Defection andMigration to West Germanyefore the
Berlin Wall
As canbesea in the historical context introduced abo@ermany was in a time of
substantial change and unorder in the early-pastperiod. The western part of
Germany, the FRG developed rapidly through its emphasis on economic
development and policies such as thiegration in the Westglicy by Adenauer

and the gpport through the Marshall PlaDueto it beingthe immediatepostwar
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period many peopleveredisplaced or expelledvhich is whythere was already a
considerable number of people migrating and returtorthe FRG. The group of

expelled and displaced people candiearly circumscribed against our topic of

interest though the defectors Yearly Resettlements 1949-89

from the GDR, as the timelin€ 0 | wowo koo Lo, _

their migration differs.

According to Heidemeyer the

4 I ﬂm’]ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂnﬂﬂnnnnnnnﬂnﬂﬂ
expe"ees ended by the arour 1949 1953 1957 1961 1965 1969 1973 1977 1981 1985 1989

1949: nur Sept bis Dez. Daten: Tab, 1

migratory movement by

1950 while the defection out of Fig. 2: Yearly Resettlements 1949989
the GDR clearly carried on SourceUlrich 1990

(Heidemeyer 1994)

As the graplin Figure 2shows, all throughout the division and even after the border
was completely closed, people continued to defect, albeit in much lower number.
While crossing over the demarcation line between occupied zones was titlegal
begin with it was not enforced strictly at the beginnitrgnically, the East German
government even conceived the early defections as a positive development which
would stregthen their authority. The logic was, that if dissidents and opponents
leave early ormndtherebyturn into a further economic liability for tHeRG, it will

lend tothe countries stability and prosperity, which is why it was not given much
attention at fist (Heidemeyer 1994)et, dter witnessing the increasing stream of
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DDR- Grenzsperranlagen people leaving the G, the regime
resortedto propaganda on the one
hand and stricter measures on the

otherto counterac{van Melis and
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Bispinck 2006) Whatever measures

were taken only had a shderm

P ’“h«.—-.—..—u—..—._&N._. N-_.l.._..-zl.—»- e
2

effect though, as the Socialist
Fig. 3InnerGerman Border fortification by
1988 reforms were enacted
SourceFlorianMichael Bortfeldt  gjmytaneously. With the realization,
that a significant amount of peoplasieaving and thabf thosea disproportioally
high percentage was young men or parts of the working population in general, the
regime tried to stop the mass migration and decided to fortify the-Gaenan
Border in 195435) as can be seen in Figureldis only redirectethe migration to
the open loophole of Berlithough where people often udatsepapers or sneaked
into the public transport which crossed into WBstlin to escape from the GDR
(Effner and Heidemeyer 20Q5kven at that timeWalter Ulbricht the Chief
Secretary of the Socialist Unity Party was asking Moscow for permission to close
the border to WedBerlin but was denied on the reason that it waldstroy the city
and lower the status of the GDR ahdSovietUnion (Effner and Heidemeyer 2005)

Although te total number oflefectors varies bgtatistic there were an estimated

number of2.7- 3,1 Mio Germans from the GDR within the FRG by the population
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census in 196{Heidemeyer 1994)All in all, the population is to have grown by
11% from 1950 to 196@lone with a quarter of the population being madeaiip
refugees by 196(Hur Joon Young 2010Y herefore, before we move on to the cases
after the erectionf the Berlin Wall, it is worthwhile to look at the situationtbét

time, in particular as it was the reason the FRG actively worked on their policy and
measures due to the development at the tilsdzigure 4shows the yearly migration

into the FRG variedonsideraly by year and theonbviouslygot significantly less

after the Berlin Wall was erectedhe mass migration obviously did not go
unnoticed in the Federal Republic of Germany. The state struggling with the
mass of people arriving\ccording to Boderound 25 percent of the dwellingsre
destroyed at the end of the w@ode 2002)It was a time of limited living space,
recovery andshortageThe main concerns of the time were therefore to establish a
system of registration as well as provide people with a place to live, a workplace and
other basic necessitie&s the country recovered and the economy grew in the mid
1950s, there was an increasing need for labor which in turn changed the public
sentiment and made relocating the incoming GDR Germans dbisiglemeyer

1994)

77 Comparg(Heidemeyer 1994371 48 on the shoricomings of the different statistics
21



The peaks in defection from the GDR to the FRG can quite acqubetataced to
national policy decision within the GDR and the foreign policy situation within the
Cold War settingdEffner and Heidemeyer 2005)The mass migratn is therefore

al so often c &(33).€a exdmpletheeGDR govefnmenttstarted to
restructure East Germany in a socialist manner by collectivization of agriculture

starting from 1952s well as conscriptions and enlistments into mining or the East

German Police all of which lent to a sudde Monthly Resettlements into the FRG
1949-61

1949  Sept

rise in defection numbees well as the 17 | = .. ==

1951 ”.;
June UprisingDepending on foreign policy L S
fo i sy I

and cold war situation we can also witne | s

1954 £ 3 :
9. Juni: Never Kurs: 17, Juni;Volksaufstand

a rise or fallin defection. For example, the

1955

start of the Korean War in 1950 or th| s .

failure of the Geneva Summit in 1955 als

10, Ju V. Gor SED blschiest
Dosceunglen ey s Sortiemn

led to a rise in numbers. Most obviously, tt| ., *

sense that the border is going to clo

Ml Sctiwere Versorgugeiise |
: {13 Aug. B dor Maver

0 10.000 20.000 30.000 40.000 50.000  60.000

completely in combination with furthe

Daten: FLUCHT, 1968

collectivization n 1960/61 led to the last _
Fig.4: MonthlyResettlements

drastic increase before the Berlin Wall wa into the FR@A94971 1961

erected. SourceUlrich 1990

8 German: Abstimmung mit den FiRen
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1-2.  Migration after the erection of the Berlin Wall

What happened after the Berlin Wall closed the last loophole in the border

fortificationsand unnaturally divided the city in baas can be seen in Figure 5

iNobody has duldngi.ntent i on of

a waThe party leader and thereb:

Head of State of the GDORWalter

Ulbricht, got infamous fothese words| = = . Yww . -~ 8

at the press conference in June 19("

(The Press and Information Office cﬂ

[ .

the Federal Governmenturing the =~ _. ) o
tpuring Fig. 5 The Course thfe Berlin Wall

night of the 13 August 1961 the Eas SourceChronicle of the Berlin Wall
German Police started the construction

with barbed wire and armed soldigrmghich were then replaced lmpncrete the
roads ripped up inrder to prevent vehicles from passif@jate of Berlin)Houses
were either closed with masonmyr the residents were evicted from their homes.
These are often referred to as the first and segenéation wall. andfortified
furtherovertimewith watchtowers, machine guasdmines.ln 1962 a second fence
was built and the area irbetween became what is known as tfideath

StripdChronicle of the Berlin Wall) It was covered withraked sand and

watchtowerswith light stripswere installed whoseokliers wereorderedto shoot
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anyone asight More barbed wire, watchdogs as well as nails in the sand added to
the fortification. From 1965 the thigeneration wall was constructed to further
improve the old construction. The most notable part was that a concrefikeube
structure was putrotop to make it even more difficult for people to climb ovére

last construction on the wall started in 1975 arttiéseforemost commonly called
@Border Wall 79(The Cold War Museum)lt consisted of 1.2 meters thick and

3.6 meters high reinforced concrete aignal and mesh fencing as well as the
former fortifications as can be seen in Figurg@hronicle of the Berlin Wall)In

short, it was highly fortified and made any attempt to escape near impossible. All the
same, iwould be wromg to assume théte defectionstopped after the GDR closed
this loophole. Especially whetomparedo the number of escapes from the DRRK
there was still avas stilla relatively highnumber of defections. In this following
section three ways of defa¢ion are going to be inspected in greater detgitapes

official resettlementand the trade in prisoners.

