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6 Immigration Policy and Governance
as a ‘Precaritization’ Process

Immigration Policy and Precarity of Immigrants

Immigration policies are multifaceted, encompassing various dimensions that sig-
nificantly impact immigrants’ precarity. First, immigration control policies regulate
the selection and admission procedures for immigrants, thereby shaping the vol-
ume and patterns of immigration flows. Second, immigrant policies address critical
aspects such as employment opportunities, housing conditions, welfare provisions,
and access to education for immigrants. These policies directly influence the liv-
ing conditions and social integration trajectories of immigrant populations. Third,
social integration policies are designed to facilitate the inclusion and participation
of immigrants within the host society, aiming to foster social cohesion and mutual
understanding.

The complexities inherent in immigration policies contribute to the precaritiza-
tion of immigrant groups in several ways. First, immigration policies themselves
constitute a significant domain of intervention. They determine not only who is
admitted into the country but also the conditions under which immigrants can re-
side and participate in society. The dynamics of immigration policies influence the
scale and dynamics of immigration flows, shaping the demographic composition
and diversity of immigrant populations. Furthermore, immigration policies may
selectively include or exclude specific immigrant groups based on economic needs,
cultural considerations, or political priorities. This differential treatment can exac-
erbate precarity among certain immigrant communities while offering advantages
to others, thereby intensifying disparities in social and economic outcomes.

Moreover, the scope and content of immigrant integration efforts vary across
different policy frameworks. Some policies may emphasize economic integration
through labor market participation, while others prioritize cultural assimilation
and social cohesion. These variations impact the depth, breadth, and effective-
ness of integration measures, influencing how well immigrants can access rights,
resources, and opportunities within the host society. Thus, immigration policies
are instrumental in shaping the conditions of immigrant precarity. They operate
as powerful tools that mold the vulnerabilities experienced by immigrant groups,
reflecting societal values, economic needs, and historical contexts in countries un-
dergoing demographic shifts and globalization pressures.
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Second, immigration policies are a focal point of government-led public policy
in most countries. This is particularly pronounced in nations like Korea, which are
characterized by a longstanding tradition of state centrism, where governments
are deeply engaged in addressing the evolving challenges of racial diversity (Seol,
2012; Won, 2008; Won & Park, 2009). The government’s pivotal role in shaping
immigration policies is evident not only in Korea but also in countries such as
Canada, Australia, and Germany, which have been managing immigration issues
long before Korea (Banting et al., 2006; Ellermann, 2021; Inglis, 1996; Kymlicka
& Banting, 2006). Consequently, decisions regarding the extent of international
migration to be accepted, methods of integrating or excluding immigrant groups,
and the prioritization of different aspects of migration—such as labor, marriage, or
humanitarian needs—become critical determinants of immigrant precarity. These
policy choices profoundly shape the conditions and vulnerabilities experienced by
immigrant populations.

Third, the significance of immigration policies in shaping immigrant precarity is
underscored by their differential impact on various immigrant groups (Jergensen,
2016; Won, 2019). These policies intentionally create vulnerabilities among immi-
grant populations. For instance, German immigration policy distinguishes between
temporary and permanent economic immigration, leading to distinct vulnerabilities
within these groups. Similarly, in Korea, while a guest worker framework exists
for immigrant laborers, policies also accommodate high-skilled immigrants with
a progressive approach, including the possibility of dual citizenship. These policy
distinctions contribute to varying degrees of precarity within the labor immigrant
community. Moreover, Korea’s involvement in marriage migration differs signifi-
cantly from other countries. Despite categorizing both male and female marriage
migrants under the same umbrella, Korean policies demonstrate proactive inclu-
sion toward female marriage migrants while neglecting comprehensive policies
for their male counterparts (Won, 2008, 2019). This discrepancy reflects policy
decisions influenced by Korea’s persistent demographic challenges and entrenched
societal norms, particularly those revolving around strong patrilineal kinship
structures.

Immigration policies play a crucial role in precipitating various forms of precar-
ity experienced by international migrants, effectively shaping them into a new form
of precariat. This chapter aims to illuminate how immigration policies generate
immigrant precarity and the mechanisms through which this occurs. By compar-
ing international examples, it seeks to discern both similarities and differences in
the processes of precaritization driven by immigration policies. To achieve this,
the chapter proposes a theoretical framework termed the Immigration Policy Re-
gime, which outlines the key characteristics and impacts of immigration policies.
It then delineates the nature of the Korean immigration policy regime within this
framework. A comprehensive analysis follows, examining how the Korean im-
migration policy regime interacts with and influences precarity among immigrant
groups. This comparative analysis includes countries renowned for their gener-
ous immigration policies and extensive immigrant integration efforts, such as the
United States, Canada, and Australia, as well as countries with cultural contexts



4 Immigrants as ‘New’ Precariats

comparable to Korea that have implemented more restrictive immigration policies,
such as Japan. These comparisons aim to elucidate the diverse outcomes of immi-
gration policies on immigrant precarity across different national contexts.

Immigration Policy Regime: A Framework

Concept of Policy Regime

Policies directed at immigrants vary significantly across different times and places,
underscoring the importance of ‘policy regimes’ in understanding their multifac-
eted nature. The definitions of a regime have been diverse, ranging from describing
it as a ‘set of conditions’ to characterizing it as the ‘form of government’. Krasner
(1982, p. 185) defines a regime as encompassing ‘sets of principles, norms, rules,
and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a
given issue area’. Similarly, Wilson (2000, p. 256) views a regime as ‘government
arrangements constructed by states to coordinate their expectations and organize
aspects of international behavior in various issue areas’. Expanding on these in-
terpretations, in the realm of social policy, a regime is seen as the ‘aggregate of
values, norms, and rules that govern a specific country or society’ (Sainsbury, 1999,
p- 77). When applied to policies, the concept of a ‘policy regime’ emerges, defined
as ‘the governing arrangements for addressing policy problems’ (May & Jochim,
2013, p. 428). This notion allows for an understanding of how ideas, interests, and
institutional arrangements interact within the policy process.

By applying the conceptual framework of a regime to specific policy domains,
various sub-policy regimes have been delineated, including welfare policy regimes,
child policy regimes, and gender policy regimes. Within the realm of immigration
issues, specialized sub-policy regimes have emerged, such as immigration policy
regimes (Faist, 1995) and incorporation regimes (Soysal, 1994). An immigration
policy regime encompasses the rules and norms governing immigrants’ opportuni-
ties to attain citizenship, obtain residence and work permits, and participate in eco-
nomic, cultural, and political activities (Sainsbury, 2006). This framework not only
helps in identifying differences between the native population and immigrants but
also reveals disparities in social rights within immigrant communities. It allows for
the recognition of hierarchical distinctions within immigrant groups and discerns
discriminatory practices in the allocation of rights such as citizenship, as well as
disparities in status within the labor market.

Typology of Immigration Policy Regime

The concept of an immigration policy regime, defined as the framework govern-
ing ideologies, values, immigration practices, and the rights and obligations of
immigrants within specific national contexts, is inherently diverse across nations.
Attempting to understand immigration policies in each nation individually has
limitations, prompting the development of typologies based on commonalities ob-
served across national immigration policies (Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1 Typologies of Immigration Regime

Authors  Focus of analysis  Regime typologies
(vears)
Hammar  Immigration - Guest worker or rotation system: Germany, Switzerland
(1985) control and - Permanent immigration: Britain, Sweden
integration -Postcolonial immigration: Britain, France, the Netherlands
policies
Freeman  Role of - English-speaking settler societies: the United States,
(1995) immigration in Australia, Canada
labor market - Post—World War II immigration countries: France, Britain,
External pressures Germany, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Sweden, Belgium
on immigration - Former emigration countries: Spain, Portugal, Italy, Greece
Cornelius  Immigration, - Classic countries of immigration: the United States,
and support for Canada, Australia
Tsuda immigration, - Reluctant countries of immigration: France, Germany, the
(2004) multiculturalism Netherlands, Britain
- Recent countries of immigration: Italy, Spain, Japan, Korea
Joppke Immigration - Settler states: the United States, Australia
(2005) selection and its - Postcolonial constellations: Northwest and southwest
relationship to Europe
ethnicity - Diaspora constellations: Israel, Germany
Williams - Exclusionary citizenship model: Germany, Switzerland,
(2005) Belgium
- Republican: Germany, Switzerland, Belgium
- Multicultural model: Australia, Canada, Sweden, the
United States
Banting Strength of - Strong Multiculturalism: Australia, Canada
et al. multiculturalism - Moderate Multiculturalism: Belgium, the Netherlands, New
(2006) policies Zealand, Sweden, the United States, the United Kingdom
- Weak Multiculturalism: Austria, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Switzerland
Sainsbury Immigrant welfare - Inclusive immigration regime: the United States
(2006) entitlements - Exclusionary immigration regime: Germany
- Inclusive immigration regime: Sweden
Menz Political economy - Established countries of immigration: France, Germany, the
(2009) of labor United Kingdom
immigration - New countries of immigration: Ireland, Italy, Poland
selection
Janoski Naturalization - Settler societies: Australia, Canada, the United States
(2010) rates - Nordic countries with colonizers: France, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom
- Highly restrictionist non-colonizing countries: Japan,
Germany, Switzerland
Devitt Labor immigration - Nordic regimes: Sweden, Denmark, Finland
(2011) admissions and - Conservative-Continental model: Germany, Austria, the

labor market
design

Netherlands, Belgium

- Southern-Statist model: Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal,
France

- Liberal model: the United Kingdom, Ireland

Source: Various authors cited.
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Existing studies have developed diverse typologies for categorizing immigra-
tion policy regimes based on various criteria. For instance, Hammar (1985) clas-
sified nations into Settler States (such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and
New Zealand), Guest Workers or Rotation System countries (like Germany, the
United Kingdom, and France), and those transitioning from sending to receiving
states (Spain, Italy, and Greece), focusing on how these nations regulate immi-
gration flows and integrate immigrants. Freeman (2011), examining inter-group
relations, immigration’s role in labor markets, and external pressures, categorized
nations into English-Speaking Settler Societies (e.g., the United States, Australia,
and Canada), post—World War Il immigration countries (France, Britain, Germany,
Switzerland, the Netherlands, Sweden, and Belgium), and Former Emigration or
New Immigration Countries (Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Greece). Cornelius and
Tsuda (2004), considering support for immigration and multiculturalism lev-
els, divided nations into Classic Countries of Immigration (the United States,
Canada, and Australia), Reluctant Countries of Immigration (France, Germany,
the Netherlands, and Britain), and Recent Countries of Immigration (Italy, Spain,
Japan, and Korea).

Studies have developed specific criteria for classification that reflect distinct
national contexts. Castles and Miller and Williams (2005) categorized nations into
the Exclusionary Citizenship Model (Germany, Switzerland, and Belgium), the
Republican Model (France, Germany), and the Multicultural Model (Australia,
Canada, Sweden, and the United States), based on immigrants’ accessibility to
social rights. Joppke (2005), focusing on immigrant selection criteria and racial
relations, distinguished Settler States (the United States, Australia), Postcolonial
Constellations (Northwest and Southwest Europe), and Diaspora Constellations
(Israel, Germany). Banting et al. (2006), considering the extent of multicultural
policies adopted, differentiated nations into Strong Multiculturalism (Australia,
Canada), Moderate Multiculturalism (Belgium, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Sweden, the United States, and the United Kingdom), and Weak Multiculturalism
(Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Japan, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
and Switzerland). Additionally, Devitt (2011), focusing on labor migration and la-
bor market design, classified nations into the Nordic Regime (Sweden, Denmark,
and Finland), the Conservative Continental Model (Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal,
and France), and the Liberal Model (the United Kingdom, Ireland).

Despite the usefulness of existing typologies for immigration policy regimes,
significant gaps remain to be addressed. Primarily, these discussions have predomi-
nantly centered on Western societies. This focus is justified by the extensive his-
tory of immigration in Western countries and their role as major receiving nations.
However, there is an increasing recognition of the need to move beyond the North-
South dichotomy. Immigration patterns now encompass movements from Eastern
to Western countries, Eastern to Eastern countries, and South-to-South movements
(Boucher & Gest, 2015; Schierup & Jorgensen, 2016). Countries such as Korea and
Japan, which have transitioned from sending to receiving nations in recent decades
(Cornelius & Tsuda, 2004), warrant particular attention. Furthermore, immigration
issues in China, the BRICS countries (Garnaut et al., 2013; cited in Schierup &
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Jorgensen, 2016), and Turkey (Senses, 2016) have received relatively less schol-
arly attention but are becoming increasingly significant. Therefore, studying immi-
gration policy regimes in emerging receiving countries like Korea addresses these
gaps and expands the scope of existing research.

Second, categorizing immigration policy regimes under overarching labels such
as ‘Settler States’ or ‘Guest Worker System’ requires careful consideration for sev-
eral reasons. As evident from the typologies discussed earlier, nations can be clas-
sified differently by different scholars. This variability arises because immigration
policies are multifaceted, leading to diverse categorizations based on the specific
aspects of immigration policy emphasized. Moreover, policies associated with a
particular category may not uniformly apply to all immigrant groups. Instead, the
content and characteristics of immigration policies often vary depending on the
specific immigrant groups involved, necessitating a more nuanced and context-
specific analysis.

When distinguishing between immigrants and host country nationals, relying
on a binary distinction may oversimplify the diversity within immigrant groups.
Immigration policies vary depending on immigrants’ entry categories (Sainsbury,
2006). This means that even within a country’s overall immigration policy regime,
which may be broadly categorized as either exclusive or inclusive, there exist nu-
anced differences in inclusiveness across different immigrant categories such as
labor migrants, economic migrants, political immigrants, marriage immigrants,
ethnic citizens, and undocumented immigrants.

As highlighted in previous studies, within the Korean immigration policy re-
gime, for instance, marriage immigrants often experience greater inclusivity com-
pared to labor migrants (Won, 2019). Similarly, in Europe, ethnic citizens may
enjoy rights similar to those of host country nationals, whereas political immi-
grants such as asylum seekers encounter limited inclusivity. These variations un-
derscore the importance of recognizing the multidimensionality within immigrant
groups. Simply classifying all immigrants under a single homogeneous regime can
obscure important internal differences and complexities. Therefore, to achieve a
comprehensive understanding of a specific country’s immigration policy regime,
it is crucial to consider both the overall characteristics and the varying levels of
inclusivity within immigration policies. This approach helps elucidate how differ-
ent immigrant categories are treated within the same regime, thereby providing in-
sights into the implications of such differential treatment (Boucher & Gest, 2015).

The Landscape of Immigration Policy in Korea

A New Emerging Immigration Policy Regime

According to the typology of immigration policy regimes (Cornelius & Tsuda,
2004), Korea, along with Japan, is categorized as a newly emerged country of immi-
gration. This classification primarily highlights Korea’s recent shift toward becom-
ing an immigration destination, rather than providing a comprehensive portrayal of
the specific characteristics and inclusivity (or exclusivity) of Korean immigration



8 Immigrants as ‘New’ Precariats

policies. This chapter delves into the substantive dimensions of Korea’s emerging
immigration policy, aiming to identify its key features. Special emphasis is placed
on understanding how these policies influence the precarious conditions faced by
immigrants. To address this, several questions are explored: What attributes define
the immigration policy regime in Korea? How do these attributes contribute to the
precarity experienced by immigrants? To what extent do these challenges manifest
uniformly or differently across various immigrant groups in Korea?

