
        
            
                
            
        

    
  
    
      “Shu-Mei Huang and Hyun Kyung Lee provide a new, East Asian, and transnational take on prisons as places of pain
      and shame – a major contribution to the heritage literature. They analyze the building of prisons by colonial
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      regional geopolitics, their multiple interpretations generating international tensions that can only be resolved
      at the diplomatic level.”
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      constituting a heritage of shame and death, which postcolonial societies blame upon the former colonizers. A
      study of how the remembering of punishment and imprisonment reflects the attempts of postcolonial cities to
      re-articulate an understanding of the present by correcting the past, Heritage, Memory, and
      Punishment examines how prisons were designed, built, partially demolished, preserved, and redeveloped
      across political regimes, demonstrating the ways in which the selective use of prisons as heritage, reframed
      through nationalism, leaves marks on urban contexts that remain long after the prisons themselves are
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      The ‘past in the present’ has returned in the early twenty-first century with a vengeance, and with it the
      expansion of categories of experience. These experiences have largely been lost in the advance of rationalist and
      constructivist understandings of subjectivity and their collective representations. The cultural stakes around
      forgetting, ‘useful forgetting’ and remembering, locally, regionally, nationally and globally have risen
      exponentially. It is therefore not unusual that ‘migrant memories’; micro-histories; personal and individual
      memories in their interwoven relation to cultural, political and social narratives; the mnemonic past and present
      of emotions, embodiment, and ritual; and finally, the mnemonic spatiality of geography and territories are
      receiving more pronounced hearings.
    


    
         This transpires as the social sciences themselves are consciously globalizing their knowledge bases. In
      addition to the above, the reconstructive logic of memory in the juggernaut of galloping informationalization is
      rendering it more and more publicly accessible, and therefore part of a new global public constellation around
      the coding of meaning and experience. Memory studies as an academic field of social and cultural inquiry emerges
      at a time when global public debate – buttressed by the fragmentation of national narratives – has accelerated.
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      sequestered in wide collective representations. We welcome manuscripts that examine and analyze these profound
      cultural traces.
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    Introduction: Articulating the
    Heritage of Punishment


    
      The Legacy of Two Wars: The Construction of Modern Prisons in East Asia


      
        The penal heritage of East Asia was shaped decisively by two wars at the turn of the twentieth century: the
        Sino-Japanese War and the Russo-Japanese War, which together gave form to the geopolitical context in which
        East Asian penal practices developed. These two wars, together with the Meiji Restoration which they followed,
        shaped Japan’s objective of becoming the first Westernized Asian country, and set Japan on a course which soon
        expanded its colonial reach in East and Northeast Asia (Harada, 2016; Kowner, 2006; Paine, 2005; Keene, 1998).
        Some scholars have even considered the Russo-Japanese War as “World War Zero” (Wolff and Steinberg, 2005) that
        brought about changes globally. In the pursuit of modernization, Western-style prisons became significant
        markers of the militarized expansion to which both Japan and the West contributed, leaving a legacy that
        contemporary society attempts to make sense of today. Such prison sites include Seodaemun Prison in Seoul,
        which has been turned into a museum representing the history of the Korean Independence Movement against
        Japanese imperial power. Another case in Nara, Japan, the recently decommissioned Nara Juvenile Prison, is set
        to be converted into hotels, and speculation that one of them will be managed by the popular brand Muji has
        excited its fans in the region. Such different modes of adaptive reuse at these former prison sites underlines
        David Lowenthal’s (1998) argument that “heritage is not history.” While history is the study of the past, the
        use of the past in heritage-making is dictated by present-day concerns (Lowenthal, 1997). The object of this
        book is thus to elucidate the fabrication of penal heritage – how the pasts of these prisons are used today.
      


      
        In 2014 a series of cross-border conversations commenced, seeking – with an eye on the legacy of century-old
        developments in East Asian penal history – to connect colonial prisons across China and Korea into an
        interlinked system of penal monuments. One of the most ambitious goals of these talks was to pursue a serial
        nomination for the inscription of key sites onto the UNESCO World Heritage List. These talks provoked a series
        of questions: What is it that the Korean and Chinese sides are seeking to remember with this collaboration? How
        do visitors to these sites from Japan and other Japanese-occupied territories, such as Taiwan, perceive these memories of colonization? Modern prisons, as an architecture of punishment and
        imprisonment, are seldom seen as favored heritage buildings to be inherited from our predecessors: In what
        ways, then, can we situate defunct prisons in a heritage-scape? Leaving aside for a moment the political
        uncertainties of world heritage (which are discussed in detail in Chapter 7), the attempt at retelling histories of colonial prisons across borders is itself an
        intriguing but rarely researched subject, and this book endeavors to contribute to this field too.
      


      
        The complicated processes for making defunct prisons into heritage involve both tangible and intangible aspects
        of the heritage of punishment. It is tangible in that built heritage, like the Australian Convict Sites, become
        significant but contested tourist sites (Wilson, 2011); it is intangible in that penal practices in many
        postcolonial societies have been developed more or less upon the institution established by the colonizers,
        mostly from the nineteenth century onward, following wars and invasions, from the local community’s
        perspective. In order to examine both the tangible and intangible characteristics of the heritage of punishment
        in-depth, it is necessary that we carefully trace the birth of modern prisons, and especially the history of
        their introduction to East Asia. The construction of modern prisons is closely related to the development of
        modern nation-states, as constructing prisons has a particular significance in securing jurisdictional
        sovereignty, staging modernity, and containing dissidents, rebellion, and social and economic crises (Botsman,
        2005; Gilmore, 2002). Scholars of penology and criminology have also considered the invention of modern prisons
        an accomplishment in modernizing punishment. Yet, to the colonized societies, the modernization of punishment
        went hand in hand with urbanization and industrial expansion, as in the case of the aforementioned Australian
        Convict Sites, which present “the best surviving examples of large-scale convict transportation and the
        colonial expansion of European powers through the presence and labour of convicts” (UNESCO, 2010). In short,
        prisons, as institutions and as an architecture of punishment built under particular diplomatic pressures,
        stand at the intersection of modernity and coloniality. It is therefore interesting to investigate why most
        prisons built in the era were understood as colonial prisons representing cruelty and inhumanity, rather than
        sites of modernity in postcolonial societies.
      

    


    
      The Representation and Remembering of Punishment


      
        Michel Foucault’s (1979) influential theorization of punishment in Discipline and punish:
        The birth of the prison provides some clues with which we can begin to understand why colonial prisons
        are mostly understood only as colonial prisons. Challenging the discourse that casts humanitarianism as the key
        driving force for modern penal reform, Foucault argued that modern technologies of penalty were prescribed by
        economic rationality in order to enable the new political economy of power. The new art of punishment has been
        created upon a new politics of the body, which, in Foucault’s words, is the creation of docile bodies by the
        Panopticon (Foucault, 1979). Moreover, this creation of docile bodies in the service of modern punishment
        regimes has not been confined to the prison. Instead, we are all “in the panoptic
        machine, invested by its effects of power, which we bring ourselves since we are part of its system” (Foucault,
        1979, p. 217). The modern technology of punishment, as Foucault (1979, p. 214) articulated, “had to be like a
        faceless gaze that transformed the whole social body into a field of perception,” a tendency exemplified not
        only in prisons but also in factories, hospitals, and barracks. In other words, the design of the modern prison
        as an institution in relation to the wider society demonstrates how the prison itself can be efficiently
        fulfilled through a careful distribution of (self-imposed) supervision and integrated into the disciplinary
        mechanisms of everyday life.
      


      
        This book seeks not so much to offer a social theorization of punishment as to explore how punishment (and the
        transformation of punishment) is remembered through penal heritage. Such heritage, we argue, affects how people
        understand the mechanism of punishment today. In this light, we trace how the critical aspect of modern prisons
        – the economy of power and the techno-politics of punishment – was seemingly a facet of the discourse of
        humanitarianism when it was introduced to Japan from the West at the turn of the twentieth century, and how it
        left its mark on the numerous prisons built in Japanese colonies in the early twentieth century. Moreover, we
        explore how these prisons are mostly remembered as built heritage in which the colonists pursued unfair penal
        practices, and how more complex understandings of the transfer of penal practices across borders, beyond the
        colonizing and colonized dichotomy, are typically disregarded in the discourse on such sites.
      


      
        Arguably, modern prisons are inherently colonial products; the conceptualization and building of the first
        batch of modern prisons were part of the enterprise of imperialism in the late nineteenth century. From the
        very beginning, study trips undertaken by penal reformers to the Victorian-era Pentonville Prison in London
        exemplified the early forms of prison tourism in the nineteenth century and a lot of them departed from the
        colonial metropolis. With this context in mind, this book investigates colonial prisons located in formerly
        Japanese-occupied Asian cities, considering how they are remembered as heritage in order to understand how the
        colonial past is influential in the present. Discussion of the ambiguous relationship between modern penal
        reform and colonialism has seemingly changed little in response to their conversion into heritage sites in
        recent years. Thus, we call into question the ways in which prisons are framed as heritage by shedding light on
        multiple readings of imprisonment and by historicizing the construction of modern prisons from the late
        nineteenth century through to the end of the Second World War. We also question to what degree the Foucauldian
        reflection on discipline, and how discipline “makes” modern individuals through corrective measures and
        ideologies, is agreed, remembered, and – more importantly – is (not) countered in the making of penal heritage.
      

    


    
      Punishment/Correction, Colonial Modernity, and Difficult Heritage


      
        Focusing on how decommissioned prisons are made into heritage in East Asia, we review the competing accounts of
        modern prisons that developed from distinct theoretical perspectives, including but not limited to nationalism,
        colonialism, penology, and sociology, and how these were selectively engaged when defunct prisons were turned
        into heritage. We present a transnational study of decommissioned prisons in three former Japanese colonies, in
        the cities of Taipei and Chiayi (Taiwan), Seoul (South Korea), and Lushun (China) (see Figure 0.1). The book offers a critical reading of prisons as a
        particular colonial product, whose past roles and current restorations (as national heritage) alike are related
        closely to punishment. It notes too, however, that contemporary use of prisons as heritage tends to reduce the
        multi-dimensional processes of colonial modernity to a simple understanding of oppression and atrocity.
        Observing exhibits that accuse the colonizer of violating precepts of humanity and sovereignty, visitors to a
        particular penal heritage site seem unaware of the specific technique of power under the disciplinary gaze as
        noted by Foucault. Modern prisons, which were constructed to enact imprisonment by depriving inmates of their
        freedom of movement, are oftentimes represented simplistically as a heritage of shame and death, with
        postcolonial societies today placing blame on the former colonizers.
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          Figure 0.1  Locating the key
          cases in East Asia.
        


        
          Source: Photos and map illustrated by Shu-Mei Huang and Hyun Kyung Lee.
        

      


      
        The research presented in this book was undertaken through multiple site visits from February 2013 to November
        2017, during which we carried out observations and conducted semi-structured interviews with actors at each
        site. To understand how particular narratives are made, in this book we attend
        especially to those actors – curators, directors, and museum officials – who can directly affect heritagization
        and collaboration processes at the three sets of case-study sites. We also attend to the content of the
        exhibitions in the prison museums at these sites, and consider how this content suggests particular directions
        for remembering. The book further draws on archival research into the colonial and postcolonial histories of
        each prison to contextualize the current power dynamics amid a broader, shifting geopolitics. As a third
        dimension, it draws on an analysis of relevant mass media coverage availed from China, South Korea, and Taiwan,
        assessed in order to capture political climates both domestically and internationally. In assembling the sites
        and situations where conversations occurred and actors performed actions of penal heritage-making, we intend to
        illustrate the process by which the difficult past is mobilized to serve the present and shape the future.
        Moreover, we believe that how and why punishment and imprisonment are remembered in particular ways reflects
        how postcolonial cities are trying to re-articulate an understanding of now by correcting the past, which in
        itself is bringing practices of heritage into dialogue with the institutionalization of punishment. In other
        words, punishment can be treated not only as a theme but as part of the nature of heritage.
      


      
        This investigative journey across four cities follows three lines of discussion that run through the book,
        namely punishment and correction, colonial modernity,
        and difficult heritage. These three lines recontextualize prison as “a punishment
        in itself” (Garland, 1990, p. 40), one which reflects a constructed social need for a place of detention and
        necessary incarceration that has endured for more than a century. Research into prison tourism and/or prison
        heritage has devoted little time to understanding how a historical change in the careers of prisons leaves
        impacts in prisons’ urban contexts; impacts that may persist even after the prisons themselves are
        decommissioned. By examining how a historical prison was designed, built, partially demolished, preserved, and
        redeveloped across political regimes, this book intends to fill this gap by carefully investigating the
        historical penal landscape. It reveals how prisons are selectively turned into heritage, with memories of
        imprisonment reframed through nationalism, a process which might incarcerate rather than liberate memories
        themselves in East Asian cities.
      

    


    
      Positioning Penal Heritage as Interdisciplinary Research


      
        Before detailing the structure of the book, it is necessary to situate our writing on penal heritage in the
        existing scholarly landscape, with a focus on East Asia. The book speaks to a growing scholarship concerning
        prisons and dark heritage. It can also provide insights for future projects on the adaptive reuse of defunct
        prisons. Many colonial prisons were built by imperial invaders throughout coastal China, including several
        built by the British in Hong Kong and Shanghai, several built by France and Germany in Tianjin, and two built
        by Germany in Qingdao to house European and Chinese prisoners respectively. The European prison in Qingdao was
        turned into a museum in 2007. Recently, the Shanghai city government has announced plans to redevelop the area
        of the Tilanqiao Prison, which was built by the Shanghai Municipal Council of the
        International Settlement in 1901. Obviously, colonial prisons have recently become an area of interest for
        heritage in China and elsewhere, as can be seen in the promotion of “dark tourism” to former prisoners of war
        and their families and to international tourists. Yet, the fad for constructing a “heritage of death” to
        respond to this growing interest in dark tourism does not guarantee a more engaging politics of heritage, which
        is a significant issue addressed in this book. Defunct colonial prisons, as we demonstrate, are dark and
        difficult examples that demand further research and more critical practices if we are to open up – rather than
        again incarcerate – memories about death and humanity.
      


      
        The growing popular interest in penal heritage in Asia has not received a full reflection in academic
        publishing. The 2017 Handbook of prison tourism (edited by Jacqueline Z. Wilson et
        al.) devotes only two among its more than fifty chapters to Asian cases. There are no book monographs that take
        seriously the uniqueness of the colonial prisons in Japanese-occupied Asia from the perspective of heritage
        tourism or heritage studies. A section on civil and political prisons (Part III) in Places
        of pain and shame (Logan and Reeves, 2009) offers a significant starting point for this project, but
        most of the cases featured in that volume attend to conflicts and war experiences rather than to the historical
        construction and preservation of the prisons. Our treatment here of colonial prisons differs from those that
        focus on prison camps during wartime, such as the study of Changyi Prison in Singapore as a Second World
        War-era prisoner-of-war camp (Beaumont, 2009; Blackburn, 2000), or those chapters on concentration camps in
        Europe in edited volumes on dark tourism (e.g., Lennon and Foley, 2000). We go beyond conceptions of dark
        tourism or thanatourism (Seaton, 2009; Stone and Sharpley, 2008; Dann and Seaton, 2001) that treat prisons as
        contested terrains wherein interpretation must not be either too good or too dark (Strange and Kempa, 2003, p.
        401). Prisons have indeed become a particularly significant type of dark heritage that attract tourists in
        their own right (Wilson et al., 2017; Strange and Kempa, 2003; Strange and Loo, 2001). But some cases of prison
        tourism have to be contextualized in the difficult geopolitics of the past and present in the region; some of
        them involve unsettled domestic politics more than international relations, whilst others primarily target
        international audiences (for example, the Hoa Lo Museum in Vietnam; Logan, 2009). Therefore, prisons are not
        only dark tourism sites, but also sites of difficult heritage (Macdonald, 2016), which involve memories of
        invasions and conflicts that did not necessarily bring evident credit to a positive national identity – in fact
        difficulties vary depending upon which nation takes the initiative as each of them participated in the
        difficult past in relation to one another in a different way and might therefore have different accountability
        for the past. This project, then, is unique in its focus on modern prisons as a window through which we can
        understand both the construction and transformation of the modern state in East Asia.
      


      
        The book also seeks to trace the transnational flows between colonial prisons across borders within a single
        empire. One recent work of relevant scope to note here is the edited volume Harbin to
        Hanoi: The Colonial Built Environment in Asia, 1840–1940 (Victoir and Zatsepine, 2014). This collection on the colonial-built environment in
        China and Indochina provides a detailed picture of how colonialization worked at different levels of society,
        and how it was expressed in built forms. It examines the long geographical belt from Northeast China to
        Northern Vietnam, which represents different forms of colonial and semi-colonial rule – a diversity of Imperial
        Russian, German, Japanese, British, and French colonization projects. But it does not give enough attention to
        the unique positioning of Imperial Japan’s colonial rule and how its colonies (including Taiwan and Korea) are
        distinct from other colonies in the region. It does not cover the numerous colonial prisons built in treaty
        ports and the concessions along the Chinese coast either. The present book, then, wishes to illuminate the case
        of Lushun in relation to other prisons in Seoul and Taipei to extend the emergent scholarship, bringing cases
        from East Asian cities into conversation with existing studies on Australian and Canadian cases (Walby and
        Piché, 2015a, 2015b; Wilson, 2004).
      


      
        We wish to reflect, moreover, on the heritagization of the past, which may range through processes of sanction,
        commodification, and the preservation of memories of imprisonment, with a necessary reflection on the meaning
        of punishment in postcolonial East Asia. The colonial prisons in Japanese-occupied Asia, including China,
        Korea, and Taiwan, are distinctive, as Frank Dikötter (2002) argues, in that the building of these modern
        prisons was correlated with the construction of national sovereignty and individual rights against diplomatic
        pressure from Europe and the US: The Western powers sought “extraterritoriality” for their citizens, which
        would mean they could be judged and sentenced by their own courts and legal systems even though on Chinese or
        Japanese soil (Gibson, 2011). Given such pressure, penal reform was integral to the creation of a modern Japan
        (Murphy, 2006; Botsman, 2005). These prisons were also unique within the region. Penal reform in the
        Japanese-occupied countries took forms quite different from those in Western colonies in East Asia, such as in
        French Indochina in the late nineteenth century (Zinoman, 2001). While Peter Zinoman’s study of the history of
        imprisonment in Vietnam (1862–1940) provides a brilliant illustration of colonial prisons, there are no
        comparable works on those built and operated by the Japanese colonial government, besides a few that focus on
        law or institutional changes (Wang, 2014; Botsman, 2005). Japanese scholars have certainly carried out research
        into the modernization of prisons in Japan, yet these mostly omit cases in the colonies, as if the history of
        colonization did not exist (Ono, 2009; Shimatsu, 2005).
      


      
        The increased internationalization of the audience for remembering punishment and imprisonment is another
        challenge that has not attracted enough scholarly attention. It cannot be denied that with the growth of
        China’s economy, Chinese tourists have contributed to the development of tourism in East Asia, which has
        challenged the traditional management and presentation of heritage sites in Asia that attended only to domestic
        audiences and privileged American and European tourists. Against the backdrop of Asian modernities and rapidly
        changing regional politics, the politics of heritage narration is an emergent issue with which this book takes
        issue. This book illuminates the possibility for prison heritage to become a diplomatic space wherein
        Asia-Pacific politics play out. Indeed, little research has really taken issue with the difficult politics of
        considering penal heritage from a transnational perspective, which probably has to do with the still intense
        international contestation over territories and historical responsibilities in the Pacific Rim context and the
        relatively young political regimes in the countries concerned.
      


      
        Therefore, this book stands at the intersection of heritage studies, postcolonial studies, criminal studies,
        and area studies. It focuses on the architecture of modern prison as institutions, an effective constituent of
        colonialization, to trace the under-researched transnational space intersected by moments of occupation and
        modernization among coastal China, Korea, Taiwan, and Japan. We wish to challenge the approach taken in area
        studies, which oftentimes is limited by methodological nationalism. For example, most contemporary scholarship
        within China Studies is preoccupied either with China’s rapid development and transforming society, or with the
        pre-modern cultural accomplishment of the country’s ancient civilization. Little of it develops an equivalent
        assessment of the connection between turn-of-the-century events and present exigencies, or how that connection
        has manifested across borders. The same is true with Korean Studies and Taiwan Studies. There are certainly
        excellent works on monuments built under colonialism within single countries, such as Podoler’s comprehensive
        analysis of the construction of monuments relating to the colonial past, in which the Seodaemun Prison History
        Hall is considered as representing patriotic national history. Podoler’s book, nevertheless, attends only to
        the past, while this book considers how the present and future stories of the History Hall can be expanded
        through networks built with other colonial prisons in China and Taiwan, and certainly through engagements with
        visitors from around the world. In addition, Hyun Kyung Lee’s recent work (2019) traces the process of
        heritagization at Seodaemun Prison in Seoul, examining the geopolitical meanings of its place during the
        pre-colonial period, memory formation around it throughout the colonial period, and its heritagization through
        a series of memory conflicts embedded in power struggles between various stakeholders. But Lee’s work did not
        consider how Seodaemun Prison was related to other colonial prisons in East Asia both in the past and in the
        present.
      


      
        Lastly, this book speaks also to the emergent scholarship on heritage-making in post-totalitarian contexts
        (Harris, 2011; Stangl, 2008; Forest, Johnson, and Till, 2004; Forest and Johnson, 2002). In many cases, it is
        difficult for a society undergoing a political transition to confront its recent past, especially when that
        recent past remains in some ways present and something in which the public played a part, no matter what
        happened (Forest, Johnson, and Till, 2004). There has been a concentration of scholarly interest in
        dark/difficult heritage in Europe and Australia (for example Macdonald’s (2009) work on the Nazi legacy in
        Nuremberg, Wilson’s (2011) work on prisons in Australia, and Nash’s (2016) work on prisons in Tasmania); much
        less work has addressed East Asia, though there are some pioneering chapters that take issue with war-related
        traumatic events, including the Nanjing Massacre (Zhu, 2013; Qian, 2009) and the Hiroshima atomic bombing
        (Zwigenberg, 2014; Beazley, 2010; Utaka, 2009; Giamo, 2003; Siegenthaler, 2002). Here, with a transnational
        study of how prisons materialized imprisonment beyond wartime, our goal is to “liberate” colonial prisons from
        a relatively limited frame of interpretation and to enable a postcolonial dialogue on dark heritage across
        temporalities and geographies.
      

    


    
      Structure of the Book


      
        Following the three lines of discussion above, the book is divided into three sections. The first section
        addresses the theme of punishment and correction. It contains three chapters, which relate the building and
        demolition of modern prisons to the construction of modern states in East Asia. It presents how the colonial
        context differentiates the case of penal reform in East Asian countries from that in the West. It was through
        penal reform that Japan could confirm it was becoming a modern nation; it considered itself capable of
        spreading Orientalist knowledge to its neighbors and certainly to its colonies (Gibson, 2011, p. 1055).
        Chapter 1 reviews the history of how Japan learned to
        pursue penal reform and how punishment became a special theme in the course of pursuing colonial modernity. In
        Chapter 2 we engage the scholarship on dark tourism, memory
        studies, and heritage studies in building up a theoretical frame to discuss punishment and memories – how
        punishment is (not) remembered and how remembering can imply or continue punishment of some kind. We introduce
        a framework called “grades of remembering” for considering the different ways in which colonial prisons have
        been treated across borders in Northeast Asia. We attempt to illuminate how places of imprisonment and colonial
        experiments are turned into a usable carceral past while the concept of “correction” remains untouched or,
        worse still is uncritically reinforced in the course of preserving the penal landscape. With a focus on
        (im)mobility, Chapter 3 traces how historical flows of
        ideas, travelers, and materials have resulted from and contributed to the operation of a system of modern
        penitentiaries across the Japanese-occupied territories in Lushun, Seoul, and Taiwan. In light of the emerging
        mobilities paradigm (Sheller and Urry, 2006), it compares penal labor in Korea and Taiwan to illustrate ideas
        of civilized punishment and techniques used for operating ideal penitentiaries, in which inmates were trained
        by colonial officers to become productive laborers.
      


      
        Today, the gaze manifested through visits and exhibits has taken on a new meaning as these prisons have become
        heritage sites, in relation to an increasing interest among tourists in death, disaster, and atrocity. With a
        focus on how colonial prisons are consumed through the lens of colonial modernity, the second section explores
        three sets of postcolonial prisons in Lushun, Seoul, and Taiwan (Taipei and Chiayi), detailing more precisely
        how the representation of death dominates the heritagization of those prisons. It presents the many different
        ways in which prisons, as interesting products of dark tourism, are carefully managed so as to be not too dark.
        It also questions the tendency to incarcerate rather than liberate memories again in the state-led
        representation of imprisonment. Chapter 4 discusses an
        emergent trend in the region of making defunct prisons into history museums. Through the case of Lushun
        Russo-Japanese Prison in China, a difficult heritage site that witnessed the rule of both Russia and Japan
        during 1905–1945, the tendency to utilize prisons as sites for patriotic education is presented and
        problematized. Chapter 5 explores the case study of
        Seodaemun Prison, one of the core symbols of violence, fear, and trauma linked to the Japanese colonial period
        in contemporary Korea. The chapter examines how the connotations of this prison have, through heritagization,
        been changed, so that the site, once a symbol of violence and fear, is now transformed into one of freedom and
        peace. Chapter 6 brings attention to the Japanese Empire’s
        most significant colony, Taiwan. By juxtaposing two prisons, the Taipei and Chiayi cases, it illustrates how
        memories of imprisonment are selectively preserved. The Taiwan case also sharply contrasts with the former
        cases in Lushun and Seoul, since patriotism and nationalism are relatively under-represented in Taiwan, which
        arguably reflects the ambiguous positionality of Taiwan in between colonial moments intersected by substantial
        ideological wars in the region.
      