1-3. Escapeasaway to freedom

In the early years after the construction of Bexlin, many citizens still tried to
escape over the border fortifications, by any means necegdéngugh manywere
killed in the process, many also successfully escapeel. Chronicles of the Berlin

Wall, an OnlinePortal dedicated to the history of the BeWall, its victims and
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escapees, by the Federal Agency of Civic Educittbe Deutschlandradio and the
Centre For Contemporary History Potsdam offers a comprehensive pictinis of t

chapter in German History.

The number of escapees over the bordetiffoations, theso-called 6 &rrage
breakeré decreased drastically over time, which in part reflects back to the

increasing sophistication of the Wélirgen Ritter, Peter Joachim Lapp 1997)

For their escape to have any chance of success, people had to prepare extensively.

Pionier -und_signalfechnischer Ausbou der Staafsgrenze zu BERLIN-West
(gegenwirtig)
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9 German: Bundesmngrale fur politische Bildung
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Some of the most spectacular escapes included the digging of tunnels, swimming or
jumping from buitingsbordering the walbr usingsmall defects in the Wall in order
toimprove their chances of succé&hronicle of the Berlin Wall 1985, 1961, 1965;

Chronicle of the Wall 1963, 1963)

Escape agents were vital in many cases, including the ones referencedlimbove.
cases such as the tunnel escapes, often the escape agents and helpeBaninVest
dug them as the citizens in East Berlin were not able to do so unnoticed. Yet as the
Wall got more and more difficult to pass other solutions were saamghtfound.
Although each escape was unique and the ideas | would like to pickam@ofithe

more commommethods thetransitways

Oneimportantdevelopmenbf the timewas the Transifgreementbof 1972. Under
former foreign minister and later chancellor Willy Brandt the FRG started the policy
of opening to the East which translated ttedé& within EuropéMDR.DE 2010)

After the East Treati€s, the treaties with the countries in Eastern Europe and the
Sovid Union, in 1970 had already opened the channels of diplomatic relations by
ruling out the usefdorce and resecting current territorial borders the tensions of
the time started to ease. Followed by the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin in which
the Soviet Union conceded that traffic to and from West Berlin would not be impeded

in the future but gave the reguftatiof how access was to be secured over to the FRG

0 German: Ostvertige
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and the GDRSolsten, Eric, and Library Of Congress 1998)is led to the Transit
Agreemen{MDR.DE 2012) It arranged the access to West Berlin from the FRG,
but probably more importantly for oaauseit allowed West Berlin citizens to visit

the GDR and allowed visits to the FRG in cases of family emerg&heygranting

of visasfor WestGermans visiting théGDR was also significantly simplified,
making it possible to receive a aifor 30 days right at the border from wittonn e s 6
car. With negotiations underway the FRG and GDR also saw the necessity of a more
comprehensive treaty, which led to the signinghefBasic Treaty between the two
parties in December 197¢The Press and Information Office of the Federal
Government) in which they among others -fiecto recognized one another,

normalized their relations as well @ognizing the UN Charta and its values.

Needless to say, the possibilities these treaties yielded were recognized immediately.
The Stasithe Secret Police of the GDRealized its threats as well and intensified

its border controls on thieansitways(Effner and Heidemeyer 2003)lonetheless

it enabled many an escape. Hiding in the trunks of @laegtherrelativesor escape
agents and helpers many passediwler into the FRG. Although many escape
agents requested high payments for helping in the escapes people were willing to
pay in order to finally leave. Not only the brokers profited though. The Transit
Agreement was a source of significant incomelier@DR as wellhough, which is
probably why they were tolerating the need of increased countermeasures it
necessitateduntil 1989 the FRGpad over twobillion German Mark to keep the
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transitwaysn theform of flat-ratepayments for the issuance of Visas for citizens of
the FRG (MDR.DE 2012) Nonetheless, it proved to be one of th®jor
developments of the time, enabling more and npmeeple to defect from East

Germany.

1-3-1. Official Ways of Departure

Another option was to take moreofficial way. While there was no legal bagis

begin with and the GDR stressed that there is no right to being released from the
GDR citizenship many people demanded just thaeé movement mainly took bf

in from 1975. While senior citizens and pensioner were able to apply to travel to the
FRGsincel1964 this was not the case for the rest of the population. Whillawte

of the GDR did include the possibility to be released from the GDR citizenship
(Gesetzblatt der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik 1988 following
conditions made it déacto impossible without the approval of the GDR
administration which had turdet into a discretionary adjunctigqBurghardt, Boris,

Ute Hohoff and Petra Schéafter 2007)

The situation changed i©@T5 withthe Helsinki Declar@on in 1975. Even though

the Helsinki Declaration was not a binding treaty, as a signatory the GDR publicly
pronounced its intentioto adhere to human rights and international lawvels as
individual rights. In connection to joining the United Nationsl8v3 it gave the

GDR citizens a basis for their clai{isffner and Heidemeyer 2005)
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They applied to be released from

the GDR citizenship or applied fo = Asweg o Asseise ous der DR S2SS000 0]
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displayed in Figure 7.Although
Fig. 7 Application to Leave the GDF

the administrative decision could

Sourcelaura Wehr 2016
take months or years more ant
more people pressed the state. The reaction of the government was to try to
intimidate applicants, put them under surveillance, many lost their. johg
applicants in turn increasingfyrotested in front of the permanent representation of
the FRG which was established after the Basic Treatpayahized themselves into
support groupse.g. through churches and otherganizations in the 19803he
rising number of applications put pressure on the GDR administrationis 1989
they received over 250.000 applications for permanent legveh intermittently

resulted in a large number of @igations to be granted as in 1984 when 30.000

people were suddenly allowed to ledt&fner and Heidemeyer 2005)

29



1-3-2. Trade in East German Prisoners

Lastly, there was the trade in East German Prisqonehnsch was officially called
éspecial humanitarian effod$ by the FRGandépecial transactid@¥ by the GDR
(Horster 2016) The illegal crossing of the border was more commonly called
esertion of theRepublid!'® within the GDR and was already outlawed and
criminalized before the wall was built. &uciallegal change took place in 1957
through the amendment of the 1954 Paddpawsthough By changing 8§88 the mere
preparation and attempt to escape rendered one liable to prosdtlgidameyer

1994) Although the number of political prisoners is difficult to estimate most
sources reckon there to have been around 200.000 over the time from 1945 to 1989

(Schroder and Wilke 1998)

The initiative commonly calledradeof political prisonerscan be traced back to
1962 with the first official trade between the FRG and the @&biRg place in 1963
through their respective lawyer Jirgen Stange and Wolfgang Vogel with the former
negotiatingor West and later for East Germany. According to Maximiltdorster

the first trade in prisoners was conducted by the evangelical church in 1962 though,
who contactd the GDR lawyer Vogel and exchanged 100 prisoners for shipments

of goodg(Horster 2016)In the time between 1968 1989 the FRG was able to free

11 German: Bsondere Bemuihungen im humanitaren Bereich
12 German: Sondergeséft
13 German: Republikflucht
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33.000 prisoners for shipments amounting.®Billion Mark (Jan Philipp Wdélbern

2008)
2. The Republic of Korea

Unlike the Germarasethepeople on the Korean peninsula did not have the
benefit of aBerlin loophole The borders were closed and fortified immediately
after the armistice in 1953. Yet, when we take a look at the mignadibe@rnswe

can identify some early similarities between defection in Germany and the Korean
Peninsula. We wilthereforetake a look at the main migration periods in Korea

and identify the manner in which defections from North Korea took place.