The globalization of immigration has presented Korea with significant multi-
cultural challenges, disrupting its previously mono-cultural and mono-ethnic so-
cietal norms. This challenge is evident not only in the scale and rapid influx of
immigrants but also in the significant implications it brings. Since the onset of
significant immigration around 2000, Korea has transitioned from being primarily
a sender to becoming a receiver of immigrants. This rapid transformation poses
profound challenges to Korean society, particularly with the increasing numbers of
marriage immigrants and their children, challenging traditional notions of ethnic
homogeneity long emphasized in Korean society.

The drastic transformation of Korea into a multicultural society has brought
about unprecedented societal issues and necessitated the development of new im-
migration policies. Unlike countries with longstanding immigration histories, Ko-
rea had not previously dealt with immigration as a policy issue related to race
or ethnicity. Consequently, there was a pressing need for new approaches across
various policy domains, including entry and nationality, labor, welfare, education,
and family policies.

In response to these challenges, the Korean government has established two
key frameworks for immigration-related policies: the ‘“Master Plan for Immigration
Policy’ and the ‘Master Plan for Multicultural Family Policy’.

The former, initiated in 2008, serves as a comprehensive national strategy guid-
ing immigration policy formulation and implementation over 5-year periods. It
outlines the primary objectives, policy directions, implementation strategies, re-
quired funding, and other essential aspects necessary for structuring immigration
policies in Korea. The implementation of the Master Plan involves the formula-
tion and promotion of annual plans by each ministry and local government, with
evaluations conducted through deliberations by the Immigration Policy Committee
(Ministry of Justice, 2023). Since 2010, the ‘“Master Plan for Multicultural Family
Policy’, developed collaboratively by relevant ministries, has emerged as a fun-
damental directive for policies concerning multicultural families, similar to the
‘Master Plan for Immigration Policy’. This plan undergoes periodic revisions every
five years and encompasses overarching policy objectives, sector-specific goals
and challenges, strategies for enhancement, and resource allocation.

A condensed overview of the ‘“Master Plan for Foreigner Policy’, outlining the
fundamental contours of the Korean immigration policy regime, is delineated in
Table 6.2. As depicted in Table 6.2, the Korean government has undertaken signifi-
cant efforts to enhance the qualitative aspects of its immigration policy across various
dimensions, demonstrating a clear trend toward diversification and the expansion
of policy objectives and contents over time. The foundational policy direction of
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the Korean immigration policy regime can be summarized as follows (Ministry of
Justice, 2008, 2013, 2018).

Initially, the primary objective was to systematically control and centralize im-
migration policy while establishing long-term plans and prospects based on prin-
ciples of multiculturalism and global competitiveness. This entailed advocating an
‘open-door’ policy to bolster global competitiveness by attracting highly skilled
workforces and providing incentives to overseas Koreans through facilitated entry
and employment opportunities. Subsequently, the focus shifted toward fostering a
multicultural society where other cultures and races are welcomed and can coexist
harmoniously. This aimed to prepare for a highly diversified society and safeguard
the human rights of foreign residents. Additionally, emphasis was placed on main-
taining order and adherence to laws concerning immigration, including measures
against illegal employment and tightened border control.

The Second Master Plan for Immigration Policy for 2013-2017, titled ‘Vibrant
Korea Growing with Immigrants’, echoed themes similar to those of the first plan,
emphasizing border control, immigration, nationality, and social integration. Build-
ing upon the foundation of multiculturalism, this plan reinforced previous policies
while focusing on improving infrastructure for foreigners, attracting high-skilled
workers and students, and facilitating their adaptation to Korean society through
enhanced public services. It also underscored the importance of defending human
rights and providing skill development in sending countries, alongside implement-
ing stricter border security and sanctions against illegal employment. While the
Second Plan largely maintained the dichotomy between non-professional and pro-
fessional workers, it acknowledged the varying skill levels among resident foreign-
ers and highlighted the need for skill development programs for unskilled workers
to transition to higher skill categories. The plan aimed to bridge the gap between
unskilled and skilled workers by offering language, social, and vocational training
to high-potential unskilled foreign workers.

The Third Master Plan for Immigration Policy continues to pursue similar ob-
jectives as its predecessors. It focuses on strengthening support for attracting tal-
ents, securing growth engines through foreign workers, stimulating the economy
via tourism and investors, establishing an immigrant inflow system, and reorgan-
izing residence and nationality systems in preparation for an increase in the immi-
grant population. The plan acknowledges the growing role of the foreign workforce
and the increasing share of immigrants in the Korean population while maintaining
continuity in policies related to temporary labor migration. A significant objec-
tive of the Third Master Plan is to reduce the proportion of low-skilled workers
and attract higher-wage, higher-skilled migrants. Unlike previous plans, it does
not explicitly set numerical targets for migration; instead, policy development is
guided by the issues identified in earlier plans. Key policy decisions, such as quo-
tas for specific visa programs and the duration of stay for workers, are determined
through consultations rather than being fixed in the Master Plan. This approach
allows for greater flexibility and responsiveness to emerging needs and challenges.
The decision-making processes may vary across OECD countries, reflecting their
respective policy objectives (Ministry of Justice, 2018).
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Despite the comprehensive nature of immigration policies in Korea, several
limitations persist within these frameworks. First, the Master Plan presents broad
and often discretionary directives, making it challenging to identify policies that
may perpetuate discriminatory practices based on Korea’s ethnocentric tendencies
and selective inclusion and exclusion of immigrant groups. Korea’s approach to
entry and exit management traditionally follows a segmented model, categorizing
and managing foreign residents based on the functional purposes of their entry and
the duration of their stay. Scholars have identified this approach as a ‘differential
exclusion model’ (Castle & Miller, 2003). Within this model, the scope of social
consensus or discourse regarding immigrant social integration is predominantly
limited to specific categories such as lawful long-term residents, naturalized citi-
zens, immigrant children (second generation), and overseas compatriots.

Second, the fundamental orientation of Korean immigration policy revolves around
attracting talented and professional individuals. Despite variations in expression
across different iterations of the Master Plan, securing growth momentum through the
recruitment of outstanding and professional talents remains a central objective.

However, despite sustained efforts to attract exceptional foreign talent, the pro-
portion of professional workers relative to foreign nationals holding employment
permits remains notably low. Over 90% of all immigrant laborers entering through
the Employment Permit System (EPS) are non-professionals, underscoring the
predominant focus on unskilled labor in immigration patterns. Despite the preva-
lence of unskilled labor migration, policy frameworks tend to categorize these in-
dividuals as guest workers, thereby inhibiting their prospects for settlement. While
long-term stays (up to 9 years and 8 months) for non-professional foreign workers
admitted through the EPS have been possible since 2003, these workers remain the
most vulnerable immigrant group. They are generally not permitted to reunite with
their families, further exacerbating their precarious status.

Third, in contrast to the labor migration of precarious groups primarily compris-
ing non-professional workers, the Korean government predominantly emphasizes
social integration policies tailored to marriage immigrants, especially women, and
their children. Social integration has been consistently articulated as a policy ob-
jective across various iterations of the ‘Master Plan for Immigration Policy’, ac-
companied by the formulation of diverse policy measures. Notably, the direction
of integration outlined in the third plan, framed as ‘a society integrated through
immigrants’ autonomy and participation’, suggests an active role for autonomy and
participation rather than passive engagement. However, despite the overarching
policy goal of promoting social integration across all immigrant groups, the actual
implementation tends to focus disproportionately on marriage immigrants and their
children. As clearly shown in Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this book, this dynamic ex-
acerbates differential patterns of inclusion and exclusion based on immigrant cat-
egories, thereby amplifying the relative precarity of non-marriage migrant groups
compared to marriage migrant women and their children.

This reality is elucidated through the Master Plan for Multicultural Family Pol-
icy (see Table 6.3), which places marriage migrant women and their children at the
forefront (Ministry of Gender Equality and Family, 2010, 2013, 2018).
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As delineated in Table 6.3, across successive iterations of the Master Plans for
Multicultural Family Policy—namely the Ist, 2nd, and 3rd—the Korean govern-
ment has established a robust policy framework aimed at promoting the stable set-
tlement and rapid adaptation of multicultural families. Central to this framework
is the goal of enhancing economic self-sufficiency by integrating marriage immi-
grants into the societal fabric. Initially, the focus of the Basic Plan was on regula-
tory improvements within international marriage brokerage to mitigate potential
challenges during the marital process. Subsequent iterations, such as the 2nd Basic
Plan, broadened policy responses to address evolving needs, including enhancing
employment opportunities and providing vocational training to facilitate the socio-
economic integration of marriage immigrants.

The evolution toward the 3rd Master Plan signifies a refinement in policy objec-
tives, placing emphasis on creating favorable conditions for marriage immigrants
to pursue entrepreneurial endeavors alongside traditional employment pathways.
Moreover, tailored policy measures have been devised to correspond with the
life stages of marriage immigrants and their children. Initially, efforts centered
on facilitating language acquisition and adjustment to daily life for newly arrived
marriage immigrants. Subsequently, policy discussions shifted toward improving
educational opportunities for children of multicultural families as they progressed
through their developmental stages. This shift was accompanied by targeted inter-
ventions to assist marriage immigrants in adjusting their roles in accordance with
their children’s evolving needs. Additionally, a comprehensive policy approach has
been adopted to address human rights concerns among marriage immigrants and
mitigate challenges associated with their integration.

This passage underlines the multifaceted and adaptive nature of multicultural
family support policies, illustrating their effectiveness in addressing the evolv-
ing needs and adaptation processes of multicultural families. These policies are
specifically designed to integrate marriage migrant women and their children
into the Korean social fabric, recognizing and valuing their substantial contri-
butions. By highlighting these contributions, Korean society acknowledges and
mitigates the vulnerabilities faced by other migrant groups. In this context, the
adaptability and comprehensiveness of multicultural family support policies are
critical in responding to the dynamic processes of adaptation and the evolving
requirements of policy. These policies deliberately emphasize the inclusion of
marriage migrant women and their children within the Korean social structure,
making evident their significant societal contributions. The societal recognition
of the contributions made by marriage migrant women and their children is cru-
cial in reducing the precarity experienced by other migrant groups.

Comparative Structures

Frameworks of Analysis: Applying MIPEX

This chapter aims to delve into the intricacies of the Korean immigration policy
regime by focusing on specific policy instruments and alternatives. To achieve this,
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an analysis of the distinctive features of the Korean immigration policy regime is
undertaken through international comparisons with other nations, using the Migra-
tion Integration Policy Index (henceforth, MIPEX) as a framework.

The rationale for employing international comparative analysis lies in its po-
tential to provide a deeper understanding of the Korean immigration policy regime
by juxtaposing it with those of other countries. In contexts like Korea, where there
is limited social and policy experience related to racial diversity, the policy ex-
periences of more advanced multicultural societies serve as invaluable points of
reference. Given that policies involve choices among various alternatives, the ex-
periences of other countries can serve as benchmarks during the decision-making
process. Furthermore, policy emulation, often termed policy transfer, occurs when
countries mimic the policy instruments of more advanced multicultural nations
(Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). Korea’s immigration policy thus reflects a process of
referencing and adopting policy instruments from other countries based on its spe-
cific needs. In this context, employing an international comparative approach be-
comes essential for comprehending the characteristics of the Korean immigration
policy regime.

Despite its utility, international comparative analysis faces interconnected con-
straints. First, there is the challenge of selecting appropriate comparison coun-
tries. Second, there is the need to ensure the collection of representative and valid
comparison data. The choice of comparison countries is contingent upon research
objectives and needs, often guided by geographical proximity or shared research
interests. Additionally, ensuring the representativeness and availability of compari-
son data is crucial, especially in cases where the regional scope spans multiple con-
tinents, such as Europe, the United States, and Asia.

To mitigate the constraints of comparative analysis and facilitate a thorough
examination of immigration policies, this chapter utilizes the MIPEX. MIPEX
serves as a valuable tool for assessing immigration policies with minimized con-
straints. It is a prominent index developed as part of the ‘Integration Policies: Who
Benefits? The Development and Use of Indicators in Integration Debates’ project,
jointly organized by the Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) and
the Migration Policy Group (MPG). MIPEX provides standardized immigration
policy data based on national policies related to immigrants. For this analysis,
data from 2019 surveying a total of 56 countries will be utilized. The specific ar-
eas, sub-variables, and detailed contents of MIPEX employed in the analysis are
delineated in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4 illustrates the MIPEX, which delineates immigration policies across
seven distinct domains, utilizing various indicators to gauge the structure and ori-
entation of immigration policies in each country.

The first domain, labor market mobility, evaluates immigrant access to host
country labor markets, provision of training opportunities for skill enhance-
ment, and integration efforts for vulnerable groups such as women and youth.
Family reunification, the second domain, assesses conditions for immigrants to
reside with family members, sponsorship policies, and residency rights for part-
ners and children. Education policies, the third domain, analyze the education
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Table 6.4 Structure of MIPEX

Policy

Indicators

Labor Market
Mobility

Family Reunion

Education

Political
Participation

Permanent
Residence

Access to
Nationality

Anti-
discrimination

PO RO —
M—owauanbhmLio—

3.1

B LWL W W W W
NN IEN o NV N UV N ()

Immediate access to labor market

Access to public sector

Access to self-employment

Public employment services

Education, vocational training, and study grants

Recognition of academic qualifications

Economic integration measures of TCNs

Economic integration measures of youth and women

Access to social security

Residence period

Eligibility for dependent parents/grandparents and dependent adult
children

Pre-entry integration requirement

post-entry integration requirement

Economic resources

Accommodation

Duration of validity of permit

Grounds for rejection, withdrawal, refusal

Personal circumstances considered

Right to autonomous residence permit for partners and children

Access to compulsory and non-compulsory education

Access to higher education

Educational guidance at all levels

Provision of support to learn language of instruction

Measures to address educational situation of migrant groups

Teacher training to reflect migrants’ learning needs

School curriculum to reflect diversity

Measures to bring migrants into the teacher workforce

Teacher training to reflect diversity

Right to vote and stand in national and local elections

Membership in political parties

Strength of national consultative body

Active information policy

Public funding/support for national immigrant bodies

Residence period

Long-Term Residence (LTR) Language requirement

Economic resources

Duration of validity of permit

Renewable permit

Periods of absence allowed

Access to social security and assistance

Residence period

Citizenship for immigrant children (birthright and socialization)

Naturalization language requirement

Naturalization integration requirement

Economic resources

Criminal record

Dual nationality for first generation

Law covers direct/indirect discrimination, harassment, instruction

Employment and vocational training

Education

Social protection

Access to and supply of public good and services, including housing

Enforcement mechanisms

Mandate of specialized equality body-grounds

Mandate of specialized equality body-powers

Law covers positive action measures
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system’s responsiveness to immigrant children’s needs and efforts to promote
diversity within educational infrastructure. The fourth domain, political partici-
pation, examines immigrants’ rights and opportunities for political engagement,
including voting rights, political party involvement, and funding for immigrant
organizations. Residence rights, the fifth domain, investigate eligibility criteria
and procedures for obtaining residency, along with requirements for residency
acquisition. The sixth domain, citizenship, encompasses naturalization criteria,
dual citizenship provisions, and standards for citizenship acquisition. Finally, the
anti-discrimination domain evaluates measures to protect immigrants from dis-
crimination, accessibility of public services, and legal remedies against discrimi-
natory practices.

Leveraging MIPEX allows for a nuanced understanding of how Korean im-
migration policies compare to those of other nations, providing insights into best
practices and areas for improvement. This method not only enhances the credibility
and depth of the analysis but also contributes to a broader discourse on the efficacy
of integration policies worldwide. MIPEX serves as a comprehensive resource for
international comparisons of immigration policy regimes, offering representative
and validated data.