      
        The last section, with a focus on difficult heritage from a transnational perspective, moves beyond case
        studies to trace connections across borders and shed light on the limits of representing and remembering
        imprisonment within the frame of nationalism. Chapter 7
        investigates the ongoing discussion about a joint proposal to nominate the Lushun and Seodaemun Prisons for
        inscription as UNESCO World Cultural Heritage sites. It pays close attention to how the process will enable a
        transitional process of heritagization and, most likely, transform the representation of imprisonment at the
        two places. In contrast, Chapter 8 revisits the Taipei
        Prison, a case that is politically disabled in a transnational space of heritagization and instead subjugated
        to disarticulation and the eradication of place memories, as the state has planned to remake the whole district
        as “Roppongi Hills in Taipei.” Moreover, it presents how Taipei’s involuntary withdrawal from the international
        competition of UNESCO heritage listing may generate a unique chance to discuss the issue of carceral
        re-tasking, and the complex impacts that may continue within and around prison architecture even after the
        prisons are decommissioned. The book concludes with a reflection on the possibilities for expanding the
        understanding of punishment and imprisonment in order to enable a more engaging politics of heritage.
      


      
        Today, people living in East Asian countries are still largely influenced by colonial memories inscribed in
        urban landscapes, consciously, or unconsciously. With this book, we wish to demonstrate how each society in
        this context has endeavored to overcome unresolved difficult memories and to enumerate the kinds of
        difficulties that remain. This will, we believe, contribute to East Asian Studies by offering a focus on the
        modernization of imprisonment as a paradoxical product of colonialism. We also hope that this book will
        illuminate the notion of punishment in memory studies and heritage studies. In so doing, we want to explore the
        ethics of heritage and locate the punitive state that hides in dark corners in the making of much difficult
        heritage (Huang and Lee, 2018). The study of crime and punishment has certainly attended to how punishment
        and/or correction has become increasingly central to our understanding of how society works (Brown, 2009;
        Garland, 2001): scholarship that addresses such issues encourages us to think ethically about heritage-making
        in proximity to punishment. Examining the origins of experimental projects for modernizing punishment in
        colonial prisons can, we believe, extend the scholarship of crime and punishment further, as only a few
        scholars to date have considered how a prison-turned-heritage site can become a contested space for such a
        reflection. Our work critically examines how the infliction of pain, which is often unreflexively carried out
        in dark tourism availed from the difficult heritage with which we deal, contributes to the thematic making of
        prisons into spectacles for thrill-seeking tourists. We believe that the penal heritage that forms part of the
        legacy of the two wars between 1895 to 1905 offers us opportunities to face the inconvenient fact of the past
        and the present: that our social life – indeed human existence – continues to be built largely upon exclusion
        and inequalities, even when the colonizer is not visibly present any more.
      

    

  


  
    1  Modernizing
    Punishment in East Asia


    
      Penal Reform in the West


      
        
          The design of a jail or prison is critically related to the philosophy of the institution, or maybe even of
          the entire criminal justice system. It is the physical manifestation of a society’s goals and approaches for
          dealing with arrested and/or convicted men and women, and it is a stage for acting out plans and programs for
          their addressing their future.
        


        
          (Wener, 2012, p. 7)
        

      


      
        The modernization of punishment in East Asia is indeed largely influenced by the penal reform movement in the
        West, which, however, is not without its own brutal histories before the reform. The design of prisons until
        the eighteenth century had little concern for the potential for deterrence; its objective was simply to hold
        inmates securely (Johnston, 2000; Wener, 2012). There was no interest in attending to the care of the inmates
        either. Men, women, and children were all put together in one space under the limited supervision of
        nonprofessional guards. These prisons were created with little purpose other than to keep people from running
        away. In this regard, the design criteria for the prison at that time were simple: heavy walls with strong bars
        or doors (Wener, 2012, p. 19). There was indeed no identifiable prison architectural style before the
        eighteenth century. In many parts of Europe, smaller jails were built along the lines of other
        “total-institutions” (Goffman, 1962), such as asylums, hospitals, or monasteries (Johnston, 2000, p. 31).
      


      
        The early reformists believed that people are changeable over time if they are subjected to appropriate
        “correction.” Saunders (1991) traced this idea (of using institutions to punish and change criminal behavior)
        back to Plato’s Laws. Some evidence suggests that the idea of rehabilitation was once adopted in some Buddhist
        temples in Xian, China, dated 723 CE (Johnston, 2000, p. 5). Church communities also contributed to a growing
        belief in the potential for change and redemption. The small rooms for individual monks to reflect and meditate
        found at monasteries, some have argued, might have provided the first structures resembling prison cells, which
        predated the design of modern prisons, as the quote at the beginning of the chapter
        suggests.1 The Amsterdam House of Correction built in 1589 in response to the
        problem of juvenile crimes was one of the earliest examples of the influence of the reformist movement in
        continental Europe. In general, prisons before the eighteenth century were relatively small-scale, most
        featuring a dozen to tens of rooms. In many cases, they were not stand-alone buildings but attached to existing
        institutions, including some provincial government buildings.
      


      
        More systematic reform did not happen widely until the eighteenth century. John Howard (1727–1790), the famous
        British prison reformist whose theory also later inspired many Japanese followers, once conducted a 3-year tour
        of British prisons and later expanded his travels to include many foreign sites, including the papal juvenile
        prison of San Michele in Rome (built in 1704). When in Rome, Howard found a marble slab inserted in one of the
        interior walls with text which read, “It is of little use to restrain criminals by punishment, unless you
        reform them by education.” This maxim has become the key tenet of modern penology.2 The juvenile prison Howard observed was designed to facilitate easier surveillance, and
        individual cells were used to facilitate a program of correction. It is believed that Howard’s description of
        these individual cells helped promote the awareness of this option that drove its later adoption as the
        archetype for modern prisons in the UK and elsewhere.3 In contrast to what he
        saw in continental Europe, Howard found it shocking to see so many British prisons becoming “hotbeds of
        physical and moral disorder” (Spierenburg, 1995; Wener, 2012). It was through Howard’s documentation of a few
        earlier examples in Rome, Milan, and Ghent in his writing on the State of prisons
        (2015) between 1777 and 1790 that the introduction of cellular confinement was gradually promoted (Johnston,
        2000, p. 35). Importantly, Howard drew an analogy between the spread of moral hazards and the contaminations of
        diseases and therefore advocated for improving prison conditions and the separation of inmates to avoid harmful
        contact between people across groups.
      


      
        The reformist effort led to the Penitentiary Act, which was passed in 1779. The bill proposed constructing
        national model prisons and abolishing the practice of collecting fees from prisoners for their living expenses
        while in jail. However, it was considered too costly to implement the Act and its provisions. Instead, England
        started to send prisoners to its colonies, such as the US or Australia, generating an issue concerning the
        mobility of penal labor that is further discussed in Chapter
        3. Even Pentonville Prison in North London, built in the early nineteenth century and often touted as an
        exemplary reformed prison, was still built partially with the objective of holding convicts before they were
        transported to the colonies (Hibbert, 1994 [1987]). Still, Howard’s ideas had a significant impact on the
        Quakers’ later movement in the US (Wener, 2012). In sum, “time as punishment and the prison as a place for
        reform and correction were to some degree the changing philosophical notions of the evil, crime, punishment,
        and public good” (Wener, 2012, p. 22).
      


      
        Penal reform in the nineteenth century drew largely from the philosophical work of Italian criminologist Cesare
        Beccaria (1738–1794) in 1764, which argued that punishment was justified only in as much as it served the
        public good. This changed the notion of punishment away from retribution for the
        injured toward restorative justice for the society (Allen et al., 2010; Hirsch, 1992). Beccaria suggested that
        the use of imprisonment as punishment was a humane alternative to corporal and
        capital punishment (McKelvey, 1977, italics added by the authors). Besides this, the proposal of the Panopticon
        by the British utilitarian Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832), an heir to Beccaria’s thinking, is probably the best
        known and most widely noted prison design of this era, thanks to the writing of Michel Foucault (1979). (In
        practice, however, few prisons were actually built after the proposed circular and polygonal Panopticon model;
        see Johnston (2000, p. 35).4) It is also worth noting that this was a period
        when the modern nation was formed in the midst of expanding Western empires, and that with this expansion these
        reformist ideas too began to travel across borders.
      


      
        During a period of great social and moral reform in the then newly formed US, penal reform, driven by religious
        effort, took on a distinctive shape in the Philadelphia Eastern State Penitentiary, opened in 1829. The prison
        was characterized by a central hall with radial wings, with 520 individual cells accessible to the staff at the
        center. Its system of separation inspired reformers in the UK, leading to the construction of Pentonville
        Prison in London in 1840 (Morris and Morris, 1963). Reformers from around the world visited Eastern State and
        Pentonville and tried to replicate their layout back home. As Jacqueline Wilson (2008, pp. 34–35) points out,
        Pentonville became one of the most copied prisons in the world and, following Eastern State’s example, became
        one of the first examples of dark tourism.
      


      
        In sum, during the eighteenth century, there was a changing notion of punishment, from punishment by torture
        (inflicting pain) to punishment by liberty (depriving the convicts of their liberty of movement). Meanwhile, it
        is also important to take into account the changing political economy that demanded a whole new notion of
        punishment. In tracing the development of theories of punishment and the practical design of prisons as the new
        institutions for implementing a reformed notion of punishment, it is also important to trace how the reform
        movement has spread and taken forms in specific cases, as such cases had great influence on the expansion of
        the penal reform movement from the West to the East later in the nineteenth century.
      

    


    
      Penal Reform by Japan in East Asia: Colonization and Modern Nation Building


      
        As penal reform proceeded across Europe and North America, missionaries soon also imported it to East Asia, and
        European colonizers drove a second wave of penal reform there in the nineteenth century. In that century’s
        second half, Western colonizers attacked the supposed backwardness and inhumanity of Japan and China and
        accordingly pressured each to build prisons, along with independent judiciary systems, in their semi-colonized
        and colonized territories as symbols of colonialist power and status.5 In other
        words, modern prisons became contested sites wherein imperialists challenged indigenous judicial sovereignty.
        Examples can be found in colonial prisons in Singapore, Hong Kong, and the cities of
        coastal China. In many cases, the construction of such a prison was one of the first public works in the
        colonial city, with the colonizers’ orderly footprint thereby being placed on the urban landscape. Japan is an
        important case in itself. The Kanagawa Treaty was signed, unwillingly on Japan’s part, in 1854, opening the
        Japanese ports of Shimoda and Hakodate to US trade, a move that contributed to ending the seclusion of the
        Tokugawa Shogunate. Since then the Western powers sought “extraterritoriality,” by which their citizens would
        be judged and sentenced by their own courts and legal systems for crimes in China or Japan (Gibson, 2011)
        through both the Convention of Kanagawa and the later Harris Treaty of 1858 (Beasley, 1972).
      


      
        With ports being forcefully opened and Western knowledge brought into Japan, the country was pushed into a
        process of rapid reform (though not without conflict), gradually turning from a feudal state into a modern
        nation-state.
      


      
        Japan tried hard to convince the Western powers to revise the imposed treaties. Among a variety of treaty
        issues to which Japan objected, penal reform was one of the most significant. Japan saw this component as a
        disturbing representation by foreigners of Edo-era penal practices that these outsiders dubbed “pagan
        brutality” (Botsman, 2005, p. 130). It was only with the Meiji Restoration (1868–1912) that the penal system
        was largely reformed to institute more humane conditions of incarceration. Daniel Botsman (2005) argues that
        forms of punishment were central to the making of modern Japan to counter Western criticism across the Edo-era
        and the Meiji period:
      


      
        Not just the official punishments marked a break with the past. The new [Meiji] penal code, together with the
        new code of criminal procedures that accompanied it, offered the strongest evidence yet of the Meiji
        government’s determination to bring all aspects of its approach to the administration of justice in line with
        the expectation of the Western powers.
      


      
        (Botsman, 2005, p. 170)
      


      
        At the turn of the twentieth century, Japan’s anxiety to avoid the semi-colonization imposed by the West upon
        China had taken form in the large-scale construction of modern prisons throughout the nation and its colonies.
        Japan was keen to demonstrate its civilized identity (Suzuki, 2011, pp. 138–140). Thus, the Meiji government
        sent scholars to the British colonies of Hong Kong and Singapore and to Europe to study modern prisons
        (Umemori, 2002) and later built prisons at home and in its colonies based on the Pentonville model, such as the
        Seodaemun Prison in Korea and the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison in Taiwan (see Chapters 5 and 6).
      


      
        It was in the wake of the international politics of penal reform that (colonial) modern prisons became sites of
        constant negotiation and intervention in East Asia, especially in the Japanese-occupied territories, where the
        modernizing Japan interacted both with the colonized East Asian societies and with the West. Beyond their built
        forms, such institutions are complex systems in which multiple players can exert power. On the one hand, the
        colonial context is what differentiates penal reform in East Asian countries from
        penal reform in the West (Dikötter, 2002). Dikötter argues that in East Asia the building of modern prisons
        occurred in parallel with the realization of national sovereignty and the recognition of individual rights in
        the face of diplomatic pressure from Europe and the US in the name of “extraterritoriality.” Accordingly, penal
        reform in these countries took forms quite different from the colonial prison contexts implemented by Western
        colonizers in East Asia, such as those constructed in French Indochina in the late nineteenth century (Zinoman,
        2001), as will be evidenced by the second section of the book.
      


      
        On the other hand, postcolonial theory posits that “self-constructions require constructions of the other”
        (Gregory, 2004, p. 5). Thus, the nation had tried hard through the Meiji Restoration to resist being cast as
        “the other,” and soon itself replicated “othering” techniques in colonizing areas such as Taiwan. It is
        important to link such anxiety with the effort of implementing penal reform by building modern penitentiaries
        throughout the Meiji Restoration (1868–1912), an effort designed to correct such a rendering of otherness, as
        is further discussed in Chapter 6. As a colony of Imperial
        Japan, Taiwan was assigned the inferior status from which Japan itself struggled to escape. Japan regarded
        prison reform as a way of confirming its status as a modern state and considered itself capable of spreading
        Orientalist knowledge to its colonies and neighbors (Gibson, 2011, p. 1055).
      


      
        It is important to note that the projects built in the colonies were not only pragmatic but also symbolic. They
        were used to showcase Japan’s achievements to the West: the Taihoku Prison, for example, was featured in
        Japan’s contribution to the International Hygiene Exhibition in Dresden in 1911. The conditions in Taipei
        Prison were contrasted with the prevalence of severe diet-related diseases and appalling endemics in the
        prisons in Indochina (Zinoman, 2001, pp. 94–97). The brutality and poor conditions in those prisons in Vietnam
        were considered justifiable by French administrators who engaged with the notion of “yellow” criminality being
        fundamentally different from criminality in Europe (Zinoman, 2001). For Japan, ruling over colonies in East
        Asia, such a construct of “yellow” criminality lacked coherence in racial terms; Japan too was a part of the
        Asian society on which the West imposed its racialized gaze. With this in mind, penal reform was integral to
        the creation of modern Japan (Murphy, 2006), and in pursuing it the Japanese were trying to prove that a
        “Westernized” Japan was superior to the rest of Asia and, arguably, could even be better than the West.
      

    


    
      Prison Architecture: From the West to the East


      
        In the last section of this chapter, we discuss the architecture of modern prisons in greater detail to make
        the point that architectural style critically reflects the changing thinking behind modern penal systems. We
        pay attention here to how the development of knowledge about the construction of modern prisons occurred
        through scholars’ travels across borders. We also endeavor to reveal how each nation’s adoption of a particular
        built form for modern prisons represented their aspiration for a distinct control
        system and their specific political-economic concerns.
      


      
        As briefly mentioned earlier, throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, new systems of imprisonment
        were gradually realized in specific cases, each with specific historical conditions that shaped them.
        Architects responded to the trend for innovative prison design by pursuing experiments of their own, mostly by
        creating prison facades intended to “convey dread and terror, hopefully leading to reform” (Johnston, 2000, p.
        31) and by designing particular layouts to facilitate the new systems of imprisonment. Over time, two distinct
        systems, the Pennsylvania (or so-called “separation”) system and the Auburn (or “silence”) system, emerged and
        attracted many emulators around the world. We will introduce them here.
      


      
        The Pennsylvania System


        
          The construction of the Eastern State Penitentiary (hereafter ESP) in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1829 was
          a response to the overcrowding experienced at the city’s Walnut Street Jail, which from 1773 to 1838 had been
          Philadelphia’s principal city jail. Walnut Street had in turn been built to relieve overcrowding in the
          city’s High Street Jail, a problem it failed to solve (Skidmore, 1948). Besides relieving overcrowding, the
          construction of ESP, with its hub-and-spoke layout as a characteristic architectural experiment by the young
          British architect John Haviland (Dolan, 2007), was intended to mark a milestone in penal reform: it was
          considered to be the first prison designed to implement solitary confinement in the US.6 The word “penitentiary” came from the Pennsylvania Quakers’ belief in penitence and
          self-examination as a means to salvation. They interpreted the origin of crimes from a religious perspective,
          attributing crime to humans’ separation from God. They believed that a well-designed prison system helped
          prisoners to meet God again and to repent their sins in solitary confinement (Hirsch, 1992, p. 19). The
          Quaker-founded Philadelphia Society, based on these beliefs, made large contributions to the practice of
          solitary confinement at the ESP (Michael, 2016).
        


        
          In solitary confinement, prisoners were prevented from communicating with each other. Each individual cell
          had a window high up, a mattress, and a water tap, as well as a single glass window called the “Eye of God,”
          reminding prisoners that God was always watching them (Eastern State Penitentiary, n.d.). With limited
          capacity, however, such facilities were available for only about a third of the prison population; other
          prisoners were crowded into common rooms. There was little regard for their physical well-being. The prison,
          like its predecessors, became overcrowded and dirty, and inmates attacked each other regularly. If the ESP
          had been planned to solve the problems unaddressed at the Walnut Street Jail, it was not a successful
          experiment. Although it became well-known as an example of the Pennsylvania system, it was also noted for the
          high expense of constructing individual cells for prisoners (Han, 2006). It was nevertheless widely copied,
          influencing the construction of over 300 prisons in the US, South America, Europe, Russia, China, and Japan
          (Han, 2006; Wilson, 2008).
        

      

      
        The Auburn System


        
          The expense of building a structure modeled on the Pennsylvania prison pushed officials in Auburn, New York,
          to look for alternatives. The system’s name was referred to the Auburn Prison as a modification of the
          Pennsylvania system. Besides the costs of land and construction, the Pennsylvania system was disfavored for
          failing to generate revenue (McKelvey, 1977). Besides this predominant practical motivation, alternative
          theories of punishment focusing on the curative powers of manual labor, rather than solitary contemplation,
          drove adoption of the “Auburn system,” which “replaced solitude with silence, introspection with labor”
          (Goldfarb and Singer, 1973, p. 28, cited in Wener, 2012, p. 31). It comes as no surprise that some writers
          likened the Auburn-style prisons to mid-nineteenth-century factories (Johnson, 1987; Melossi and Pavarini,
          1981).
        


        
          In sum, however different the Auburn and Pennsylvania systems might have been, they were similar in adopting
          particular spatial arrangements and architectural styles to change the behavior of the criminal. It was an
          architecture of grand social experiment, designed to cure social ills and change prisoners’ nature (Rothman,
          1995; Wener, 2012). As Rothman notes, “the prospect of improvement in morals, depends in some degree, upon
          the construction of the buildings […] [which were] monumental, as befit so noble an experiment” (Rothman,
          1995, p. 123).
        


        
          Ironically, by the second half of the nineteenth century, when (as is discussed below) Japan began to import
          from the West a body of reformist thinking on prison design, efforts to address the impoverished condition of
          New York prisons had flagged, according to a national study at that time (Rothman, 1995, cited in Wener,
          2012, p. 40).
        

      
    


    
      Penal Reform in Japan


      
        The US’s experiences had shown by the nineteenth century that it was expensive to implement penal reform.
        Exactly how expensive, and who should pay the bill, had been debated since the dawn of the penal reform
        movement in the UK and the US; the debate reached Japan in the 1880s and 1890s (Ono, 2009). Throughout the last
        decade of the nineteenth century, there were heated discussions over whether the state should be financially
        responsible for building modern prisons. Eventually, the legislature in 1900 approved a budget that galvanized
        a series of penal reform developments over the next two decades (Ono, 2009, p. 128). Similar discussions
        recurred when the empire extended its governance to colonies such as Hokkaido, Korea, and Taiwan (Wang, 2015;
        Yosaburo, 1907).
      


      
        It was against the backdrop of this financial debate that the engagement of penal labor in constructing the
        modern prisons was selected as an effective measure to bring down the cost. Moreover, it came to be considered
        an achievement if a prison could operate as a self-contained system without demanding extra financial support
        from the state. Chapter 3 discusses in greater detail the
        career of penal labor; here, we will focus on the development of the architectural design of modern prisons in
        Japan.
      


      
        Against the context of great national pressure to remove the unequal treaty imposed by Western powers, penal
        reform was considered key to regaining Japan’s authority in the legal realm. This consideration led to a series
        of penal reform developments during the Meiji period, particularly in the 1870s to 1890s (Ono, 2009, pp.
        122–123). In 1872, the Meiji administration promulgated a publication by Ohara Shige Kana (小原重哉, 1834–1902) on
        the standard drawings of prisons. In 1880, the (Old) Criminal Code was passed; the Standards of Prisons (監獄則)
        were promulgated the next year. Throughout, Ohara played a key role in bringing Western understandings of penal
        reform to Japan. Prior to his work, scholars in Japan had indirectly learned about the characteristics of
        Western prisons, principally through the Chinese officials Xezu Lin (林則徐) and Yuen Wei (魏源), who produced
        journals detailing their American trips in the 1850s. Ohara was the first Japanese scholar to spend substantial
        time overseas on a careful study of Western prisons. He commenced a six-month visit to Hong Kong, then a
        British colony, on 27 February 1871, resulting in his work The Standard Drawings of
        Prisons (Shimatsu, 2005, pp. 216–217). This document became an important reference on penal reform in
        Japan and elsewhere in East Asia in the early twentieth century, and was also referenced in Taiwan and Korea,
        which became Japan’s colonies later. From this, we can see the interactive process by which learning developed
        between colonies in Asia under the Western imperialism of the nineteenth century, and how knowledge traveled
        across borders during that time.
      


      
        Besides the work of Ohara, foreign experts on penal reform were also recruited to assist in the implementation
        of Japanese prison reform. Prominent among these was the German consultant Kurt von Seebach (1845–1891), a
        well-known proponent of the work of the lauded German penologist Karl Krohne: he arrived in Japan in 1889 to
        train Japanese prison administrators (see Botsman, 2005; Umemori, 2002). Von Seebach was invited to serve as an
        advisor to the Home Ministry and to give regular lectures on penology at the then New National Training Center
        for Prison Offices. Despite his relatively short stay in Japan – he died unexpectedly of an illness contracted
        while inspecting prisons in Hokkaido – Seebach’s ideas are credited with having left a significant influence on
        the future development of the Japanese prison system, such as his emphasis on strict discipline and on the
        infliction of no more than essential pain on prisoners in order to encourage them to reform. Seebach argued
        strongly that constructing new, modern prisons was the only way to achieve genuine reform and thus to
        ultimately bring the number of prisoners down. He also emphasized keeping prisoners in individual cells
        wherever possible (Botsman, 2005, pp. 195–196).
      


      
        Another key person to note is Ogawa Shigegiro (小河滋次郎, 1864–1925), a legal scholar who made great contributions
        to prison reform in both Japan and China. He was once the chief administrator of Penal Administration at the
        Ministry of the Interior. An advocate for greater humanitarianism and reformism in penal affairs, Ogawa was
        involved in crafting the Prisons Act of 1908 (Ono, 2009). From 1908 to 1910, he served by invitation as the
        advisor on penal affairs to the Qing dynasty in China. With his assistance, China in 1908 completed a draft
        of a new criminal code, based on the Japanese code, which itself had a basis in the
        German code as introduced to the region by Japanese legal scholars like Ogawa (Dikötter, 2002, p. 50). Ogawa
        offered courses on prison law and administration at China’s then newly established College of Law; his ideas
        spread widely throughout China. Ogawa also helped in drafting for the Qing emperor a plan for a model prison in
        Hubei. It is fair to say that by this time Japan had accomplished a huge progression – shifting from learning
        Western ideas from Qing-dynasty Chinese scholars in the mid-nineteenth century to teaching the Qing themselves
        only 50 years later.
      


      
        During the same period, other scholars continued to import other ideas from further afield, such as in the
        special report produced by Kōsuke Tomeoka (留岡幸助) after his study tour of the US (Kōsuke, 1898). Institutions
        were also set up to systematically facilitate learning from the West, such as the Great Japan Empire Prison
        Society, set up in 1880 to promote penal reform. According to the society’s charter, its main goals were to
        promote civilized correction and punishment, which extended to rehabilitation. It also intended to protect
        juveniles, who were recognized as a particularly vulnerable population in terms of crime and punishment. In
        addition, the society was also dedicated to publishing articles translated from Western publications, to offer
        the most up-to-date cases from Europe and America in its journals. It also was enthusiastic in engaging Japan
        in the international conversation on penal reform by participating in the world exposition on penal affairs.
        From its very first issue, the magazine featured cases from Sweden, Ireland, and the UK (the first issue of the
        Great Japan Prison Society Magazine, 1880, pp. 15–23). The Japanese authorities’
        adoption of various prison design models can be traced through these cases.
      