2-1. Migration before the 1990s

First off, as withGermanythere wasnactivecrossborder migration to both to the
northern as welhs the southern part of the peninsula right after the end of the war.
According toLankov (2006, 108flestimatesstatethat 456.000 to 829.000 Koreans
fled in the prewar periodith anothe400.000 to 650.00@avingin the time of the
Korean War which castituted to around 10 percent of the entire North Korean

population.
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North Koreans fleeing in the time between 19450 were referred to &rossers
to the Soutf' while those leaving during the Korean War were caliétar

Refugeed® (Chung 2008)

Yet, if we compare the number of defections between the ROK and the FRG the
difference is striking. While the number of defections stayed comparably high in
Germany even after the first years of pastr migration passed, thaumber of
defections to South Korea dropped drastically. According to the Data from the
Ministry of Unification only 607 people defected until 1990 which corresponds to

around five to ten people per yéaankov 2006)

Although there are many factors to consider, | believe the geopoliticaandmic
situation might be foparticular intereshere For one, both systems had a similar
economic strength for much of the early years after their establiskrhentwe ok

at the GDP per capitar the DPRK and the ROK until the mid970s(Liberty in
North Korea) It was only fromthen onwardthat South Koreas GDP per capita
increased drastically while the DRRtagnated and even desed.Bearing in mind
the mass of ofterconomicaldefections until the Berlin Wallas buit, due to the
parallel economic capabilities in their first two decades a similar kita@homic

defection vas therefore implausible.

14 Korean: Wdammin-
15Korean: Pinanmin
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Thelevel ofaggressiomnd competitiofbetween the two countries furthermore gave
way for a highly fortified border including the demilitarized zone (DMZ) which
conveniently also makes unauthorized crossings of the border next to impdssible.
geopoliticallyKorea isa peninsla, making lrachesnaccessiblesawell adortifying
themwith barbed wire and electric fencing maki@gctescape attempts increasingly
difficult (Hall 1990) These two factors help us understand for one the lower number

of refugees as well as the demography of the defections that did take place

The few people who were able éscape were therefore oftentimes part of the
privileged part of society or military officialsThey often brought valuable
information andas highranking system defectors they weresentedo the public

as patriots and heroesd treated as sucihich only adds to show how politically
heated the situation wddung 2011)Interestingly, a those early defections were
seenas a sourceof valuable information to the ROK the country tried to encourage
them further through generous offers of compensations and benbiith was

reflected in the legal terminologliatwill be discussed in the later section

2-2.  Migration and SocidPolitical Situatian since the 1990s

The situation changed in the 1990s though. WithSbieth Korea$sDP per capita
being more than double that Morth Koreascombined with thdatter economic
crisisand famindrom 1994until 1998known as the Arduous March resagin the

death of hundreds of thousands, some estimates even speak of over a million deaths
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(International Crisis Group 2011inore and more people sought to escape from
North Korea, ofterby means oftrossing over China. The onset of tlaenfne is
clearly visible in the number of the defections. In the years including 1993 the
number of defections remained at about eight to nine per year, but frororh®ard

it first rose over 50Reflecting the changing nature of defection since the 19@0s
demographic composition of the refugees could not be more different. While the
majority of defectors in the period before were politically motivated and consisted
of higherrankingofficials or elites the refugees arriving in from the 90s were more

often than not farmers or work@érankov 2006)

It was a time of drastic changes in internationally as well as domesttballgoviet
Union and the Berlin Wall maddthe end of the Cold War Erghich was one of

the driving forces behind the divisiopet unlike the German case no reunification
took place. lwas a time of bothamestic and foreign polcchange though. Both
sides hadaken steps to strengthen the Korean dialogti@le earlier efforts showed
limited success the acknowledgment of Ndfibrea as a partner afoodwill by
President Roh Tae Woo in 1988 followed by the HWerean Exchange and
Cooperation Act which in turned evened the way for the Agreement on
Reconciliation, Noraggression and Exchange and Cooperation in (@80stry of
Unification 2001) While stricken with setbacks the Int€prean relations started to

be less hostile and competitive between each other. This changing mindset also
influenced the domestic policies towards the defectors.
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One of theg 0 v e r n polcy théngs was implementednder PresidenKim
Young SamFrom 1993 to 1997 defectors receivedersubsidies than before and
were seen as economic migrants rather than patriots and lasdoefre. This is
also reflected in the change of responsibility. While formerly the Ministry of Patriots
& Veteran Affairs was in charge it changed to the Ministry of Health and Welfare
from 1993(Jung 2011)The defectors were now referred taBeethren returned to
the stat@® and is a clear step away from foemer terms which translated @®rave
Persod’ and ®Person of National Medt. The domestic laws on North Koresan
changed yet again in 1997 as with thereasinghumber of defectors the support
was conceived to be insufficieaindthe Ministry of Unification took over the matter

of resettlement and subsidies. The 1997 Act on tteeBtion and Settlement
Support of Residents Escaping from North Korea is the cornerstbigh the
current Settlement Procedure is based on. Bsitwith so many thingsthe
terminology started to matter. According to {h&ernational Cisis Group 2011)it

was at that time and that the teofnéescaping persdror defectod® started to be
used, whichs still used todayalthoughlegally they are referred to &Sitizens who

escaped from North Kor& as of 2008.

16 Korean: Kwisunbokhandongpo
17Korean: Yongsa
18 Korean: Kukgayukongja
19Korean: Tarbokja
20Korean: Bokhanitarjumin
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Nevertheless, two years after the Law was passed, the Hanawon was established
whose resettlement procedure is going to be examined in greater detail later on in

this paper.