However, due to practical constraints, a thorough comparison of the Korean im-
migration policy regime with all 56 countries included in MIPEX poses challenges.
Therefore, the selection of comparison countries becomes crucial. To address this,
cluster analysis based on MIPEX overall scores is employed to identify suitable
comparison countries.

Cluster analysis, a methodological approach used to classify heterogeneous
entities into homogeneous groups, encompasses hierarchical and non-hierarchical
techniques (Kwon, 2003; MacQueen, 1967, p. 251). Hierarchical clustering groups
objects based on similarity, while non-hierarchical methods initially cluster objects
and iteratively refine groupings. Ward’s method, a hierarchical clustering approach
utilized in this study, minimizes the sum of squared errors within clusters to de-
termine the optimal number of clusters (Growendt et al., 2019). Subsequently,
K-means clustering, a non-hierarchical technique, is applied to finalize cluster as-
signments based on predetermined cluster centers.

The determination of cluster number involves evaluating coefficients derived
from inter-cluster distances. In this analysis, hierarchical clustering using MIPEX
domain scores resulted in four distinct clusters, determined based on differences
in coefficient values between adjacent stages. To ensure robustness and validity,
K-means clustering is performed using initial cluster centers. As a result, 56 coun-
tries are assigned to 4 clusters, as depicted in Table 6.5. This methodological com-
bination of Ward’s method and K-means clustering ensures a rigorous classification
of countries based on their MIPEX scores. By integrating these techniques, the
analysis achieves a balance between initial comprehensive grouping and refined
assignment, leading to robust and meaningful clusters. The resulting clusters pro-
vide a framework for comparing Korea’s immigration policies with those of other
countries in a structured and insightful manner, enabling the identification of best
practices and areas for policy enhancement.
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Table 6.5 Cluster Analysis: Country Classification by the K-means Clustering

Cluster Country

Cluster 1 (7) China, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, United Arab
Emirates

Cluster 2 (18) Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, Croatia, Hungary, Italy, Latvia,

Mexico, Moldova, North Macedonia, Poland, Romania, Serbia,
Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Ukraine
Cluster 3 (20) Albania, Austria, Cyprus, Czech, Denmark, Estonia, France,
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Israel, Japan, Korea, Lithuania,
Malta, Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom
Cluster 4 (11) Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, New
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and the United States

Note: The countries in bold are representatives of each cluster and are the primary focus of interest in
this chapter.

The MIPEX overall scores and the structure of immigration policies across spe-
cific policy domains for each cluster are as follows.

As depicted in Figure 6.1, there is a discernible trend emerges where na-
tions exhibit proactive policies in areas such as Permanent Residence and Anti-
discrimination, contrasted by relatively passive inclinations observed in the realms
of Political Participation, Citizenship, and Education. Cluster 4, which includes
proactive multicultural policy advocates like the United States and Canada, notably
surpasses the average threshold in immigration policy measures, showing balanced
engagement across all policy domains (MIPEX, 2019). In contrast, Cluster 1 exhib-
its an overall passive approach to immigration policies, marked by significant dis-
parities and variations across specific policy areas. Positioned between the highly
proactive Cluster 4 and the moderately proactive Cluster 2, Cluster 3, represented
by countries such as Korea, displays partial imbalances across policy domains.

100.00

Total
=== Group3
=O— Group1

Group2
=& Group4

20.00

labour market  Family Reunion Education Political Permanent Citizenship ~ Antidiscrimination  Overall Score
mobility participation residence (w/o. health)

Figure 6.1 Comparison of MIPEX by Clusters
Source: MIPEX (2019).
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The classification of 56 countries into 4 clusters aligns with established typol-
ogies of immigration policy regimes. Leveraging these insights, countries from
Cluster 4, known for their receptive immigration policies, and select nations from
Cluster 3 are chosen for comparative analysis alongside Korean immigration pol-
icy regimes. This comparative approach is particularly illuminating when examin-
ing discrepancies in policy content across distinct clusters. Conversely, juxtaposing
Korea with countries within the same cluster facilitates the identification of shared
traits and disparities within comparable groupings, enhancing analytical depth and
utility. Accordingly, comparative analysis includes traditional immigration nations
with active policies like the United States, Canada, and Australia from Cluster 4.
From Cluster 3, Japan—sharing a Confucian cultural sphere in Asia with restric-
tive immigration policies—and Germany, a Western European nation with robust
mono-ethnic norms akin to Korea and relatively restrictive immigration policies
compared to its European counterparts, are selected for comparative assessment
alongside Korea.

International Context: Korea's Positioning and Policy Dynamics

Selected countries from Cluster 4—Australia, Canada, and the United States—
were compared with those from Cluster 3, including Japan, Germany, and South
Korea. A comprehensive and dynamic comparative analysis spanning the years
2010-2019 was conducted, utilizing MIPEX overall scores and scores for each
policy area annually (Table 6.6).

Initially, Korea’s proactive approach toward immigrant inclusion across all
detailed policy areas was contrasted with Japan, a fellow member of Cluster 3.
Historically aligned with a mono-ethnic norm similar to Japan, Korea has tradi-
tionally exhibited limited social acceptance of racial diversity. However, amid
globalization-driven immigration trends, Korea has implemented more active im-
migration policies across all MIPEX areas compared to Japan, maintaining an as-
similationist policy orientation rather than embracing multiculturalism.

An intriguing parallel within Cluster 3 exists between Korean and German
immigration policies. Both countries have maintained similar MIPEX over-
all scores over time. Similar to Korea, Germany has a history of nationalism
and ethnocentrism (Won & Ma, 2017). Despite this, Germany has been one
of Europe’s largest destinations for foreign residents and has enacted various
immigration policies. Like Korea, Germany has been characterized by selec-
tive immigration policies and an assimilationist approach toward immigrants
(Kymlicka & Banting, 2006; Won & Ma, 2017). Notably, since the introduction
of the Zuwanderungsgesetz (Immigration Act) in 2005, Germany has empha-
sized the principle of integration, focusing primarily on language proficiency
and understanding of German society. Thus, there has been limited evidence of
a fundamental shift in Germany’s policy orientation toward viewing immigrants
as subjects for assimilation. In this regard, both Korea and Germany exhibit
a convergence in opting for selective and assimilationist policies, particularly
focused on labor migration.
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Table 6.6 International Comparison of MIPEX (2010-2019)

Overall Labor  Family Educa- Political Perma- Citizen-  Anti-

score market  reunion tion partici-  nent ship discrimination
(w/o. mobility pation residence
health)

2010

Korea 61.40 64.78 61.11 66.67  65.00 77.08 43.75 51.42

S
oy
Rl
n
oo

Australia  68.60 53.67 73.17 7852  65.00 76.13 69.13
Canada 81.38  75.89 93.50 85.71  50.00 77.08 87.50 100.00
Germany  54.85 75.89 41.50  45.19 55.00 54.17 41.75 70.46
Japan 42.19 59.22 62.00 3329  20.00 58.33 46.88 15.63
The United 73.90 63.00 71.28 83.29  40.00 75.00 87.50 97.25

States

N

2013
Korea 61.40 64.78 61.11 66.67  65.00 77.08 43.75 51.42
Australia ~ 68.60 53.67 73.17 7852  65.00 64.58 76.13 69.13

Canada 81.38 75.89 93.50 85.71 50.00 77.08 87.50 100.00

Germany  56.70 81.44 41.50  47.57 60.00 54.17 41.75 70.46

Japan 42.79 59.22 62.00 33.29  20.00 62.50 46.88 15.63

The United 73.90 63.00 71.28 83.29 40.00 75.00 87.50 97.25
States

2016
Korea 58.66 64.78 5372 7152  65.00 60.42 43.75 51.42
Australia  63.64 37.00 67.61 78.52  65.00 52.08 76.13 69.13

Canada 80.59 75.89 87.94 85.71 50.00 77.08 87.50 100.00

Germany  57.72 81.44 41.50 54.71 60.00 54.17 41.75 70.46

Japan 44.22 59.22 62.00 33.29  30.00 62.50 46.88 15.63

The United 74.70 68.56 71.28 83.29 40.00 75.00 87.50 97.25
States

2019
Korea 58.66 64.78 5372 7152 65.00 60.42 43.75 51.42

Australia ~ 62.75 37.00 67.61 78.52  65.00 45.83 76.13 69.13
Canada 80.59 75.89 87.94 85.71  50.00 77.08 87.50 100.00
Germany  57.72 81.44 41.50  54.71 60.00 54.17 41.75 70.46
Japan 44.22 59.22 62.00 3329  30.00 62.50 46.88 15.63
The United 71.58 68.56 62.00 83.29  40.00 62.50 87.50 97.25

States

Note: The highest score is in bold underline, while the lowest one is in italic.

Furthermore, Korea exhibits a pattern of restrictive immigration policies in
contrast to settler countries such as the United States, Canada, and Australia. The
United States and Canada have historically positioned themselves as immigration
nations, characterized by broad societal acceptance of immigration. Both countries
have embraced multiculturalism as a foundational policy orientation, albeit articu-
lated through different metaphors such as the ‘melting pot’ or ‘salad bowl’ (Castles
& Miller, 2003; Kymlicka & Banting, 2006; Martiniello, 2007). This proactive
stance is consistently reflected in MIPEX, where the United States and Canada
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are noted for their comprehensive and progressive immigration policies across all
policy domains. In comparison, Australia shares similarities with the United States
and Canada in adopting proactive multicultural policies as central principles of its
immigration framework. However, Australia’s historical adherence to the concept
of “White Australia’ contrasts with its pragmatic accommodation of immigrants
based on economic needs (Hundt, 2019). MIPEX underscores these distinctions,
highlighting Australia’s relatively passive policy approach compared to Canada
and the United States across a wide range of detailed policy areas.

Moreover, while minor differences exist in specific areas, Canada and the United
States, consistent with their settler country characteristics, have adopted proactive
inclusion policies. This proactive stance is notably apparent in areas such as Anti-
discrimination and Citizenship. In contrast, Korea demonstrates relatively passive
policies in these domains compared to others. Importantly, Anti-discrimination and
Citizenship policies are closely linked to the distribution of scarce social resources.
Consequently, Korea appears passive in allocating these resources to immigrants
compared to Canada and the United States, highlighting a significant gap between
Korea’s immigration policies and effective immigrant inclusion.

Meanwhile, despite being categorized into the same cluster or typology, coun-
tries within this grouping exhibit varied directions in their immigration policies.
This diversity in national approaches allows for an examination of the distinct
characteristics of Korea’s immigration policy regime from different perspectives.
The focus and relative priorities of Korean immigration policy from 2010 to 2019
were explored, highlighting how these divergences differ from those observed in
other countries. Key issues such as labor migration, family reunification, citizen-
ship, and political participation—crucial topics in Korean society—were selected
for comparative analysis with proactive immigration regimes like the United
States, Canada, and Australia, as well as restrictive regimes such as Japan and
Germany.

As illustrated in Figure 6.2, labor-related issues emerge as the predominant fo-
cus in Korea’s immigration policy, consistently prioritized over time. This empha-
sis underscores Korea’s historical reliance on international migration to address
labor shortages. Several significant observations arise from this context. First, the
prominence of labor issues in Korea’s immigration policy aligns with similar pri-
orities seen in countries like Japan and Germany, which fall within the same clus-
ter. However, while Korea’s emphasis on labor issues closely correlates with its
overall MIPEX score across all domains, Japan and Germany notably exceed this
score. Korea maintains a balanced approach across various policy areas, whereas
Germany places relatively greater emphasis on labor migration, reflecting its in-
dustrialization history post—World War II and ongoing reliance on immigrant labor
(Oezcan, 2004; Won & Ma, 2017; Yoo, 2010).

Second, the emphasis on labor issues in immigration policy is a common trait
among Korea, Japan, and Germany—countries characterized by relatively restric-
tive immigration policies—while being less pronounced in settler countries like
Australia, Canada, and the United States. These settler countries, with extensive
immigration histories and more accommodating attitudes, exhibit nuanced policy
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Figure 6.2 Changes in Relative Priorities of Immigration Policies by Country (2010-2019)

Source: MIPEX (2010-2019).

Note: Given the variability in MIPEX values on the y-axis across countries, direct comparisons of these
numerical values may not be valid. Therefore, the focus shifts to comparative analysis by examining the
positions and patterns of each policy area. These serve as proxies for policy priorities, offering insights
into the relative emphasis placed on different aspects of immigration policy. This approach avoids over-

reliance on the absolute MIPEX scores and instead
broader policy framework and historical context.

interprets them contextually within each country’s
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considerations beyond immediate labor demands. Notably, Australia’s reduced fo-
cus on labor issues around 2013 contrasts sharply with Korea’s approach.

Third, the notable emphasis on political participation in Korean immigration
policy is particularly intriguing. Political participation, closely linked with politi-
cal rights and carrying significant civil, social, and political implications, remains
a contentious issue across many nations that receive immigrants. In countries with
relatively restrictive immigration policies like Japan, and even in more immigrant-
accepting nations such as the United States and Canada, political participation
tends to be prioritized less compared to other policy areas. Particularly in the
United States and Canada, political rights are notably lower in priority relative to
other domains. In contrast, the fact that political participation holds a similar level
of importance as labor issues in Korea, despite its lower overall acceptance of
immigrants, is noteworthy. This underscores Korea’s unique approach to integrat-
ing immigrants into civic and political spheres, warranting further exploration and
detailed analysis in subsequent discussions.

Fourth, a significant observation is the limited policy emphasis on citizen-
ship and access to nationality matters in Korea, which has persisted consist-
ently over time. This pattern, reminiscent of Germany’s approach, underscores
the importance placed on ethnicity-based traditions in both countries, rein-
forced by Korea’s cultural norms and stringent regulations regarding dual citi-
zenship. This reaffirms the government’s cautious stance on citizenship issues
compared to the more proactive policies pursued by countries like the United
States, Australia, and Canada. Moreover, the stark contrast with Japan, which
exhibits passivity and exclusivity across all areas of immigration policy com-
pared to Korea, adds further interest. Japan’s approach, deemed incompatible
with the evolving landscape of new immigration countries (MIPEX, 2020),
warrants deeper scrutiny in comparative analysis. Furthermore, the evolving
prioritization of family reunion policies in Korea is also noteworthy. Korea’s
immigration policy priorities have remained stable over time, with a noticeable
decline observed in family reunion issues after 2013. This trend merits detailed
exploration in subsequent discussions to better understand its implications and
underlying factors.

Policy Details: Sub-Policy Domains

The structure and evolution of Korea’s immigration policy have been analyzed
through international comparisons, focusing on the 2019 MIPEX data. This exami-
nation includes comparisons with Cluster 3 countries, to which Korea belongs, to
determine its relative policy position.

According to the 2019 MIPEX report (MIPEX, 2020, https://www.mipex.eu/
key-findings), Korea achieves an overall immigration policy score of 56/100, sur-
passing the global MIPEX average of 49/100. This places Korea’s policy in line
with advanced nations in terms of comprehensiveness. Detailed exploration of
Korea’s immigration policy sub-domains reveals the following scores and rank-
ings: labor market mobility (65/100, Rank: 12/56), Family Reunion (54/100, Rank:
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33/56), Education (72/100, Rank: 8/56), Political Participation (65/100, Rank:
9/56), Permanent Residence (60/100, Rank: 26/56), Access to nationality/Citizen-
ship (44/100, Rank: 28/56), and Anti-discrimination (51/100, Rank: 42/56).! These
scores highlight Korea’s varying degrees of policy effectiveness across different
domains compared to other countries. While Korea demonstrates strengths in ar-
eas such as Education and Political Participation, it faces challenges, particularly
in Anti-discrimination and Access to Nationality/Citizenship policies, where im-
provements are needed.