      
        Besides those who contributed to the establishment of legal institutions for penal reform, important impacts on
        prison design were created by architects of the Meiji period, such as Yamashita Keijiro (山下啟次郎). Yamashita, the
        state architect hired by the Ministry of Justice, was critical in realizing the design of modern prisons in
        specific local contexts, playing a major part in the systematic construction of new prisons from 1901 onward
        (Ono, 2009, p. 135). He headed the construction of the famous “Meiji Five” prisons: in Chiba, Nagasaki,
        Kanazawa, Kagoshima, and Nara. These prisons represented the acme of the turn-of-the-century Japanese
        imagination of modern prisons based on ideas imported from the West. Today, only the Nara Prison has been
        preserved on its original site, the Kanazawa prison having relocated to the Museum Meijimura, an open-air
        museum of architecture of the Meiji period, and the others having been replaced with new structures or
        projects, retaining at most only part of their original main gates.
      


      
        In an address to the Association of Architects of Japan in 1894, Yamashita highly recommended the Auburn system
        to the professional circle as more cost-effective than the Pennsylvania system, which he criticized by
        emphasizing the different social nature of Japanese and European people: The Japanese, he said, were generally
        more talkative and active than Europeans, so isolation might cause a more negative psychological impact than
        expected (Yamashita, 1894). In his lecture, he also introduced the layout, divisions, spacing, hygiene, and
        building materials that architects should consider in designing modern prisons. In this talk, we can see how
        Yamashita as a leader in the professional realm encouraged his peers to dedicate themselves to devising more
        suitable solutions for the then struggling new nation, despite the fact that the debate over the budget for
        building modern prisons remained heated and unresolved at the end of the nineteenth century. Later, Yamashita
        spent quite some time traveling, visiting eight countries in Europe and the US; his findings, published in
        1902, left significant influences on the prisons designed in the 1900s and 1910s (Yamashita, 1902). Several
        characteristic layouts were identified as models to follow, including the cross type, T-shape type, and radial
        type prisons (see one of Yamashita’s designs based on his research trip to Europe in Figure 1.1). Yamashita also spoke in detail at an international
        meeting in Berlin, setting out an ideal density for prison populations, a challenging topic in Japan, given the
        much greater population in Japanese than European or US prisons and the difficult financial situation at that
        time.
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          Figure 1.1  Yamashita’s
          documentations of a prison with a radial layout after his research trip to Europe.
        


        
          Source: Yamashita, 1902b.
        

      


      
        It was probably beyond the capacity of this generation of reformers to see penal reform as a kind of
        self-imposed cultural colonialization, to say nothing of reflecting on how it would be replicated in Japan’s
        own expansion as a colonial power in the next few decades. This pattern first began to emerge with the
        extension of official Meiji sovereignty to the remote territories in Hokkaido until 1868. The government
        established a widespread local administrative apparatus only later, after concluding the 3-year-long battle of
        Hakodate in 1869; after that point the new government began to promote large-scale immigration from the
        Japanese interior to Hokkaido, aiming to exploit the island’s plentiful natural resources, including coal and
        other minerals. From 1869 to 1936, the population of immigrants on Hokkaido grew to about 3 million. Along with
        this mass movement of population, the new government set up courts, prisons, and administrations throughout the
        new territories. From 1878 onward, the Senatus discussed the possibility of sending felons to specific isolated
        islands or remote territories like Hokkaido. In 1881, it was decided that those sentenced to a whole-life
        penalty or convicted of a felony (attracting a sentence of 10 years and above) would be sent to penitentiaries
        in Hokkaido, to keep the interior safe from threats (Shimatsu, 2005). In short, ten prisons were built in
        Hokkaido, including those in Sapporo, Otaru, and the famous Abashiri prison, subsequently converted into a
        museum. From 1900 onward, emphasis on separating prisoners by age and gender had gained currency and gradually
        resulted in the establishment of “special prisons” in Japan (Ono, 2009, p. 131). Those in Hokkaido were
        considered special prisons for felonies, and retain a particular associated image even today.
      


      
        There were several milestones in the 1920s. One was the renaming of all the authorities related to prisons as
        pertaining to “correctional affairs,” instead of “prisons” or “gaols,” a terminological shift borrowed from
        Germany and intended to avoid the brutal connotations of prisons and bring about a more civilized understanding
        of punishment. Another was the establishment from 1922 onward of juvenile prisons for those younger than 18
        years, following the passage of the Juvenile Criminal Law (Ono, 2009). In addition, to emphasize the
        significance of hygiene in operating prisons, an official position in charge of penal hygiene was set up under
        the Ministry of Justice to oversee related affairs. In terms of the built form, contributions by the German
        expert Kurt von Seebach had placed greater emphasis from the 1900s to the 1920s on the construction of prisons
        in brick or stone, as seen with the “Meiji Five” prisons and those constructed in Korea and Taiwan (Watanuki,
        2005). The Great Kanto Earthquake of 1923, however, opened a new line of discussion on the search for a more
        durable construction, such as reinforced concrete; this can be seen in those prisons built in the 1930s and
        1940s.
      

    


    
      The Legacy of Penal Reform in Japan and Its Colonies


      
        Another important milestone of penal reform in Japan, though scarcely acknowledged by Japan today, was the
        establishment from 1895 of a modern penal system in its colonies, beginning with
        Taiwan’s acquisition as its first overseas colony following the first Sino-Japanese War. Soon after this
        acquisition, at the end of October 1895, the then minister of Taihoku County proposed to establish a prison in
        Taipei (Lin, 2014). In the following 4 years, there proceeded constant discussion between Taiwan and Tokyo over
        the legal system that Taiwan, as a colony, should adopt to govern its penal affairs. While full details are
        presented in Chapter 6, it is important to point out here
        that a conscious performance of “civilization” had been a key idea reiterated alongside other, more pragmatic,
        considerations in the governing of the colony. This had to do with Japan’s uniquely changing positioning among
        world powers at the turn of the twentieth century. Interestingly, the Japanese colonizers had consciously
        displayed a position as a penal reformer by engaging in internal conferences on penal affairs and by touting
        its penal accomplishments in the media and at international expositions whenever chances were available. It was
        in the wake of the international politics of penal reform that (colonial) modern prisons became sites of
        constant negotiation and intervention, where indigenous judicial sovereignty was challenged by imperialism.
        Taipei Prison, for example, was a demonstration project constantly visited by foreign diplomats and
        high-ranking officials from the interior of Imperial Japan (see more discussion in Chapters 3 and 6). These visitations would take on new meaning when the prisons became objects of heritage and
        tourism.
      


      
        To return to an earlier quote from Gregory, postcolonial thinking suggests that “self-constructions require
        constructions of the other” (Gregory, 2004, 5). The Taipei Prison performed as a project demonstrating Japanese
        progress toward modernization; so too did Japanese colonial prisons in Korea. The Japanese established an
        entirely new correctional institution and a plan for constructing thirteen further prisons in Taiwan, a colony
        of “inferior status” from which Japan itself struggled to escape in the face of the Western intervention in
        East Asia. A key aspect of the prisons project was to demonstrate control over “death,” which was articulated
        as a central expression of the colonizer’s rule over its colony. Under the regime of “hygienic modernity”
        (Rogaski, 2004) that prevailed in the semi-colonized areas of East Asia at that time, the Japanese regarded
        controlling the death rate and the incidence of disease as indicative of its success in managing modern
        prisons. Prison designs were chosen with a view to minimizing the death rate; designs selected for this
        involved the imposition of strict policies on inmates’ everyday lives. The degree of “progress” made in
        colonial prisons, and how it was achieved through advances in hygiene, received regular coverage in the press.
        Measures reported on included, inter alia, the building of a sewer system,
        improvements in ventilation, the construction of an exercise yard, and the creation of a farm in order to
        provision the prison’s kitchens, and hence the inmates’ diets, with wholesome food (see for example
        Ninichi Shinpo, 29 March 1925, Figure
        1.2). The colonial government went so far as to send a report on the hygiene improvements at the Taihoku
        Prison to the International Hygiene Exposition in Dresden, Germany. According to the memoir of the former
        director of the Taihoku Prison, Shizuhata Gentarō, the prison was rewarded for its achievement in containing epidemics and for providing a healthy environment for the prisoners
        in spite of the hot and humid climate in Taiwan (Shizuhata, 1936). It is the unique colonial positioning of
        Taiwan that differentiates the Taihoku Prison from other cases in East Asia.
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          Figure 1.2  News coverage of the
          improvement of prisoners’ health in 1925. The news coverage that highlighted the improvement of prisoners’
          health due to nutritious food from a hygienic kitchen at the Taipei Prison. The photo shows the spacious,
          well-ventilated kitchen and the profile image of the then director of the prison, Shizuhata Gentarō (from
          Ninichi Shinpo, 29 March 1925).
        


        
          Source: TTS Group 大鐸版臺灣日日新報.
        

      


      
        This chapter introduced the history of penal reform in the East Asian context, with a focus on Japan’s unique
        role and on the prisons it built and left as a colonial legacy in China, Korea, and Taiwan. In the chapters in
        the second section, we will introduce several specific colonial prison cases in greater detail. Before we do
        so, it is necessary to turn in the next chapter to the scholarship of heritage and memory, to develop a useful
        analytic framework for understanding how these historical details are largely buried underneath postcolonial
        practices of remembering (or not remembering) colonial prisons.
      

    


    Notes


    
      
        1 The confinement of monks for crimes was common in England, Ireland, Wales, and Scotland
        in the thirteenth century (Johnston, 2000, pp. 17–19).
      


      
        2 See Protectories, Catholic Online Encyclopedia. http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=9684
      


      
        3 Howard’s promotion of individual confinement was in the same vein as that of the
        Quakers, who were among the most influential groups in driving penal reformation. Howard also agreed with the
        Quakers’ theory that prisoners could be converted through genuine repentance of their sins, and the belief that
        individual confinement helped these processes (Hirsch, 1992, p. 19; Han, 2006, p. 128).
      


      
        4 For more of Bentham’s work see Bentham (1996), a collection of his writings that was
        prepared and published under the supervision of the Bentham Committee of University College London.
      


      
        5 See Botsman’s (2005) discussion of the Tokugawa punishment.
      


      
        6 The construction of the Western State Penitentiary in Pittsburgh was the very first
        attempt at implementing the so-called Pennsylvania system. However, this prison was recorded as a failure: its
        structure showed many problems, including cells that were considered too dark and too small, which caused
        depression among prisoners. It was considered not to have fulfilled the objectives of the Pennsylvania system
        and was rebuilt in 1933 (Barnes, 1968; Han, 2006).
      

    

  


  
    2  Grades of
    Remembering Colonial Prisons


    
      Engaging with scholarship on dark tourism, memory studies, and heritage studies, this chapter aims to build up a
      theoretical framework to discuss punishment and memories – how punishment is (not) remembered and how remembering
      can imply or continue punishment of some kind. We introduce a framework called “grades of remembering” to allow
      us to understand how colonial prisons have been treated differently across borders in Northeast Asia. We attempt
      to illuminate how places of imprisonment and colonial experiments are turned into a usable carceral past even
      while the concept of “correction” remains untouched or, worse still, is uncritically reinforced in the course of
      preserving the penal landscape. Philosopher Avishai Margalit potently notes that “[m]emory is knowledge from the past; it is not necessarily knowledge about the past” (Margalit, 2002, p. 14).
      Memory is our relation with the past in the present, rather than something only about the past. We would like to
      explore how colonial prisons take part in building up such relations with the past.
    


    
      Dark Travel and Colonialism


      
        A decade ago, a special issue of the International Journal of Heritage Studies
        (Foley and Lennon, 1996a, 1996b) drew attention to heritage in the context of death, and the term “dark
        tourism” was popularized. The term refers to tourism developed to satisfy an appetite to see the dark side of
        humanity (Lennon and Foley, 2000). Scholarship on dark tourism has gradually flourished (Hartmann, 2014; Bowman
        and Pezzullo, 2009; Seaton, 2009; Stone and Sharpley, 2008) along with growing consumer interest in
        experiencing dark heritage. Prisons, among other sites, have become a particularly significant type of dark
        heritage that attracts many tourists (Wilson et al., 2017; Strange and Kempa, 2003; Strange and Loo, 2001). Yet
        prisons can be contested terrains, where interpretation must avoid being either too good or too dark (Strange
        and Kempa, 2003, p. 401). Some cases of prison tourism involve unsettled domestic politics more than
        international relations, whilst others primarily target international audiences; for example, the Hoa Lo Museum
        in Vietnam (Logan, 2009) and those discussed in this book.
      


      
        Prison tourism, then, is a unique type of dark tourism that has attracted increasing scholarly attention in
        recent years. The growing scholarly and popular interest in prison tourism testifies
        to “the centrality of prisons, and the concept of incarceration as a dominant mode of administering justice
        that spans cultures and nations” (Wilson et al., 2017, p. 1). Prison tourism, however, is not new. Early forms
        date back at least as far as the seventeenth century when sightseeing at operating total-institutions was
        common (Andrews, Porter, and Briggs, 1997). In modern times, the Pentonville Prison in London, discussed in
        Chapter 1, itself became a famous example of prison tourism
        following its opening in 1842 (Wilson et al., 2017; Johnston, 2000, pp. 70–73); it attracted visitors from as
        far afield as across the Atlantic and Pacific to learn about the building and operation of modern prisons.
      


      
        Today, prison tourism refers not so much to trips paid to operational prisons but to visits to defunct ones, a
        tendency which also reflects the closure of many prisons built before the twentieth century. In Asia, most of
        the first batch of modern prisons were built in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century. While a lot of
        earlier retired prisons soon became targets for redevelopment, there have been growing calls to preserve
        prisons for the sake of the commodifiable, “usable carceral past” (Morin, 2013) that they represent. Moreover,
        some defunct prisons are also considered as significant cultural heritage that can contribute to education and
        historical understanding; many of them are turned into museums. Prisons-turned-museums – i.e., prison museums
        on the site of a former prison – may be considered as the most authentic among the wider class of prison
        museums (Oleson, 2017).
      


      
        Nevertheless, the politics of interpretation and representation could not be more obvious than they are at
        decommissioned prisons as “places of difficult histories” (Wilson, 2005). Such sites are inherently vulnerable
        to the competing demands of various stakeholder groups, including organizations and individuals who regard
        themselves as stakeholders in the sites’ interpretation and representation (Wilson, 2008, 2005). Such contested
        interpretation and representation may result in a process of othering that occurs both in interpreting prison
        history and in redeveloping and selectively preserving sites, a process that tends to be non-transparent to
        surrounding communities, both before and after the sale of the land. This lack of consultation is often
        repeated when it comes to considering the jail’s historical significance in the context of the master plan for
        the whole site. The material reality of incarceration, including the architecture and vocabulary of punishment,
        can be largely reinterpreted into a series of spaces of voyeurism, explored by penal spectators, leaving the
        socio-cultural construct of “punishment” untouched, to say nothing of the failure to cultivate reflexive
        thinking concerning punishment.
      


      
        Michelle Brown’s (2009) work on the culture of punishment is helpful here in drawing attention to the issue of
        othering inmates in interpreting prisons. In line with David Garland’s (1990) research into how and where
        penality works, Brown (2009) demonstrates society’s complicity in the practice of punishment at multiple layers
        in daily life and describes how the infliction of pain is often uncritically justified through the working of a
        culture of punishment. Dark tourism in defunct prisons arguably contributes to this through the thematic
        construction of prisons as spectacles for thrill-seeking tourists. A rethinking of the presence of others’
        pain in dark tourism urges us to face the inconvenient fact that our social life and
        human existence are built largely upon exclusion and inequality (Brown, 2009, pp. 29, 34). Such a realization
        encourages us to think ethically about heritage-making in proximity to punishment.
      


      
        The penal spectator’s pleasure in viewing the suffering of others involves not only issues of ethics but also
        of staging authenticity. In many cases, penal sites have become front regions planned to appear as back stages
        (Walby and Piché, 2015a; Wilson, 2004), which often contributes to the erasure of counter-narratives about
        incarceration. At times, the staging of authenticity is essentially a project of “carceral re-tasking”
        (Ferguson et al., 2014). It brings about the transformation of a defunct site of confinement and punishment
        “into another enterprise that continues to reproduce imprisonment as a dominant idea and/or material practice”
        (Ferguson et al., 2014, p. 84). An important but less researched question is how the narratives communicated in
        prisons-turned-museums are shaped by, and shape, local social geographies, and histories (Schept, 2014). A
        stock of gradually increasing cases presents a wide spectrum of public response to defunct prisons, which may
        range from sanction through commodification and preservation (Brown, 2009, p. 91). Interpretations of the penal
        histories utilized in these sites, without necessary reflection on the meaning of punishment, could render
        certain aspects of incarceration (in)visible, and may naturalize the deprivation of liberty that prevails in
        the punitive present (Walby and Piché, 2015a; Schept, 2014). This is closely related to how the punitive state
        works, and especially to how representations of the past help to facilitate a neglect of continuities in
        penality today, as is observed by Walby and Piché (2015b) in their Canadian cases studies.
      


      
        When it comes to cases in which the punitive state was constructed in a colonial context, with modern prisons
        built by colonizers to pursue penal reform as a colonial legacy, the issue of dark travel1 cannot be addressed without a critical rethinking of colonialism. As hinted, penal reform
        has since its early stages engaged with prison tourism as a specific form of dark travel. In the case of the
        Japanese-occupied territories, the prison tourist excursions made as “dark travels” by the pioneer architects
        of penal reform contributed to the construction of modern prisons in Korea and Taiwan, and to some of the later
        extension of prisons in Manchuria (such as at the prisons in Lushun and Shenyang). Meanwhile, as briefly
        mentioned in Chapter 1 (and to be revisited in Chapter 3), colonizers like the Japanese had consciously displayed
        their ideals on penal reform by engaging in international conferences on penal affairs and demonstrating the
        nation’s accomplishments in media and expositions whenever the opportunity arose. Interestingly, the gaze
        employed in such visits and exhibits took on a new meaning when these colonial prisons in turn became heritage
        sites. Yet, given prison tourism’s essentially difficult nature, the colonial prisons that survive in formerly
        Japanese-occupied Asian cities are likely to be particularly difficult. This is because the colonial legacy,
        which includes the materiality of the prisons and the modern institution of punishment, is not necessarily
        totally abandoned even after the colonizers are gone. Layers of histories often continue to accumulate for
        decades before the defunct prisons were reutilized and ascribed new functions.
      


      
        Indeed, these prisons built by colonizers – in some cases multiple colonizers – are difficult sites of the
        heritage of (and beyond) pain and shame. They can be considered as “contested heritage” (Shaw and Jones, 1997)
        or “dissonant heritage” (Landzelius, 2003; Tunbridge and Ashworth, 1996), a type of site which can allow for a
        rethinking of the naturalized understanding and practices of authorized heritage discourse (AHD) (Smith, 2006).
        As Laurajane Smith argues:
      


      
        Heritage is dissonant – it is a constitutive social process that on the one hand is about regulating and
        legitimizing, and on the other hand is about working out, contesting and challenging a range of cultural and
        social identities, sense of place, collective memories, values and meanings that prevail in the present and can
        be passed to the future.
      


      
        (Smith, 2006, p. 82)
      


      
        In this respect, Michael Landzelius proposes a permanent replacement of the imaginary lineage of heritage with
        “a rhizome history of disinheritance” to challenge the established by decentering and destabilizing the subject
        that continuously employs heritage (Landzelius, 2003, pp. 211–212). Landzelius’s theorization finds resonance
        in a growing scholarship on heritage-making in post-totalitarian contexts (Harris, 2011; Stangl, 2008; Forest
        et al., 2004; Forest and Johnson, 2002). In many cases, it is difficult for a society undergoing political
        transition to confront its recent past, especially when the recent past remains present, and something of which
        the public were a part, no matter how it happened (Forest et al., 2004). In other words, the politics of
        (dis)remembering totalitarian regimes is inevitably related to defining criminal acts and assigning
        responsibilities. The long-term neglect (of heritage) itself arguably deserves a thorough investigation, no
        less so than the forgotten heritage. In other words, the historical process by which colonial prisons were made
        into heritage is the location at which critical thinking about colonialism may lie, and this is what we want to
        investigate in the book.
      


      
        Defunct prisons as colonial legacies, therefore, can be sites for us to use in examining how much of a colonial
        legacy remains intact today. As many colonial scholars (e.g., Bhabha, 1994; Spivak, 1988) suggest, colonialism
        is still very much alive in the current narratives and organization of societies around the world. Vicki
        Chartrand’s (2017) work is helpful in grasping this, pointing out how a colonial logic and framework continue
        to exist today and the ways in which penal tourism contributes to the continuation: “The memorialization of
        cultural institutions such as the prison homogenizes and simplifies what is historically a more complex and
        discursive production” (Chartrand, 2017, p. 678). Chartrand (2017) engages with Spivak’s theorizing about
        othering – a colonial technique whereby Western colonizers constituted Western knowledge and institutions as
        the only norms by constructing the colonized as inferior others.
      


      
        People in the former Japanese-occupied territories went through a similar process of construction as
        subalterns, inasmuch as Japan considered itself to have departed from Asia to become part of “the West.” The
        prisons built by the Japanese contributed to this process of othering. The process of
        othering as such lies underneath the dual sense of othering we mentioned earlier, and is often left untouched
        when the opaque othering process perpetuated by today’s tourism-oriented interpretation and redevelopment is in
        too much of a rush to designate defunct prisons as postcolonial products, without acknowledging that comparable
        prisons still prevail in the postcolonial societies. In other words, the knowledge system that the Japanese
        brought in is still very much operating now. In a way, the common practice of dramatizing how Japanese prison
        wardens abused both the law and the prisoners seems to suggest that the only thing wrong was the Japanese
        themselves, rather than the knowledge and techniques of othering that they brought in. Such a misattribution
        can blind our eyes to the continuation of othering processes that persist after the colonial regime itself has
        concluded. The logic of othering and “the great incarceration” (Wacquant, 2014; Beiras, 2005; Foucault, 1979)
        to which it contributes can be reflected, as noted, “in penal tours that use a historical penal trajectory and
        memorialization that affirm the naturalness and necessary feature of everyday life” (Chartrand, 2017, p. 678).
        A critical rethinking of the process of othering through a colonial theoretical lens is, we argue, important if
        we are to understand rather than erase the fact that many colonial prisons continued to operate after the
        colonial period finished, a fact rarely taken into account when these prisons were remade as heritage sites.
      


      
        In the same light, Clarke et al. (2014, p. 221) have suggested that it is necessary to “conceptualize dark
        travel not so much as an object of study, but rather as an orientation and
        disposition towards the disparate field of postcolonial travel.” In this spirit, it
        is important to go beyond the pragmatic discussion of heritage tourism as management and to re-situate the
        making and re-tasking of prisons as dark heritage in colonial and postcolonial contexts. To do so, it is
        important to pay attention to the employment of “mobility” and “immobility” in the building up of prisons under
        colonialization and, therefore, to historically ground our understanding of the way in which decommissioned
        prisons become a destination again in a postcolonial context. A focus on (im)mobility allows for a more
        critical understanding of the deprivation of liberty through colonial practices within and beyond prisons. As
        Clarke et al. (2014, p. 222) noted, “the mobility offered to privileged subjects of empire was mirrored,
        unequally, by the ‘dispersal,’ displacement, re-deployment, and forced removal of those subjected to the force
        of empire.” Thus, it is important to differentiate subaltern travelers from metropolitan travelers when we
        examine the making of modern prisons, and to pay attention to how part of the vast mobilization of unfree labor
        in modern history involved people becoming travelers not as adventurers but as slaves and transported convicts.
        Historical details on these phenomena are addressed in Chapter
        3. Here, we will simply point out how this aspect of prison in relation to tourism is largely ignored in
        the present heritagization of defunct prisons, since tourism as it is known today has largely erased the
        historical aspect of travail, and how “[t]he historic, involuntary movements of
        people through space remind us of the travail – the labour – at the heart of much travel” (Clarke et al., 2014,
        p. 223). Can this reminder alert us to remember the dark nature of travel, especially
        when it comes to dealing with the colonial prisons that were built upon the travails of both prison wardens and
        convicts as such? The alternative understanding of “travel as travail” seems particularly important in dealing
        with prison tourism in postcolonial societies. Enabling such a deeper understanding of defunct prisons as dark
        heritage would better guide us to see how the practice of dark travel “foregrounds a pressing issue of
        postcolonial subjectivity: namely, how is the consciousness of the traveler that is conditioned by its colonial
        inheritance able to make a reckoning of the violence of the colonial past?” as Clarke et al. have potently
        framed the question (2014, p. 224).
      


      
        As mentioned earlier, prison sites have usually undergone a process of carceral re-tasking that has selectively
        or correctively remade the colonial inheritance before travelers arrive. Since most of the literature on this
        subject today remains heavily dominated by European and US cases, cases in Japanese-occupied Asia, as a
        significant periphery of empire and colonialism, have been subject to clear neglect. We thus believe that the
        cases we examine are of particular significance to widen the scope of scholarship on dark tourism in the
        context of colonialism.
      


      
        With the colonial dimension of penal heritage/tourism thus spelled out, we turn in the following to memory
        studies to unfold the complexity of remembrance, a significant component in the heritagization of colonial
        prisons.
      

    


    
      Ethics of Memory and Heritage in Postcolonial Territories


      
        Collective memory, then, refers neither to history, commemoration, nor individual belief, but to the relations
        among them.
      


      
        (Schwartz and Schuman, 2005, p. 200)
      


      
        Asia’s Memory Problem is so stubborn because violations of honour are more resonant than violations of dignity,
        while sentiments of shame outweigh those of guilt.
      