Politically the Kim Dae Jung Government (19982002) did not believe a
reunification to be probable in the near future, despite the economic difficulties the
DPRK was facing.Instead they tried to improve thénterKorean relationship
through interactions and economic assistamtis. so-called sunshine policy is
therefore often compaddao Willy Brandts OstpolitikThe 2001 White Paper on the
Korean Unificatiorstated the objective of the reconciliation and cooperation policy

to be as follows:

Alt envisions a state of de facto unifica
people cartravel freely across the border and recover national homogeneity through

an expanded mut (MinistrywfiJdifecatient2@0h)di ng. o

This shows a cledrreak with thepasthighly competitive and disengaging stances
that some of théormer governments showed and emphasizes uhétcation by

force is out question. Due to the already wide gap in the divided cobathy
culturally as well as economicaliyyseemed increasingiynpossible to even think
about reunifying suddenlyinsteada gradual approach was to be taken through
cooperation such as through the Kumgang Mountain Tourism project or the Kaesong

Industrial complex.
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It is therefore not surprisinigpat Kim DaeJunds policy is compared to the German
case Yet, while North and South Koreatried to strengthen intéforean
communication andooperationit did not minder the number of defectioaighat

time. On the contrary, while 71 people arrivE@B§ the numbers nearly doubled
over the next few years and surpassed thousand for the first time ic@@dfing

to grow until 2009 when they reached the current maximum of 2914 people. The
number of defections has drastically decreased since 2@t Xafi || Sungs death
and Kim Jong Unds r i se -profitorgamipaton Liberyc c or di n
in NorthKoreg the decrease is magstobaby due to the increase in border security
measures on both the North Korean as well as the Chines@sitién Park 2015)
Unfortunately, even though nearly 20 years have passed since Kindubge
sunshine policyoy now, nosignificantliberalization in terms of free travel across
the border has been made. The only way to leave North Kateaéforeto illegally

cross the border and escape.

2-3. Escape as the only way to freedom

As could already be glimpsed through the migration patterns described above, the
ways of defection are significantly more restricted for North KoreEms.only way

to defect and leave the country is therefore through means of escape. In the following
passge | would thereforelike to elaborate on the ways of escape and whether and

how they changed throughout the time of division.
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Trying to leave North Korea or helping others leave is seercasie whichresuls

in grave punishmenisa penallabor colones which are infamous for the prevalence

of torture and deathand where prisoners have to serve between two to seven years
(Tanaka 2018)r'he most common way of escape is to cross over the nolibeter

into China.Yet, even if theescapees manage to cross llbeder they are still in

danger of repatriation as China does not recognize them as refugees, which would
grantthemright to protection, but only as economic migrants. Due to the bilateral
treaties between North Korea and Chi na,
Reci procal Extradition Treatyo and the
the authorities furthermore violate the principlenoftrefoulementwhich has been

the causefamuch criticism(InternationaCrisis Group 2006)

The situation around the escapes from North Korea is significantly more complicated
than what we could witness in the East German case. The bilateral relations between
North Korea and China made for a relatively stable bordeomeas the North
Koreans were aware of the policy of repatriation and the possible repercussions. A
major shift happened from the 1990s onwards which was also reflected in the

migration patterns discussed above.

2L For a detailed report on the penal labor colonies comptawk 2012)
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Factors such as the economic crisis in North Kdreagestablishment of diplomatic
relations between China and South Korea in 1992 and the reformations within China

significantly influenced the border situatiicankov 2004)

According to the International Crisis Group Asia Re@d06, 5)and the interviews

they conducted in preparation for the report the border between North Korea and
China was still relatiely easy to cross through bribes to the border guards during the
height of the famine from 1997 to 199%rossing the border was not done with the
sole intention of defection though. Many just sought for provision and supplies to
return to their families Wle some also decided to stay in Northeast China altogether.
While there are no concrete statistics on the number of North Koreans dwelling in
Chinacurrentestimatesange from 50.000 to 200.00Rorwegian Refuge Council)

At that time may Christian missionarjddGOs and the locaChinese population
including those ethnically Korean or Kore@hinese helped by providing basic
necessities such as food, clothes or medidimem 2000 onwards, professional
smugglers and brokers have gained more and mgrertanceas both Chinese and
North Korean authorities started to crack down on the illegal border migration
(International Crisis Group 2006[Even so more and more informatilom the
outsidestartedto get through to the North Korean population and the interviews
conducted by the International Crisis Group confirm that many are aware of the
better living conditions, resulting in another pidahtor. The interviews also give us
valuable information adut how the broker systems operated. The most common
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land route even according to more recent reports leads through the Chinese mainland
to South East Asia and could cost anywhere between 20@$00$ at the time of

the study(17). A more recent interew with a former North Korean defector who is

now working as a broker from within South Korea reveals thautigunt has risen

to up to 14,000% now, but the general process remained much the same throughout
the years. Family members living in South Koceatact the brokers and give them

the contact information of their relatives in the North. The brokers then contact their
partner in China who locate the person and establish a way to stay in contact with
them. As brokers move multiple defectors at a tihey parties need to wait until

there are enough people to form a group. They then proceed to smuggle the North
Koreans over the border from where on the long journey to South East Asia awaits
them. In order to escapgtention different parts of the jomey are done by different
contacts and agent§hani 2018)Within South East Asithe matter is complicated

as most countri es l198lrRefugéet Corsvéntipn and thoseswdhis t o t
are, such as Cambodia or China do not accept the defectors as rédoger2015)

The route over Laos into Thailand seems to be one of the most frequentedhey

arrive, they reveal themselves to the authestiby which they are arrested for
illegally entering the country with their release andfatgo deportation and
transportation to South Korea being negotiated unofficially between the authorities

(Panu Wongcham 2017)
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3. Interim Conclusion

Concluding thisectionthere areghreepointsof note. First itheoppositeperception
timeline between the two cases. In Germany, due to the high number of defectors
and the chaotic state of affairs after World War |l defectors were seen as a further
strain on the economyven thoughtiwas seen as the duty of the government to
provide for themlt was only aftethe economy started to improve atheére was

need of workershough that the perception shifted, and the states were even asking
to be referred more defectors. Heidemey&®) repeatedly points out how
reluctant and even frightened the West Germalicymakerswere of encouraging
further defections with worries ofomplete depletion of East Germany and

overpopulation of West Germany being repeatedly voiced worries.

While thetimeline can already be seen to differ significantly the encouragement of
further defections by the Korean government in the early period of migration is
surprising in comparison to the German cdse motivation is most likely political

and can be betteinderstood in combinationith the drastically different levels of
competition and aggression pointed out in the historical segment as well as the
smaller number of defectiondnstead the sentiment turned frona highly
competitiveenvironmentconceiving defectors as symbols of asgsmmunismand

patriots toan arguably moraeutralperception
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Lastly, we can see thatdlsituation on thé&orean peninsula isiuch more difficult
complexand perilous than the German case. Even though North iae@natory

to International Treaties, including the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights (ICCPR) it does not follow them and does not allow its population to make
use ofneither tkeir civil and political rightsor their freedom of movaent. While

the Helsinki Declaration in 1975 had a direct effect on the GDR administration and
intensified the populations demand to move freely, the highly restrictive nature of
the North Korean authorities would not allow for a similar movement in Naotea.
Further,even thouglthe migration and its scope changed and fluctusets:scape

has always been afgithe only option for leaving North Korea permanentiile

East Germans could use the loophole through Berlin at first and even afterward were
able to either escape, under significantly less dangerous circumstances, or even press

the administration to let them leave in the later years of division.