The scores across various policy realms, as outlined earlier, are compared
with those of Cluster 3 countries, to which Korea belongs, as well as the av-
erage scores of 56 countries. As depicted in Figure 6.3, Korea demonstrates
notably higher levels in the domains of Education, Political Participation, and
Labor Market Mobility compared to both Cluster 3 countries and the overall
average. Except for Anti-discrimination, Korea generally aligns with the average
scores of Cluster 3 countries. These findings indicate that while Korea’s immi-
gration policy falls below that of traditional immigrant-receiving countries like
the United States or Canada, it maintains relatively robust policies compared to
other Asian nations such as Japan (Labor Market Mobility: 59, Family Reunion:
62, Education: 59, Political Participation: 30, Permanent Residence: 63, Access
to Nationality/Citizenship: 47, Anti-discrimination: 16) and China (Labor Mar-
ket Mobility: 44, Family Reunion: 56, Education: 7, Political Participation: 0,
Permanent Residence: 54, Access to Nationality/Citizenship: 50, Anti-discrim-
ination: 19).

However, a cautious assessment of the Korean immigration policy regime re-
mains, particularly concerning its effectiveness in ensuring substantive levels
of equal rights, opportunities, and security for immigrants, despite having well-
established formal institutional frameworks. Given this context, a comprehensive
evaluation of the Korean immigration policy regime is warranted, involving a nu-
anced discussion of the distinctive features across specific policy domains and their
broader implications.

m Total Group3 =O-Korea
80.00 7152
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40.00
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mobility participation

Figure 6.3 Comparison Average by MIPEX Policy Domains

Note: The comparative reference consists of the entirety of 56 nations, Group 3, and Korea.
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Labor Market Mobility

In Korea, the labor market mobility of immigrants exhibits a relatively stable
framework. Legal immigrants typically have facilitated access to self-employment
and opportunities within the public sector, with specific proactive measures aimed
at integrating young and female immigrant populations. The regulation of labor
migration in Korea primarily revolves around employment permits, which restrict
immediate access to the labor market for individuals holding residency status under
immigration laws but without designated employment sites. However, the Act on
Employment Permit for Migrant Workers, particularly through Article 11, man-
dates ‘foreign worker employment education’, intended to provide essential knowl-
edge and vocational training for domestic job engagement. Despite these measures,
there remains a notable gap in skills and vocational education support, particularly
affecting temporary workers and female immigrants entering through marriage,
which impedes their effective participation in the labor market (Figure 6.4).

Labor-related social security benefits in Korea are relatively limited. Access to
unemployment benefits, pensions, and other social security measures is restricted
to specific categories of foreigners residing in the country. These include individu-
als married to Korean citizens, those raising minor children who hold Korean na-
tionality, or foreigners cohabitating with Korean nationals. However, such access
remains constrained to a limited subset of foreigners, ensuring only moderate ac-
cessibility to these benefits.

Family Reunion

Regarding family reunion policies in Korea, they are somewhat restrictive, particu-
larly for multicultural families. Legal sponsorship is required for family reunifica-
tion, and automatic permanent residency for spouses and children is not granted,
posing obstacles to family reunion. The eligibility criteria for dependent family
members include both parents and grandparents, albeit solely for minor children.
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Figure 6.4 The Policy Structure of the Labor Market Mobility
Source: MIPEX (2019).
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Figure 6.5 The Policy Structure of the Family Reunion
Source: MIPEX (2019).

Moreover, proficiency in the Korean language is mandated both prior to and fol-
lowing entry for family reunion purposes. Korea demonstrates a marginally higher
threshold of multicultural acceptance concerning income and residency prerequi-
sites. Nonetheless, legal facets regarding the robustness of familial ties before the
revocation or denial of residency permits, the tenure of the sponsor’s residency, and
the consideration of personal circumstances such as physical or emotional abuse
remain insufficiently addressed. Additionally, Korea does not afford autonomous
residence permit privileges to spouses and adult offspring, thereby resulting in a
score of zero for this criterion (Figure 6.5).

Education

In its evolution as a new immigration state, the Korean government has imple-
mented proactive policies aimed at supporting and integrating immigrants through
education. Immigrants receive comprehensive educational guidance across all lev-
els, ensuring universal access to education, particularly for immigrant children.
The Multicultural Family Support Act enables multicultural families to access
language instruction and tailored support embedded within educational curricula.
Leveraging legislative frameworks such as the Multicultural Family Support Act,
which includes provisions under Articles 11, 11-2, and 12, the Korean govern-
ment facilitates immigrant access to information about both compulsory and non-
compulsory education systems through online platforms such as DaNuRi (www.
liveinkorea.kr).

In contrast, the incorporation of diversity into school curricula in Korea remains
somewhat limited. While multicultural education is included in the overall cur-
riculum through the 7th curriculum revision, it is not designated as an independent
subject. Furthermore, there are no proactive measures in place to recruit or attract
immigrants as teaching staff to ensure diversity within the teaching workforce.
Consequently, it remains practically challenging for immigrants to actively partici-
pate in the education sector as teachers (Figure 6.6).
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Figure 6.6 The Policy Structure of Education
Source: MIPEX (2019).

Political Participation

Suffrage symbolizes a privilege reserved exclusively for members of a politi-
cal community, namely the citizens of a nation. Despite Korea’s high MIPEX
scores in political participation, ranking second only to education, indicating
proactive policies aimed at facilitating immigrants’ democratic engagement,
there exists a notable contrast. The provision of national funding to immigrant
associations and consultation services through Foreigners’ Policy Commit-
tees underscores Korea’s commitment to immigrant political participation.
However, juxtaposing Korea’s relatively stringent immigration policies with
the profound societal and symbolic significance of political power reveals a
discordance in the government’s ostensibly proactive approach to immigrant
political participation.

Upon closer examination of the political participation landscape in Korea,
it becomes evident that immigrants’ involvement in politics is marked by a nu-
anced duality. While immigrants are formally acknowledged to have voting
rights through institutional mechanisms, the actual extent of their political par-
ticipation is constrained. Immigrants are allowed to participate in local and re-
gional elections, provided they meet specific residency criteria. However, they
are prohibited from participating in national elections. Moreover, immigrants are
categorically barred from candidacy under any circumstance, and they face fun-
damental restrictions on political engagement, as stipulated by the Immigration
Control Act, Article 17. Additionally, immigrants are prohibited from affiliat-
ing with political parties, further limiting their avenues for political involvement
(Figure 6.7).

Permanent Residence

Similar to many European countries, eligible immigrants in Korea are granted
permanent residency after a 5-year period of residency. However, marriage im-
migrants and overseas Koreans have the option to apply for permanent residency
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Figure 6.7 The Policy Structure of the Political Participation
Source: MIPEX (2019).

after residing for more than 2 years, reflecting differentiated acceptance based on
immigrant groups.

Since 2018, immigrants seeking permanent residency must complete a social in-
tegration program and pass a comprehensive evaluation as part of their application
process. Additionally, an income requirement has been implemented, necessitating
applicants to demonstrate the ability to support themselves. Compared to Japan,
where a 5-year period for residency renewal abroad is permitted, Korea imposes
a more restrictive policy, limiting the period for renewal of permanent residency
abroad to 2 years. Despite these limitations, permanent residents in Korea enjoy
equal access to social benefits such as unemployment benefits, pensions, maternity
leave, and family allowances, on par with nationals (Figure 6.8).
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Figure 6.8 The Policy Structure of the Permanent Residence
Source: MIPEX (2019).
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Access to Nationality/Citizenship

Access to Nationality/Citizenship policies in Korea are among the most restric-
tive compared to other policy areas. The country adheres strictly to Jus sanguinis
nationality law, which emphasizes ethnic lineage, thereby making it impossible for
immigrant children to acquire citizenship. Despite increasing immigration rates,
Korea maintains its adherence to mono-ethnic and mono-cultural standards, thus
denying citizenship entitlements to children and prohibiting dual nationality for
naturalizing foreigners, a practice allowed in most immigrant-receiving countries.
Korea enforces strict requirements for nationality acquisition, including renuncia-
tion of foreign nationality and a prohibition on dual nationality for most naturalized
citizens.

This policy approach in Korea reflects a closed stance that contradicts the char-
acterization of a ‘new immigration state’. In terms of naturalization, residency re-
quirements include a mandatory 5-year period and high proficiency in Korean,
along with undergoing a comprehensive evaluation and interview as part of a social
integration program. Additionally, Korea takes a stringent approach to citizenship
acquisition by verifying income levels for livelihood sustainability and conducting
criminal record checks (Figure 6.9).

Anti-discrimination

In the realm of anti-discrimination within the Korean immigration policy regime,
it ranks among the most restrictive policy areas alongside citizenship. While im-
migrants formally enjoy equal access to employment, vocational training, educa-
tion, and goods and services compared to domestic nationals, issues arise regarding
legal remedies for cases of direct or indirect discrimination or harassment.
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Figure 6.9 The Policy Structure of the Access to Nationality/Citizenship
Source: MIPEX (2019).
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Figure 6.10 The Policy Structure of the Access to Antidiscrimination
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According to MIPEX (MIPEX, 2020, https://www.mipex.eu/key-findings), the
Korean immigration regime appears proactive in prohibiting discrimination against
immigrants compared to Japan. However, the enforcement mechanisms for such
laws are less robust compared to many other countries. Korea lacks clarity regard-
ing the executive body and procedures for discrimination victims, relying primarily
on the National Human Rights Commission for arbitration and conciliation, with
no explicit provisions for criminal prosecution of discriminatory acts. Moreover,
proactive measures such as positive action to prevent discrimination are not legally
guaranteed.

In conclusion, while the Korean immigration policy regime establishes insti-
tutions to prohibit discrimination nominally, it plays a limited role in protecting
immigrants who face discrimination in practice. Anti-discrimination policies in
Korea exhibit a dualistic nature, endorsing discrimination prohibition in principle
but offering limited support to discrimination victims through public and legal in-
stitutions, thereby reflecting both arbitrary and passive dimensions (Figure 6.10).

Substantial Governance in the Korean Immigration Policy Regime

The concept of governance is employed here to elucidate how immigration poli-
cies function as a process of precaritization, leading to varying levels of precar-
ity among immigrant groups. Governance is understood in various ways within
scholarly discourse. According to the Concise Oxford Dictionary, governance is
defined as the act or manner of governing: the office or function of governing.
In the realm of policy and administrative spheres, governance is characterized as
‘self-organizing, inter-organizational networks characterized by interdependence,
resource-exchange, [and] rules of the game’ (Rhodes, 1997, p. 15). Similarly, Kelly
and Duerst-Lahti (1995, p. 12) define governance as ‘the process of implementing
modern state power, of putting the program of those who govern into place’.
Drawing on these conceptualizations, this chapter undertakes a dual-
dimensional approach to immigration policy governance, delineating between
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substantive governance and structural governance. The former pertains to the
cognitive landscape inhabited by government bureaucrats, encompassing policy
ideas, national identity constructs, and evaluative stances vis-a-vis immigration
and immigrants. Conversely, the latter concerns the institutional apparatuses,
organizational infrastructures, and networked interactions characterizing immi-
gration policy formulation and execution, as illuminated by existing governance
literature. Although governance typically refers to structural governance, this sec-
tion accentuates substantive governance due to the unique context of Korea, as
explained further below.

The primary dimension of immigration policy governance, namely substantive
governance, foregrounds the pivotal role of central and local government function-
aries in the immigration policy process. In contrast to structural governance, which
focuses on institutional frameworks, governmental structures, and their interac-
tions, substantive governance centers on governmental bureaucrats as key actors in
shaping immigration policy. The policy ideas and preferences of these bureaucrats
regarding immigration and immigrants significantly determine the content and di-
rection of immigration policy (Boswell & Hampshire, 2017; Schmidt, 2008). In
Korea, where bureaucratic influence is deeply entrenched, substantive governance
plays a crucial role in shaping immigration policy. This influence is particularly
pronounced due to the lack of policy precedents or heritage in immigration mat-
ters, making the role of bureaucrats critical in navigating and shaping the country’s
approach to immigration. For instance, they may opt for granting only formal le-
gal citizenship without political rights or employ exclusionary strategies in social
rights such as employment or welfare (Baubdck, 2005; Hansen & Koehler, 2005).
Various national policies may also be employed to enact precaritization, which in-
volves creating or sustaining conditions of precarity for certain immigrant groups.
Consequently, substantive governance becomes a focal point of analysis in under-
standing Korea’s immigration policy landscape.

Substantive governance, a key facet of immigration policy governance, under-
scores the central role of governmental officials in shaping immigration policies.
While structural governance deals with institutional frameworks and governmental
interactions within the immigration policy process, substantive governance high-
lights the influence wielded by bureaucrats. These bureaucrats play a critical role in
formulating and executing immigration-related laws and policies, with their policy
preferences and ideas significantly shaping the content and trajectory of immigra-
tion policy.

The influx of immigrants poses a fundamental challenge to the redefinition of
national identity within Korea’s mono-ethnic paradigm. This adds another layer
of complexity to the role of bureaucrats, as their ideas and orientations regarding
ethnicity or cultural homogeneity (or heterogeneity) become even more crucial in
determining the content of immigration policy. Ultimately, bureaucrats exert direct
influence on the selective adoption of specific immigration policy models, thereby
affecting the reception of immigrants and the types and scope of rights they enjoy.
This signifies that the differential distribution of precarity among immigrant groups
is directly impacted by bureaucratic influence. Bureaucrats’ orientations and policy
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preferences, particularly in a country like Korea, where immigration is a relatively
new phenomenon, play a decisive role in navigating the complexities of integrating
immigrants while redefining national identity. This underscores the importance of
substantive governance in understanding and analyzing immigration policies and
their implications.

Second, structural governance of immigration policy refers to the ‘combined
frameworks of legal norms, laws and regulations, policies and traditions as well as
organizational structures (subnational, national, regional, and international), and
the relevant processes that shape and regulate States’ approaches with regard to
migration in all its forms’ (IOM, 2019). In the context of South Korea, structural
governance involves the coordination between the central government and local
governments in formulating and implementing policies, as well as providing im-
migration-related services. It emphasizes the role of networks, whether intergov-
ernmental or inter-organizational, in pursuing common objectives in immigration
policy.

The manner in which central, local, and relevant institutional interactions unfold
within the immigration policy process determines the differential distribution of
precarity among immigrants. Effective structural governance requires a cohesive
framework where different levels of government and various organizations work
collaboratively to manage immigration effectively. This involves not only the crea-
tion of policies but also their implementation and the provision of services that
support immigrant integration and well-being. In Korea, this entails navigating the
complexities of intergovernmental relations and ensuring that policies devised at
the national level are effectively implemented at the local level.

Governmental Bureaucrats as Strong Actors

One significant component of substantive governance, which determines the pre-
carity of immigrants as a new precariat, is the role of governmental bureaucrats.
Their influence in selecting policy alternatives is formidable (Ellermann, 2021)
and is closely tied to their identity. Within the policymaking process, bureaucrats’
identities manifest either as impartial mediators resolving conflicting interests or as
proactive agents driving policy agendas. While both identities shape bureaucratic
power dynamics, in nations such as Korea, where a state-centric development strat-
egy has historically prioritized bureaucratic authority, bureaucrats tend to align
more closely with the role of proactive agents in the policy process.