      
        (Schwartz and Kim, 2010, p. 6)
      


      
        Memory is complex and can bring about problems, as the quotes above suggest. Pierre Nora’s discussion of the
        crisis of the 1930s in France critically pointed out the way in which the nation, history, and memory regained
        their autonomy in a whole new incarnation of the unification of memory and history, an argument which is worthy
        of extensive quotation here. As Nora noted:
      


      
        The coupling of state and nation was gradually replaced by the coupling of state and society – and how, at the
        same time and for the same reasons, history was transformed, spectacularly, from the tradition of memory it had
        become into the self-knowledge of society. As such, history was able to highlight many kinds of memory, even
        turn itself into a laboratory of past mentalities […] With the advent of society in place of the nation,
        legitimation by the past and therefore by history yields to legitimation by the future. One can only acknowledge and venerate the past and serve the nation; the future, however, can be prepared
        for: thus the three terms regain their autonomy. No longer a cause, the nation has become a given; history is
        now a social science, memory a purely private phenomenon.
      


      
        (Nora, 1989, p. 11)
      


      
        It is also during this period of the 1930s when a deeper sense of understanding heritage has consolidated to
        support the authority of history – a national one. Until today, the lieux de
        memoire, sites of memory, in Nora’s terms, including museums, monuments, heritage sites, and
        anniversaries, have all been significant sites where the work of legitimation by the past is pursued by the
        modern nation-state.
      


      
        Among other sites, museums are devotional institutions that function as “boundary stones of another age,
        illusions of eternity” (Nora, 1989, p. 12). As Nora further notes, “they mark the rituals of a society without
        ritual; integral particularities in a society that levels particularity; signs of distinction and of group
        membership in a society that tends to recognize individuals as identical and equal” (ibid.).
        Prisons-turned-museums, in particular, play a dual role as heritage sites and museums. This dual role deserves
        special attention when the prisons are left by colonizers, which has further twisted the dynamics among nation,
        history, and memory, given that the naturalized understanding of “nation as a given” was not a continuous flow
        in these territories. Today, we are even encouraged to think that the world is a given, and that individuals
        are inevitably members of the global community.
      


      
        Yet, humanity, as Margalit (2002, p. 9) notes, is not (yet) a community of memory. In her important work on the
        ethics of memory, Margalit raises a series of important questions to explore how memory shapes human relations:
      


      
        Are we obligated to remember people and events from the past? If we are, what is the nature of this obligation?
        Are remembering and forgetting proper subjects of moral praise or blame? Who are the “we,” or some distributive
        sense of “we” that puts the obligation to remember on each and every member of the collective?
      


      
        (2002, p. 7)
      


      
        Margalit distinguishes ethics from morality and suggests that there is an ethics of memory, but there is very
        little morality of memory, and that it is important to contextualize the ethics of memory in thick relations
        anchored in a shared past, which is not necessarily available when it comes to terms with the nation as one
        community. In other words, members of a community should not be blamed simply because of forgetting – they
        might be culpable only if there are negative consequences resulting from the forgetting.
      


      
        To counter the challenges, heritage and museums – because of the collective memory they facilitate – are
        important mnemonic devices through which a shared past is constructed, if not experienced, and therefore,
        through which a responsibility to remember is demanded by the state. World Heritage
        and, more recently, the creation of Memory of the World by UNESCO, are some of the most notable examples of
        work that intends to make global humanity as a whole community of memory. Nevertheless, as Margalit reminds us,
        from a philosophical point of view, “the responsibility over a shared memory is on each and every one in a
        community of memory to see to it that the memory will be kept. But it is not an obligation of each one to
        remember all.” (Margalit, 2002, p. 58) It is also important to keep in mind that each one actually experiences
        only a fragment of what happened, from memories related to their own unique participation in events – or from
        their memory of memory. To achieve a shared memory rather than a common memory made of aggregates of memory,
        communication is required: this is, however, lacking in many cases that attempt to make a nation as a
        community, not to say in cases of making the globe as a community.
      


      
        The aforementioned philosophical questions around memory will be even more difficult to answer when it comes to
        addressing memories related to political conflicts and transition. Political transition, as Paul Gready argues,
        is “a contested and intrinsically incomplete process” (Gready, 2003, p. 2). The past still very much exists in
        the present, most likely since “[p]atterns from the past are often reconfigured rather than radically altered
        in the present” (ibid.). The building of a new future requires a necessary engagement and reckoning with the
        past (Dawson, 2007, p. 5). Yet, there are many kinds of attachments to the past – especially a difficult one
        –which may contradict one another and reproduce trauma and conflicts. Drawing on his study of the Irish
        conflicts since the seventeenth century, Graham Dawson (2007) examines the ambivalences and paradoxes
        manifested in coming to terms with the difficult past. Dawson pays attention to popular memory more than
        “collective memory” as theorized by Maurice Halbwachs (1992), which shifts focus away from individual memory to
        the collective framework of remembrance established by the community – the nation-state often dominates the
        understanding of such a community. With what is termed “popular memory,” he examines the interrelations between
        the personal and the collective, and how the state (often through institutional propagation) interacts with
        various forms of remembrance (myth, oral histories, life stories, or other forms of personal memory) emerging
        from civil society. For memories to be live and effective, they must circulate within social arenas ranging
        from private to public: it may be more important for researchers to track how memories are selected,
        represented, and transformed in the processes of circulation than to locate a common, settled and agreed
        memory. In the case of addressing the historical Irish conflicts, there were practices of “state-organized
        forgetting,” or “institutional amnesia,” in Heather Goodall’s words (1994). These practices certainly attract
        criticisms. Yet it is not necessarily true that practices as such were thus challenged and replaced. Instead,
        they are quite resilient in reinforcing trauma as something to contain or even to erase.
      


      
        To offer a more dynamic analysis with a focus on trauma as process, Dawson based his theory of trauma on
        Melanie Klein’s construct of “psychic splitting.” In this light, Dawson considers
        trauma not as an immutable psychic state in all contexts but
      


      
        an ongoing psychic process characterized by countervailing impulses: on one hand to dissociate and defend
        against, but on the other hand to narrate and integrate, deeply shocking and painful experience, the outcome of
        which may be influenced by changing cultural and historical circumstance, but also varies according to internal
        psychic factors.
      


      
        (Dawson, 2007, pp. 65–67)
      


      
        Therefore, for the survivors, to shape their traumatic experiences into narrative form would be to re-enact an
        unfinished struggle, something that would not be as smooth or straightforward as it is often narrated by the
        state. From the perspective of the Kleinian school, the survivor’s narrative demands a reciprocal willingness
        on the part of others to listen and to share the burden of pain, so that the speaking subject will not make
        recourse to disavowal when the pain is too unbearable (Dawson, 2010, p. 67). This analysis, in a way, echoes
        Margalit’s emphasis on communication in making effective a shared memory.
      


      
        It is now necessary for us to turn to some particular issues of memory in Northeast Asia, which requires
        attending to particular cultural sentiments that may be distinct from those found in Western contexts. First of
        all, the sentiments of resentment and shame are particularly worth noting, and further particularize the notion
        of dark heritage in the geopolitics of our research. We found Jung-Sun Han’s (2017) elaboration of the term
        “dark heritage” helpful here. Dark heritage, as Han argues, can be understood in two senses. On one hand, it
      


      
        refers to the “heritage of shame” […] containing the memories of modern Japan’s imperial wars of aggression and
        accompanying wartime atrocities, from which few Japanese draw pride and most prefer to leave in oblivion. On
        the other hand, it refers to the “heritage of resentment” from which the victims of Japanese wartime labor
        regiment confront painful past as well as pursue present justice.
      


      
        (Han, 2017, p. 2)
      


      
        Han (2017) likens Koreans’ wartime experiences to European Jews’ resentful memories of Nazi crimes, and focuses
        on the “retrospective grudge” felt by Koreans – especially those who remained living in post-war Japan. Han
        engages with Jean Améry’s writing about “resentment” and discusses the desires that a resentful community would
        harbor, though they might be quite impossible: “regression into the past and nullification of what happened.”
        Yet, the absurd sense of resentment can play a moral function in that it defies “natural” time-sense (Han,
        2017, p. 1).
      


      
        While most classical memory studies are European-oriented, some scholars have recently argued that the
        geopolitics of memory matters – not as a mere variation but because of the existence of a differently oriented
        knowledge and belief system that constitutes the nation and its society. Particularly
        in Northeast Asia, the complexity of memory issues involves a memory surfeit, as opposed to a deficit of memory
        in some areas. More importantly, “this excess is negative: unforgettable traumas prevent nations from coming to
        terms with the problems of the present.” It is also something that “facts cannot resolve” (Schwartz and Kim,
        2010, p. 2). This problem then has more to do with how state actors act in the present as they constantly,
        consciously relate themselves to the recent past.
      


      
        In their edited volume, Kim and Schwartz (2010) see collective memory as a general form of knowledge and argue
        that the field of collective memory in Northeast Asia assumes the existence of some fundamental differences with
        the West (Schwartz and Kim, 2010, p. 4). They emphasize the resentment that Han points out, but stress how
        state actors and cultures contribute to a particular memory problem in Northeast Asia, one deeply grounded in
        legacies of war, especially the Second World War, the violence of which “awakened dormant feelings about
        earlier humiliations” imposed by colonial invasion, with Japan acting as the aggressive one that collaborates
        with the West and war against Asia (Schwartz and Kim, 2010, p. 5). Importantly, Schwartz and Kim (2010) argue
        that the Asian Memory Problem goes beyond the violation of human rights (such as was the case with the
        Holocaust); it has more to do with foreign invasion shaming the nation’s honor and leaving a memory of
        resentment that demands a difficult task: the recovery of honor (myongyehoebok, in
        Korean). Such a recovery of honor persists as an overriding mnemonic task in contemporary South Korea
        (Shindong-A, 2007; Kwon, 2006).
      


      
        A formal apology cannot necessarily contribute to the recovery of honor. As Kim and Schwartz (2010) suggest,
        honor and shame societies, such as exist in Northeast Asia, encourage (if not dictate) their members to think
        about the past differently than do societies of dignity and guilt, because negative historical events reveal
        weakness or incompetence and induce shame instead of guilt:
      


      
        Atrocities suffered by Asian victims are resented because they dishonour as well as injure; atrocities suffered
        by Western victims are resented because they violate what they take to be inherent rights and dignity. The
        Western “politics of regret,” then, cannot be directly generalized to Asia.
      


      
        (Schwartz and Kim, 2010, p. 22)
      


      
        In other words, the Northeast Asian culture of honor and shame demands other processes other than a formal
        apology.
      


      
        The complexity of the Asian Memory Problem as related to the dark heritage of shame and resentment can be seen
        in the penal heritage that we discuss in the following chapters of this book. Prisons are sites where the
        common themes of dark heritage can be found: experiences of killing, war, imprisonment, segregation can all be
        identified at them (Logan and Reeves, 2009). Those built by colonizers, in particular, are often considered as
        relating to a shameful history that inflicts pain and resentment on the national community. In the case studies
        presented here, an important question concerns how the memory problem is related to cases in which colonial prisons are transformed via particular reuse programs to serve particular nationalist
        accounts (Coté, 2009) or become sites for preaching (Meskell, 2002).
      

    


    
      Grades of Remembering Colonial Prisons


      
        Preserved prisons, as Strange and Kempa (2003, p. 402) point out,
      


      
        are stony silent witness to the things former regimes were prepared to do to people who violated law or who
        seemed threatening or suspicious. The murkiest project of all would be to close them to tourists rather than to
        confront the ongoing challenge of interpreting incarceration, punishment, and forced isolation.
      


      
        Yet, it is not easy to resist the tendency to close the interpretation of preserved prisons. Most cases of
        preserved prisons as difficult heritage are managed in the long shadow of colonialism and the postcolonial
        regime’s forceful efforts to correct if not erase the past. As Huang (2017b, p. 668) notes, “[t]he multiple
        historical dimensions of death and suffering associated with prisons are selectively adopted or forgotten,
        depending upon the uses of heritage and for whom the memories are represented.” Coming to terms with these
        different cases we identify no absolute or general model but encounter a spectrum of practices of remembering
        that can be better understood, as we would like to propose, through the framework of “grades of remembering,”
        as can be seen in Figure 2.1.
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 2.1  Grades of remembering
          colonial prisons.
        


        
          Source: Illustration by Shu-Mei Huang.
        

      


      
        In the following, we illustrate the grades of remembering as related to penal heritage by defining three levels
        of remembering: not remembering, selective remembering,
        and corrective remembering. The first category refers to those cases that are not
        recognized as penal heritage sites; their historical value is ignored and they are gradually forgotten. Most
        were demolished under development pressure and as part of urban redevelopment plans. While this first category
        seems straightforward, the second takes an approach similar to what is termed “strategic forgetting and selective remembrance” by Kearns, Joseph, and Moon (Moon et al., 2015; Joseph
        et al., 2013; Kearns et al., 2010) in their research into the reuse of psychiatric asylums. “Strategic
        forgetting” is often adopted to avoid the stigma associated with buildings’ difficult past, while “selective
        remembrance” is also necessary when there are local pressures to preserve at least some of the original place
        memories. The third category adopts the term corrective as a euphemism for
        punishment, to emphasize how the logic of punishment is often reactivated in the remaking of penal heritage, in
        order to present memories in a particular teleological way. To some, this third category might appear to be a
        sub-category of the second one, inasmuch as the term “selective remembering” indicates strategic remembering with a particular intention pursued by a certain stakeholder group. Yet
        we will demonstrate how the two categories are distinct in our discussion in the following, and in the examples
        of penal heritage sites in East Asia we discuss in Chapters
        4 to 6.
      


      
        Not Remembering


        
          In the post-war years, the colonial prisons that used to stand outside cities throughout the
          Japanese-occupied colonies were largely demolished to make room for urban expansion. By the time colonial
          prisons began to be re-evaluated as sites of heritage potential, most had been torn down and redeveloped
          through commercial projects in the 1970–1990s, when redevelopment pressure increased along with economic
          growth in East Asia. In some cases, such as those in Taiwan, the colonial prisons had remained in continuous
          use as prisons for decades before they were demolished; some post-war political dissidents were imprisoned
          there, though these former colonial prisons did not necessarily serve as simply political prisons. Witnessing
          the difficult process whereby post-war regimes were democratized after becoming sort-of independent
          countries, these former colonial prisons accumulated new political meanings in the course of successive
          regime changes. For example, the Seodaemun Prison at various times accommodated political prisoners, as under
          the regimes of Park Chung-hee and later Chun Doo-hwan. In other words, the difficult memories of East Asian
          countries did not necessarily end with the Second World War; the internal and external conflicts of the Cold
          War era continued to manifest in the urban landscape around former colonial prisons. Nonetheless, these
          prisons were not much remembered in many cases – at least, not enough in Taiwan and South Korea. Gone with
          the demolition of these sites of political oppression were memories of imprisonment under changing regimes.
        

      

      
        Selective Remembering


        
          Among the few former colonial prisons that escaped the fate of demolition, some have over the past few
          decades attracted some of the emergent interest in preserving colonial heritage. Such prisons might become
          objects of preservation and sites of selective remembering, being converted to
          serve different uses with minimal remembering of their pasts. We adopt this category to discuss the way in
          which the colonial heritage is partially recognized, mostly around affiliated
          buildings that were built to support the daily lives of high-ranking prison officials rather than prison
          buildings per se. Whether or not the associated heritage is actually remembered
          is another matter of concern. Of the cases of adaptive reuse available at the moment, all were converted to
          new uses without clear reference to remembering the history of penal practices in the colony. Selective remembering is similar to the kind of “strategic forgetting and selective
          remembrance” documented for historical asylums (Joseph et al., 2013; Kearns et al., 2010, p. 734) in New
          Zealand and the UK. Such practices may involve the minimization of reference to past uses and events, or
          selective remembrance “focused on intrinsic components of the former use such as
          architecturally distinguished buildings” (Joseph et al., 2013, p. 140) instead of regarding the entire
          property as a site of significant history. Apart from penal heritage sites, there are some similar examples
          that demonstrate selective remembering in Korea, such is the case of Gyeongseong City Hall (Lee,
          2019).2 Such expressions of selective remembrance, as Joseph et al. argue,
          may serve as a counterpoint to the silences of strategic forgetting when opportunities for rewriting are
          available (Joseph et al., 2013, p. 140). Their work examining the conversion of an asylum into housing
          demonstrated how the selective connection between the buildings and their treatment played out through
          negotiations between stakeholders and local residents over the naming of places with respect to the long
          shadow of their past use.
        


        
          Strategic forgetting and selective remembering are distinguished by Joseph et al.
          (2013): strategic forgetting is oftentimes adopted to avoid the stigmatic
          attachments to a former structure, while selective remembering is employed to
          retain certain architecturally significant buildings, which survive as mere minor and unacknowledged vestiges
          of an earlier use in response to local requests to preserve a sense of place. As they point out, such sites
          are “edge cases”:
        


        
          Not only in the sense of being at the edge of the city, but also as “edgy” spaces to the extent that the
          shadow of their former use must either be embraced, transformed or suppressed. Suppression, which we have
          termed strategic forgetting, is the most common approach to the re-imagining of former asylum spaces as
          residential developments.
        


        
          (Joseph et al., 2013, p. 151)
        


        
          Lately, another case study in Shanghai has also provided a careful review of a process of strategic
          forgetting and selective remembering, in this case exhibited in the reuse of a site of uncomfortable heritage
          as a high-end shopping center (Pendlebury et al., 2017). The cases we examine, especially those in Taiwan,
          evidence similar strategies of selective remembering, manifesting a particular
          identity politics that is discussed in Chapter 6. We
          illustrate there the process of selective remembering through site renaming and the repositioning of recycled
          buildings, a process that focuses on the distinctive architectural value of the buildings and avoids, if not
          totally erases, reference to former uses, as these may be too difficult to be remembered well. In our
          research, we assess the extent to which this concept is suitable for characterizing
          East Asian penal heritage sites, which requires a careful examination of how remembering is minimized.
        

      

      
        Corrective Remembering


        
          In a few cases, colonial prisons were in fact preserved in a rather complete manner. Yet the adaptive reuse
          of such colonial buildings still did not give an equal account of the colonial period and the postcolonial
          years. Instead, such accounts privileged the post-war years and focused on penal reform as an achievement of
          the postcolonial operation of the prison, indirectly reinforcing a narrative of the country’s success in the
          face of ever-changing national and international politics. This kind of preservation can be considered as
          corrective remembering, which represents an attempt to correct the telling of the
          past to serve interests in the present, and in so doing directly or indirectly imposes punishment onto
          others than us.
        


        
          We adopt the word “corrective” for two main reasons. First, the penal heritage discussed here was designed
          essentially as a space for incarceration and correction, though some may argue that “correction” is indeed a
          euphemism for “punishment.” According to the Merriam Webster dictionary, “corrective” meant something
          intended to correct a problem: a measure to make something better. The architecture of modern prisons
          allegedly manifests this goal: to correct the convicts by imprisoning them in a particular spatial
          arrangement. Second, “corrective” is borrowed to refer to the selective promotion or even rewriting of
          memories (usually by the state) to pursue a particular political agenda: that of recovering its honor, as
          discussed above. In these cases, to remember is not enough – it has to be a corrective remembering, to make the heritage more economically and politically correct. A
          third sense of corrective might be added, when the process of carceral re-tasking involves redevelopment of
          the whole area where the prison is located and takes form in the large-scale displacement of former residents
          and structures. Elsewhere, Huang (2017a) argues that the way in which the government has erased heritage and
          evicted squatters without regard for colonial histories and large-scale, post-war migration is another way of
          writing imprisonment into the landscape and “othering” the punished. It is thus necessary to critically trace
          place memories, both within and outside of the high prison walls, to locate the possibilities offered by the
          ethics of heritage, with which we may counter the culture of punishment in the remaking of cities.
        

      
    


    
      Revisiting the Asian Memory Problem in Colonial Prisons


      
        In Lushun, China, the Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison has been turned into a politically correct place where the
        crimes of the Japanese invasion are highlighted in contrast to the suffering of national patriots. Both of
        these components (crime and suffering) are critical to a retelling of the past that seeks to recover the honor
        of the nation. In South Korea, more than thirty prisons built during the Japanese colonial period have now been
        demolished, mostly in service of reconstruction or redevelopment in the post-war
        years: this has left only the Seodaemun Prison to be turned into a history museum. This is a history museum
        where the independence movement is featured and contrasted against the cruelty and violence inflicted by Japan
        during the colonial era. Both cases in Lushun and Seoul demonstrate a kind of corrective remembering, we argue.
      


      
        In Taiwan, the afterlives of the various colonial prisons are quite different. They have been largely
        forgotten, via three main trajectories: total erasure or neglect, adaptation or appropriation, and selective
        preservation. After the Second World War, the infrastructure left by the Japanese colonial government was taken
        over in its entirety by the Kuomintang Party’s (KMT) nationalist government as the Republic of China. The 1949
        Civil War resulted in a KMT government-in-exile in Taipei. The transitory status of these governance
        arrangements justified the convenient continuation of the status quo, almost exactly as left by the Japanese,
        for at least a decade. Here, it is interesting to note the rethinking of heritage that has taken place in the
        formerly totalitarian countries of Eastern Europe on the role of multiple publics in receiving and
        disinheriting colonial heritage. For instance, there are difficult places associated with memories of the
        German Democratic Republic, which might be perceived as places rendered by post-unification Ostalgie (nostalgia for the East) by others (Till, 2001, p. 284). Is there room for people in
        Taiwan too to talk about how they consciously inherit or/and disinherit certain aspects of colonial heritage?
        Why aren’t these sites treated as difficult heritage that witnessed the shaming of the nation, as can be seen
        in the Korean and Chinese cases? By presenting Taiwan as a particular case in dialogue with Korean and Chinese
        narratives, this book can offer some alternative ways of remembering to the Asian Memory Problem discussed
        above (Kim and Schwartz, 2010).
      


      
        Today, most defunct prisons around the world are subject to an ongoing process of forgetting and remembering
        and momentarily situated at various levels in the grades of remembering to serve particular purposes. Most of
        the adaptive reuse of such sites is far from encouraging anyone to confront the normalized understanding of
        incarceration, punishment, and forced isolation, which is still a largely ignored aspect of contemporary
        society. This issue can be seen in all of the prisons examined in the remainder of this book, with the grade of
        remembering varying from selective remembering to corrective
        remembering. Considering penal heritage in an Asian context, it seems that defunct prisons are treated
        as places of memory – prisons as war crime machines – where a personified interpretation of suffering and
        cruelty are exhibited while the state drives the narratives toward a particular goal of recovering the honor
        lost to colonialism. While the aforementioned effect is achieved through turning defunct prisons into history
        museums, it also covers the fact that prisons – at least, modern prisons built in the nineteenth and the first
        half of the twentieth centuries – are also total-institutions, where the state and the culture of punishment
        operated and continue to operate on a daily basis. We are certainly not suggesting that there is a particularly
        right way to go, but we do hope to shed light on the ignored aspects of modern prisons. Moreover, we wonder if
        there can be more inclusive ways of remembering; ways that would simultaneously reflect on colonialism and
        nationalism, both of which employ modern prisons in their closely related historical construction in East Asia.
      

    


    Notes


    
      
        1 While the phrase “dark travel” somewhat overlaps with dark tourism, it is adopted here
        to specifically address its colonial connotation, as we will discuss soon in the later section of the chapter.
      


      
        2 Some colonial official or public buildings that have survived have been designated as
        “Registered Heritage Sites” since 2001. They remain in use after conversion into different daily use buildings,
        with minimum information presented relating to their history under Japanese colonial rule. That historical
        information which is presented deals with rather neutralized architectural information instead of illuminating
        the painful stories of Japanese rule. For example, the Gyeongseong City Hall was reused as Seoul Metropolitan
        Hall until the 2000s. It was thereafter designated as a registered heritage site in 2003, and was converted
        into a public library in 2012. A small-scale exhibition on the library’s fourth floor today presents
        architectural information and discusses the building’s use during the Japanese colonial period. See more in Lee
        (2019).
      

    

  


  
    3  Flows in and
    out of Prisons throughout the Empire


    
      Walking into one of the exhibition rooms at the Seodaemun Prison, one encounters a display of old red bricks in
      an exhibition case. Displays next to the case explain the types of convict labor that existed in Korea during
      colonial rule. The display provides information beyond the Seodaemun Prison, e.g., the Gyeongseong Prison,
      another prison that used to be located in Mapo-gu, Seoul, was featured because of its red-brick production by
      convicts. It reminds visitors that one can still find on these red bricks that once composed the walls of
      Seodaemun Prison an imprint of the character “京” (Gyeongseong, or “capital city” in English, the name ascribed to
      Seoul by the Japanese during their colonial occupation of Korea) (Personal observation, April 2015). In other
      words, the display underlines how the Seodaemun Prison could not have been built without the convict labor
      “forcedly employed” by the colonizers. The Seodaemun Prison was also a site at which convict labor was used for
      textile production and by the printing industry. Materials and displays documenting this deliver a message about
      how the forced labor that prevailed in colonial prisons reveals the cruelty of the Japanese occupation. Similar
      exhibitions can be found at Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison (LRJP) as well: the kiln there where bricks were
      produced still stands amid the ruins that surround the prison museum, but is identified only by a simple sign
      noting the site’s former function (See figure 3.1).
    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        Figure 3.1  The kiln that remains
        outside of the Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison.
      


      
        Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in April 2017.
      

    


    
      While these objects and sites expose to us the employment of penal labor in colonial prisons, the Japanese
      colonizers were not in fact alone in their systematic use and transportation of convict labor. In effect,
      (im)mobility is integral to the formation of modern prisons, a tool by which the nation-state limits mobility, a
      fundamental aspect of the liberty of its citizens. Meanwhile, through the operation of modern prisons, the
      nation-state deploys mobility to serve its own needs, sending prisoners to the imperial frontier where labor is
      demanded. To serve these purposes the nation-state also historically dispatched non-convict human resources to
      oversee disparate projects across borders. Prisons, like some other sites, then, were a destination, or
      crossroads: they exemplified Imperial Japan as a young, modern nation-state struggling in between Western powers
      to perform its newly appropriated authority, by controlling (im)mobility in its domestic territory and colonies.
      In this process of modernization, we can see also how the empire operated upon the mobility of ideas, people,
      materials, and resources. In light of the emerging mobilities paradigm in social
      science, we would like to take account of the relational connections that cut across fixed social categories, and
      through which flow all sorts of mobile objects (Sheller and Urry, 2006).
    