If we apply the results above to our questiohcomparabilityand relevance of the
German expeeince we have to concede that migration patterns, the routes of
migration and the socieconomic frame in which the migration takes place are all
starkly different thereby diminishing the relevance and comparability between the
cases. Through the factor pkrception anderminology we have furthermore
started to approach the matter of government policy more directly. While we can
witness a similarity in the fact how both groups encompass a degree of politicization
the comparability is marginal due to thifferences in the degree of politicization.
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Nevertheless, the question remains on how, despite the differences we have
established in this paper so far, the mat:t
society is approached in each case. As both case®rn people witAninitially

identicalethnic and cultural backgroumdcomparabilitypetween the two cases may

be given on the matter of legal and resettlement policies which are therefore going

to be analyzed in the following segment of this thesis.
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IV. Legal Measure& Governmental Programs and
Procedures

In the followingare going to look into the legal sphere of government policy as well
as the resettlement prase As with the sections before there is a significant
divergence in terms dhetimeline which is why the German part is going to look

into the laws from division until reunification while the Korean part is mainly going

to focus on the current laws and resettlement policy in South Kasdhe following
segments will illustratethe migration patterns, heran particular, the vast
discrepancy in the number of defectors andhiktorical context made for a shift in

the timeline two cases. The legal measures introduced in Getmargforestart
significantly earlier in the context of division than in the Korean case. Another point

| would like to clarify before analyzing the individual country cases concerns the
target group of some dhelegal measures. As mentioned in thistorical context
migration in the PostWorld War Il period of Germany diverged from the Korean
peninsula in terms of scale as well as territory. As Germany was the aggressor during
the war it had to return the territories east of the Gerss Line which resulteth

the migration of the ethnically German expellees. Many of the laws were therefore
made with all migration group in mind and clarified on the eligibilities within the
legal text and its application. As this was not the case in Korea, the Koreanqyart ref

to legal measures and resettlement support which was introduced specifically for the

North Korean defectors.
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1. The Federal Republic of Germany

In the case of the Federal Republic@ermanythere are several laws, which were
anintegralpart of theg o v e r n polecyntowdrds defectors from the GDR. Those
are going to be introduced in the following segments before we continue on to the

refugee centers and the resettlement policy.

1-1. Law Concerning the Emergency Reception of
Germans in the FederRepublic

The first governmental policy which was in effect nearly from the start until the
reunification in 1990 was the Emergency Reception Procedures & Law Concerning

the Emergency Reception of Germans in the Federal Republic calleéf kAsBort

(Federal Law Paper 1950jhe NAG which was adopted as early as“2®ugust

1950was meant to be the first stage for any migrants and defectors were supposed

to take after arrivingn the RRG. It stayed in place until 1990 although its function

changed with time. The reason the law wesptedwas due tahelargenumber of

GDR defectors and expellees after World War Il. According tootiginal NAG,

only those who came due to fia danger to t

coercing reasonso were to be accepted. The

22 Hereafter referred to as NA@bbreviation for German: Notaufnahmegesetz
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as the majority of GDR defectors came due to economic and personal redsems rat

thanonly political onesHeidemeyer 1994)

This practice was considered as too stricimanyand led to many GDR Germans
staying asso-calleddllegalsdwhich was used to refer to those who were declined
through the NAG. There were no penalties for people who stayed despite being
declined through the NAG as that would go against the ¢otisti, the so-called

Basic Lawf®. Although there were no penalties, there were legal disadvantages. In
particulat they were denied the referral of housing space and job services which was

highly disadvantageous in the immediptestwar period(143).

As the increasing number of thesilegalsd started to become increasingly
problematic and the criteria posed by the NAG were considered unnecestsatjly

it was loosened in 1953 withantract of employment now being sufficient for a
permanent resghce permit. In the samgear, the German Constitutional Court
decidedthat while the law itselfs constitutionalthe current admission practice to

be unconstitutional as it denied them the freedom of movement guaranteed through
Art.11 GG. Art.11 GG may only be restrictddloughif there were no sufficient
means to ensure n eligebhood and the general public was put under a special
burdendue tothat (87, 164167). This resulted in the NAG being substantially

broadened, as means to sirsto n e lwdihood, such as but not limited to

2 Hereafter referred to as GG, Abbreviation for German: Grundgesetz
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employment, were now means of being accepted by the. KLABsidering the high
demand for workers at thiéme, this meant the percentage afceptance rose

drastically to over @6 (Oesterreich 2008)

The NAG therefore slowly lost its purpose as a political tool to control migration
and increasingly turned intaaeans ofegistering andistributing the arriving GDR
Germans withirthe FRG. After the final hole between the GDR and&Ras closed
through the building of the Berlin Wall 061, there was a threat to lives of GDR
refugees as well gmlitical duressand thereby the criteria of the NA&ere easily

met

The high acceptance rate doeshanp |l v t hat the pramdedur e we
exhausting for the affected peopléhe example of the Marienfelde Refugee Center,
which remainedvirtually unchanged until reunification gives a glimpse into the

reality of arriving in the RG and will be examined in thetter part of this thesis.

1-2.  Federal Law on Refugees and Exiles

The aim of the Federal Law on Refugees and Exiles (short: B¥R@s to
reintegrate refugees and exiles into society and enable them the same standard of
living as someone living in the ERfrom the star{Federal Law Paper 1953)he

occupationaintegration was one of the main focuses. As wlith NAG the main

24 Abbreviation for German: Bundesvertriebenengesetz
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discussions when passing the law as well as for its amendments of political nature
and on how to define St Zone Refugees in order to meet the needs of the affected
people, while at the same time preventingud on the population within the GDR
causingmassmigration. The definition placed in the law was considered to be
narrow by some of the parties, espeyiliie SPD but was actually achieved through

a compromise between the more liberal and more restricting version. Most
importantly, the acknowledged GDR refugees had the same benefits as the expellees.
The original law from 1953 defined a Refugee from thei@dOccupied Zone as

follows:

AA Soviet Zone Refugee issarman national or someone ethally German, who

has or had his permanent residence in 8mvietoccupiedzone or theSoviet

occupiedpart of Berlin and had to flee, in order to escape from a special plight

occurring due to the politicatircumstances and who has not acted against the

principles of humanity and the rule of latv.specialplight is given in particular in
casesofimmediae t hreat to onebs | ife or personal
do not suffice to be acknowledged as a Soviet Raffiege® (Federal Law Paper

1953)

After the law was passed in 1953 amendments were made multiple witrethe
third amendment oflune 29 1961 (Federal Law Paper 19613hortly before the
Berlin Wall was erectedchangng the scope of what is to be consideeedpecial

plight to enconpass strong morabnflict as well as economic reasons if those led
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to ones means of existence to be destroyed or significantly impairetthe

destruction or impairment was imminent.

They thereby acknowledged the changing situation in the GDRdaqute the law
accordingly. The BVFG also was nbe only source of help for the migrants as we
will see in the later parts of this thesis and therefore only one tool aimed at creating
an equal footing with the rest of the German population. The recipiethts BVFG
received a refugee identity ca@landaccording tahe population census in 1961

out of the 2.5 Miaround 680.000ad acquired ongHeidemeyer 1994)

1-3.  Social Security Measures

The matter of social security was probably one of the most important and far
reachingas it would affect tpeople for the rest of their lives. The pension, accident
and health insurance therefore for a big concern asusijly rely upon regular
contribution payments and cae.g.in the case of pensions only be claimed and
drawn on after a certain amount of time. When we apply this to GDR German
defectors as well as the expellees from the former eastern territory it is obvious they
would be at a clear disadvantage as their exigidvasis has been uprooted and it
was often impossible to inquire about how much they had contributed before coming

to the RG.