A nuanced understanding of the impact of immigration policy and the role of
governmental bureaucrats can be achieved through institutional and bureaucratic
approaches. These approaches emphasize the centrality of administrative bod-
ies or bureaucracy within the policymaking process. Institutional perspectives
articulate that state institutions possess a degree of autonomy in making political
decisions (Fitzgerald, 1996; Meyers, 2000; Skocpol, 1985), even amid external
pressures from society and interest groups (cf. Allison, 1969). Consequently, im-
migration policies may arise from the independent deliberations of governmental
departments and bureaucrats or may be tailored to accommodate (or undermine)



Immigration Policy and Governance as a ‘Precaritization’ Process 35

specific interest groups. For example, departments associated with agriculture
may design immigration labor policies to benefit the agricultural sector or facili-
tate the entry of migrant workers advantageous (or disadvantageous) to specific
industries.

The institutional and bureaucratic approaches, particularly illuminating in the
distinction between strong and weak states concerning immigration policy, shed
light on the dynamics of state involvement. Strong states are characterized by
governmental decision-making that aligns with the overarching ‘national inter-
est’, with less susceptibility to external pressures from civil society, legislative
bodies, or corporations. France stands out as an exemplar of a strong state, where
immigration issues are politicized through a statist lens. Conversely, weak states
contend with considerable external pressures when formulating immigration poli-
cies. The United States, owing to its federal system and pluralistic party struc-
ture, manifests fragmented approaches toward addressing immigration concerns,
thereby embodying attributes of a weak state or a sectoral state (Fitzgerald, 1996).
The concept of a sectoral state denotes variations in governmental influence across
specific domains of immigration policy. For example, while the United States may
demonstrate characteristics of a strong state in its refugee policy sector, it may
concurrently exhibit features of a weak state in its policies pertaining to illegal
immigrants.

From this perspective, Korea aligns with the category of a strong state concern-
ing immigration policy. This stance reflects a statist tradition deeply entrenched
in government-led developmental strategies across various policy spheres. Bu-
reaucratic influence is a prevalent feature in immigration policy formulation, even
in Western contexts where immigration histories are more established (Boucher,
2013; Paquet, 2015). However, Korea distinguishes itself by the heightened promi-
nence of bureaucratic involvement in shaping immigration policy compared to its
Western counterparts. This heightened bureaucratic involvement stems from the
rapid influx of international migrants into Korea over a short period, prompting
urgent governmental action before public discourse on matters of racial diversity or
multiculturalism could develop fully. Unlike Western immigration nations, Korea
faces unprecedented policy issues, lacking accumulated policy experiences, lega-
cies, and institutional frameworks. In such a context, bureaucratic policy ideas con-
cerning racial diversity or multiculturalism inevitably play a crucial role (Park &
Won, 2010; Park, 2010; Won, 2008, 2019). Consequently, bureaucratic influence
in the realm of immigration policy in Korea transcends mere policy execution, as-
suming a role of paramount importance.

In the realm of immigration policy in Korea, a significant reason for the in-
creased influence of government bureaucrats is the relative absence of involve-
ment from immigration-related interest groups, a notable divergence from Western
contexts. According to the domestic politics approach, also known as the society-
centered approach (Meyers, 2000), the state is conceptualized as a neutral platform
accommodating various societal interests, including diverse interest groups and
parties. Thus, the formulation of immigration policy typically involves negotia-
tion and compromise among these interest groups, which include political parties,
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corporations, and civil organizations, each pursuing distinct objectives. These
groups exert influence to shape immigration policies that align with their agendas.
Historical examples, such as the resistance of tin-mining companies in Australia to
government measures restricting Chinese immigration (Collins, 1988) or the lob-
bying efforts of the British Cotton Industry Association to compel the government
to develop proactive immigration policies to address labor shortages, illustrate the
role of interest groups in influencing immigration policy processes (Meyers, 2000;
also see Body-Gendrot & Schain, 1992).

The orientation of immigration policy can lean toward either pro-immigration
or anti-immigration stances, influenced by these interest groups. In contrast to
Western contexts, where the influence of immigration-related interest groups on
policies is evident (Meyers, 2000), in Korea, the determination of immigration
policies is predominantly steered by government bureaucrats. These bureaucrats
are relatively insulated from external interest group pressures during both policy
formulation and implementation phases. The rapid acceleration of immigration in
Korea over a brief period granted Korean bureaucrats a pronounced degree of au-
tonomy before the emergence of interest groups focusing on immigration issues.
As a result, government bureaucrats have positioned themselves as pivotal actors
in shaping immigration policy.

Applying an institutionalist lens, the selection of immigration policies is contin-
gent upon the institutional characteristics and level of autonomy of each country
(Hollifield, 1989, as cited in Meyers, 2000). Therefore, the policy orientation and
priorities of government bureaucrats play a decisive role in choosing policy alter-
natives. Given the contentious nature of immigration policy, which often involves
conflicting considerations regarding the identity and instrumental value of specific
immigrant groups, the prioritization of policies by government bureaucrats ulti-
mately determines the selection of alternatives that may benefit or disadvantage
particular immigrant groups. This policy prioritization significantly contributes to
divergent precarity among immigrant groups.

Considering the Korean context, this chapter theoretically discusses and em-
pirically confirms how the immigration policy ideas, models, and preferences of
Korean government bureaucrats are structured and how they interact with the dif-
ferential distribution of precarity experienced by immigrant groups. Both central
and local government officials are key actors in Korean immigration policy, albeit
with varying degrees of influence. Central government officials wield substantial
power in shaping the trajectory and substance of immigration policy, driven by the
rapid evolution of policies under central government-led initiatives that establish
the overarching policy framework. Local government officials also hold significant
sway, with a nuanced understanding of regional characteristics and specific policy
needs. They frequently engage directly with immigrant communities at grassroots
levels, facilitating the incorporation of regional policy demands in a timely and ef-
fective manner. Thus, a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics surrounding
the conceptualization, integration into policy, and impact of immigration policy
ideas requires careful consideration of the roles played by both central and local
government officials.
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Bureaucrats’ Policy Idea on Immigration

Ideas on Racial Diversity and Nationhood

In governance discourse, policy ideas are commonly categorized into three pri-
mary types: public philosophies, program ideas, and policy proposals (Boswell
& Hampshire, 2017; Schmidt, 2008). Public philosophies serve as overarching
paradigms that define the contours of policy issues and establish the boundaries
within which acceptable solutions are formulated (Goldstein & Keohane, 1993).
In contrast, program ideas and policy proposals represent concrete, specialized,
and technical solutions or alternatives crafted by policymakers to address specific
policy challenges. While public philosophies offer broad foundational guidance,
program ideas, and policy proposals provide detailed and technical approaches to
problem-solving.

Within the realm of immigration policy, paradigmatic ideas are historical con-
structs that emerge from societal norms and values, profoundly influencing the
course of policy development. Various policy paradigms—such as liberalism,
utilitarianism, and humanitarianism—emphasize distinct values and priorities in
the formulation of immigration policy. Liberalism, for instance, prioritizes the
rights and freedoms of immigrants, while utilitarianism assesses immigrants’ so-
cietal contributions through a cost-benefit analysis, potentially resulting in selec-
tive inclusion or exclusion. Humanitarianism, on the other hand, guides policies
concerning immigrant groups with political implications, such as refugees or asy-
lum seekers (Kelley & Trebilcock, 2010). The influence of these paradigms varies
across time, space, and reputational contexts, ultimately shaping the disparities in
precarity faced by immigrant populations.

Various perspectives coexist regarding the function of policy ideas. According
to institutionalist approaches, policy ideas act as structural constraints on poli-
cymakers, shaping their perceptions and delineating the range of viable policy
options (Hay, 2010). Conversely, instrumentalist perspectives view policy ideas
as resources that can be mobilized to achieve policy objectives (Baumgartner &
Jones, 1994; Kingdon, 1984). Despite their seemingly contradictory nature, these
perspectives coexist, with policy ideas serving as both constraining structures and
mobilizable assets. For instance, countries categorized as settler states or classic
countries of immigration, such as the United States, Canada, and Australia, ex-
hibit variations in immigration policy content and scope based on dominant policy
ideas (Cornelius & Tsuda, 2004; Freeman, 2011). While family immigration poli-
cies in the United States are influenced by liberalism or humanitarianism, Canada
and Australia prioritize economic immigration based on investment or employ-
ment, reflecting utilitarian ideals (Kelley & Trebilcock, 2010). Thus, policy ideas
shape the range of policy alternatives depending on policy issues or immigrant
groups, contributing to differences in immigration policy content among ostensi-
bly similar countries and exerting path-dependent effects on immigration policy.

In the case of Korea, one prominent philosophy underlying the policy
ideas among government bureaucrats is the adherence to mono-ethnicity and
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mono-culture, influenced by a collective emphasis on the notion of pure blood.
This fixation on mono-ethnicity and mono-culture inevitably influences specific
policy proposals and programs. Consequently, Korea’s immigration policy regime
is characterized by exclusionary tendencies rooted in separatism (Kukathas, 1992).
However, complete discrimination and exclusion are theoretically possible but im-
practical within globally interconnected economic and social systems.

Recognizing the social necessity of an inevitable influx of immigrants, the Ko-
rean immigration regime adopts a stance of selective exclusion and selective ac-
commodation, characterized by discriminatory and exclusionary practices (Won,
2008). As a result, policy decisions are driven by utilitarian principles, assess-
ing immigrant groups based on their contributions to problem-solving in Korean
society and their instrumental utility (Hartmann & Gerteis, 2005; Ingram et al.,
2007). For instance, while Korea restricts immigrants from competing with nation-
als across the entire labor market, it selectively allows immigrant participation in
sectors where Koreans are less inclined to work, thus addressing chronic labor
shortages. Additionally, the Korean immigration regime enforces restrictive and
discriminatory policies, limiting welfare provisions, and restricting political ac-
tivities such as suffrage and candidacy based on nationality acquisition status, all
underpinned by utilitarian philosophical principles.

Based on these foundational policy ideas, this section examines the concepts
of immigration, mono-ethnicity, multi-ethnicity, and multiculturalism, consider-
ing how they are perceived either as challenges or assets. The goal is to elucidate
their potential impact on immigration-related policies among government officials
responsible for shaping immigration policy content. Empirical validation of these
influences was conducted among central government officials responsible for de-
lineating the overarching direction of Korean immigration policy.’

In the Korean context, where mono-ethnicity functions as a societal norm
predicated on lineage, the extent to which officials adhere to this mono-ethnic
perspective shapes policy ideas and subsequently informs immigration policy for-
mulation. Within this framework, variables such as pride in and preservation of
mono-ethnicity, its nexus with national competitiveness, and the perceived adverse
effects of racial diversity on social cohesion were examined. The evaluation of
mono-ethnicity involved assessing attitudes toward its preservation, valuation,
and future outlook (Hwang, 2007). The theoretical construct of national identity
(nationhood) was delineated through an appraisal of both ethnic factors (lineage,
place of birth, and duration of residency) and civic factors (respect for legal insti-
tutions, acquisition of nationality, language proficiency, and sense of belonging),
drawing upon the International Social Survey Program’s concept of nationhood
(Smith, 1991). Perceptions of a multi-ethnic, multicultural society were catego-
rized into embracing racial diversity versus perceiving it as a societal threat.

First, a nuanced stance toward mono-ethnicity among central government offi-
cials is revealed, with an average score of 2.5 out of 5, indicating moderate inclina-
tion. This ambivalence in the perception of mono-ethnicity warrants multifaceted
interpretations. On one hand, it suggests resilience in retaining a favorable view of
mono-ethnicity amid ongoing challenges posed by multiculturalism. Conversely, it
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may signify a discernible shift in officials’ perceptions of mono-ethnicity, despite
Korea’s enduring adherence to mono-ethnic norms.

Furthermore, government officials’ perceptions of ‘nationhood’ serve as a piv-
otal determinant in shaping immigration policy paradigms. Should bureaucrats, as
influential agents in policy formulation, construe the prerequisites of nationhood
primarily through ethnic considerations such as lineage, a proclivity toward con-
servative immigration policies becomes more plausible compared to an emphasis
on civic criteria. Empirical findings underscore that officials subscribing to policy
paradigms accentuating ethnic elements are predisposed toward conservative and
exclusionary immigration policies (Won, 2019). In this context, an assessment of
central government officials’ perspectives on national conditions reveals a higher
endorsement of civic factors (3.16 out of 5) compared to ethnic factors (2.73 out
of 5). These findings highlight the potential for more adaptable and rational re-
sponses to racial diversity and multicultural societies.

A particularly intriguing aspect lies in the contrast between the ideas of central
government officials and those of local government officials, as well as the simi-
larities and differences between the ideas of central government officials and those
of the general public regarding nationhood. Specifically, there is a significant dis-
parity in the conception of nationhood among local government officials compared
to central government officials. While linear comparisons should be approached
cautiously, a study by Won (2013) focusing on municipal civil servants in Seoul
revealed that civil servants at district offices within Seoul prioritize ethnic factors
(3.97) over civic factors (3.48) as conditions for being considered ‘Korean’. This
discrepancy suggests that, unlike their counterparts in central government, local
government officials attribute significant importance to hereditary and lineage-
related factors in determining citizenship. Such findings underscore the enduring
influence of ethnic nationalism or mono-ethnic ideology in the Korean context.
Furthermore, the emphasis on ethnic factors correlates with a heightened recogni-
tion of the necessity for discriminatory policies targeting immigrants, as supported
by empirical studies (Park & Won, 2010). Consequently, it is plausible to interpret
that local government officials may have a relatively limited scope for accommo-
dating immigrants or tolerating multicultural situations. They particularly prior-
itize ethnic factors, which may restrict their capacity for inclusivity.

Along similar lines, another salient issue arises from the contrast between the
perceptions of nationhood held by central government officials and those of the
general public. Although there is a time gap, insights from a 2007 survey con-
ducted among the broader Korean population (Hwang, 2007; see also Park & Won,
2010; Won, 2019) reveal divergent perspectives. Notably, the general public tends
to place greater importance on ethnic criteria, while government officials prioritize
civic considerations.

Among central government officials, the hierarchy of conditions for acquiring
Korean nationality emphasizes civic identity factors. Key civic factors include
feeling a sense of nationality (3.39), respecting Korean policy institutions and laws
(3.28), being able to speak Korean (3.23), acquiring Korean nationality (3.15),
and contributing to Korean political, economic, and cultural development (3.07).
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In contrast, ethnic factors such as being born in Korea (2.62), having a Korean
mother (2.78), and having a Korean father (2.80) are given lower priority.

For the general public, while civic factors like feeling a sense of nationality
(3.51) and being able to speak Korean (3.48) are emphasized, there is also signifi-
cant emphasis on ethnic factors such as having a Korean father (3.43) and having
a Korean mother (3.41). A comparative analysis of these priorities reveals a clear
contrast: the general public places higher importance on maternal and paternal line-
age, ranking them fourth and fifth, respectively. In contrast, government officials
rank these factors seventh and eighth, indicating a divergence in priorities. Con-
versely, government officials prioritize respect for Korean policy institutions and
laws and contributions to Korean political, economic, and cultural development,
ranking them second and fifth, whereas the general public ranks these sixth and
eighth, respectively.

These findings permit several exploratory interpretations. For the general pub-
lic, the continued emphasis on ethnic criteria for national identity suggests a gap
between the expanding racial diversity and multicultural realities and ideals. In
contrast, government officials, who are more frequently exposed to the increas-
ing presence of immigrants, appear more flexible and aligned with civic ideals
concerning racial diversity and multiculturalism. They prioritize contributions to
Korean society from a utilitarian perspective. Overall, the perception of nationhood
among central government officials aligns more closely with rational and modern
ideals centered around civic factors, which underpin the direction of immigration
policy.