    
      In this chapter, we will first review how the convict work program developed along with changing ideas of
      punishment and rehabilitation. We then discuss the flows in and out of prisons throughout the empire, which had
      to do with the cultivation of penal labor and its mobility as part of the modernization of punishment.
    


    
      A Historical Review of Penal Labor: Punishment and Rehabilitation


      
        People are sent to prison as punishment, not for punishment.
      


      
        (Sir Alexander Paterson, cited in Ruck, 1951, p. 13)
      


      
        Prison is a place for incarceration of criminals for chastisement. They are placed there because of love and
        benevolence towards them and not because of any desire to inflict cruelty upon them. Prison is intended for
        chastising them and not for subjecting them to hardships. Punishment is imposed because it is unavoidable and
        because it is a means of removing evil from the State. The authorities shall conscientiously observe this
        principle in treating prisoners.
      


      
        (Statement from the first written prison regulations in Japan,
        

        promulgated in 1872; quoted in Shikita, 1972, p. 11)
      


      
        As indicated in the statement quoted above, an ironic tension between chastisement and benevolence has existed
        since the very beginnings of Japanese penal reform during the Meiji period. It is interesting then to consider
        how “labor” has been employed as a justifiable measure of correction – a euphemism for punishment. This modern
        view of punishment as a means of correction contrasts with the historical theory of “incorrigibility,” which
        was used to justify sending recidivists away to penal colonies. The “incorrigibility” viewpoint became dominant
        when the positivist thinking of eighteenth-century “environmentalism” was gradually overshadowed by a growing
        fear of the “habitual criminal” during the late nineteenth century. In 1885, the passage in France of the
        Relegation Law that would send recidivists to penal colonies overseas instead of to rehabilitation programs in
        metropolitan prisons “signified a significant erosion of public faith in the efficacy of moral engineering”
        (Zinoman, 2001, p. 33). In other words, the state at this time started to deploy the mobility of penal labor in
        the name of “incorrigibility.”
      


      
        The transportation of convicts to penal colonies had actually commenced much earlier than this, and its
        geographical reach was wide. In England, the Piracy Act of 1717 had established a 7-year penal transportation
        to North America as an alternative punishment for those convicted of lesser felonies. Even more serious
        sentences, such as the death penalty, could be translated to one of transportation via a royal pardon. In this
        way, transportation became a much-used method for disposing of convicted people (Turner and Peters, 2017, p.
        102): England shipped an estimated 30,000 prisoners to America before 1776. In 1787, the first batch of 750
        convicts were sent to Australia under the command of Navy Captain Arthur Phillip (Hirst, 1995, p. 237). It is
        said that another 160,000 prisoners were shipped to Australia throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth
        centuries (McConville, 1995, p. 121). By the time transportation to New South Wales was stopped in 1840,
        convicts and ex-convicts composed one-third of the colony’s population (Hirst, 1995, p. 238). Though
        transportation of domestic convicts fell from favor in Britain in the mid-nineteenth century, at the same time
        convict labor transportation in Britain’s imperial colonies boomed due to the exigencies of the colonial
        economy in India and in Southeast Asia (Arnold, 2007; Brown, 2007). These transported convicts were employed in
        hard labor, digging ditches, clearing lands, and repairing roads. Forced convict labor might have burgeoned in
        the nineteenth century, but it had much deeper roots: the East India Company had employed it since 1773
        (Arnold, 2007). Besides satisfying economic imperatives, the transportation of penal labor was also utilized to
        display colonial strength to the colonized (Arnold, 2007, p. 189). In numerical terms, South Asian convicts
        were the most significant within the British Empire, with as many as 80,000 convicts transported overseas
        during the period 1787–1943 (Arnold, 2007, p. 188).
      


      
        When the same practice was adopted by Japan at the turn of the twentieth century, it was a rather
        self-conflicting experiment though. On one hand, Japan would like to keep up with the Western notion of
        civilized punishment by adopting whatever most updated measures in reforming penalty. On the other hand, it
        sent labor away to colonial frontiers that had been gradually banned in the West (excluding its colonies).
        Japan had cultivated a moral philosophy to support the use of inmate labor, one that
        can be traced to the workhouses and houses of correction established by the Tokugawa Shogunate at the end of
        the eighteenth century (Shikita, 1972). Japanese theorists also later drew heavily on the works of the prison
        reformer John Howard, who had in the eighteenth century declared “Make men diligent and they will be honest”
        (Howard, The state of the prisons in England and Wales 1777, quoted in Shikita,
        1972). With this theoretical grounding, the work program developed in Japan was designed to have the following
        functions (Shikita, 1972, p. 17):
      


      
        	(1) To cultivate diligent work habits


        	(2) To improve the prisoner’s labor skills


        	(3) To serve as vocational training

      


      
        These functions of prison work remained undebated in Japan until the 1930s. Such a program was seen as
        necessary to support a highly industrialized society, as Japan sought to become from the Meiji Restoration
        onward (Shikita, 1972, p. 17).
      


      
        The Japanese work program had also been influenced by the Western model of the workhouse, modified by
        developing thinking about work in institutionalizing punishment since the late nineteenth century. Against the
        context of political liberalization, rapid industrialization, and urbanization during the eighteenth and
        nineteenth centuries in Europe, the workhouse was the first state experiment in institutional care, first
        established in northern European towns in the late sixteenth century (Sellin, 1944). In London, the
        sixteenth-century workhouses to variable extents emulated the first model house of correction built at
        Bridewell in London, which focused on social ordering and became a model for similar institutions in other
        English towns. In 1576 a law regarding the punishment of vagrants and the relief of the poor was enacted, and
        workhouses were built in most provinces of the England and Wales. A law of James I in 1609 made a house of
        correction a requirement for all English counties. Then, from the seventeenth century, the workhouse came into
        use as a detention facility for minor offenders, with its original function fading away. Eventually, the Prison
        Act formally amalgamated the jail and the house of correction in 1865 (McConville, 1995; Wener, 2012, p. 18).
        However, the essence of the workhouse can still be seen in the later development of prisons in general and the
        early formation of modern US prisons in particular (Hirsch, 1992, p. 18).
      


      
        The process of penal reform during the eighteenth century witnessed the decline of provincial corporal
        punishment and the transportation of convicts overseas, a tendency which overlapped and coexisted with the rise
        of imprisonment. It was a slow “civilizing process” in which state formation gradually replaced feudalism
        (Elias, 1939 [1978]). At the same time, the proliferation of workhouses as a separate, parallel system to jail
        responded to the increase in numbers of vagrants as a class whose offenses did not merit corporal punishment
        (McKelvey, 1977). Some scholars have taken a pessimistic view, deeming the invention of the workhouse a
        mechanism that turned paupers into passive figures in the class struggle, epitomizing the misery of the
        nineteenth century: “instead he has given up the fight and accepted such crumbs as
        the enemy will offer” (Crowther, 1983 [2017], p. 3).
      


      
        Initially, the operation of most workhouses was local, and knowledge about how to run a workhouse was not
        necessarily shared: individual institutions therefore had differing understandings of “work.” Some focused more
        on making their houses self-supporting, or even profitable, by putting the inmates to work under an
        entrepreneurial contractor. Others in Australia restricted admission to their workhouses to able-bodied inmates
        and children who could be made to work (Crowther, 1983 [2017], p. 27). Indeed, in Australia, the Commissioners
        repositioned workhouse labor as a practice pursued for discipline rather than for profit, though many local
        authorities still hoped to achieve some sort of self-sufficiency in the early nineteenth century. The pragmatic
        thinking about penal labor that these nineteenth-century institutions represented has remained astonishingly
        resilient, even after the workhouses were absorbed as institutions into modern prisons. Even though the rights
        of prisoners to be adequately remunerated for their work later gained wider acknowledgment, even today they
        must be asserted in the face of public pressures for cost-effective prisons and amid national labor markets
        that face structural unemployment and limited demand for the mostly unskilled labor that prisons are most
        likely to offer (Van Zyl Smit and Dünkel, 1999).
      


      
        As hard labor became part of the operation of both workhouses and prisons as an alternative mode of
        punishment/offender management, workhouse, and prisons, two institutions of different purposes initially,
        somehow overlapped and later merged toward the end of the nineteenth century (Wener, 2012). Hard labor has thus
        become seen as a legitimate way of correcting the behavior of the convicts. Yet, Sean McConville’s review of
        the notion of “hard labor” as a means of punishment in nineteenth-century England provides a different
        interpretation: his study demonstrates that early thinking about hard labor cast it more as a way to inflict
        pain than to reform convict laborers through work. “‘Hard labor’ meant more than working hard; it denoted an
        intensification of imprisonment” (McConville, 1995, p. 132).
      


      
        In parallel to this development in the UK, there was an emergent secular belief (especially in the US) that
        social problems were curable, as David J. Rothman (1995) observed, which also helped justify the engagement of
        penal labor as a cure which differed from the British thinking of incorrigibility
        as mentioned earlier. Ironically, the US theorists saw the engagement of penal labor as desirable because it
        could be used to correct convicts whereas British transportation, which ended up still consisting of penal
        labor, was driven initially out of a belief in incorrigibility. In other words,
        they were starting from diametrically opposed perspectives on the best thing to do with convicts, but arriving
        at the same conclusion: penal labor.
      


      
        As noted, penal colonies in South Asia and Southeast Asia survived as sites to which the British Empire
        transported its convicts among British colonies without engaging the UK until the end of the Second World War,
        a practice that lagged as a long hangover after the UK itself rethought the transportation of domestic
        convicts. Japan likewise lagged behind domestic European approaches in its retention of transportation and use
        of penal labor to pursue its modernizing and colonial efforts. Starting in the
        mid-nineteenth century, and especially in its practices of sending convicts to Hokkaido, as discussed in
        Chapter 1, Japan engaged penal labor in expanding its
        colonization efforts and pursuing industrialization. The prison built in Hokkaido in 1881, which set the
        standard pattern for most prisons built during the Meiji period, likewise set a pattern adopted by most Meiji
        institutions in employing penal labor to colonize underpopulated areas by building roads, dredging rivers, and
        mining coal and sulfur.
      


      
        Prisons that engaged hard labor had certainly existed before the Meiji period (e.g., the Kodemacho Jailhouse in
        Tokyo, established at the 1610s), and another origin for penal labor can be traced in the Stockade for Laborers
        on Ishikawajima in 1790. But it was at the end of the eighteenth century that workhouses and houses of
        correction were more systematically established by the Tokugawa Shogunate (Shikita, 1972). In the 1930s, Akira
        Masaki designed ordinances to ensure a progressive treatment system, further institutionalizing and classifying
        Japan’s work program (The Ordinance for the Prisoner’s Progressive Treatment, 1933): “It consists of four
        inmate grades, each permitting progressively more privileges to persons occupying the grade and imposing
        heavier responsibilities” (Shikita, 1972, p. 16). The transportation of labor was one of these four grades. It
        was only in the 1910s and 1920s, when several international meetings openly criticized the transportation of
        convicts, that Japan started to review the practice of sending penal labor away to distant prison colonies.
      

    


    
      Taking Issue with Penal Labor in the Japanese-Occupied Territories


      
        Having reviewed how work in Japan had become a center of correction, one that in many cases involved travel, we
        now examine the other purposes that accrued to the so-called penal reform agenda in the Japanese-occupied
        territories. Since the reform movement’s inception, its proponents had struggled to strike a balance between
        humanitarian principles and the need to impose a sense of punishment by providing conditions inferior to those
        outside the prison (the inferiority principle). Criticisms that prisoners were treated too well at the new
        prisons had prevailed. One representative comment from the 1930s by Ryūtarō Nagai, a member of the Lower House
        and also a cabinet minister, compared the cost of accommodating each convict (13.1 yen) to the average living expense of a farmer (14 yen), and called
        this near-equity a source of social conflict. Comments of this sort brought forth discussion on the need to
        inflict a sense of pain upon convicts, an idea sourced partly from the notion of “less eligibility” from the
        UK, which emphasized that convicts only deserved compromised treatment because of their wrongdoing (Lin, 2014,
        pp. 248–249). The debate was more ferocious in the case of such a conflict in Japan’s colonies, like Taiwan or
        Korea. There were even calls to apply an even stricter form of the inferiority principle in the colonies, since
        the colonized community were essentially inferior to the colonial society.
      


      
        Such voices of discontent countered the dominant idea that modern punishment should not inflict suffering
        (either physical or mental) but consist in the deprivation of a good. Imprisonment is
        a deprivation of liberty; the death sentence is the deprivation of life. Therefore, in the conventional
        orthodoxy prisons – correctional institutions – are essentially built upon the modern state’s power over one’s
        freedom of movement and, more controversially, over one’s labor. In the name of civilized punishment, inmates
        have been and are continuously made to work in and sometimes out of prisons across colonies. This can be
        controversial because, instead of engaging penal labor for its promise “to inculcate inmates with bourgeois
        habits of diligence, regularity, and sobriety as for the purpose of profit” (Gibson, 2011, p. 1058), most
        practices in the colonies aimed more at easing the financial burden that prisons imposed on the state budget,
        as the penal scholar Masaki Akira famously pointed out (cited in Schmidt, 2002).
      


      
        In practice, the enforcement of forced labor as a part of punishment involves its deployment as a corrective practice and as a strategy to enhance the
        self-sufficiency of the prison. In practice, as we will illustrate later, the picture sometimes becomes
        confused where the latter objective dominates the former, even to the point of totally supplanting the former.
        Meanwhile, in Japan’s operation of colonial prisons as part of a significant project to counter the
        “extraterritoriality” imposed upon it by the West, we can also see how colonial prison governance sought to
        balance conflicting principles of punishment and pragmatism. This effort was especially challenging given a
        drive in some quarters to make the colonies financially independent, Japan itself being burdened by war-related
        debts since its victory in the Russo-Japan War (Harada, 2016).
      


      
        Importantly, to manage prisons across different colonies, colonial officials were made to travel frequently in
        service of the empire. In a way, then, it was not only convicts but prison officials and bureaucrats too who
        incurred a deprivation of their liberty of movement. This context, we believe, is important in developing a
        subtler illustration of colonial prisons under the Japanese Empire, one that does not necessarily correspond to
        the dichotomy set out by Mary Gibson in Global perspectives on the birth of the
        prison (2011), which differentiates non-Western prisons from their counterparts by “the centrality of
        forced labor,” citing cases from Africa (Bernault, 2003) and Vietnam (Zinoman, 2001). Flows of travel through
        the colonial prisons in Taiwan, Korea, and Lushun in fact tell a story much more complicated than one merely of
        forced penal labor as a corrective practice or as a strategy
        to enhance self-sufficiency.
      


      
        People and Materials on the Move


        
          In Japan’s colonial prisons, mobility of personnel was not limited to convicts. Officials who were assigned
          to posts in the colonies or sent on limited-term project assignments to help establish new institutions.
          Japan sent well-known prison architects to Taiwan to advise on how to design and construct a modern prison.
          Among these was Yamashita Keiichiro, one of the most important Meiji prison architects, whose contribution is
          discussed in Chapter 1. Yamashita remains renowned today,
          recognized as the architect of Japan’s five most important prisons, including the recently
          heritage-designated Nara Juvenile Prison. Yet few know that Yamashita also
          contributed to the construction of major prisons in Taiwan, including the Taihoku Prison, Taichung Prison,
          and Tainan Prison.
        


        
          In what follows, we illustrate the diverse people and resources on the move that enabled the construction and
          operation of modern prisons in the Japanese-occupied colonies. First we consider the prison officials who
          traveled among colonies and the visitors who toured prisons to advance the cutting edge of prison theory. We
          then illustrate the material objects on the move. Last, and most controversially, the prison laborers who
          were likewise forced to move around will be discussed.
        

      

      
        Prison Officials Who Traveled between Prisons


        
          Little attention is paid to the fact that interactions, sometimes highly influential, took place between
          Japan’s colonies: postcolonial studies often prioritize power dynamics between the colonialist and the
          colonized and fails to pay attention to the dynamics between colonies. In our context, such inter-colony
          interactions are exemplified by the famous colonial officer Goto Shinpei, who published his Principles of National Health in 1890. Goto served first as the head of civilian affairs for
          Taiwan under Japanese rule and then as the first director of the South Manchuria Railway. According to Eiji
          Oguma (2011, p. 183), Goto – like some of his contemporaries – was driven to explore adventurous
          opportunities in the colonies by a desire to overcome his rather disadvantageous background (in Goto’s case,
          his hometown in Iwate was considered remote from the center of power at that time). The same may be true of
          many who signed up for posts at the prisons in Taiwan and later transferred among colonial prisons.
        


        
          Kurihara Sadayoshi, a prison official from Hiroshima, was another who traveled to the colonies to serve the
          empire. According to the staff register in Taiwan under Japanese rule, Kurihara served in several prisons in
          Taiwan (e.g., as a secretary at Tainan Prison in 1899) before in April 1906, becoming the first director of
          the Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison (LRJP), which was quite a promotion. Under his term, from 1907 to 1913, the
          most famous case Kurihara encountered was probably the imprisonment and later execution of Ahn Jung-geun, the
          Korean patriot who assassinated the Japanese statesman Itō Hirobumi at Harbin on 26 October 1909. The
          historical background of the killing and Ahn Jung-geun’s “legacy” are discussed in greater detail in
          Chapter 4: here, we focus just on Kurihara’s interaction
          with Ahn, and how historical contingency contributed to Kurihara’s being remembered as the one who oversaw
          the execution (Yoshimura, 2007).
        


        
          It is interesting to note the differences among Japanese portrayals of Kurihara. According to Yoshihara, a
          Fukuoka-based oral history recorder, Kurihara was very much impressed by Ahn’s patriotism and consequently
          treated Ahn well, for example, by providing Ahn with cigarettes. Before the death sentence, Yoshihara
          reports, Kurihara asked whether Ahn had any final request: Ahn wished to dress in a white gown (so-called
          Suui (壽衣) in Korean), a traditional Korean way to honor the dead (also see
          Chapter 4). It was said that Kurihara asked his
          grandmother and sisters to collectively work on the white gown day and night to
          make such a piece, which became the one Ahn wore to receive his sentence on 26 March 1910. Later, Kurihara
          resigned, feeling ever more powerless as one man amid a large bureaucratic system under the expanding
          Japanese Empire. He returned to his hometown, Hiroshima, and died there in 1941. While Kurihara is officially
          recognized as the first director at today’s museum at LRJP, the exhibition narrative does not discuss his
          unusual interactions with Ahn. “Kurihara was the one who oversaw the historical sentence,” noted the curator,
          when the authors visited the museum with him. At Ahn Jung-geun’s own Memorial Hall in Seoul, established in
          1970, the official narrative suggests that the characteristic white gown was made by Ahn’s mother rather than
          Kurihara’s family. The point to make here is not so much about verifying the truth but showing the
          inconsistent narratives provided at multiple sites around the same event, which demonstrate how memory
          travels and results in different representations – an unavoidable outcome given the essential role played by
          mobility in the establishment of the colonial machine of punishment.
        


        
          From the Taiwan Journal of Penal Affairs, we also find documentary evidence that
          officials traveled to different colonies to visit and observe the operation of prisons frequently. For
          example, another director of LRJP came to Taiwan to visit the prisons in Taipei, Hualian, and Tainan in July
          1941 (Taiwan Journal of Penal Affairs, 1941). It was through this traveling of
          personnel that knowledge of punishment circulated across colonies (Taiwan Journal of
          Penal Affairs, 1941).
        

      

      
        Visitors Who Traveled through Prisons


        
          The second group of people on the move in the complex of colonial prison exchanges were visitors, including
          both Westerners and Japanese visitors seeking to assess whether the so-called modern prisons in the colonies
          were operating adequately. The Japanese travelers in this group also intended to show the Westerners the
          achievements of their modernization program through tours of the newly built modern prisons. In particular,
          it was by escorting Westerners on tours of colonies like Taiwan or Korea that Japan could distinguish itself
          from Taiwan and Korea themselves, casting these countries as inferior others, and in so doing free itself
          from a role as the negative, inferior other of the West (Sakamoto, 1996; also see Chapter 2).1 Given that no
          systematic record survives in the official archive, due to the loss of records in the aftermath of the war,
          we must turn instead to coverage in the most influential newspaper issued in colonial Taiwan (1896–1944), the
          Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo,2 to trace activities
          inside the prisons as they were represented to the public. Interestingly, the newspaper printed great numbers
          of headlines about all kinds of activities within the prisons, implying that prisons were at the center of
          public discussion, or at least that this is how the colonial government intended it to be.
        


        
          To examine this in detail, we can consider a visit by British officials to colonial Taiwan. On 16 December
          1897, the deputy British consul (a bureaucrat named Hampton) came to visit the old, ad-hoc Taipei Prison. The
          new Taipei Prison was then still under construction. According to coverage in Taiwan
          Nichinichi Shinpo, the deputy consul observed in detail the facilities,
          hygiene, and food provided to the prisoners (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 16
          December 1897). Hygiene in particular was a hot topic at the time: two months before the visit the Prison
          Hygiene Act had been enacted, and in the succeeding years there was widespread coverage of new hygiene
          measures, such as having the convicts take medical baths and thorough sterilization of convicts’ clothes and
          utensils (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 16 December 1899; 26 November 1899). Another
          significant foreign visit to Taiwan occurred on 16 June 1927, when the Deputy Minister of the US Embassy in
          Taipei visited the Taipei Prison (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 16 June 1927).
        


        
          Other officials from Japan also visited prisons in Taiwan. The Taiwan Nichinichi
          Shinpo of 15 November 1897, documents a tour given by the then director of the Taipei Prison to an
          official visitor. The visitor pronounced the Taipei Prison even better than those in Japan after seeing the
          delicate tailoring jobs done by the prisoners and the clean, hygienic facilities in the prison (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 25 November 1897). From today’s perspective, it is quite
          interesting to see the popular media covering such tours and overtly making such a comparison.
        


        
          There were also foreign visitors at the Seodaemun Prison in the 1920s, as we can see from the media then.
          According to Korean historian Choi Woo-seok’s work (2012), the official visits of foreigners to the Seodaemun
          Prison in Korea were covered by Maeil Sinbo (which was the organ of the Japanese
          Government-General of Korea, equivalent to the NichiNichi Shinpo in Taiwan).
        


        
          Immediately after the national-wide March First Independence Movement in 1919, those who were engaged in the
          movement were imprisoned, and the number of prisoners in Korea sharply increased to 9,059 in 1919. In
          particular, prisoners in Seodaemun Prison reached 3,319 (Choi, 2012, p. 203). Rumors had it that the Japanese
          treated Korean prisoners badly at that time, especially among the Korean public and foreign missionaries in
          Seoul then. Therefore, some foreign missionaries (e.g., John F. Genso and Arthur Judson Brown) investigated
          the brutal Japanese repression on Korean prisoners, and their collected data were sent to the US to make a
          case for the Japanese imperial rule on Korea internationally (Choi, 2012, p. 205).
        


        
          To counteract the growing criticisms of the prisoners’ situation, both the Maeil
          Sinbo (in Korean) and Seoul Press (in English) frequently issued articles
          that depicted prisoners’ lives in the Seodaemun Prison. For example, the newspaper article entitled “A visit
          to West Gate Prison (Seodaemun in Korean)” emphasized the changed attitudes of
          Korean prisoners by nice prison officers, and evaluated the prison factory as “a technical institution”
          (Seoul Press on 11 May 1919, quoted in Choi, 2012, p. 207). However, professor at
          Severance Medical School and missionary, F. W. Schofield made sarcastic remarks on this article that they
          seemed not to describe Seodaemun Prison, but the other place (Lee, 1962, pp. 93–96). To address the mounting
          questionings from foreigners, the Japanese Government-General of Korea eventually allowed the foreign
          missionaries to visit the Seodaemun Prison, which was represented in Maeil Sinbo.
        


        
          Pastor Frank Herron Smith was one of the foreign visitors who joined the tour to Seodaemun Prison
          (Maeil Sinbo, 12 June 1919). He made favorable reviews on the head of the prison officer. His evaluation indirectly recognized that the prison
          officers seemed to treat the prisoners nicely with phrasing such as “thoroughgoing facility” and “clean
          cells.” However, Korean historian Choi pointed out that his evaluation could be partial, considering that he
          politically supported the Japanese colonial sovereignty (Choi, 2012, p. 209). As such, it might be fair to
          say that the foreign missionaries’ special visits to the Seodaemun Prison were circulated to justify colonial
          governance.
        


        
          Other kinds of tours from elsewhere in Taiwan were aimed at teaching officials about punishment and
          correction. For instance, a group of about thirty representatives from Tām-tsuí City Hall visited Taipei
          Prison (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 19 February 1934). Earlier, a group of five
          local leaders and City Hall officials from Báng-kah, a historic urban hub in southern Taipei, visited Taipei
          Prison to study how the prisoners produced profitable products; their objective was to gain inspiration to
          help the local residents of Báng-kah to improve their home economics (Taiwan Nichinichi
          Shinpo, 12 May 1924).
        


        
          Among the most unique and perhaps unexpected visitors at Taipei Prison were those who came to Taipei Prison
          to attend Judo and Kendo contests, which took place at the Enbujyou, a building
          dedicated to the practice of Japanese martial arts including archery, Judo, and Kendo. These sports were
          considered as symbolizing the ethos of warriors and their patriotic commitment to the emperor, and were
          especially promoted during the Kōminka movement, designed to constitute people as good subjects of the
          emperor, in the mid-1930s to 1940s (Ching, 2001).3 The Kōminka movement
          reached its peak under the then governor-general, Seizō Kobayashi. Even before Kobayashi’s arrival in Taiwan
          to serve as the governor, colonial prisons had already become a site where the Kōminka movement was performed
          through prison officials’ frequent competition in Judo and Kendo contests.
        