49



The FRG therdore started discussingn a separate lawas early as 195Which
resulted in thd,aw on Pension Rightson August 7'1953 which loosely translates

to Law on Pension Rights acquired by contribution abr@édile early discussion
considered limiting theecipientsin accordance to thosscceptedfor permanent
residence and evidenced personal danger those arguments were quickly struck down
by pointing out that the law needs to encompass all people who de facto have their
permanent residence in the FRG or West Berlin. They thesednessfullyprought
everyone on equal grounds and acknowledged earlier contributions in order to enable
them a sustainable livelihoo&very migrantbe it from the GDR or the former
Eastern Territories coulthereforebenefit from the social security system as if they
lived in the FRGrom the beginningHeidemeyer 1994)The law had to be renewed

after the gneral pension reform in 1957 which led to pensions being dynamically
adjusted tm n endge.Therenewedaw broadened the benefits so that not only the
actually contributed benefits were acknowledgbdt instead the pension was
calculated by equating it to how much someone living in the FRG would have

contributed.

This was important as it reflected the actual financial situation within Germany and

prevented a financigbensiondisparity between FRG anarimer GRD citizens.

25 German: Fremdenrentenund Auslandsrentengesetz
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Furthermoregvenif the recipients were not liable to insurance dedustiortheir

place oforigin, they were included nonetheless.

On the matter of unemploymeimisurance there was again the by now usual
discussion as to who shoud included and whether it should be directly connected
to being accepted through the NAG and BVFG. As it was within the scope of the
federal states there wasopposition to including people not accepted through the

NAG.

It was referred to the federalygrnment level where the law on Unemployment and
Unemployment Insurané® As it excluded any restricti@non eligibility and
thereby included all migrants in the same way according to their former work to be
included in unemployment benefits. Furthermaitee law linked the claim to
whether the performed work would have been or was liable to be insured within the
FRG. The benefits were calculated on a comparative basis backward and thereby
equaled to a person who spent their whole work life within the BR&Elemeyer

1994)

Needkssto say, this was highly important and gave the migrants and GDR defector
an equal footing in their new life in the FRG without making them start over

completely, which would have had disastrous effects omitldle-agedand older

26 German: Gesetz zur Anderung und Ergénzung des Gesetzes iiber Arbeitslosenvermittiung
und Arbeitslosenvericherung (Short: AVAVG)
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population in particularThey were thereforavholly reintegrated into the West
German social system from an early tjmedno distinction was made between the

different population groups and their reasons for defection in this case.

1-4.  Equalizationof Burdens Act

The Equalizationof Burdens Act’ was first passed in 1952 as an extension of the
Emergency Aid La#? of 1949.The first versions of this law were not applicable to
the defectors though. When the law was pastgourpose was to balance the losses
from World War Il. As explained above the migration into Germany was not limited
to defectors from East Germany. Due to war and the terrilosaks many were

left without their livelihoods. The expellees often arrived without any business
capitalor household as¢sand had to leavéixed assets behind’hese areas were
thereforethe ones this law aimed to recompense peopleltfoprimary aimcan
hencebe seen athe equaliation of losses within th&ermansociety. The reason
the defectors from the GDR were not included was very much a theoretical and
ideological one. In anticipation afspeedyreunification the Federal Republic still

perceived the GDR as part of the German territory. Unlike witlextpelees the

27German: Lastenausgleichsgesetz
28 German: Soforthilfegesetz or Gesetz zur Milderung dringender sozialersNadést
52



defectorsthereforehad not actually lost their assétsthe way theywere just not

available to them at that momdg@itibers 1989).

Needless to say, this procedure put the defectors into a disadvantageous situation.
Later amendments and expansions of the law decided to include the GDR defector
as eligible recipientsYet, it took until 1965 that the German Bundesrat, one of
Germanys legislative bodies, passed tifieaw on the Evidence Protection and
Determination of Financial losses in tBerman SovieZone and the Soviet sector

of B e(Federah lcawPaper 1965Wwhich as the name suggests rather than
recompensing only served as a means of preserving the record of possible losses.
Fortunatelythe legislatorectifiedthe situatiorthrough the 2%and 22¢amendment

of the Equalization of Burdenscfin 1969 and 1970 respectivglixlbers 1989)

From then onwards, the GDR defectors were able to receive reimbursements for their
financial losses spanning all areasci#éed above. The recipients weherefoe

eligible to receive monetary reimbursements for houseltetds if they were
already pensioners their pension could be supplemented, or residential constructions
were supported in the form of loans as to pronfaségrowth of residential spaces

(Wieland Lutz 1995)
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Due to thebroadscope of the law itself and imupplementgFederal Office for
Certral Services and Unresolved Property Issues (BADV) and Federal Equalisation
of Burdens Office)it effectively spanned over a multitude of issues, even including

fundsfor the reimbursements of prison&rs

1-5. Refugee Centers and the implementatioregfstration
procedures

An importantinstitution in the context of[ aumanmetager fir Fiichtiinge aus der boR

this work are the refugee centers. Witf e

bis Mérz 1963

Deutsche
Demokratische
the mass of both expellees, refugees g wiminasen Hepupl

Notaufnahmelager
Berlin - Marienfelde

resettlers aiving in Germany after the ' =

end of World War Il the FRG was in dirg

Durchgangslager filr NRW
Siegen Wellersberg
bis November 1951

need of providing them with sheltel

Bundesrepublik

basic necessities as well as registrati Deutschiand

and distribution method. As discuss€drig g Refugee Centers for GDR

) Defectors across Germany
above, that is how the Emergency
SourceUnnaMassen

Reception Procedures were established.

The actual implementation can most clearly be looked at throughkftigee center

facilities. While there were many of them, the Refugee Center in Marienfeld West

2 Compare Prisoners Help Act 1955, GermaiftliHgshilfegesetz
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Berlin was often the center of attentiaith more than 1.35 million people being
registere there until the reunificatioand will thereforeserve as the example for

this thesis. While there were some differences to other refugee centers, | believe that
the sheer number of people who were processed there due to its location in West
Berlin, in particular after the inn€serman border as clos@d1952 as well as the
international attention it received justify its choice as an example for this work.
Established in 1953 in reaction to the rising number of defedtdsdpdayused as

a museumwhich documents and exhibits the history of the Gerrdavision.
Following we will examine its functions and procedures during the time of division
as well as how it changed throughout the different times and stages of migragon
following information on the reception procedures therefore mainly relieth®

permanent exhibition within thiarienfelde Refugee @¢er Museum)

Table: Stations of the Emergency Procedures

1* Station Medical Services

24 Station Allied Sereening Office

3 Station Determination of Jurisdiction
4t Station Welfare Services

5% Station Police Registration

6 Station Intermediate Examination A
7% Station Intermediate Examination B
8 Station Appointment Office

9t Station X-Ray Office

10 Station Emergency Reception Panel
11% Station Transfer to West Germany
12t Station Transport Office
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Although its political importance and the number of applicants changed depending
on the socigolitical situation, he registration procedures stayed the same
throughout the yearsThe preciseemergency registration procedures and stations
were decied through the implementation regulation of 1951 to the NAG of 1950. It
consisted of twelve stations which the applicant had to seek out one after another. A
stamp on the processing slgerved as proof of completion. Any donations or social
services theapplicant received were also noted there in order to ensure a fair

allocation After arriving at the refugee center and statlng thelr hames to receive their