However, it is noteworthy that there appears to be a change in the perception of
nationhood among the general public over time and across different target groups.
According to the National Multicultural Acceptance Survey conducted among the
general public, there is now a greater emphasis on civic factors over ethnic factors
concerning nationhood. Moreover, there has been a significant shift in the prior-
itization of nationhood criteria compared to a 2008 survey. Civic factors such as
feeling a sense of nationality (3.28), acquiring Korean nationality (3.27), respect-
ing Korean policy institutions and laws (3.27), being able to speak Korean (3.25),
and contributing to Korean development (3.08) now rank higher. This shift toward
a more modern perception may be partly influenced by the growing size of the
immigrant population and the perception of immigrants as a solution to some of
Korea’s societal challenges over time.

Ideas on Multicultural Society

An empirical study involving public bureaucrats examined the impacts of mul-
ticulturalism on Korean society, distinguishing between favorable (multicultural
support) and unfavorable (multicultural threat) outcomes. Positive attitudes toward
multiculturalism were measured by affirmations of the benefits from racial, reli-
gious, and cultural diversity, as well as the belief that such diversity enhances na-
tional competitiveness and enriches Korean culture due to the growing immigrant
population. Negative perceptions were assessed through responses supporting the
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prompt repatriation of illegal immigrants, concerns about the negative effects of
foreign labor on Korean wages, the displacement of Korean workers by foreign
counterparts, and the association of increased immigration with higher crime rates.

The study revealed a significant disparity, with positive attitudes toward mul-
ticultural support (3.87/5) significantly outweighing perceptions of multicultural
threat (2.65/5). These findings suggest two possible interpretations. First, Korean
public bureaucrats may recognize the tangible benefits of immigration and mul-
ticulturalism. With the inevitable increase in immigrants, there may be expecta-
tions of enhanced national competitiveness from a multicultural society, leading to
positive evaluations. Second, social desirability bias might have influenced public
bureaucrats’ views on immigration and multiculturalism. In a country where mono-
culture and mono-ethnicity norms prevail, racial diversity is a contentious issue.
Consequently, there may have been pressures to align more closely with socially
desirable notions, often referred to as political correctness (PC).

Expanding upon this comprehension, a detailed examination of public servants’
viewpoints concerning the societal shift toward a multicultural society driven by
immigration was conducted, considering their demographic attributes. A key focus
was distinguishing between civil servants based on their involvement in multicul-
tural tasks, a distinction less commonly made among the general populace. Given
their direct engagement in activities related to multiculturalism, civil servants’
perspectives could be shaped by the nature of their interactions with immigrants,
whether positive or negative. To examine these distinctions, work experience was
categorized into those with and without exposure to multicultural tasks, further di-
vided into supportive and regulatory responsibilities. This stratification allowed for
a more nuanced analysis of civil servants’ attitudes toward a multicultural societal
framework.

Positive endorsement of a multicultural society exhibited a marginally higher
propensity among male civil servants (3.90/5) compared to their female counter-
parts (3.81/5), although this difference was not statistically significant (t value:
1.556, ns). Conversely, the perception of immigration and a multicultural soci-
ety as a negative phenomenon, termed ‘threat perception’, was statistically higher
among male civil servants (2.70/5) compared to female civil servants (2.56/5), with
statistical significance (¢ value: 2.547, p < 0.01). The observation that males tend
to harbor more negative perceptions of a multicultural society relative to females
aligns with prior research, suggesting that females, due to their heightened empa-
thy and sympathy toward minorities, may offer a more benevolent assessment of
immigrants, potentially mitigating negative perceptions of a multicultural society.
In contrast, males may demonstrate a proclivity toward viewing social transforma-
tions stemming from immigration through a more pessimistic lens. Notably, given
their heightened involvement in the labor market, males may encounter adverse
experiences associated with the influx of immigrants more frequently, thus poten-
tially reinforcing negative perceptions of a multicultural society.

Of particular interest is the observed variation in attitudes toward immigra-
tion and multicultural society based on experience in implementing immigration-
related policies. According to the analysis, civil servants lacking experience in
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immigration-related policies expressed significantly higher positive attitudes (sup-
port) toward immigration and multiculturalism (3.82/5) compared to negative at-
titudes (threat perception) (2.67/5). Importantly, differences in attitudes were noted
based on the nature of work experience. Civil servants with experience in sup-
port tasks demonstrated higher positive attitudes (support) toward immigration
and multicultural society (4.07/5) compared to those involved in regulatory tasks
(3.93/5). Conversely, civil servants with experience in regulatory tasks exhibited
higher negative attitudes (threat perception) toward multicultural society (2.99/5)
compared to their counterparts in support tasks (2.43/5). The disparities in positive
attitudes (support) (¥ value: 5.234, p < 0.05) and negative attitudes (threat percep-
tion) (£ value: 10.999, p < 0.001) based on work experience were statistically
significant. These findings are interpreted in the context of regulatory tasks being
more closely associated with prohibition and exclusion, thereby exposing individu-
als to more negative facets resulting from immigrant influx. Ultimately, civil serv-
ants who have encountered more unfavorable situations related to immigration and
multicultural society through their work experiences tend to perceive immigrant
influx and multicultural society as threatening.

Furthermore, an examination of how perceptions regarding immigration and
multiculturalism vary based on factors such as rank and age is intriguing. With
increasing rank, there is a noticeable trend toward a more positive view of the
transition to a multicultural society resulting from immigration (Grade 3—4: 4.09/5;
Grade 5: 3.92/5; Grade 6-7: 3.01/5), a trend supported by statistical analysis
(F value: 4.407, p < 0.01). Although the decrease in negative perceptions, specifi-
cally the perception of a multicultural society as a threat, with higher ranks was not
statistically significant (F value: 2.193, ns), it is nonetheless noteworthy (Grade
3-4:2.56/5; Grade 5: 2.65/5; Grade 6-7: 2.70/5).

These findings resonate with similar observations in Western literature (Wil-
liams et al., 1999). While caution is warranted in extrapolating Western findings,
as they often do not focus on public servants, they do suggest that individuals
with higher levels of education and social status tend to emphasize the positive as-
pects of immigration and multiculturalism. Typically, higher education levels and
social status correlate with lower levels of direct competition with immigrants,
thereby reducing perceptions of threat toward multicultural society. In light of
this interpretation, it can be inferred that higher-ranking individuals, who often
possess higher social standing and education levels, tend to perceive immigration
and multiculturalism with less apprehension, resulting in fewer negative attitudes.

On the other hand, examining perceptions of racial diversity and multicultural
society by age revealed that older age groups tend to perceive diversity and mul-
ticultural society as more threatening (20s: 2.45/5, 30s: 2.59/5, 40s: 2.73/5, 50s:
2.74/5), a trend supported by statistical analysis (F value: 4.630, p < 0.05). Older
individuals are more accustomed to the norm of ‘mono-ethnic, mono-cultural’, and
such entrenched norms may narrow their acceptance of racial diversity. Addition-
ally, they may perceive the expansion of racial diversity as potentially undermin-
ing the established norm of mono-ethnicity, leading to heightened symbolic and
cultural threats.
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Bureaucrats’ Preference for Immigration Policy Models

Based on the findings regarding immigration and multicultural society discussed
earlier, this section delves into bureaucrats’ differential preferences for various
models of immigration policy. Immigration policy models broadly encompass ‘as-
similationism’, ‘differentialism’, and ‘multiculturalism’, with the relatively recent
emergence of models such as universalism, inter-culturalism, and mainstreaming
(Huddleston & Scholten, 2022).3 Each model of immigration policy carries its own
set of attributes, thereby influencing the content of immigration policies and the
inclusion or exclusion of immigrant groups based on the preferences of government
bureaucrats. In other words, the varying preferences for specific immigration policy
models among officials play a crucial role in determining the precarity of immigrant
groups. The characteristics of each immigration policy model are as follows.

ASSIMILATIONISM

Assimilationism embodies a unidirectional model focused on integrating immi-
grants into the host society as fully equal members. It underscores the importance
of robust societal bonds, often termed ‘thick forces’, among its constituents. As
such, assimilationism places significant emphasis on the collective unity of the
entire society, promoting cultural homogeneity and conformity. It prioritizes the
collective identity of individuals based on shared understanding over their indi-
vidual identities (Hartmann & Gerteis, 2005; Won, 2008). This framework posits
that immigrant groups access limited social resources by relinquishing their origi-
nal identities and conforming to the norms of the host nation. Ultimately, assimi-
lationism envisions a gradual process whereby immigrants assimilate into the host
country over time.

Assimilation is divided into cultural assimilation and structural assimilation
(Huddleston & Scholten, 2022). The former, also known as acculturation, involves
immigrants internalizing and aligning with the sociocultural values and norms of
the host country. The aim is for immigrants to mirror the attitudes and behaviors
of the native population. In contrast, structural assimilation pertains to immigrants’
active participation and inclusion in the social structures and institutions of the
host society, such as the labor market, elections, education, and protection from
discrimination. Consequently, cultural and structural assimilation are interlinked,
with cultural assimilation being facilitated by structural inclusion and vice versa
(Huddleston & Scholten, 2022). France stands out as a country known for actively
embracing assimilationist models. French society emphasizes the internalization
of core principles like freedom, equality, and brotherhood, stressing the shared
identity of ‘new French citizens’ rather than recognizing differences among im-
migrant groups.

A notable aspect in contemporary assimilation paradigms lies in the differentia-
tion between segmented assimilation and traditional assimilationist frameworks.
Traditional assimilation primarily focuses on immigrants’ adaptive processes
within the host society and their subsequent impact on immigrant group develop-
ment, emphasizing the extent to which immigrants distance themselves from their
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country of origin. In contrast, segmented assimilation shifts its focus to the diverse
assimilation paths influenced by factors such as immigrant group characteristics or
generational shifts, recognizing the heterogeneous assimilation experiences within
immigrant populations.

While traditional assimilation provides insights into immigrants’ adaptation, it
has been critiqued for its limited acknowledgment of internal differentiation within
immigrant cohorts. Its assumption of a uniform and linear adaptation process for
all immigrant groups neglects the inherent diversity within these populations. Con-
versely, segmented assimilation offers a more nuanced perspective by attending
to variations in the pace and patterns of adaptation and assimilation within im-
migrant groups. Notably, segmented assimilation highlights that the assimilation
strategies employed by immigrant children to integrate into mainstream society’s
socio-economic strata differ from those of their parental generation, resulting in
divergent assimilation outcomes within immigrant communities (Zhou, 1997).

A crucial distinction arises between assimilation and integration in the discourse
on immigrant adaptation. Assimilation primarily seeks to conform to mainstream
society by unilaterally adopting its fundamental values and norms. Conversely,
integration encompasses not only this process of alignment but also acknowledges
and embraces cultural differences. Moreover, integration expands the discourse
beyond mere alignment to address structural inequalities and facilitate access to so-
cial resources and opportunities for participation. Merely striving for similarity is
inadequate in addressing the multifaceted challenges associated with immigration.
Therefore, as Heckmann (2006, p. 2) argues, integration necessitates a multidi-
mensional approach that encompasses structural dimensions (relating to core in-
stitutions such as health care, housing, education, and employment), socio-cultural
dimensions (encompassing attitudes, behaviors, and shifts in social dynamics),
and identity dimensions (including individual identity and a sense of belonging).
While assimilation underscores a comprehensive process of aligning with main-
stream society, integration emphasizes the pathways through which immigrants
adapt. Consequently, integration surpasses mere similarity to prioritize the incor-
poration of individual immigrants into the essential institutions of the host society
(Heckmann, 2006, p. 2), or the attainment of acceptance as integral members of
society (Penninx & Garcés-Mascarefias, 2016, p. 14).

DIFFERENTIALISM (DISCRIMINATION/EXCLUSION)

Another model of immigration policy is differentialism (Huddleston & Scholten,
2022), also known as ethnic segregationism. This model is rooted in an ideology of
isolationism (Kukathas, 1992), where racial diversity is viewed not as something
to be accommodated but as a target for policy exclusion (Hartmann & Gerteis,
2005; Won, 2008). Historically, various nations have implemented segregationist
policies. Examples include black segregation in the United States, the Apartheid
regime in South Africa (Huddleston & Scholten, 2022), and Australia’s White Aus-
tralia Policy (Hundt, 2019), all of which represent explicit and rigorous forms of
segregationist models.
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However, these overt and forceful segregationist approaches have proven un-
sustainable due to the globalization of immigration and the pragmatic necessity
of immigrant labor. Consequently, there has been a shift toward more moderate or
implicit forms of segregationism. For instance, Germany historically pursued seg-
regationist policies by categorizing immigrant laborers as temporary guest work-
ers, thereby discouraging permanent settlement by mandating their departure after
a specific period (Sainsbury, 2006). Similarly, as discussed previously in Chapter 4,
Korea has adopted implicit segregationist policies by adhering to a ‘circular prin-
ciple’ for immigrant laborers, allowing them to reside temporarily only for the
duration of their employment contracts and requiring their return to their home
countries afterward. This selective and restricted acceptance segregates immigrant
laborers only for certain (yet essential) occupations that mainstream populations
tend to avoid, thereby leveraging the societal benefits of immigrant labor.

Korea, in its adherence to exclusionary segregationist principles, also im-
poses stringent conditions and procedures for naturalization, resulting in dis-
criminatory practices against temporary residents, denying them access to
citizenship, welfare benefits, and other social resources. This discriminatory
treatment extends even to countries like Korea and Germany, which have mono-
ethnic state experiences. Moreover, immigration countries like the United States
and Canada also employ discriminatory practices against specific immigrant
groups (e.g., lower-skilled labor) by limiting permanent residency according to
a rotation principle.

Of particular interest is the observation that even when opting for fundamentally
segregate and exclusionary policy models, they are selectively applied based on the
characteristics of immigrant groups. This phenomenon suggests that differential-
ism extends beyond mere segregation and exclusion to encompass dualistic inclu-
sion and exclusion within immigrant groups. For instance, discriminatory policy
models are observed to be applied to the same group of immigrant laborers based
on their skill levels. Lower-skilled immigrants often face restrictions on settlement
under the rotation principle, while more lenient policies are adopted to attract high-
skilled labor immigrants. This selective discrimination in the application of segre-
gationist policies is influenced by several factors, including the values immigrant
groups hold toward the host country, their evaluation of immigrant contributions,
and the perceived instrumental utility of immigrants.

MULTICULTURALISM

Multiculturalism, as a policy model, is designed to address racial diversity by pro-
moting intergroup equality and recognition (Breugelmans & Vijver, 2004). Its core
objectives include the advancement of equality, the accommodation of diversity,
and the prevention of discrimination through targeted policy initiatives (Huddles-
ton & Scholten, 2022). Additionally, multiculturalism aims to foster coexistence
and mutualism among diverse groups while offering policy frameworks to safe-
guard the preservation of cultural, social, and linguistic identities within immigrant
populations.
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The concept of multiculturalism is commonly categorized into two main vari-
ants: weak multiculturalism and strong multiculturalism (Taylor-Gooby & Ed-
mund, 2014; Won, 2019). Weak multiculturalism represents a nuanced departure
from assimilationist approaches. Unlike coercive assimilationist strategies, weak
multiculturalism advocates for the voluntary assimilation of immigrants without
erasing their ethnic or cultural identities. Proponents of weak multiculturalism
argue that it facilitates the integration of immigrants into the host society’s cul-
ture, language, and customs not through coercion, but by enriching the lives of
immigrants. Ultimately, weak multiculturalism recognizes and respects the ethnic
and cultural identities of immigrant groups while supporting their integration into
mainstream culture as deemed appropriate.