        
          At the Taipei Prison, the Enbujyou was characterized by its Japanese-style ridged
          rooftop and a raised floor, underneath which the architect had installed ceramic vases in order to create a
          special acoustic effect intended to express the masculinity and power of Japanese officials to the colonized
          society (Taiwan Journal of Penal Affairs, 1938, pp. 25–26) (See figure 3.2). The gatherings at which these martial arts were
          practiced were not limited to prison staff: some contests were large-scale, involving staff from across
          prisons, police stations, customs offices, etc., members of the public, and even professional players invited
          from Tokyo to challenge the local participants. Contests of this latter type attracted news headlines. On one
          occasion, more than 200 people participated in a Kendo contest at the Taipei Prison, including eighty players
          who challenged the professional guests in turn (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 14
          February 1916). 
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            Figure 3.2  The Enbujou in the Taipei Prison.
          


          
            Source: The Taiwan Legal Monthly, 29(4) (5 April,
            1935) (臺法月報第二十九卷第四號), provided by National Taiwan University Library.
          

        


        
          With such diverse visitors touring through the prisons, ideas and knowledge about prisons traveled across
          geographies. The visitors who came to attend contests took away with them a sense of honor and patriotism;
          meanwhile, the contests served as exhibitions that demonstrated to the prisoners and the public the pride and
          power of the colonial leadership. Foreign visitors left with the kind of imagery of
          civilization that the Japanese were so eager to project to the West, a set of imagery actually based on
          earlier trips that Japanese penal scholars had copied from the West, from prisons built in London or British
          colonies in the nineteenth century.
        


        
          It was through such travels that Ogawa Shigejiro (as introduced in Chapter 1) accomplished his work on penology, work that in turn shaped legislation controlling
          prisons in Taiwan and other colonies. Moreover, Ogawa was in 1905 invited to Beijing to lecture in the newly
          established school of penology for state officials. In 1910, the Qing administration started to send
          officials to Europe to attend international meetings on matters of justice and penology. It was with advice
          from Ogawa Shigejiro that a model prison was built in Beijing in the same year. Soon after the Republic of
          China was established to replace the Qing administration in 1912, the Minister of Justice announced an
          ambitious plan to build at least 300 modern prisons throughout China and to train at least 2,000 officers to
          ensure the modernization of prisons in the newborn nation. In comparison, both the Russo-Japan Prison and the
          Taipei Prison already functioned as modern prisons by 1910, their relative advancement a consequence of
          colonialization. In the case of Taiwan, the legislation enacted by the Japanese was largely adopted by the
          post-war nationalist government from 1946 onward (National Archives Administration, 2000, p. 18). In other
          words, some of the legacy of this cross-border exchange on prisons is still at work in contemporary
          society.
        


        
          Goods and Supplies Shipped across Borders


          
            Out of penal labor often came a host of material objects that also traveled across geographies, such as the
            red bricks mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. The production of building materials of this kind
            was common in the building up of new prison architecture. At the Taipei Prison, for example, the workshops
            initially produced goods to order from the government itself, given that the government was at the time in
            the middle of massive infrastructure projects and erecting many official buildings. The prisoners at the
            Taipei Prison at this time produced large quantities of tiles and bricks. They also labored in stone
            cutting and carpentry to support the construction of government buildings in Taipei, such as the Governor’s
            Palace and the Taiwan Museum. In some cases, prisoners were directly sent to the construction sites to
            work. Another major site demanding prison labor was the prison farm. Prisoners were chained in pairs or
            groups to work on farms, growing rice, vegetables, and rearing pigs to support themselves.
          


          
            The prisons also worked with private-sector companies to supply goods to the market outside of the prison.
            In the case of the Taipei Prison, there even existed a warehouse housing displays to show interested
            business owners the kinds of products and skills available from the prisons. Partnerships between the
            prison and the private sector took two main forms: the first was a simple order-and-supply partnership. The
            prison owned the production facility and was independently responsible for making products to order. The
            second type of partnership involved a much closer implication with the private sector. With its plentiful
            cheap labor, the prison took orders and worked using machinery and materials supplied by the business
            partner. In some cases, a private business owner would even provide skillful supervisors to train the
            prisoners on specific details (Shizuhata, 1936 2009], pp. 359–360).
          


          
            The Taipei Prison stood out for the profits it earned through convict labor, which contemporary news
            coverage claimed were adequate to fully meet the prison’s operating costs. The basic cost to support one
            prisoner per month was 100 yen, while the average monthly income each one could
            earn reached 150 yen (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 16
            July 1917). Yet, according to Cheng-You Lin’s (2014) research, costs in fact still outweighed the income
            generated from 1921–1935 at the Taipei Prison. While the presentation of the prison as a profitable one
            might therefore be an exaggeration, it remains noteworthy that the government, through the media that it
            strongly dominated, chose to present such a claim to the public. Given this established understanding of
            the high productivity of prisoners, it is not that surprising to find a headline documenting a voluntary
            donation made by the prisoners of Taipei Prison to victims of the Kanto Earthquake in 1923. It was reported
            that in total 608 prisoners made a contribution (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 29
            September 1923). While it has not been possible to verify this headline, its publication implies an attempt
            to portray this largest prison in the colony not only as self-contained but as productive, as a result of
            the mechanism of correction legislated by the modernizing Japan. In 1933 and 1934, the combined income
            generated from prison production was nearly 380,000 yen (Taipei Prison, 1935, p. 4). Similar news coverage can also be found for Korea at the
            time. It was suggested that the increased income generated by penal labor was an accomplishment of the
            empire (Gyeong-seong Daily, 2 April 1936). In the 1940s, it was often reported
            that convicts from Taiwan and Korea both selflessly contributed income they had generated from penal labor
            for the empire, to enhance national defense (Lin, 2014, p. 245).
          


          
            Besides profitability, it is also interesting to note that “quality” was taken as a watchword for the
            production at Taipei Prison. In 1909, the royal family in Tokyo ordered some furniture and suitcases made
            by convicts in the Taipei Prison. It was considered a great honor to the prison. The furniture was made
            with camphor, which was a representative timber available in Taiwan and had a reputation for being
            vermin-proof and durable (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 14 April 1909). Next year,
            the Taipei Prison took more orders from the Railway Hotel and the Taiwan Museum, producing wooden furniture
            of all sorts as well as exhibition cases. It is interesting to see how the media coverage of the time pays
            attention to the products and profit being made at the prison, which was portrayed as if it represented the
            progress of penal reform.
          


          
            In the 1920s and early 1930s, private orders thus dominated prison production, especially in areas like
            leather processing, rattan weaving (for furniture, baby carriages, suitcases, etc.), and printing. We can
            identify details of the production process from a booklet titled Taiwanese vocabulary
            for prisons, which was used by Japanese prison wardens to manage and supervise their Taiwanese
            prisoners, who did not understand Japanese (Imada, 1933).
          


          
            Among other crafts, rattan weaving was particularly popular in Taipei Prison, and was gradually promoted to
            other prisons in Taiwan subsequently. It operated mainly at the commission of a business owner from
            Fukuoka, who owned a shop in Taipei and gradually expanded his business by partnering with a famous
            department store in Tokyo, the Mitsukoshi, selling products supplied by the Taipei Prison. The most popular
            products were rattan chairs, rattan boxes for storage, and rattan suitcases. Related advertisements can
            also be found from cruise ships at the time (Shizuhata, 1936 [2009], pp. 365–368). Another demonstration of
            the quality of Taipei Prison products came from the prison’s receipt of various awards at the 1926 National
            Exposition of Prison Products (convened by the Ministry of Justice) in Tokyo (Shizuhata, 1936 2009], pp.
            360–362). The fact that such national events took place reveals the degree to which the Japanese wanted to
            showcase their penal governance to the national public and the world.
          


          
            Besides consumer goods, orders were also placed for military supplies, which connected the convict labor
            within the prisons with the broader governance of the colony. After Shimamura Isamu was appointed as the
            prison’s second director in 1898, the Taipei Prison took charge of making uniforms and shoes for police
            officers and railway company staff throughout the island of Taiwan. Under the governor Sakuma Samata
            (1906–1915), numerous wars were prosecuted against the indigenous people of Taiwan, driving intense demand
            for military supplies; some of these came from the Taipei Prison. On one occasion, the inmates at the
            Taipei Prison had to make 170 tents within 24 hours to support frontline efforts (Shizuhata, 1936 [2009], pp. 372–373). This example shows us the darker side of the
            deployment of penal labor.
          


          
            Given constraints on space, it is impossible to provide here an exhaustive inventory of the production by
            penal labor at the three prisons featured in the book. Yet, it is worth noting that a similar history of
            production, though hidden, also exists for the LRJP and the Seodaemun Prison. As an illustration, the
            printer currently on display in the LRJP is part of the material heritage of production in the prison. As
            in the Taipei case, the printing business at LRJP was driven largely by official demand, including orders
            to make registers, catalogues, accounting books, and textbooks for all ranks of schools. The mechanical
            printer was taken over by the Lushun Communist Party and passed onto the Lushun Publisher and the People’s
            News in the post-war years, where it operated until being replaced by more advanced printers. It was later
            listed as a First Grade National Property and became part of the collection of the LRJP (See figure 3.3). There exists no comparable representation of the
            production in Taipei thus far, since there are no similar historical museums in Taiwan, a topic discussed
            in the later sections of this book. It is a pity, though, that few surviving items were studied in a
            systematic way; too little attention has been paid to the mobility of goods and supplies resulting from
            convict labor, or to the historical passages across borders that facilitated this production and the major
            events that demanded these supplies. 
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              Figure 3.3  The printer at
              the Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison Museum.
            


            
              Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in April 2017.
            

          

        

        
          Convict Labor on the Move


          
            Compared to the two former types of traveling, the mobility of convict labor is much darker, remaining a
            controversial theme in the geopolitics of Northeast Asia. Following the
            successful inscription of a series of industrial sites as UNESCO World Heritage (e.g., the Sites of Japan’s
            Meiji Industrial Revolution: Iron and Steel, Shipbuilding, and Coal Mining), the issue of forced labor has
            returned again to the heart of regional debates. Among others, the case of Hashima (or Gunkanjima) has
            attracted significant public attention, as Koreans were disappointed that the narrative on the site’s
            heritage value did not acknowledge the wrong done in the employment of Korean forced labor to build up the
            artificial island and undersea coal mine (Gil, 2015; Kirk, 2015; Takazane, 2015). Successive South Korean
            governments have asked Japan to acknowledge the use of Korean forced labor under the Japanese Empire, but
            Japan has rebuffed these demands, saying “the era had nothing to do with the period in which Koreans labour
            under Japanese masters while Japan ruled Korea from 1910 to the end of the Second World War” (Kirk, 2015).
          


          
            The Korean film The Battleship Island, released in 2017, in a way offers a
            counter-narrative to the Japanese representation of industrial heritage. It illustrates the brutality of
            forced laboring on Hashima during the Second World War that lies behind the unique industrial heritage
            landscape. The island was nicknamed “The battleship” (Gunkanjima in Japanese)
            in reference to its resemblance to the Japanese battleship Tosa, a shape
            created by the unique built form of a group of concrete high-rises constructed to accommodate forced-labor
            coal miners. The “battleship island” housed some 800 Koreans, of a total 58,000 Koreans who were compelled
            into forced labor at twenty-three coal mines, steel mills, and shipyards in Japan. Between 1939 and 1945,
            an estimated 134 of these Korean forced laborers died while working there (Hwang and Lee, 2017).
          


          
            It is, however, important to clarify that not all of the forced laborers discussed in the current debates
            were convict laborers. There is a difference between compulsory labor recruitment and sending convicts to
            labor as part of their punishment/correction, though we cannot deny that the second one essentially is one
            forced upon the convicts. There is also a difference between forced labor in the period of
            industrialization (1870–1902) and in wartime (the mid-1930s to 1945). Here, to reflect the themes of the
            book, we focus on the historical changes in the sending of convict labor, instead of engaging more broadly
            with the topic of forced labor during wartime.
          


          
            The general trend for sending penal labor to undertake the work of colonialization and industrialization
            from 1870–1902 certainly had to do with the Meiji Restoration. Initially, the transportation of long-term
            prisoners was proposed as a measure for maintaining internal security after the Seinan War (1877), and to
            solve the issue of overcrowding in existing prisons. Okubo Toshimichi, then the Home Minister, proposed
            sending convicts to the frontier islands of Hokkaido in 1877 (Miyamoto, 2017). Consequently, the penal code
            of 1880 introduced rukei (transportation) and tokei
            (transportation with labor). Transportation of prisoners to Hokkaido officially started in 1881 with the
            establishment of Kabato Prison, and was then extended through the opening of penal facilities at Sorachi,
            Kushiro, Abashiri, and Tokachi in the 1890s. In Hokkaido, prisoners in the Kabato and Abashiri prisons were
            sent to work on land reclamation and farming. Prisoners who were sent to Sorachi
            and Kushiro prisons were employed in coal and sulfur mines (Miyamoto, 2017). Penal labor in coal mines was
            also practiced in Kyushu, too, as in the case of a collaboration between Miike Prison and Miike Coal Mine
            in Fukuoka.
          


          
            The Miike Prison was established in 1883, while the development of mining in Omuta, Fukuoka dated back to
            the eighteenth century (Norman and Woods, 2000, p. 59). The nationalization of the coal mine in 1872
            expanded its development and turned Omuta into a prosperous company town. Soon Mitsu, one of the largest
            industrial business conglomerates in the Japanese Empire, took over control of the coal mine in 1899 and
            renamed the Mitsu Miike Coal Mine. This mine continuously exploited prisoners as cheap labor throughout its
            first 50 years of operation. The use of convict laborers from the nearby Miike Prison was indispensable to
            the early days of the mine’s operation. Yet concerns about abuse and labor conditions soon became a topic
            of international discussion, gradually discouraging central policymakers in Japan from continuing the use
            of convict forced labor. By 1902, all but a few prisons had ceased to use such forced mining labor
            (Miyamoto, 2017); the Mitsu Miike Coal Mine was one of the few that continued. Yet as the coal industry
            grew larger and larger, a shortage of labor became a major issue: the prospect emerged of engaging convict
            labors from the colonies, including from Korea and Taiwan. Korean convict laborers were sent to the Mitsu
            Miike Coal Mine to make up the gap, while plans to engage convict labor from Taiwan ultimately failed.
            Clear plans to send convicts from Taiwan to the Mitsu Miike Coal Mine cannot be found among the colonial
            government’s records, but the then director of the Taihoku Prison, Shizuhata, documented his engagement
            with this proposal and frustration with its foundering in his memoir. Shizuhata was sent to Miike to
            inspect the environment and its operation: “It was almost approved, like 99%,” he noted, but the proposal
            was eventually vetoed by officials at the Home Ministry.4 The main concern,
            according to Shizuhata’s memoir (Shizuhata, 1936 [2009], pp. 315–324), had to do with the ambiguous legal
            status of the convicts sent from Taiwan to work in Japan. Could mainland Japanese law be applied to
            colonized subjects who were supposed to be subject to a different legal system reserved for the colony?
            Such concerns contributed to the proposal’s failure. Another reason, according to Miyamoto’s (2017)
            research, had to do with the increasing international and domestic pressure against the abuse of convict
            labor in industrial projects, including coal mines, after 1910.
          


          
            The number of convicts in the mine decreased throughout the Taisho period (1912–1926). Eventually,
            employment of convict labor in the coal mine at Miike was terminated in 1931 following the International
            Labor Organization’s 1930 Convention on Forced Labor. Miike Prison was then dissolved and all the prisoners
            were transferred to Kumamoto. It may consequently be fair to suggest that the establishment of Miike Prison
            was made specifically to support the Miike Coal Mine. Afterward, the Mitsu Miike Coal Mine found another
            source of cheap labor in workers from the Amami Islands (part of the Ryukyu Islands) (Miyamoto,
            2017).
          


          
            This dark history concerning the inclusion and exclusion of convicts from colonies has mostly been
            excluded in the making of (dark) heritage. It was not until July 2015, when South Korea and Japan reached a
            consensus at a World Heritage Committee (WHC) meeting in Germany, that a Japanese government representative
            acknowledged the existence of this dark past and agreed to install signs in Hashima before December 2017,
            clearly stating the history of forced labor. The move marked a historic development in relations between
            Japan and South Korea, with Japan acknowledging for the first time that it had forced South Koreans into
            harsh working conditions during the Second World War. In contrast to its previous opposition to the
            registration of the Japanese sites as World Heritage, in a statement issued on 5 July 2015 South Korea
            expressed its approval, adding that the decision marked “another important step toward remembering the pain
            and suffering of the victims, healing the painful wounds of history, and reaffirming that the historical
            truth of the unfortunate past should also be reflected in an objective manner” (AFP/AP/UNESCO, 2015). Yet
            the Japanese UNESCO delegate Kuni Sato later clarified that they had used the term “forced to work” rather
            than “forced labor” to describe the role of Korean laborers at this island (Gil, 2015). The wordplay
            implied a continuing denial of dark memories within Japan.
          


          
            The neglect of controversial labor is not limited to the history of Koreans on Hashima. The case of Miike
            too involved Korean, Chinese, and also domestic Japanese convict labor. The inscription of these Japanese
            industrial sites into the UNESCO World Heritage List selectively excluded the remains of Miike Prison, the
            main source of the area’s labor at that time, so as to avoid acknowledging this controversial history. The
            relics of Miike Prison, consisting mainly of its outer wall, survive on the campus of the Miike Technology
            High School in Omuta, which was excluded from the nomination for World Heritage status from the beginning,
            while certain coal mines, the Miike Port and the railway owned by Mitsui were included in the inscription.
            In contrast, the local community acknowledges the area’s dark history much more openly than the state; this
            was especially so during the UNESCO registration discussion. Signage made by the Fukuoka Educational
            Committee and the Omuta Educational Committee, acknowledging the site, is currently attached to the Miike
            Prison wall, which is roughly 600 meters long.5 Local efforts have been
            made to preserve the history of prisoners’ labor in the mines for years, such as posters made by junior
            high school students that mentioned the use of prison labor in the mine. (Miyamoto, 2017).
          


          
            Bringing together the case of the Miike Prison in Omuta and that of the Battleship Island, it seems fair to
            suggest that the connection between penal labor and industrialization is always minimized, if not totally
            covered, in “correcting” the dark heritage of such sites to engineer better storytelling about the past.
            One may also wonder whether or not the involvement of Taipei Prison would be articulated in the recording
            of this World Heritage site, had the proposal of the former director Shizuhata been approved. How would
            modern Taiwanese observers react to the site’s inscription, as compared to the Korean response? Of course,
            these hypothetical questions cannot be answered, and Taiwanese onlookers should feel relieved that it did not happen. Yet, such hypothetical questions may be relevant in
            understanding the contingencies of history and the contested, mobile nature of prisons as dark heritage.
          


          
            Between conflicting imperatives to “civilize” penal affairs and to secure enough labor to drive
            industrialization, the history of penal labor’s deployment and the expansion of prisons in Japan produced
            inconsistent practices and conflicting ideas regarding the management of penal labor across places. In
            particular, considering the variable engagement with Korean penal labor over time allows us to see how the
            logic underlying penal labor management continued to evolve with the ever-increasing militarization of the
            Japanese Empire. According to statistics from the Japanese Governor-General of Korea in 1939, 27 percent of
            the overall prison population were engaged in penal labor during the Japanese Residency-General of Korea
            (1905–1910), a proportion which increased overwhelmingly to 98 percent by the end of the 1930s (Japanese
            Government-General of Korea, 1939, p. 355, quoted in Lee, 2018, p. 68, footnote 4). This sharp rise
            reflected pragmatic reasons and the gradual militarization of the Empire. First, Korean prisons suffered
            from severe crowding under the Japanese occupation. Korea had higher ratios of prisoners, both per cell and
            per prison official, than Taiwan and Japan (Lee, 1998, p. 113). In order to effectively control the
            prisoners and manage the penal system, the Japanese penal authorities extended the use of penal labor (Lee,
            2000, pp. 52). Second, after the 1931 Manchuria Incident, Korean colonial prisons began to function as
            state factories to produce military supplies for the Manchukuo and Kwantong Army (Lee, 2000, p. 54). In
            making these moves from the 1920s to mid-1930s, the Japanese penal authorities also intended to convert
            Korean prisoners into useful and dutiful subjects of the Japanese Emperor (Lee, 2018, p. 74).
          


          
            The conflicts inherent in managing convict labor became more severe when it came to wartime, when
            humanitarian arguments largely gave way to pragmatic considerations. By the 1940s, Korean penal laborers
            were sent further afield, to produce military suppliers outside of prisons under the command of the
            Japanese military authorities. In 1943, in order to respond to increased military requests concerning
            “national urgent works,” approximately 2,300 prisoners (a total that constituted roughly 10 percent of all
            Korean prisoners in 1943) were sent to Hainan Island in China (Lee, 2018, p. 87; Kim, 2003, p. 112; Lee,
            2000, pp. 57–58).
          


          
            The eight detachments of penal laborers who were sent to Hainan from March, 1943 to the end of the
            Asia-Pacific War were dubbed the “National Protection Corps of Prisoners for the South” (Nambangbogukdae in Korean) (Lee, 2018; Yang, 2015; Kim, 2003; Lee, 2000). From the Japanese
            imperial authorities’ perspective, Hainan was geopolitically significant as a strategic base from which to
            attack Southeast Asia, the Pacific, and Mainland China (Kim, 2003, p. 105). In order to equip Hainan as a
            main military base during the war, from 1939 the Japanese imperial military forcefully mobilized indigenous
            people (the Han and Maio), as well as dispatching Chinese, Taiwanese, Korean, Malaysian, and Singaporean
            forced laborers to Japanese industrial companies (Kim, 2003, p. 107). Among other
            reasons, the Japanese imperial powers preferred penal labor because such workers could be more easily
            controlled (Lee, 2018, p. 69). Following negotiations between the Bureau of Judicial Affairs of the
            Japanese Government-General of Korea and the Japanese Imperial Navy, Korean penal laborers were deployed to
            work on various construction initiatives (including the airports in Ringsui (陸水) and on roads) and in
            mining operations (Lee, 2018; Yang, 2015; Kim, 2003). In the Yuksu region, 300 Korean penal laborers and
            200 Taiwanese penal laborers were sent to construct an airport (Lee, 2018, p. 93, see footnotes 61 and 62).
          


          
            The Japanese authorities guaranteed those convicts selected for this work a good working environment (with
            rice and clean accommodation provided), and release on parole on completion of six months’ work in Hainan
            (Kim, 2003, pp. 110–111). In practice, however, Korean convict laborers here suffered long working hours
            and insufficient food and therefore were vulnerable to endemic diseases including malaria and cholera (Kim,
            2003, pp. 113–117). Some oral histories testify to the abuse of Korean penal laborers by the Japanese
            military and to a massacre of penal laborers in Hainan on Japan’s defeat at the end of the Second World War
            (i.e., Cheonin gang in which thousands of Korean prisoners and Korean labors
            were buried) (Yang, 2015; Kim, 2003; Kim, 1999). Of the 2,300 Korean penal laborers dispatched to Hainan,
            only 112 were released on parole in 1944; only 606 returned to Korea after the end of the war (Kim, 2003,
            p. 119). The Japanese government has refused to provide records concerning the remainder of these laborers.
            Some Korean and Japanese civil organizations have since 1998 endeavored to trace their lives and deaths
            (Huh, 2017; Sato, 2010). Part of this ongoing effort was documented in an exhibition on Korean penal labor
            in Hainan Island held in the Fall of 2004 at the Seodaemun Prison History Hall.
          


          
            Elsewhere, in Japanese-occupied Singapore, from February 1942 to December 1943 there were at least thirteen
            major departures from the Changi camp, transporting prisoners of war (POWs) to various corners of the
            Greater Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere under Japanese rule. Many POWs died on the “hell ships” before they
            arrived in Taiwan, Lushun, or Borneo, whereas those who were relatively fit and healthy were sent to
            Thailand or Japan, working at places like railways, dockyards, factories, and coal and copper mines
            (Corbett, 2008, pp. 114–115). “We shall use the POWs to make the native people realize the superiority of
            the Japanese Race,” General Miko Uemura pronounced on 25 June 1942 (Corbett, 2008, pp. 113–114). It was
            believed that the strategic shipment of POWs to Japan’s colonies would help to stage Japan’s victory during
            the war. Civilians in the colonies too were vulnerable to abuse as labor: according to William Underwood’s
            (2015) research, nearly 40,000 Chinese men and boys were abducted and taken to Japan to perform punishing
            work for Japanese firms at a total of 135 locations during 1944–1945. Over a longer period of time, around
            700,000 Koreans were forced to toil under harsh wartime conditions for private industry in Japan, including
            at several of the aforementioned sites now registered as UNESCO World Heritage. It is necessary to point
            out that these numbers probably represented a mix of POWs, penal laborers, and forcibly drafted civilian
            labor from across geographies and over a range of time, the exact makeup of which
            will require further research based on a wider release of public records to sort out. Yet, it suffices to
            say that the historical transformation of engaging mobile penal labor across the Japanese-occupied
            territories demonstrated its darkest possibilities when colonial prisons became the source of the human
            machinery of war.
          