NCTAUFNAHMELAGER

processing slipas well as health

card where eventual disease' e
would be notedhe applicants were N
referred to the first stationi

Medical Services. There the

applicants were checked for an | T [t e [ e
o | Sichtungmiciie s Iﬁ.l BMG.2 —‘ﬁ"s \
é{ o | vorpratunga AT x| 3771 335] LDISh W fr
infectious or contagious disease - ..,...,_..":' e ,‘w,m;f ,...‘;;Y‘\;\

andthe results were written dowr =y

on their health cards.
Fig. 9: Marienfelde Refugee Center

Above: People waiting in front of the

If a person was actuallsick, they Marienfelde Refugee Center
Brinkmann Séren 2014

were either putinto the centels Below: Processing sligor the reception
procedures

quarantine or admitted to a hospita,vl"’lm:"nf‘:"IOIe Refugee Center Museu

in Berlin.
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The second more peculiar and controversial station was the Allied Screening Office.
It is also one of the main differences between the refugee center in Marienfelde and
the ones on the resf the FRG territory in Giel3en or Uelzdtirst on the matter of

the Allied Screening Office in general. The American, British and French
Intelligence questioned the applicants one after the othére same questioasd

paid attention to contradictiorad tried to gain information on the situation in the
GDR. The intelligence agencies therefore also tried to identify applicants who were
in a function of influence or knowledge in the GDRg.as members of the police

force.

The basis for the validity afcreenindy the Allied Forces was the 1949 Occupation
Statute whichremained valid until 1990. lhough granting themajority of the
governmental authority back to Germany, it still retained the supervision for some
areasjncluding refugee matters. While the screening was not obligatory, nor did it
have any consequences for the result of the emergency procedures, it was
understandably a matter of concern and controvéath within the German
ministries and within the refeg centers themselvéSesterreich 2008; van Laak

2017, Effner and Heidemeyer 2005)

It was only after the screening that it was decided whether the applicant in question
had to through the emergency registration procedure to begin with. As this was not
the case for asylum seekers or resettlers from ttmeefoEastern Territories, who

were then referred to tlwrrectpublic authorities.
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At the fourth station the applicants wer@rovided with welfare servicesThe
Welfare Services provided basic necessities like clothes or food, assigned refugee
housings m case the Marienfelde Refugee Center was full already and distributed
vouchers or train tickets as well. Furthermore, they were the first point of information
as to what social benefits they were entitled to. It is also worth mentioning that many
charitalbe andsocial organizationkelped both in the at the time of registration as

well as later on matters of social incorporation.

The fifth station was the police registration which served to make sure that regardless
of the result of the application everyone who arrived aa®unted for. The police
also checked whether any of the applicants had a criminal record or were convicted

before.

Only after they had finished these first five stations were they able to file the actual
application for a residence permit in the FRG and VBeslin. They had tgrovide

their personal information as well as on people they had fled with, whb#yehad

any remaining family members in the GDR and their reasorgefecting fronEast
GermanyThe extent to which they had to elaborate on their reasons understandably
changed with the years. According to the exhibition the justifications and rdasons

defection could span over multiple pages in the early years of division, yet in the late

80s keywor dsecloinkoemi fcp csliittuiadd ono or Afreedo

be sufficient.
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It was the Intermediate Examination A that receitteel applicatiorand decided

whether further verifications on the credibility of the statements was necessary.

The Intermediate Examination B questioned the applicants again and checked their
statements to the information provided on the application and through the Allied
Screening. The public organizations in charge of this second examination were
therefore unsurprisingly the Federal Intelligence Agency, the Federal @ffitee
Protection of the Constitution and the Gemhnification Ministry. While the first

two agemwies focused on looking for persons with valuable information as well as
preventing agents the German Unification Ministry sought information on the socio

cultural situation in the GDR.

With the Examinations done the applicants had nearly reached thef éhd o
procedure after making the appointment for the Emergency Reception Panel at the
Appointment Office. An XRay was made in the meantime to check for tuberculosis,
which seemed to have been a frequent disease in the refugee centers in the 60s

(Effner and Heidemeyer 2005)

The Emergency Reception Panel was the most crucial part of the whole procedure,
as it was there the decision of granting or decliningaih@ication was made. The
members of the panel were a committee appointed by the three largest parties, CDU,
SPD and FDP of the West German Parliament called the BundeStagy had

access to all of the information collected throughout the procedure laad a
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questioned the applicant throughout the meefiig vital questionthey needed to
resolve was whether the applicant wasairspecialplight occurring due to the
political circumstances, whether their life was in danger or whether he was in danger

of his personal freedom as defined in the NAG.

After receiving the residence permit through the Panel in the case of West Berlin the
transport and distribution to one of the West German federal states was next.
Remaining in Berlin was usually only allowed tlie refugee had family or a
workplace there. The director of the emergency procedure decided in accordance
with the agreements and distributive capabilities of thepective federal states
where the refugee was to be transferred to, although their wasldepreferences

were taken into consideration.

The Transport Office wathereforethe last station of the procedufigney allocated
the refugees do planes with empty seats. There were special accommodations in

case of early morning flights as wellgioevent disturbances to the other refugees.

The irregular foreign policy between the GDR and the FRG led to many sugslien
and downs in the number of applicants which complicated the situation for the
refugee centers. In the case of the Marienfelde RefGgmanter, its role as a refugee
center ended with the enforcement of the Treaty Establishing a Monetary, Economic
and Social Union between the German Democratic Republic and the Federal

Republic of Germany from July*11990.
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2. The Republic of Koreas

As established in the earlier sections there are already stark differences between the
two cases which make generalcomparability between the two countries
increasinglydifficult. The following part of this thesis wilhereforeaim to analyze

the governmeral resettlement as well as the legal measures for the Republic of
Korea in order to provide a comparison between them and follow on the societal
impact of all the areas analyzed so far as well as their implications for the
comparative relevance as a whadéthough it was already pointed out at the start of

this topic segment due to the language barriers the author was only able to rely on
secondary and governmental sourcesthe English language which proved

especially limiting in the analysis of this Egrea
2-1. Legal Beginnings of Government Support

We can already witness a difference in how the diaspora was handled early on. After
the Korean peninsula was divided and the armistice was concludi@83rit would

put us into a similar timeline avided Germany It is the Korean War experience

as well as Sah Koreas domestic political struggles which influence the legislation
and havean understandably lontasting effect on the foreign and domestic policy

between the two parties.