Conversely, strong multiculturalism offers a critique of the limitations inher-
ent in weak multiculturalism. It argues that weak multiculturalism fails to depart
significantly from assimilationist ideals. According to this perspective, if assim-
ilation occurs voluntarily among immigrant groups, then the notion that ‘there
is nothing wrong with assimilation’ prevails (Parekh, 2000, p. 197). Moreover,
strong multiculturalism emphasizes the inherent challenge faced by immigrants,
who are inherently disadvantaged, in reconciling assimilation into mainstream
society with their ethnic identities. Consequently, immigrants are more likely to
prioritize assimilation into mainstream society over nurturing coexistence with
their ethnic identities.

In response to these observations, the strong multiculturalism policy model ad-
vocates for institutional reforms across various sectors of mainstream society, in-
cluding the labor market, education, and political systems, to promote substantive
equality and necessitate policy intervention. Simply acknowledging immigrants’
identities without addressing the inherent inequalities they face in mainstream so-
ciety is insufficient for achieving true equality. Therefore, proactive policies that
emphasize expanding opportunities for immigrant equality and participation are
emphasized. Within this framework, the strong multiculturalism policy model em-
ploys active policy measures, such as safeguarding minority group cultures and
rights.

In the strong multiculturalism policy model, racial diversity is not merely tol-
erated but actively promoted through policy frameworks and financial support.
This approach enables immigrants to maintain their identities while achiev-
ing equal membership in mainstream society (Kukathas, 1992). Additionally,
surpassing conventional citizenship rights and transcending traditional entitle-
ments, the concept of ‘multicultural citizenship’ broadens policy scope to en-
compass the recognition of unique rights afforded to specific immigrant cohorts
(Kymlicka, 1995; Parekh, 2000). This extends beyond mere modifications to the
socio-political structures of mainstream society, establishing a distinct frame-
work that institutionally acknowledges differences. This approach surpasses
mere alterations to the socio-political structures of mainstream society, creat-
ing a distinct framework that formally recognizes and institutionalizes diversity.
Countries that have notably adopted this robust multiculturalism policy model
include Canada.
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Table 6.7 Policy Models on Immigration

Assimilationism Differentialism/ Multiculturalism
Exclusion
Basic policy Advocating for Preventing unwanted  Recognizing the
direction accelerated acquisition of equitable worth of
assimilation into citizenship by immigrant
mainstream society immigrants from populations as
under the principle the majority group minorities, supporting
of citizenship and maintaining the preservation of
acquisition discriminatory minority cultures, and
treatment against granting certain
immigrants entitlements
Policy Integration of Removal and Promoting social
Objectives minority groups minimization of cohesion and
into the fabric of racial minority celebrating cultural
mainstream society groups diversity
Role of the Limited supports Active regulation Active support
State
Perspective Offering partial Alienation Mutual respect and
on acknowledgment tolerance
Immigrants contingent upon
assimilation into
mainstream
societal norms
View on Ensuring parity in Emphasis on the Guaranteeing equitable
Equality access to social legitimacy of outcomes alongside
welfare and discrimination opportunities
opportunities
Legal Institutionalizing Prioritizing Safeguarding
measures measures to enforcement and fundamental rights
eradicate deportation
discrimination
Conditions  Jus sanguine (right of  Jus sanguine (right of  Jus soli (the place of birth),

for blood)
Citizenship

blood) dual citizenship

Source: Revised based on Castles and Miller (2003), Kymlicka (1995).

A summary and comparison of policy models on immigration are as follows
(Table 6.7).

Divergent Policy Model Preferences

The study investigated the preferences of central government officials regarding
various immigration policy models. Results revealed a hierarchical preference,
with the assimilation model receiving the highest endorsement (3.87/5), followed
by the discrimination/exclusion model (3.72/5), and the multiculturalism model
trailing behind (2.95/5). Notably, there was a significant disparity in preference
levels, particularly with the multiculturalism model being less favored compared
to the assimilation or discrimination/exclusion models.
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These findings underscore a prevailing inclination among Korean central gov-
ernment officials toward policies promoting immigrant assimilation and adherence
to Korean cultural norms and institutional frameworks, rather than embracing mul-
ticulturalism, which emphasizes recognizing disparities and celebrating cultural
diversity. The preference for the assimilation model mirrors patterns observed in
Western contexts during the early stages of immigration policy formulation. How-
ever, it’s essential to note that this preference isn’t solely a temporal matter. For
instance, France, with extensive experience as an immigrant-receiving country,
still maintains assimilation policies, suggesting that attributing preferences for the
assimilation model solely to temporal factors oversimplifies the situation. This en-
during preference indicates that attributing the differential preferences for the as-
similation model solely to temporal factors is an oversimplification of the complex
reality.

Furthermore, beyond the overall preference for immigration policy models
among central government officials, an analysis of nuanced preference structures
across demographic strata was conducted. Initially, no statistically significant
differences were observed in preferences based on gender for the various policy
models, including assimilation (Male: 3.86, Female: 3.89, T value: —0.524, ns),
discrimination/exclusion (Male: 3.74, Female: 3.70, T value: 0.661, ns), and multi-
culturalism (Male: 2.95, Female: 2.96, T value: —0.202, ns). Similarly, no noticea-
ble distinctions were observed based on occupational roles. However, age emerged
as a significant factor, revealing discernible variations in preference trends. Prefer-
ences for assimilation (20s: 3.88, 30s: 3.87, 40s: 3.85, 50s: 3.95, F'value: 0.527, ns)
and multiculturalism (20s: 3.00, 30s: 3.00, 40s: 2.86, 50s: 3.01, F value: 1.942, ns)
remained relatively consistent across different age groups. However, there was a
notable increase in support for the discrimination/exclusion model among older
individuals (20s: 3.49, 30s: 3.62, 40s: 3.85, 50s: 3.90, F value: 8.801, p < 0.001).
This trend suggests a heightened preference among older age cohorts for policies
that prioritize mono-cultural ideals, likely influenced by perceptions of racial di-
versity as a destabilizing factor, aligning with observations from Western contexts.

The impact of work experience in immigration-related tasks on policy model
preferences is particularly intriguing. The analysis revealed that individuals with
support work experience showed a higher preference for both the assimilation
model (no immigration task experience: 3.88; regulation tasks: 3.68; support tasks:
3.88, F value: 2.135, ns) and the multiculturalism model (no immigration task ex-
perience: 2.94; regulation tasks: 2.82; support tasks: 3.01, F value: 0.885, ns), al-
though these differences were not statistically significant. In contrast, preferences
for the discrimination/exclusion model exhibited a different pattern. Individuals
with regulation work experience (4.32) showed a significantly higher preference for
discrimination/exclusion compared to those with support work experience (3.64),
with this difference being statistically significant (¥ value: 14.515, p < 0.001).

Among central government officials, while there is no significant difference
in preference for the assimilation and multiculturalism models based on personal
characteristics, substantial variation in preference for the discrimination/exclusion
model is observed according to work experience and age. These findings suggest
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that the assimilation model enjoys widespread acceptance among Korean civil
servants, likely due to Korea’s status as an emerging immigration nation, which
mitigates significant dissent rooted in individual backgrounds. Conversely, the per-
ception of the multiculturalism model as excessively liberal and premature within
Korean societal contexts constrains the latitude for divergent viewpoints. The in-
herently negative associations with bias and segregation inherent in the discrimina-
tion/exclusion model afford a greater propensity for dissent, positioning personal
characteristics such as work experience and age as influential determinants of pref-
erence for this model.

The observed discrepancies in preferences concerning the discrimination/
exclusion model, contingent upon individuals’ work experiences, reveal a nuanced
interpretation of the contact hypothesis. The contact hypothesis, extensively dis-
cussed in existing literature, posits that increased interaction frequency tends to
mitigate fixed stereotypes and prejudices toward immigrants (Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006; Smith et al., 2009; Won, 2019). However, the salience of interactions lies
not solely in their frequency but also in their quality. The accumulation of nega-
tive encounters with immigrants can paradoxically foster unfavorable perceptions.
Regulatory tasks often involve issues such as illegal marriages, undocumented
residency, and illicit visa issuances, all of which entail negative and threatening
circumstances arising from immigration. Consequently, these negative experiences
naturally steer preferences toward the discrimination/exclusion model within the
sphere of immigration policy frameworks.

Furthermore, an examination was conducted to ascertain whether central govern-
ment officials exhibit discriminatory preferences toward specific immigrant groups
delineated by their types or objectives of immigration. Immigrant types are broadly
categorized into marriage migration, labor migration, and ethnic migration (Min-
istry of Justice, various years; Won, 2019). Labor migration is further divided into
low-skilled/non-professional labor migration and high-skilled (professional) labor
migration. High-skilled labor migration pertains to foreign professionals who con-
tribute to economic development by possessing specialized knowledge, experience,
etc., in fields such as management, technology, education, and knowledge services.
Ethnic migration refers to foreign nationals, including Chinese diaspora residents.

The investigation into preference patterns based on immigrant types revealed
that among central government officials, the most favored immigrant group is high-
skilled labor migrants (4.07/5), followed by production labor migrants (3.30/5),
marriage migrants (3.12/5), and ethnic migrants (2.936/5). The discriminatory pref-
erences contingent upon immigrant typologies prompt several intriguing points.
First, it underscores the perceived practical utility and allure of high-skilled labor
migration from the perspective of central government officials. As previously pos-
ited, evaluation criteria for immigrants typically revolve around their societal wor-
thiness or deservingness and their instrumental utility in contributing to the welfare
of the host society. From this standpoint, high-skilled labor migrants are likely to
receive more favorable evaluations compared to other immigrant types. The co-
hort of high-skilled professionals, primarily composed of managers, researchers,
scientists, engineers, professors, and specialized professionals in finance, health
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care, design, construction, and advanced industries (IT, BT, new materials, etc.),
is perceived to possess a higher utility than cost. Their expertise, capabilities, and
investment potential are seen as substantial contributors to the advancement of
Korean society. Given the sensitivity of public officials to policy costs and benefits,
the higher preference for high-skilled labor migration over production labor migra-
tion is a comprehensible outcome.

Second, since 2008, the Korean government has placed substantial emphasis on
the recruitment of exceptional talents as a central tenet of its immigration strategy.
It is essential to note that preferences toward immigrant groups and the trajectory of
policies are contingent upon the ideological orientation and distinctive characteristics
of the governing administration. Historically, a noticeable disparity in policy trajec-
tories concerning labor migration emerged between the Participatory Administration
(2003-2008), which espoused progressive ideals, and the Pragmatic Administra-
tion (2008-2013), characterized by conservative leanings. This divergence in policy
direction was reflected in both the overarching policy visions and the operational
frameworks for immigration policy. The Participatory Administration aspired to fos-
ter an ‘inclusive society harmonizing with foreigners’, while the Pragmatic Admin-
istration aimed to position South Korea as a ‘globally leading nation coexisting with
foreigners’. Operationally, the Participatory Administration established the ‘Com-
mission on the Eradication of Disparities and Discrimination’, whereas the Pragmatic
Administration instituted the ‘National Competitiveness Enhancement Committee’
to drive immigration policies forward. In terms of policy focus, the Participatory
Administration targeted ‘marriage immigrants and foreign residents’, whereas the
Pragmatic Administration prioritized ‘exceptional talents’. Consequently, while the
Participatory Administration emphasized ‘support for the social integration of female
marriage immigrants and multicultural families’ as a pivotal policy aspect, the Prag-
matic Administration emphasized ‘strategies to attract global high-skilled profession-
als’ as its primary policy thrust (Won, 2019; Won & Park, 2010).

Another salient observation regarding discriminatory preferences based on
immigrant typologies is the relatively higher preference for low-skilled/non-
professional labor migration compared to marriage migration. The significance of
marriage migration within the Korean context cannot be understated. Despite the
scale of immigration, marriage migrants, particularly women, hold substantial so-
cietal significance and contribute to societal utility. Nevertheless, it is striking that
the preference for marriage migrants is comparatively lower among central govern-
ment officials than the preference for low-skilled/non-professional labor migration.

One plausible interpretation is that central government officials perceive low-
skilled/non-professional labor migration as imposing a lesser social burden. This
type of migration not only addresses labor demands in low-wage, labor-intensive
sectors but also offers flexibility for temporary utilization as per demand. Con-
sequently, policymakers who are sensitive to the fiscal implications of policies
may perceive the societal utility of low-skilled/non-professional labor migration
to outweigh its associated costs, unlike marriage migration. Marriage migration,
in contrast, entails societal costs that are as significant as its societal benefits and
inherently presupposes the attainment of permanent residency status.
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Moreover, the welfare demands of multicultural families formed through marriage
migration are inevitable. This reality engenders ambivalent perceptions of marriage
migration, despite its considerable societal benefits, resulting in lower preferences
compared to low-skilled/non-professional labor migration. This interpretation ex-
tends to the low preferences for ethnic migration as well. While protecting overseas
compatriots from an ethical and moral standpoint is desirable, from a pragmatic per-
spective that considers policy costs, the influx of ethnic migrants may be perceived as
imposing more societal burdens than societal benefits by public officials.

Structural Governance of Immigration Policy

Structural Governance of Central Government

Traditionally, Korea has taken a proactive role in shaping immigration policies,
encompassing the scale, composition, and timing of immigrant inflows across all
sectors. This approach aligns with its robust nationalist development strategy. To
address labor shortages, there is a degree of collaboration between the government
and the private sector in employing migrant workers. However, given the predomi-
nant presence of small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that heavily rely on
government support, their influence on policymaking is relatively subdued. Addi-
tionally, with the exception of refugee-related matters, South Korea has limited en-
gagement with international organizations regarding immigration. Consequently,
immigration policy in Korea predominantly operates within domestic boundaries,
guided by the national political economy.

One of the most distinctive features of immigration policy governance in Korea
is the involvement of diverse actors, which results in a fragmented system. The
scope of immigration policy in Korea encompasses border control, immigration
management, nationality policies, issues specific to immigrant groups, and social
integration policies. While the central government sets overarching objectives,
implementation occurs through a decentralized governance framework, with each
ministry managing specific policy domains.

The key actors in Korea’s immigration policy and the immigration issues man-
aged by each actor are illustrated in Figure 6.11. The central coordinating body is

Immigrant settlement Employment permit system and job support

(Ministry of the Interior and Safety) d ® (Ministry of Employment and Labor)
Attracting outstanding talents — o~ Prevention of crime and protection of national interests
(Ministry of Science and ICT, Ministry of Education) Foreigner Policy (National Police Agency, Korea Coast Guard)
Committee
Welfare for immi and second ion immi Lo (Ministry of Justice) Fal Support for overseas compatriots exchange
(Ministry of Health and Welfare) (Ministry of Foreign Affairs)
Support for multicultural families I—) @ Promotion of cultural diversity
(Ministry of Gender Equality and Family) (Ministry of Culture)

Figure 6.11 Structural Governance of Immigration Policy: Central Government

Source: The Ministry of Justice (2023, https://www.immigration.go.kr/immigration/1605/subview.do).
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the Immigration Policy Committee, which aligns policies across ministries based
on the Basic Plan for Foreigner Policy. This committee guides immigration policy-
making and management across different domains.