        
      
    


    
      Toward Engaging with Mobility in Understanding Prison Heritage


      
        In this chapter, we have focused on how mobility was employed in the historical operation of prisons. We have
        seen how communities have been affected by work-related mobility at sites of a particular type – namely prisons
        – which may be something to take into consideration when reviewing the making of prisons into heritage. With a
        focus on prisons as a unique setting, it is hoped that a reflection on the ways in which labor has been
        arranged in colonial prisons can encourage us to address the fact that modern prisons were and continue to be
        built upon state control over (im)mobility: “[m]obility is [...] a constant practical concern in the management
        of penal systems” (Moran et al., 2012, p. 449). This concern is not something that existed only in the colonial
        past. Moreover, it might inspire alternative thinking about modern subjects and their positioning in work
        mobility. The traces of engagement with mobility in operating colonial prisons remind us of the cost of
        modernization.
      


      
        In addition, with our case studies from the Japanese-occupied territories (especially from the 1930s onward),
        we have presented the ways in which labor was used to convert prisoners and civilians into dutiful subjects to
        the Japanese Emperor, and to contribute to the Asian-Pacific War, an end which differed markedly from the
        initial idea of reforming criminals as conceived in the UK and Europe.
      


      
        It is certainly challenging to engage with mobility in understanding prison heritage, though, as we will see in
        the following three chapters, where colonial prisons are mostly treated as single sites regardless of the flows
        of people and materials in and out of prisons. Therefore, in looking at such treatments, we can see each site
        being nationalized and observe the creation of distinctive boundaries in constructing colonial memories. We
        hope that our focus on mobility in this chapter can contribute to breaking such inward-looking narration and to
        encourage a transnational network of these sites.
      


      
        Moreover, as society is still experimenting with state institutions that engage penal labor, it is hard for us
        to straightforwardly remember them. Instead, we tend to interpret penal labor as a
        form of oppression imposed by colonizers, and to assume that practices of forced penal labor would be gone with
        them – which is not true. Peters and Turner’s (2017) suggestion is helpful here: we can adopt the concept of
        mobility and mobile methods to enhance our engagements with defunct prisons as tourist sites. As Peters and
        Turner point out, a concern with mobility has come to studies of incarceration later than to other areas
        because of “the assumed immobility that defines the prison experience” (Peters and
        Turner, 2017, p. 633). In other words, prison experiences are typically understood to be fixed and immobile and therefore the liberty and agency of convicts is understood as being
        greatly reduced. Yet the assumption that mobility is irrelevant for prisons is historically incorrect, as we
        have demonstrated in this chapter. The key to challenging this presumption therefore is to pay attention to how
        mobility was employed, who it served, and for what it was used. It is important work to reveal the unjust
        treatment of those who have suffered in the past, which demands more cross-border research and activism.
        Moreover, in discussing prisons as the heritage of penal labor, the punitive dimension of “work” at and beyond
        prisons, and the way in which power over “mobility” becomes a critical element in the process of normalizing
        incarceration and control in everyday life, must be brought to the fore. To enhance our understanding of the
        historical movements entangled with these prisons, we might adopt a more critical approach to examine how the
        state continuously employs similar strategies in operating prisons – and, moreover, other prison-like,
        total-control institutions – in contemporary societies.
      

    


    Notes


    
      
        1 Fukazawa Yukichi, the famous scholar of the early Meiji period, reflects an attempt at
        resisting the West by hybridizing “Japanese” identity and constructing an image of “Asia” as inferior to the
        hybrid Japan. See more in Sakamoto (1996).
      


      
        2 The predecessor of the Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo was the
        Taiwan Shinpo (1896–1898). It was merged with the Taiwan
        Daily under the advice of the then Governor General in 1898. For further details see UDN Data (n.d.).
      


      
        3 For details on Japanese sport policy during the colonial period, see Bang and Amara
        (2014), Podoler (2008), Ok (2005), and Riordan (1998).
      


      
        4 According to the travel registration records kept at the Governor’s house, a trip was
        planned for April 1908. In his memoir (pp. 320–321, Shizuhata did not clearly specify the date).
      


      
        5 The signs can be viewed at the school’s webpage: http://www.miike-coalmine.org/ireihi/kangoku.html
      

    

  


  
    4  Lushun
    Russo-Japanese Prison


    Accidental Heritage at the Crossroads of
    Colonialities


    
      The Colonial Urban Context of Dalian–Lushun


      
        The Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison (hereafter LRJP) witnessed how the Sino-Japanese War and the Russo-Japanese
        War contributed to the colonization of Dalian–Lushun, and by extension to the colonization of Korea, in the
        first half of the twentieth century: the prison was not returned to China until 1955. In times when heritage
        preservation was not prioritized, the prison was preserved and turned into a museum against a backdrop of
        tension arising from the Zhenbao Island Incidents between China and Russia in 1969–1971 (Yang, 2000). The
        Communist Party used the defunct prison as evidence of war crimes and as material propaganda to mobilize and
        organize anti-Russian and anti-Japanese sentiment in the 1970s. We argue that such an “accidental
        heritagization” of colonial legacy and the diversifying and sometimes competing claims to the prison over the
        years deserve more attention.
      


      
        Dalian–Lushun is undoubtedly a beautiful, modern city. To be more precise, Lushun is today a district under the
        administration of Dalian City. People refer to the southern tip of the Liaodong Peninsula as the Dalian–Lushun
        area, its landscape dotted with colonial buildings here and there, indicating the complicated historiography of
        the place. One may find it somewhat surprising that the city was celebrated by a Japanese pop song in the late
        1980s, with lyrics recognizing the city’s melancholy coastal landscape and modernity represented by the running
        streetcars and young people’s fashionable appearance. Yet, it is quite unlikely that Dalian–Lushun city would
        have appeared this way in the 1980s, and this is exactly the context from which the subject of this chapter,
        LRJP, arose.
      


      
        
          Here’s Dalian. It’s very beautiful.
        


        
          Even in the station square, I feel excited.
        


        
          Walking along an acacia street and
        


        
          Strangely time stops
        


        
          […]
        

      


      
        
          Riding a street car.
        


        
          All the young people are very snazzy.
        


        
          White beach in Xinghai.
        


        
          Blue ocean in Laohutang.
        


        
          […]
        

      


      
        (大連の街から, Nakayama, Daizaburou, translated
        

        by Yasuna Ito in 2013)
      


      
        In fact, quite unlike the imagery conjured by the song, today military force still dominates the landscape
        surrounding LRJP. With Lushun still operating as an important military post, foreigners in the city are
        required to register with the police station during their stay, an exigency which the authors collectively
        experienced when we checked in at the hotel in the spring of 2017. No inspection nor payment was asked for. The
        exercise instead simply involved filling in a tedious form that hinted at a sense of security control and
        reminded one that this is still an exceptional city (Figure
        4.1).
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 4.1  The Lushun
          Russo-Japanese Prison. The different materials applied to the same wing embodied the two regimes that once
          ruled the colonial city – the section with blue bricks was from the Russian period and the section with red
          bricks was added by the Japanese later on.
        


        
          Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in October 2014.
        

      


      
        This brief experience of registering, nevertheless, enabled one to experience at first hand the turbulent
        politics of Northeast Asia. The year 2017, which marks the twenty-fifth anniversary of the formalization of
        diplomatic ties between China and South Korea, passed uneasily. The issue of Terminal High Altitude Area
        Defense (THAAD)1 and consequently of unprecedented confrontation between the
        two countries loomed over the region (Tao, 2017). Furthermore, the US, South Korea, and Japan had concluded an
        unusual joint military exercise in early April, which attracted much attention in China. Against this
        tumultuous political climate, the site of Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison illustrates
        quite a different story, in which China accidentally turned a defunct colonial prison into a piece of heritage
        with transnational meanings that have the potential to mobilize the past in order to contribute to contemporary
        geopolitics.
      


      
        The colonization of Lushun city started at the end of the nineteenth century. Under the Treaty of Shimonoseki,
        which ended the Sino-Japanese War in 1895, Japan gained control of Taiwan and the Liaodong Peninsula. Yet the
        so-called “Triple Intervention” by Russia, France, and Germany forced Japan to cede control of the Liaodong
        Peninsula to China. Russia soon took control of Lushun and established Port Arthur. In November 1897, the
        Czarist Russia compelled the Qing dynasty to sign the Luda Land Lease Treaty (“Luda” being the combination of
        Lushun and Dalian). During this period, Lushun was used as Russia’s key naval base in the Far East.
      


      
        The defeat of the Russian Empire in 1905 allowed Japan to expand its influence in Northeast Asia, including
        regaining control over Lushun, establishing the Ryojun Naval Base as its critical military base, which ensured
        the strategic seaward approaches to Manchuria and to north China. Japan was sensitive about its image in the
        West, and as Rotem Kowner (2001) points out, stressed proper military behavior in war to promote a positive
        impression. Naoko Shimazu (2009) argues that the Japanese government tried to break down the Orientalist
        perception of a medieval, barbaric Japan by acting with “humanitarian nationalism” in war, exemplified in its
        treatment of Russian POWs at the Matsuyama prison camp. The construction of “humanitarian nationalism,”
        however, stands in marked contrast with the hostile representation of Japanese inhumanity and cruelty in LRJP
        today.
      


      
        The traces of the double colonization of Lushun by Russia and Japan can be found in the construction of LRJP.
        When Japan took over LRJP from the Russians in 1905, the prison had not yet been finished to the plans drawn up
        by Yevgeni Ivanovich Alekseyev, chief of the Russian Pacific Fleet and later Russian governor of the leased
        territory. It was temporarily used as a wartime field hospital during the Russo-Japanese War, and afterward the
        Japanese continued the construction project and expanded the prison into a complex containing 275 cells,
        surrounded by a 725-meter-long, 4-meter-high prison wall. The LRJP complex could accommodate 2,000 prisoners
        and 120 prison wardens. The different legacies left to the buildings by these two regimes can be seen in the
        different colored materials they used for their construction (see Figure 4.2).
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          Figure 4.2  The Lushun Port. The
          Lushun Port witnessed the 1905 Russo-Japan War and the colonization of Manchuria in the following decades.
          Due to its military locational significance, the Lushun Port remained closed to foreigners until 1996.
        


        
          Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in October 2013.
        

      


      
        After the Second World War, the Soviet Union occupied the Ryojun Naval Base in Lushun, including the Lushun
        Prison. It was only in 1955 that the Soviet Union turned it over to the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Along
        with the facilities around the port, the prison was returned to the PRC Navy and used as housing until the
        1970s. In this period when heritage preservation was not prioritized, the prison was nonetheless preserved and
        turned into a museum in the early 1970s, a consequence of the contingent geopolitical changes mentioned at the
        beginning of the chapter. On one hand, there has been an effort to interpret the prison as the landscape of
        death, through organizing a group of sites and landmarks – including the execution room or ground, the
        graveyard, the hospital, etc. – into a coherent place narrative that encourages
        people to remember imprisonment through people’s deaths and highlights the value or morality those deaths
        served. On the other hand, the search at the prison in recent years for the remains of the Korean independence
        figure Ahn Jung-geun offers a critical lens for understanding the particularly international and political
        character of the Lushun Prison, which may paradoxically be a crossroads for more nationalism-driven conflicts
        and for peace talks through commemoration and conversation at the same time. In the remainder of this chapter,
        we will consider how accidental heritage has been made, contested, and remade at LRJP (see Table 4.1).
      


      
        Table 4.1  A Brief History of
        LRJPa
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Year
              

            

            	
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                1902
              

            

            	
              
                Russian authorities started to build the Lushun Prison.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                1904–1905
              

            

            	
              
                The prison was temporarily used as a military camp and hospital during the Russo-Japanese War.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                November 1907
              

            

            	
              
                The Japanese colonial administration started to use the Lushun Prison and renamed it as “Prison Agency,
                Kanto Administration,” gradually expanding the prison cells and factories.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                1920
              

            

            	
              
                Renamed as “Kanto Administration Prison”; further expansion, including building up the kiln, garden,
                forest, and training grounds.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                1926
              

            

            	
              
                Renamed as “Kanto Administration Correction Institute.”
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                December 1934
              

            

            	
              
                Renamed as “Kanto Correction Institute.”
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                1939
              

            

            	
              
                Renamed as “Lushun Correction Institute.”
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                15 August 1945
              

            

            	
              
                Japan lost the war. The “Lushun Correction Institute” was disbanded.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                October 1970
              

            

            	
              
                The Lushun–Dalian Revolution Committee decided to restore the old Lushun Prison.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                July 1971
              

            

            	
              
                The LRJP Museum was opened to the public.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                March 1979
              

            

            	
              
                The disbanding (reorganization) of LRJP took place.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                June 1983
              

            

            	
              
                The Museum of Ruins and Remains of Imperial Invasion was established.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                December 1983
              

            

            	
              
                Part of the museum property was transferred to the Dalian City Government by the military. Meanwhile,
                part of the prison was used as a temporary detention center again.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                August 1992
              

            

            	
              
                The Museum of Ruins and Remains of Imperial Invasion was renamed as the site of Lushun Russian-Japanese
                Prison.
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                1995
              

            

            	
              
                The PRC designated the former prison as a site of “patriotic education.”
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                May 2003
              

            

            	
              
                The museum was upgraded (becoming an independent entity) and assigned a new role, the Research
                Institute of Early Modern History of Dalian City.
              

            
          

        
      


      
        Source: Brochure provided by the museum in April 2017; translated by Shu-Mei Huang in April 2017.
      


      
        a Two spellings are used for the place 旅順, Lushun and Lvshun; different sources use these
        interchangeably. Throughout we use the spelling “Lushun.”
      

    


    
      The “Accidental Heritagization” of the Lushun Prison


      
        It is necessary to understand that the meaning ascribed to this prison-turned-museum has evolved over time,
        along with China’s reorientation among major political parties throughout the Cold War period. At a time when
        neither historic preservation nor cultural tourism was popular, the PRC government decided to turn the complex
        into an educational site for the cultivation of patriotism. It was reopened to the public in 1971, presented as
        material evidence of the occupation of Lushun–Dalian by the two empires, Russia and Imperial Japan. The late
        1960s and early 1970s witnessed a turning point in the Cold War. As historian Yang
        Kuisong (2000) argues, the 1969 Zhenbao Island Incident concerning the China–Russia border led to China’s
        diplomatic reorientation away from Russia and toward the US, a development which has been undervalued. It is
        against this context that Lushun Prison was seen as evidence of Russia’s continuous aggression toward China –
        although in fact it was China which had actively initiated the Zhenbao Island conflict, rather than being
        attacked by Russia, as sources that emerged later demonstrated.
      


      
        At the same time, the emerging interest in war films in the 1950s and 1960s also encouraged the Chinese to
        offer counter-narratives against Japanese propagandizing discourses, including material ones. In effect, the
        very first movie boom in Japan, which gave those involved in itinerant screening the
        capital to build up the country’s first theaters and studios, was resulting from the success of films showing
        Japan’s victories in the Russo-Japanese War in 1904–1905. War films thrived in the 1950s and 1960s,
        contributing to the development of studios like Shintoho and Toho. Films of this era that glorified Second
        World War martyrs managed to avoid excess militancy, but they did serve to plant the seeds for the later growth
        of popular neo-nationalism in Japan (Gerow, 2006; Standish, 2000). They also attracted China’s attention,
        inasmuch as these films tended to portray the Japanese as victims rather than invaders. In an interview with
        the deputy director of LRJP museum Ms. Zhou, she named the 1968 film Yamamoto
        Isoroku, which glorified the eponymous Japanese commander, as a notable example of this tendency
        (interview with Zhou, 3 April 2017). It is worth noting that a remaking of Yamamoto
        Isoroku was released as recently as 2011.
      


      
        In another booklet entitled The Difficult Times (Changsang
        Suiyue), published to celebrate the thirtieth anniversary of the Prison Museum (Guo, 2001), Qu Chuanlin,
        one of the former curators of the museum, recalled how the nationalist, pro-ROC Sato administration in Japan in
        the 1970s had contributed to the tension between China and Japan: the former prime minister Eisaku Sato had
        rejected ambassadorial visits from the PRC several times. Sato was also blamed for encouraging war films like
        Turning point of showa history: The militarists (1970) that openly shamed China.
        Earlier, several other films had featured the Russo-Japanese War: Nichiro sensō shōri no
        hishi: Tekichū ōdan sanbyaku-ri (1957), Meiji tennô to nichiro daisenso
        (1958), The battle of the Japan sea (1969, Nihonkai-Daikaisen) depicting the naval battles of the war, the attacks on the Port Arthur
        highlands, etc.
      


      
        It was against this context of rising conflict during the Cold War that Lushun Prison emerged as a resource
        that the Chinese could use to safeguard national interests against their neighbors’ territorial and cultural
        claims. It was an initiative launched by the Lushun–Dalian Revolution Committee. The committee selected three
        sites as the focal points of their effort to promote patriotism, including the Lushun Prison, the Ten Thousand
        People’s Grave in Jinzhou, etc. Immediately after the prison was decommissioned, an ad-hoc task force was
        formed to survey it. They spent twenty days (6–26 March 1971) interviewing those who had served in the prison
        and those who were imprisoned there before and after the war. In the same year, the former prison’s first ever
        exhibition, titled “The Crime of Imperialism,” was opened and a series of restoration projects based on the
        aforementioned survey began.
      


      
        Importantly, patriotism can be described as “state nationalism” (Guo, 2004, p. 29) and in China it does not
        have a fixed content. Its contents have instead changed over time with the party’s changing concerns in
        relation to its own position as the ruling authority. China Studies scholar Yingjie Guo compares definitions of
        patriotism in the 1950s and today, pointing out how a focus on socialism and the alliance of China and Russia
        to uplift working-class people has been replaced by a focus on nation pride (based on achievements in
        civilization and tradition), national security or national unity, and peaceful
        reunification (Guo, 2004, p. 29). Guo further argues that
      


      
        By thus naming the nation, defining the content of “patriotism” and determining the connection between act and
        patriotic behavior, the Party-state seeks to create a collective identity which serves as the means by which
        individual members relate to each other in a way that suits the Party. Such a collective identity places the
        individual under the obligation of collective purpose as expressed by the Party.
      


      
        (Guo, 2004, p. 30)
      


      
        This combination of state, nation, and party into a common patriotic construct differentiates the Chinese case
        from the expression of patriotism in other democratic societies. It presents obvious conflicts with the notion
        of liberty, a key concept that is normalized in typical democratic polities and assigned with universality. We
        will return to this latent conflict in Chapter 7.
      


      
        The 1990s presented a particular context in which the promotion of patriotism regained its significance in
        China. Following the 1989 Tiananmen crackdown, the then Chinese leader Jiang Zemin launched a series of
        patriotic campaigns that led to the publication of the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) “Outline for the
        Implementation of Patriotic Education.” This tendency reached its peak in 1996–1997, when PRC welcomed the
        handover of Hong Kong from British rule and conducted missile tests in the Taiwan Strait (Guo, 2004, p. 25).
        Meanwhile, the party-state promoted the construction and renovation of “bases for patriotic education”
        throughout the country, “in the form of museums, memorial halls, or historical sites. […] Since 1 September
        1996, every primary and secondary school student there has been required to visit 40 compulsory and optional
        bases before they can graduate” (Guo, 2004, p. 26). LRJP is one among several such sites to have received
        steadily increasing investment over the past two decades – though it is worth noting that even before the PRC
        officially designated the former prison as a site of patriotic education in 1995, and before the current waves
        of tourists arrived, the LRJP museum was already hosting large numbers of students on guided tours.
      


      
        Multiple official designations for the LRJP museum have followed since the late 1990s. The former prison was
        listed as a national heritage site, and its status as a site of patriotic education was subsequently recast
        through its naming as an Educational Centre of Defense by the Liaoning provincial government in 2007. It is
        important to note that Lushun was closed to foreigners until 1996, and even after that access was heavily
        restricted: until the military port’s full opening in 2010, only limited group tours were permitted by
        arrangement to visit the northern part of Lushun. It is only recently that the local government has placed an
        increasing focus on tourism development predicated on colonial heritage.
      


      
        At first, the defunct prison was managed under the city’s CCP propaganda division. Four units of this division
        were set up in the city: the Dalian Nature Museum, the Lushun Museum, the Dalian Exhibition Hall, and Dalian
        Cultural Pavilion. Later, the whole division was amalgamated under the Lushun Museum,
        under which LRJP began to cultivate a focus on the recent past, especially twentieth-century history; the
        Lushun Museum meanwhile focused more on the ancient history of Lushun and the Northeast region.
      


      
        It is necessary to note that LRJP published some reflective notes that reviewed the hectic preparation of the
        first exhibition and the somewhat exaggerated narratives deployed in the early 1970s in the wake of the
        Cultural Revolution. A chapter written by a first-generation staff member, Ho-Chun Sun (2001 [1997]), recalls
        how the first collection of oral history was concluded in only twenty days, during which staff managed to
        interview more than forty informants. Among the valuable accounts collected, staff later concluded that there
        were also some significant exaggerations, punctuated with extreme accounts of the brutal acts of the Japanese.
        Sun documented how staff later reviewed and corrected some of these exaggerations. For example, rumor had it
        that the Japanese loaded the dead bodies of prisoners into some kind of machine to render them down. “We knew
        it was not true when we excavated the burial grounds and found all those complete sets of bones,” Sun recalled.
        “Of course it would have made the Japanese occupation more embarrassing if we were to keep those. But we felt
        like we have to be more responsible in terms of providing accurate historical account” (Sun, 2001 [1997], p.
        29). We can thus see how the representation of history is never static but reflects the way in which people
        actively represent the past to serve the interests of the present. History, memorial, and heritage are very
        much related but not exactly the same, as can be seen in Lushun. It may be fair to say that LRJP has been
        considered predominantly as testimony to the history of war and invasion, rather than as cultural heritage. Up
        to the point at which we visited the museum in 2017, all staff at LRJP had backgrounds in history rather than
        heritage; this explains why the focus there has been largely on the modern history of Lushun–Dalian, rather
        than considering the prison itself as built heritage. Moreover, it is quite clear that the site has witnessed
        an “accidental heritagization” of the defunct prison, which was preserved initially to serve Cold War agendas
        in the late 1960s and early 1970s.
      


      
        Now, we turn to the mixed uses of the prison buildings during the 1970s and 1980s. After the war, the Lushun
        Prison remained under military administration until the early 1970s. The local government had only relatively
        minor involvement with the property. Upon the prison’s selection as a key site for propaganda and patriotism
        promotion under the local government, the committee in charge decided to clean up two wings of cells and the
        main hall, while the Lushun Navy continued to occupy parts of the buildings which were used as accommodation
        for staff and their families. Over the years, LRJP museum staff negotiated to take over the management of the
        whole property, with the Lushun Navy relocating to another site, but these negotiations took over a decade and
        the transfer of the property rights was not concluded until 1997, according to the deputy director Zhou
        (interview, 3 April 2017). It is also important to note that part of the building was in the early 1980s used
        temporarily by the National Security Agency as a detention center, to hold detainees under the first
        “crackdown” (yan-da, 嚴打) after the Cultural Revolution, when many young people participated in urban conflicts after their
        return to the cities.
      


      
        It did not last long, however. It was not appropriate to juxtapose a detention center next to a museum as a
        destination, was it? Anyway, that happened only because the legal practices at that time was not rigorous. The
        temporary detention center was closed after everything was gradually in order.
      


      
        (interview with Zhou, 3 April 2017)
      


      
        In fact, during the same period in the late 1970s and 1980s, certain rooms at LRJP were actually also used as
        housing for museum staff. As Mr. Pan, the former director of the curation department, recalled:
      


      
        We had been living there (in the current office) for almost nine years until 1989. The same big family stayed
        in the same room. There were about ten families living in LRJP at its peak. Even the medical room and the death
        sentence room were occupied.
      


      
        (interview with Pan, 4 April 2017)
      


      
        This comment illustrates to some extent the informality of the museum in its earlier stages.
      


      
        LRJP instantiates a popular modern prison layout of its time, characterized by radial wings and workshops that
        facilitated the employment of penal labor. There were fifteen workshops where prisoners labored on the
        production of various kinds, including brick production, printing, ironwork, tailoring, and military supply
        production, inter alia. These mostly remain intact, except for building no. 2,
        which was demolished to improve circulation in the 1970s. The museum staff expressed pride in the almost
        complete preservation of the prison complex, which they cast as a token of its enduring authenticity.
      


      
        Today, exhibitions at LRJP emphasize how the colonial authorities set up workshops to force prisoners to make
        shoes, bedding, and clothing for military use. “They forced the prisoners to work hard for more than 10 hours a
        day to produce military supplies” (Observation of the exhibitions). Data quoted from The
        Prison Management Essentials of 1936 suggested that the profit from the workshops that year was 86,000
        Japanese yen, the value of 40,000 sacks of flour at that time. The exhibition also
        quoted the former director Tago Jinroo’s memory that “the annual profit from 1944 to 1945 earned by the
        workshops, brick kilns and vegetable lots amounted to more than 530,000 Japanese yen, while hundreds of
        prisoners were worked to death” (recorded from the exhibition display by the author, 20 November 2013). The
        theme echoed the discussion in Chapter 3 of this book,
        albeit obviously with a different tone: Part of the display showed the visitors the heavy iron balls, chains
        and waists restraints that the prisoners were forced to wear while laboring outside of the prison, to present
        the cruelty of penal labor. Work at the brick kilns, orchards, forest or vegetable gardens required the
        prisoners to wear such restraints to prevent any attempt at escape.
      