As mentionedn thesggmentson historical contexand migration pattesthere was

a significant number of crodsorder movement after the end of World War Il as well

61



as during the Korean War. Unlike the Gernecaise the postwar migration did not
trigger any legislation in specific support the War RefugfemrsCrossersto the
South!in South Korean thoughThe number oflefectorsalsodrasticallydropped

after theKorean War until the 1990s, but the few defectors wihl succeed were
openly welcomed, not least of which due to their propagandistic value and

knowledge

Thefirst legal initiative was taken in 1962 was taken with the Special Relief Act for
Patriots and Veterans and North Korean Defettarsder President Park Chung
Hee (International Crisis Group 2011Risen to power through a coup the former
military g e n e adminiétrationgave rewardsnd special treatments to defectors
bringing military secrets oweapons. The amourdf the reward money was

dependent on the value of the informat{Qihung 2008)

Special Relief Act for Patriots and Veterans and North Korean Defegtardater
on abolished in 198&ndwasfollowed by the Act on Special Compensatiscet for
HeroesReturnedto South Kore®in 1978.0ne of the main changes through this

secondaw was that even if the defectors did not bring any significant intelligence

30 Korean Pinanmin ( )

31 Korean:Wolnamin ( ), referred to North Koreans defectors leaving in the period
between 19451950

32 Korean: Gukgayugongja Wollamgwisun Teukbyeorwonhobeop

( )

33 Korean:Wollamgwisunyongsa Teukbyeolbosangbeop

( )
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or weapons they were rewardedthe nameof the law suggests gsatriotsand
heroes. Itthereforeenabled the inclusion of civilian defectors into the circle of
eligibility. In terms ofrewardsthis is the first instance where the defectors not only
received a onéme monetary reward but weedso given resettlement money and
housing as well as employment and living aid including medical seAgc€hung
(2008)points out though, the small number of defectors mostly consisted of former
officers and diplomats, which apart from being rich sosirgg information also
served as means of propaganda and proof of the superiority of the South Korean
system(Chung 2008) The defectorsat that timewere therefore considered as
patriots and people of national merit which makes sense considering how few of
them there were and the highly politicized situation of that (lmeg 2011)As with

the migratiorpatternsthe perceptionshangesignificantly with the rise in defectors

and the end of the Cold War periodlire 1990s.

During the Kim Young Namdministrationthe1993 Acton theProtectio of North
KoreanBrethren Returned to the SttmtroducedWith the authority shifting from

the Ministry of Defense to the Ministry of Health and Welfare it simultaneous shows
a shift in perception from heroes to economic refugees. For thefsetors the
reduction in support made their resettlement more diffic@lung points out that a

survey conducted in 1998 by the Ministry of Unification showed that while only

34 Korean:Gwisunbukandongpobohobeop ( )
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13.6% of the defectors under the new 1993 Act earned more than one million Won
permon h over 47% of the former fAHeroesoO
as likely to be employe@Chung 2008) This author would like to add that while the
lessened suppoundoubtety impacted this discrepancy, as the migratiamfithe
1990s onward did not include as many higbel defections as before their prior
level of education and work is likely to have an influenced these results adt well.
does not change the fact though thaty wereobviouslyfaced with a range of sioe
economic problems and in needaafequas support.As we will seethe support
systemwas reestablished through thaw we will be focusing most of our attention
oni the 1997Protection of Defecting North Korean Residents and Support of Their
Settlemat Act and its revisions so faand yet many of the defectors continue to

struggle economicallgUnited Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 1997)

2-2.1997 Protection of Defecting North Korean Residents

and Support of Their Settlement Act

The Protection of Defecting North Korean Residents &uwpport of Their
Settlement AZf is the basis for sett the current resettlement support and procedures

for North Korean Defectors.

As Art. 1 ofthe Law pointsout, it was adapted to theurposeof protectng and

supporing North Koreardefectors to adajpjuickly andsettle down in life politically,

35 Hereafter, Settlement Act
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economically, socially and culturalljt thereforeaims to encompass a wide range

of social spheres he policies to be provided aaetuallypointed out clearlyn the
articles. Followinghe law settlemensupport facilities are to be set up and operated
(Art.10) to provide care to the persons protected under the law until they move into
an accommodation (Art.11) as defined under Articlea8 other accommodation
related articleslt alsocalls for a wide range afducatiorrelatedpolicies including
Social Adaption Education and Vocational Training (Art18 24). On thenatter

of economicsupport arrangements for employme(trt.17) are to be provided and

at least a minimum living stdard supported (Art.26)T'he initial settlement support
described in Art. 10 is called Hanawon and will be examined in the next section. It
is already visible though that the law aims to give a highly comprehensive support
system for the arriving defectin order to avoid the maladjustment issues which
arose through the previous legislation and at the same time not fall back on the

politically oriented reward system of the early past period.

2-3. Resettlement Suppomf North Korean Refugees

The resettlement support provided through on the basis of the settlement is
significantly more compktatedthan what the very registration amwlitribution
focusedsupport analyzed in our German caBbe first resettlement training was
opened in 1999 incordancewith the Settlement Act described above. In the
meantimehas been expanded twibefore in 2003 and 2008 as wedl luilding a

new second resettlement center in 2002 Korea Herald 2012)
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The Ministry of Unification outlines the Resettlement Support t@a beoperative
process between the cemtgmvernment, the local governments as well as private

institutions as visible in the graphic on the right gidaistry of Unification 2013)

Especially the sphere between the local government and private institutions shows
that many private institutions like volunteers and counselors support the regional

adaption centers where four weeks of social orientation education take place.

The settlement support can be divided into thmemadstages. The first part is the
period before the social adaption prograrflarnawon, followed by the resettlement
preparation in the Hanawamnters. It is actually only after these first to stages that

the actual resettlement takes pl@gnistry of Unification 2014)

[ Central government ] [ Local government ] [ Private institutions ]
North Korean
Refugees Foundation
Ministry of Local govermments
Unification 17 cities and provinces

Protection officers
for Residence

Professional counselors

Employment support - 97 persons
centers
North Korean Protection officers for Regional ) Volunteers
emmlovment = 569 + amsistants
refugees adaptation centers vesettlement azsistant:
Consultative - §
Council to Deal Police Stations 28 nationwids, 4 ! | L\_’CGJ medical
with Dislocated Protection officers for ) “'fg"'.s oj:j,maj. nennnons
No]'ﬂ] Kore;'ns EE{SDLHLI safety orienianon eaucanon,
and:‘_omm:am{\ —  Welfare institutions
19 mimistries md adaption support

AFENCIES Office of education/School

School
|

Regional councils to support North Korean refugees 88 nationwide

. Welfare support
institution for children

Fig. 10: Resettlement Support Orgaational Chart
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2-3-1. Hanawon Center

Thefirst stageof the procests similar to the German refugee cent@se difference
is though thamostNorth Korean defectors are not able to defect to South Korea
directly, butinsteadtake thelongjourney throughiNorthern and Mainlan€hina to

reach e.g.Thailandor Mongoliain order to request protection at the local embassy

Fig. 11: Social Orientation Program Eanawon

or representatiowhich is unique to thesituation on the peninsuldJpon entering

South Koreathe defectors ee then interrogated by the respective government
agenciesAfter theinterrogationthe decision on whether the defector falls under the
protection of the resettlement process is made by the Consultative Council to Deal
with Dislocated North Koreanwhich consists of 19 ministries ar@bencies
(Ministry of Unification 2016) After the defectors are decided to be eligibfe
protection under the Settlement Act they enter the second stage of the resettlement

process the social adaption education at the Hanawon Center.
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