The Immigration Policy Commission, comprised of a total of 19 ministries and
agencies, including the Prime Minister’s Office, is responsible for setting the long-
term policy framework for immigration in Korea. It formulates the Master Plan for
Immigration Policy every five years, covering aspects such as border control man-
agement, nationality regulations, and social integration measures. Among these en-
tities, the Ministry of Justice assumes a pivotal role. Initially instituted to address
the intricate nature of immigration policy and the dynamic policy landscape, the
Immigration Policy Commission was established to proactively chart comprehen-
sive and structured policy directions at the national level. However, in practice,
rather than comprehensively coordinating immigration policy, the committee tends
to oversee fragmented and individual policy initiatives conducted by relevant min-
istries and agencies. Consequently, criticism has been directed toward the Immi-
gration Policy Commission for merely compiling policies from various ministries
without integrating them effectively, often referred to as a ‘stapling committee’.

Furthermore, the bureaucratic fragmentation of immigration policy is exacer-
bated by the existence of separate policy committees for different policy areas. As
seen in Table 6.8, in addition to the central Immigration Policy Commission, there
are separate committees established for multicultural family policy, foreign labor
policy, overseas compatriot policy, cultural diversity policy, and low birthrate and
aging society policy, each setting its own policy direction according to specific
immigration issues. As these committees operate with their own distinct goals, the
lack of policy coordination and the presence of overlapping policies have become
chronic issues (Yoo et al., 2020).

As observed, immigration policies in Korea are distributed across multiple com-
mittees based on specific immigration issues and are subsequently implemented
by individual ministries. The execution of these policies is shaped by two princi-
pal factors: (1) the categorization of policies according to their intended recipients
and (2) the management of policies based on their content. First, the Ministry of
Justice, operating through the Immigration Policy Commission, concentrates on
immigration affairs and the interests of overseas compatriots. Aligned with the di-
rectives established by this commission, specific policies are enacted through enti-
ties such as the Immigration Office and various social adaptation programs, often
outsourced to private organizations.

Second, policies concerning migrant workers fall within the jurisdiction of the
Ministry of Employment and Labor. Governed by the directives set forth by the
Foreign Labor Policy Committee, these policies are implemented through govern-
mental bodies such as employment centers and foreign worker support centers, as
well as through private contractors. Third, oversight of marriage immigrants and
multicultural families falls under the purview of the Ministry of Gender Equality
and Family. Policies outlined by the Multicultural Family Policy Committee are
translated into action through specific initiatives managed by multicultural family
support centers, often operated by contracted private organizations.
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Finally, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs supervises policies related to overseas
compatriots. Policies established by the Overseas Compatriot Policy Committee
are executed through governmental entities such as embassies, consulates, and
overseas compatriot foundations. Additionally, policies are integrated and man-
aged regardless of their target ministry based on their content. For instance, im-
migration-related crimes fall under the jurisdiction of the National Police Agency,
immigrant and children’s education is overseen by the Ministry of Education, wel-
fare provision is under the purview of the Ministry of Health and Welfare, and set-
tlement support is administered by the Ministry of the Interior and Safety.

Structural Governance among Central Government-Local
Authorities-Agencies

The structural governance of Korea’s immigration policy is characterized by the
interaction between the central government, local authorities, and related institu-
tions. The central government determines policy objectives and directions based
on policy content or targets outlined by relevant ministries, while local authorities
act as intermediaries in implementing centrally formulated policies and delivering
immigration-related public services to local residents.

As illustrated in Figure 6.12, Korea’s immigration policy is fragmented across
individual ministries. Consequently, the service delivery system of local govern-
ments targeting immigrants does not deviate significantly from this pattern.

Local governments act as channels for the implementation of public policies
and services concerning immigration, which originate from diverse ministries such
as the Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Employment and Labor, and Ministry of
Gender Equality and Family. These policies are tailored based on distinct policy
objectives and content. For example, the Ministry of Gender Equality and Fam-
ily delegates the operation of multicultural family support centers to facilitate the

Ministry of - - . —
- . Ministry of the Ministry of Gender Ministry of Health Ministry of
Employment and : 2 s Y
RILESCIRRE P Lyabor Interior and Safety Equality and Family and Welfare Education
PO . ial Integration -
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National/Local
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Figure 6.12 Delivery Systems of Public Policy and Public Service on Immigration

Source: Revised based on The Gyeonggi Welfare Foundation (2020).
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integration of marriage immigrants and their families into local communities. Con-
versely, the Ministry of Public Administration and Security supervises multicul-
tural plus centers, while the Ministry of Health and Welfare oversees a spectrum
of facilities, including social welfare centers, self-reliance support centers, local
children’s centers, health centers, and multicultural schools.

Moreover, both the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family and the Ministry
of Health and Welfare have service delivery systems that encompass all levels of
local governments, ranging from metropolitan cities to provinces, cities, and coun-
ties. For instance, the Foreign Workers Support Center, under the jurisdiction of
the Ministry of Employment and Labor, offers services such as interpretation as-
sistance, legal counseling, Korean language education, and legal education to for-
eign workers and employers. Similarly, the Immigrant Women’s Violence Support
Center provides temporary protection and medical assistance to immigrant women
who have experienced violence, in addition to managing group homes for them
and their children. These policies and procedures are executed through various
tiers of local governments or through private contracts with relevant institutions.
Ultimately, local governments and their affiliated bodies play a crucial role in de-
livering public services to immigrants at the grassroots level, guided by policies
formulated by the central government.

In the governance of Korea’s immigration policy, various agencies assume
significant roles, each dedicated to specific policy objectives. A comprehensive
overview of immigration-related agencies at the local level is outlined as follows.
First, the Immigration Office, operating through its 21 regional offices, exercises
oversight over the entire foreign population. Its functions encompass a wide ar-
ray of tasks, including immigration screening, visa issuance, foreigner registration,
residency status management, and the provision of educational and informational
programs. These programs encompass support for settlement, initiatives aimed at
fostering social integration, early adaptation programs, and guidance for interna-
tional marriages.

Second, institutions such as the Foreign Labor Counseling Center and the For-
eign Workers Support Center are specifically focused on addressing the needs of
migrant workers and their employers. The former provides essential information
conducive to adapting to domestic life and business operations, along with offering
consultations for both parties involved. Meanwhile, the latter offers region-specific
services, including interpretation support, legal counseling, Korean language and
IT education, and medical assistance.

Furthermore, specialized services are available for immigrant youth aged 9-24
through the Rainbow Youth Center. This facility offers a spectrum of assistance rang-
ing from accommodation support to career guidance and psychological counseling.
Through commissioned educational programs, vocational training is facilitated, en-
hancing the employability of immigrant youth. Agencies dedicated to supporting
immigrant women and multicultural families are notably active. The Multicultural
Family Support Centers, numbering 228 nationwide, provide comprehensive assis-
tance to marriage immigrants and their children. Services include language educa-
tion, interpretation, social adaptation programs, and employment support.
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Additionally, the DANURI Call Center offers Korean living information, cri-
sis counseling, and emergency assistance to multicultural families and immigrant
women. It operates six emergency shelters nationwide for crisis intervention. More-
over, 28 Immigrant Women’s Violence Support Centers offer shelter and group
homes nationwide to safeguard immigrant women experiencing various forms of
gender-based violence. This effort is complemented by the Immigrant Women’s
Self-Reliance Support Center, which provides resources for independence and self-
sufficiency, including housing, medical, and legal support.

Up to this point, we have delineated the structural governance of immigration
policy within the Korean immigration regime, distinguishing between the central
government and institutions related to the central-local government nexus. Through
the preceding discussions, we can synthesize the characteristics and constraints of
immigration governance as follows.

First, a significant issue arises in interagency governance within the central
government apparatus. As elucidated, immigration policy governance in Korea is
characterized by various ministries within the central government managing their
policies independently, each delineated by distinct policy domains. Within this
framework, effective governance necessitates cooperation that navigates ministry
boundaries, which proves to be both crucial and challenging. However, such col-
laborative efforts encounter obstacles due to policy silos stemming from barriers
between diverse ministries.

In line with relevant theories (Ostrom & Ostrom, 1971), government min-
istries act as rational entities striving to actualize their respective preferences
and interests. Consequently, each ministry tends to pursue the maximization
of its interests and preferences as the focus of rational decision-making. This
pursuit of interest maximization complicates cooperation in multi-agency policy
governance. One contributing factor is each ministry’s inclination to expand
its budget. This tendency poses a challenge as augmenting the budget of one
ministry within a finite budgetary realm creates zero-sum relationships with
other ministries, thereby fostering conflicts. Moreover, ministries are incentiv-
ized to magnify their workload and outputs. The proliferation of tasks not only
enhances a ministry’s stature but also provides a rationale for mobilizing hu-
man and material resources. Accordingly, the drive to maximize budgets and
resources exacerbates inter-ministerial conflicts over jurisdictional boundaries,
impeding collaboration.

In contexts where multiple governmental bodies participate jointly, such as in
the governance of South Korea’s immigration policy, another obstacle to coopera-
tion arises from a propensity for risk aversion toward unfavorable policy outcomes.
When various ministries engage in immigration policies, the resulting outcomes
are considered shared responsibilities in principle. However, each ministry’s fo-
cus on minimizing risks, particularly those tied to negative outcomes, hinders col-
laboration through passive information sharing and a lack of cooperative efforts.
Passive information exchange fosters incentives for shirking responsibility for po-
tential policy failures in the future.
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This phenomenon is evident in immigration policies. First, the structure for
formulating, executing, and directly administering immigration policies is char-
acterized by its multi-tiered and fragmented nature. Such segmentation, where ad-
ministrative entities are compartmentalized based on immigrant targets or policy
content, tends to prioritize government ministries as service providers rather than
as entities responsive to policy demand. Moreover, when various ministries are
tasked with implementing immigration policies based on distinct targets or policy
domains, there emerges a risk of becoming entrenched in the interests of specific
groups due to divergent perspectives and perceptions. For instance, ministries
overseeing agriculture may tailor immigration labor policies to benefit agricultural
sectors or encourage the influx of immigrant workers for their policy fields. Simi-
larly, the concentration of social integration policies primarily within the Ministry
of Gender Equality and Family restricts integration efforts beyond policies aimed
at the entire immigrant population to those focused specifically on marriage mi-
grant women.

This issue is intertwined with the chronic problem of sectionalism rooted in the
boundaries between ministries, a longstanding criticism within the Korean bureau-
cratic system. Despite the formal establishment of comprehensive directions for
immigration policy, specific policies are managed separately, leading to diminished
feasibility in achieving long-term and systematic immigration policy goals. Conse-
quently, this sectional governance structure inevitably results in the duplication of
efforts targeting the same demographic groups. Furthermore, the differing empha-
ses among ministries pose challenges in executing comprehensive and systematic
policies.

Meanwhile, the governance structure involving the central government, local
authorities, and institutions in Korea encounters several limitations. Primarily, at
a macro level, Korea’s immigration policy tends to align with either a central-
ist type or an inclusive authority model (Wright, 1988). Traditionally, the country
adopts a top-down approach, with dominance from the central government, reflect-
ing the asymmetrical power dynamic between central and local authorities. Similar
to other policy areas, immigration policy cascades from the central government to
local entities. Here, the central government assumes a pivotal role in establishing
immigration-related policy agendas and shaping policy specifics. Conversely, lo-
cal governments typically serve in a supportive role, implementing policies in line
with central directives.

The supportive role of local governments in immigration policy is further em-
phasized by the constraints they face in terms of available resources (Yoo & Lee,
2019). Typically, local governments operate with limited staffing and organizational
structures, primarily tasked with implementing immigration policies formulated by
the central government. With the exception of Seoul and Gyeonggi Province, most
local governments lack dedicated departments specifically handling immigration-
related tasks. Particularly notable is the low ratio of dedicated departments and
public officials engaged in immigration affairs, consistently remaining below 1%,
regardless of the immigrant population size in the area.
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Moreover, the tasks undertaken by local governments predominantly revolve
around multicultural family policies delegated by the central government, particu-
larly the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family. Even in areas where the propor-
tion of migrant workers or international students outweighs that of marriage migrant
women, policies concerning the latter remain central. This phenomenon arises from
local governments prioritizing the straightforward execution of policies dictated by
the central government over formulating their own immigration policies based on
the composition or ratio of immigrants in their regions. Informing local authorities
of policy directions decided by the central government and encouraging the devel-
opment of similar policies accordingly makes it impractical for them to allocate and
execute their budgets based on local demands. This exemplifies the typical interde-
pendent relationship between the central and local governments.

The landscape of immigration policy governance in Korea reflects a flow dic-
tated largely by local governments. Given their proximity to the lived realities of
immigrants, a policy approach that centers around local governments, rather than
solely relying on the central government, appears more pragmatic for effective im-
migration policy implementation. Indeed, according to pertinent studies (Pisarevs-
kaya & Scholten, 2022), local governments are better positioned for ‘pragmatic
accommodationism’ in immigration policy. Their proximity to local circumstances
and the needs of resident immigrants equips them to devise tailor-made solutions
more effectively. Additionally, depending on the context, an approach grounded in
domestic politics may enhance the effectiveness of immigration policy formation,
as the political dynamics between local and central authorities can bolster policy
efficacy. Despite the potential advantages of a local government-centric approach
or a multi-level governance model involving both central and local authorities
in policy formulation, Korean immigration policy governance remains primarily
characterized by a centralist type or Inclusive-Authority Model, with a top-down
approach centered around the central government (Wright, 1988; Pisarevskaya &
Scholten, 2022). This situation presents a challenge in promptly addressing the
vulnerabilities faced by immigrants residing in local communities.

Notes

1 The MIPEX scores are evaluated in the following manner for each segment: 80—100
is considered ‘Favorable’, 60—79 is deemed ‘Slightly favorable’, 41-59 is categorized
as ‘Halfway favorable’, 21-40 falls under ‘Slightly unfavorable’, 10-20 is labeled as
‘Unfavorable’, and 0 is assessed as ‘Critically unfavorable’.

2 The sample composition of the total 610 central government officials is as follows.
Gender: Male: 63.6%, Female: 37.4%, Rank: Grade 3—4: 59 individuals, Grade 5: 233
individuals, Grade 6-7: 263 individuals, Experience in immigration-related tasks: Yes:
130 (22%), No: 476 (78%), Nature of immigration-related tasks (applicable only to of-
ficials with experience in immigration-related tasks): Support: 97 (15.9%), Regulation:
33 (5.4%). The ranks of Korean government officials are categorized into nine grades.
Grade 1 denotes the highest rank, while Grade 9 indicates the lowest. In the sample,
the number of individuals in Grades 1-2 was too small (only eight individuals), so they
were excluded from the analysis due to inadequate representation. Additionally, Grades
89 were omitted from the analysis as their influence on policymaking was limited.
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3 New policy frameworks, namely Universalism, Interculturalism, and Mainstreaming,
have emerged (Huddleston & Scholten, 2022). Universalism prioritizes the impartial-
ity of public institutions, aiming for equal access to resources such as the labor market,
welfare state, and political system for all members of society, including immigrants. It
encourages immigrants to succeed through active participation, resembling a colorblind
approach. In contrast, Interculturalism diverges from multiculturalism by emphasizing
contact, interaction, and social mixing between diverse cultures to foster integration and
mutual understanding. This approach, gaining prominence as an alternative to multicul-
turalism, is particularly notable in Canada. Mainstreaming, the third model, applies gen-
der mainstreaming principles to immigration issues, advocating for the integration of
immigration and diversity considerations across all policy areas, akin to gender relations
mainstreaming. This integration emphasizes the incorporation of diversity and immigra-
tion topics into universal institutions and structures like the welfare state, education,
and bureaucracy. While not extensively discussed in this chapter, these new frameworks
suggest avenues for future research in the development of immigration policy.
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