      
        Today, LRJP is likened to the Auschwitz concentration camp by the museum administration (see Figure 4.3). Visitors still enter the prison museum as part of a
        guided tour, which takes about 45 minutes. Each room has an assigned theme, while some of the corridors leading
        to prisoner cells have become galleries filled with testimonies from POWs. Overall, the site’s representation
        emphasizes the “atrocious cruelty” and “crimes” of the Japanese, echoing prevailing historical accounts
        familiar to all Chinese that have long portrayed Japan as an inhuman nation. There is a tendency at the LRJP to
        render all prisoners as patriots, either as the members of the Communist Party of China or as anti-Japanese
        fighters (similar interpretive accounts are also to be found in the Seodaemun Prison). The most recent
        documentary on LRJP produced by China Central Television detailed a particular group of “martyrs” associated
        with the prison, who participated in a series of arson attacks during 1935–1940. It is said that these people
        received training and advice from Russia and purposefully set fires at numerous factories, warehouses, and
        other strategic military sites around Dalian and Lushun, where the Japanese were preparing important material
        for the war effort. Their aim was to paralyze the Japanese army in the Northeast. Nine of these martyrs were
        executed at LRJP in 1942.
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 4.3  The layout of the
          Lushun Russo-Japanese Prison before it was turned into a museum.
        


        
          Source: Illustration by Shu-Mei Huang.
        

      


      
        Torture is a key theme used to illuminate the presentation of such patriots. The “Torture and Interrogation
        Hall” at LRJP supplies narrative accounts describing many prisoners being beaten to death. Between 1906 and
        1936, there were reportedly 19,600 prisoners at LRJP. A variety of punishments were employed against them,
        including waterboarding, whipping, and hanging. According to the Statistics Book of the Guangdong State Office,
        more than 443,000 whippings were inflicted between 1907 and 1940, and at least 150
        prisoners were tortured to death (Cheng, 2012, p. 144). To these willful acts of cruelty must be added
        routinely inhumane conditions such as poor diet and overcrowding. The current displays, with their direct
        accusations of gross cruelty, contradict the image of “humanitarian nationalism” that we saw earlier that Japan
        has tried to project, and thus affirm the complex’s standing as a contested site.
      


      
        The story outside the prison museum is barely told though. Walking around the prison today, one would be
        surprised by the desolate surrounding landscape. While a small area to the northwest of the prison has been
        developed into residential projects, the rest of the landscape is scattered with gardens, shackles, old brick
        houses, and factories. A closer look reveals the remains of brick kilns behind one of those factories; these
        were once part of the prison complex where penal laborers were made to produce bricks for the continuous
        construction of the prison. Yet one would not easily find them today unless accompanied by a local guide, as we
        were. Despite the official recognition indicated by a plaque placed on the site, the current condition of the
        kilns does not well reflect their designation as heritage. Garbage lies scattered around the kilns, and
        somebody has evidently created a make-shift lavatory there. The kilns’ current condition does not seem to
        reflect the attention drawn by the rest of the site to labor history. Overall, the surroundings of LRJP fell
        well short of the site’s status as official national heritage. The eastern approach to the prison is probably
        the best maintained and most accessible; visitors can follow Yuan Pao Street to approach the mountainous area
        behind the prison. Yet when it comes to the northern and western sides, the landscape again becomes more
        unrecognizable and messier, scattered with a number of houses, some vacant factory buildings, fields, a
        cemetery, and vegetable gardens, accessible only via a winding footpath.
      


      
        The problematic management of the surrounding landscape of LRJP seemingly indicates how large military
        occupation still looms in this port city. Because many of the properties around the museum still belong to the
        Chinese People's Liberation Army (CPLA), the museum cannot deal with them directly and is therefore unable
        to develop a comprehensive review of its surroundings. Nor did there exist a preservation plan for the wider
        area. In other words, the contemporary Lushun has been “imprisoned” by its military past and present, one may
        argue.
      


      
        During interviews with LRJP staff, we learned that the museum is drafting a plan to extend the heritage site to
        a footprint of at least 200,000 square meters, including part of the old cemetery and vegetable garden, a
        proposal that they term a “greater historical ruins plan.” The plan does not include areas that remain under
        military control, since these are considered challenging to integrate in the short term. Staff have been more
        assured in negotiating with private developers to reclaim the land where the former factories stand, partly
        since such land was officially off limits for development under the no-build stipulations of the Cultural
        Property Act. A question remains over how the encompassing of these “greater historical ruins” will expand the
        narratives of the prison. When visiting the surroundings of LRJP, we encountered an old man curious about what
        we were doing near the old brick buildings. On discovering our purpose, he talked
        excitedly about how he grew up next to the prison and how the building behind him was built by the Russians as
        a telecommunication station, but then used as a school after the Second World War. His enthusiasm for relating
        this information seemed to suggest that his stories were rarely told. We wonder how many more memories like
        this were not collected, and if they ever will be.
      

    


    
      Internationalization of the Russo-Japanese Lushun Prison


      
        Can a patriotic site developed during the Cold War period speak to international audiences in the twenty-first
        century? A gallery of photographs availed from a book entitled The difficult times
        (Changsang Suiyue), offers a quick view of important visits to LRJP, which begins
        to answer this question. Starting from the 1970s, the presence of foreign visitors at LRJP has expanded and
        diversified, particularly over the past decade. Significantly, the first group of visitors that the museum
        itself chose actively to represent was from the North Korean Military (seen in a photograph dated 30 January
        1977). In 1980, a group of visitors from Kyushu came to view the site’s war-related heritage under the guidance
        of the then director Zhou.
      


      
        Starting from the 1990s, we can see an increased interaction between Lushun and certain museums in South Korea.
        Korean politicians had started to visit LRJP from 1992. Since then, the Independence Hall of Korea has
        financially supported LRJP to improve its exhibition on Korean patriot Ahn Jung-geun (see Chapter 3). Increasing interest in commemorating Ahn Jung-geun
        could be seen too in 1996, when under the then LRJP director Zhou, the popular media organization Segye Ilbo (supported by the Unification Church Foundation) founded the Lushun Patriotic
        Martyrs Foundation (field note, 4 April 2017). Reflecting increasing interest in Korean independence activities
        in China during the Japanese colonial period, the Korean government invested in investigative work to trace the
        activities in China of iconic independence figures like Ahn and Kim Koo (also rendered Kim Gu) – a Korean
        endeavor that can be dubbed a search for overseas heritage sites relating to Korean independent movement. With
        its association with Ahn, colonialism, and Japanese imperialism, Lushun became a place of high interest for
        Korea, and international interaction between Lushun and Korea has accordingly increased.
      


      
        This interest explains the increasing presence of high-profile visitors from South Korea to Lushun from 1998
        onward. Interestingly, a photo also shows the then director of LRJP (Mr. Chao) and then deputy commissioner of
        the Bureau of Culture of Dalian visiting the Memorial Hall of Ahn Jung-geun in Seoul. Two years later, the
        director of the Independence Hall of South Korea came to visit the prison museum. In the same year, the
        director of the Kim Koo Memorial Hall (Baekbeom Kim Koo Ginyeomgwan in Korean, the
        museum was in preparation at that time) and the ambassador of the Korean Embassy in China also visited the
        prison museum. Their interest is certainly not in Chinese patriotism but in the historical presence at the site
        of certain Korean martyrs, such as Ahn or Kim, in the early twentieth century. The resistance activities
        organized by these Korean activists in China stood witness to how the two countries,
        both turning from monarchies into modernizing nations, experienced colonization and oppression from the West
        and Japan. The Liaodong Peninsula, and by extension Manchuria, became contested territory where colonization
        took place. Lushun, in a way, became the forefront of a battleground on which transnational action played out;
        arguably, it continues to be one.
      


      
        The museum’s perspective on how patriotic messages speak to an international audience is that patriotic
        education is of universal value. As the deputy director notes, “Any country has to have its patriotic
        education. […] Patriotism is inherently international” (interview with Zhou, 3 April 2017), which seems to
        disagree with the commonly seen tension between national and international interpretation. Yet, Zhou argues
        that the museum does not necessarily have to send the international audience any particular message, because
        the historical facts it displays will do the work. As authors, we supposed that the circulation and exchange of
        curated material with other sites might be a relatively recent issue at the museum, but Zhou offered an
        unexpected account that challenged this assumption:
      


      
        In terms of circulation and exchange, we have been sending our exhibition to rural areas since the very
        beginning. From 1971 onward, we have persisted in bringing this important telling of history to farmers in
        remote places, to understand the nation’s shame and pain. We also have had exchanges with other museums (i.e.,
        the 918 Incident Exhibition Museum in Manchuria, Unit 731 Museum in Harbin) in China for years.
      


      
        (interview with Zhou, 3 April 2017)
      


      
        In comparison, official, international exchanges started relatively late. It was only from 2013 onward that
        Lushun Prison started to collaborate with the Independence Memorial Hall for the first time, owing to the
        current director’s particular attention to international exchanges (interview with vice-director Zhou, 4 April
        2017). The first exhibition resulting from this collaboration concerned the Korean activists of the
        Independence Movement, especially those participating in underground organizations in China. The same year, the
        LRJP also worked with the Seodaemun Prison History Hall, hosting an exhibition from that institution. In 2014,
        LRJP for the first time sent an exhibition to the Museum of the Patriotic War in Moscow, a display that then
        went on to Seoul in 2016. Meanwhile, it has continued exchange programs with other national museums, including
        one in 2016 with the Memorial Hall of the Victims of the Nanjing Massacre by Japanese Invaders. Over the past 5
        years, the exchanges (counting both those the museum received and those it sent out) totaled four exhibitions
        every year.
      


      
        In particular, there have been more frequent exchanges with museums in South Korea. We were able to visit an
        exhibition titled “Pain and War,” sent to the Seodaemun Prison in 2016. In 2017, LRJP planned to work with the
        Jeju Hangil Memorial Hall to commemorate the 918 Incident (Mukden Incident), according to deputy director Zhou
        and the director of the curation division, Mr. Kuan. The museum hoped through such activities to extend its
        reputation among international communities and to enhance the museum’s professional capacity.
      


      
        Emerging from the increasing cross-border exchange between LRJP and other war-related museums or
        prison-turned-museums is a question about how far patriotism can be stretched in becoming an international
        theme for heritagization and commemoration. Further to this, the internationalization that LRJP underwent in
        the 1970s and 1980s is certainly quite different from the wider and more recent internationalization of
        heritage in China as the nation has arisen as a superpower economically and politically. In the following
        section, we will further discuss this issue through the significant case of Ahn Jung-geun, a key figure
        connecting Lushun and Korea.
      

    


    
      Searching for the Heritage of Death in the Case of Ahn Jung-geun


      
        Though the internationalization of curation has emerged as a relatively recent phenomenon, cross-border
        exchanges between LRJP and its counterparts elsewhere in fact started much longer ago. This has a lot to do
        with a significant figure on whom we would like to focus, namely Ahn Jung-geun.
      


      
        Certainly, in recent times, LRJP has welcomed a transnational effort to honor martyrs of the struggle against
        colonialism and to confirm the moral culpability of Japan. From 18 May to 30 August 2013, the decommissioned
        LRJP became the venue for a collaboration between Korea and China on a special exhibition entitled “Koreans’
        Anti-Japanese Armed Struggles in China.” The exhibition featured Korean prisoners as martyrs, invoking
        transnational patriotic sentiment encompassing the Japanese colonization of both Korea and China. The most
        significant Korean figure represented in LRJP is Ahn Jung-geun, who was executed there on 26 March 1910. A
        special room dedicated to Ahn is the first stop visitors encounter after passing through the prison gate and
        hallway. Ahn was arrested for shooting Itō Hirobumi on 26 October 1909, at Harbin station (also see Chapter 3). Itō was the leading creator of the Imperial Japanese
        Constitution, the first Japanese prime minister and the first Japanese resident-general of Korea. He had also
        prepared the 1905 Japan–Korea Protectorate Treaty, which formalized Japan’s annexation of the Korean peninsula.
        For this reason, his assassination was considered a heroic act by the Koreans and the Chinese, while the
        Japanese saw Ahn as a violent criminal.
      


      
        In order to commemorate Ahn as a noble hero respected by both China and Korea, LRJP has maintained an
        exhibition room dedicated to him since the late 1970s (interview with former museum staff member Mr. Pan, 4
        April 2017). As Pan recalled, the exhibition was initially simple, displaying only a few photos of Ahn
        Jung-geun, his calligraphy, and his writing (interview, 4 April 2017). Today, the exhibition room is much more
        extensively equipped, containing a room remade to demonstrate its supposed state as Ahn experienced it before
        his execution, allowing visitors to see his pens on the desk. On the wall, visitors can find his calligraphy,
        expressing his wish for the restoration of Korean sovereignty. Given the fact that Ahn’s body was never found,
        memorial practices highlight his calligraphy instead, and a statue of Ahn was erected in LRJP to commemorate
        the 100th anniversary of his death. The transnational honoring of Ahn has upset the Japanese government (Torresk, 2013). These continuing protestations from Japan are indicative
        of how contested heritage can exacerbate highly sensitive areas of diplomacy (Rauhala, 2013).
      


      
        In effect, the search for Ahn’s remains started from the day he was sentenced. Before the sentence, on 10 March
        1910, Ahn made out a will to his two younger brothers expressing his wish that his body be sent back to his
        hometown in Korea. On 26 March 1910, the death sentence was carried out at 10:00 am; the time of death was
        officially recorded as 10:15 am. Against Ahn’s will, the Japanese officers decided to bury him in the prison
        cemetery that formed part of the prison. It was said that Ahn was dressed in white Hanbok (traditional Korean clothes) and carried a Catholic Bible, as discussed briefly in
        Chapter 3. His brothers were banned from attending the
        execution and the burial, and were not permitted to claim his body. They were allowed only to hold a brief
        vigil over his body, then later forced to take a train to Dalian at 5:00 pm on 26 March (Kim and Pan, 2013, p.
        361). Over the next two days, media coverage of Ahn’s death and burial was transmitted all over Japan and
        Manchuria, e.g., in the Osaka Daily (27 March 1910), Tokyo
        Daily (28 March 1910), and Manchu Daily News (28 March 1910).
      


      
        Ahn has been considered as a patriot by North Korea and South Korea alike. Whereas today South Korea appears to
        be the party pursuing with the greatest vigor the question of Ahn’s remains, it was actually North Korea that
        came first to the Lushun Prison, in 1986, to attempt an excavation in search of Ahn’s body. This had to do with
        the fact that Ahn was born in Hwanghae-do, in today’s North Korea. Back in 1948, before the Korean War
        (1950–1953) broke out, Kim Koo, a leader of the Korean Independence Movement, brought to the North Korean
        leader Kim Il-sung the case for a collaborative search for Ahn’s remains. At that time Kim Il-sung replied that
        the effort would be too difficult, and should be postponed until the reunification of Korea. Ahn’s niece, Ahn
        U-saeng, who visited Pyeongyang with Kim Goo, decided to remain in the city to facilitate such an eventual
        cooperation. It was only in 1986, 3 years before the eightieth anniversary of Ahn’s sacrifice, that Ahn U-saeng
        finally got the chance to participate in a China-led excavation. Yet this ultimately failed to identify the
        whereabouts of Ahn’s remains (Kim and Pan, 2013, p. 365).
      


      
        In South Korea, the official commemoration of Ahn commenced in the late 1950s. In 1959, a sculpture of Ahn was
        installed in Seoul; 3 years later, the then President Park Chung-hee (1963–1979) addressed a gathering for the
        fifty-second anniversary of Ahn’s sacrifice and urged South Koreans to work hard to unify the country to
        fulfill Ahn’s will. In China, the commemoration of Ahn changed vastly either side of the Second World War.
        During the Republican era, Ahn was seen by Chinese nationalists as a significant figure with whom they could
        inspire the Chinese people to rise up and resist the Japanese. After the war, the momentum was gone, and the
        target shifted toward the nationalist Kuomintang regime; in this context, Ahn as an icon was of less use. After
        1949 and once the Cultural Revolution was underway, there was little further discussion of Ahn, as one can
        easily imagine (Kim and Shu, 2014). Yet, soon after the end of these chaotic years, during 1977–1979, the film
        Ahn Jung-geun Killed Itō Hirobumi was to be found
        circulating in the PRC, and attracted quite some attention (Kim and Shu, 2014), which contributed to increased
        interest in commemorating Ahn in Northeast China. In October 1989, the first scholarly meeting on Ahn was
        organized to coincide with the commemoration of the eightieth anniversary of his death, coordinated by the
        Academy of Social Science in Jilin, China. Chinese and Korean delegates met for the first time and visited the
        Lushun Prison (Kim and Pan, 2013, p. 365). Another visit organized by the Korean side followed in 1991. In
        1993, the Korean government officially sent a request to the Japanese government for assistance in identifying
        the exact location of Ahn’s grave. The Japanese government replied that there was no definite data to be
        offered. In the same year, Korea also officially asked the PRC to help carry out an excavation, but received a
        lukewarm response. The Chinese government replied that Ahn was born in North Korea, so the excavation had to be
        planned more carefully. After conducting pilot studies in 1993 and 1994 China offered its help in the search in
        1995, but an excavation that year failed to locate the remains. Hu Jintao, then vice-chairman of the PRC,
        expressed his support for future activity (Ajunews, 2009). Throughout the 1980s and
        1990s, it was clear that Ahn had become a symbol of nationalism that was continuously effective in domestic and
        international politics. Even in Japan, Ahn was discussed actively by certain Japanese scholars in the 1960 Anpo
        demonstration against the US–Japan Security Treaty to renew people’s memories of militarism (Kim and Shu,
        2014). Meanwhile, nationalist discourse in Japan criticized Korean textbooks’ “incorrect” portrayal of Itō
        Hirobumi. In response, some Korean nationalists proposed that the Korean government should print Ahn’s portrait
        on Korean banknotes, just as Itō’s was present on certain denominations of Japanese currency.
      


      
        By the first decade of the twenty-first century, political and economic collaboration between China and Korea
        had increased markedly, given Korea’s growing direct investment in northeast China (Kim and Shu, 2014). This
        had an impact in turn on the case of Ahn. At the same time, Japan and North Korea had not somehow disappeared
        from the cross-border dynamics in play. In November 2002, the Korean Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs
        and certain scholars conducted an official research trip to Lushun. On 29 November 2004, during the ASEAB
        Summit, the then Korean President Roh Moo-hyun (2003–2008) officially requested that the PRC collaborate on the
        case of Ahn, a move which provoked some debate. Roh’s administration continued the “Sunshine Policy” promoted
        by the former President Kim Dae-jung (1998–2003), presiding in 2005–2006 over at least three interactions
        between the two Koreas on Ahn’s case. These led to the first official collaboration between the two states to
        search for Ahn’s remains. In June 2006, the two sides reached an agreement to collectively request China’s
        assistance in preparing for the centenary commemoration of Ahn’s sacrifice for Korea (slated for the year
        2009). A fourth meeting on the subject between North Korea and South Korea was held in Gaesong and led to
        large-scale excavations in April 2008, which unfortunately failed to locate Ahn’s remains.
      


      
        Since this 2008 failed attempt, the Chinese government has not responded positively to any subsequent request
        by South Korean researchers. The South Korean government has also made it clear that
        it will not initiate any further large-scale excavation unless convincing documents are found to direct future
        action. The most notable recent move was a visit by the Korean Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs to the
        prison cemetery of the Lushun Prison again in May 2013. During the same period, the first Memorial Hall to Ahn
        was finally established in Harbin in 2014, after some debate between China and Korea (Kim and Shu, 2014). Some
        have argued that this development indicated the existence of a closer relationship between Korea and China
        (Rauhala, 2013). Unsurprisingly, Japan protested against the commemoration before it was finalized; Korea was
        in turn deeply upset by the protest (Hofilena, 2013; Torresk, 2013). After the opening of the Memorial Hall in
        2014, a Japanese government spokesman branded Ahn a “terrorist” (BBC News, 29
        January 2014). By contrast, South Korea’s foreign ministry said it hoped the museum would “set the path for
        genuine peace and co-operation based on correct historical awareness” (ibid.). Obviously, the debate has not
        settled, even after the centenary commemoration of Ahn’s death; it will not likely be settled soon, given the
        tense political economy of the region.
      


      
        Kim and Shu (2014) argue that there is a tendency to see Ahn’s case as one that has been regionalized,
        transforming him from a national icon in the first half of the twentieth century into a case of interest in
        northeastern China and across Northeast Asia. From the perspective of heritage and its implications for
        diplomacy, this may be the case; the idea is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7. On the ground, nevertheless, those who have participated in the search for Ahn’s
        remains have not given up. Among others, Dr. Kim Wol-bae, an economist and self-taught historian who spent 5
        years in Harbin and 7 years in Lushun, has tried his best to seize any possible opportunity to continue the
        searching. Even though the Korean government has since the 2008 failure withdrawn the considerable investment
        it once made in sponsoring searches, Kim and his colleagues have managed to continue their efforts until now,
        indirectly facilitating the exchange between LRJP and some major Korean museums on the theme of the
        independence movement. In our interview, the director, Zhou recognized the important role played by Kim in
        facilitating the exchange between China and Korea in recent years (interview with Zhou, 2 April 2017). During
        our visit, Kim was still talking enthusiastically about the search and the most recent information the
        searchers had gathered. But he was also worried by the passing of time, which may make the remains buried in a
        wooden barrel less recognizable and harder to locate (interview with Kim, 4 April 2017).
      


      
        Through the lens of Ahn’s case, we can clearly see how difficult places and difficult memories of and about Ahn
        Jung-geun have reinforced the difficult geopolitics of Manchuria, which have not been resolved by the end of
        Korea’s colonization or by the demise of the so-called “puppet state” in northeastern China. It also shows how
        Ahn’s case can play a role in mediating between North and South Korea and with Lushun in China. In this
        chapter’s last section, we will discuss how the Japanese are disconnected from the remnants of Manchuria that
        persist in LRJP.
      

    


    
      The Forgotten Japanese War Heritage


      
        Thus far, we have presented how LRJP depicted war crimes and Japanese brutality by demonstrating the exercise
        of punishment. Yet there is much more to the museum’s collection that goes beyond this narrative frame. In a
        room titled “Imperialist War Crime,” visitors are presented with a collection of monuments that were created by
        the Japanese to mark their success in the 1905 Russo-Japanese War. How are these monuments created by the
        Japanese themselves being used to talk about Japan, and arguably about China’s shame? Is this a collection of
        “heritage” that the Chinese can easily inherit?
      


      
        Today, the collection one can see in this room includes certain monuments that registered the historical
        presence of the Japanese general Nogi Maresuke, a key military leader in the Russo-Japanese War. Other
        monuments in the collection were built for Nogi’s son, who died during the war on 30 November 1904. There are
        monuments too that registered donations from a travel club formed by businessmen in Osaka, which sponsored the
        continuous commemoration of the Russo-Japanese War until the 1920s. There was a piece of broken bronze torpedo,
        allegedly used by the Japanese navy to attack Russians during the war. There was also a piece of a monument
        constructed in the shape of an incense burner, which was placed on top of a hill in the 1930s to commemorate
        the more than 2,200 Japanese soldiers who died in the Russo-Japanese War. These monuments, to some degree,
        revealed to us how the commemoration of the war in fact started long before the museum was built – indeed, it
        commenced even before warfare was concluded. It is just that the subjects of commemoration have changed over
        time, from the Japanese – who were priding themselves in pushing the forward frontiers and winning the war – to
        the Chinese, who were demonstrating the pain of being invaded and of becoming a battlefield between two
        aggressive foreign countries (Table 4.1).
      


      
        One would not be able to make sense of the whole collection of Russo-Japanese War monuments without hearing
        from the retired director of the museum’s exhibition division. In April 2017, we met a former curator, who
        rescued a batch of monuments to the Japanese victory in the Russo-Japanese War during 1904–1905. This man, now
        in his 70s, talked about how he had tried to save those scattered hilltop monuments from the rampant Red Amy in
        the early 1970s:
      


      
        We just kept whatever we could find and tried hard to bring them back to our office without being interrogated
        by the Red Army. It was almost by instinct […] you sort of know that it would be a pity if everything (left by
        the Japanese) were all demolished and we were left with nothing to tell anyone.
      


      
        (interview, 4 April 2017)
      


      
        The retired curator shared with us the sense of urgency in his rescue effort, a sentiment that impelled him
        even though he had no time to think about whose monuments these were and what they could do for the museum.
        Significantly, it shows how much human agency can strive for liberty even in a country like the PRC in the
        1970s.
      


      
        What lies behind these memories associated with the collection is the formation of Manchuria as a contested
        territory at the turn of the twentieth century. Manchuria’s establishment was considered by the Chinese to be
        the beginning of war, and very much continues to be seen so to this day. In 2015, to commemorate the seventieth
        anniversary of victory in the Second World War, a special exhibition described as “the prologue to the Second
        World War, the beginning of fighting against Japanese – the 918 Incident” was co-sponsored by the CCP Public
        Relations department of Dalian City, the Bureau of Cultural and Communication of Dalian City, the Dalian
        History Museum, and LRJP. The exhibition that took place in the museum was focused on the dynamics in Manchuria
        before the incident, how the incident occurred, and how it led to the establishment of Manchukuo as a puppet
        state. A great part of the exhibition emphasized the CCP’s fight for the survival of the nation and the
        increasing support they earned from the people, resulting in grassroots and guerrilla actions throughout the
        northeast. Today this display is placed in the same hall as the aforementioned collection. The juxtaposition of
        this remembering of two different wars – the Second World War, which Japan lost, and the Russo-Japanese War,
        which Japan won – raises interesting questions about how difficult memories come across in the same site.
      


      
        Manchuria once represented a territory of hope to the Japanese (Young, 1998). Young’s research provides an
        overview of how the Japanese population of Manchukuo grew rapidly after the Russo-Japanese War, and again
        during the First World War boom. The space, natural resources, and new possibilities represented by Manchukuo
        attracted over a million Japanese to live in the northeast by 1940. In 1934, Japanese carpenters and plasterers
        in Dalian, Fengtian, and Xinjing made almost twice what they would have done in Tokyo, Nagoya, or Osaka,
        indicating the boom in construction and development across the cities of Manchuria.
      


      
        Thus for the new colonial elite pouring into Northeast China from Japan, Manchukuo represented not only the
        world of the colonial future, but also the world of their future. And from where they stood in the mid-1930s,
        that future looked bright indeed.
      


      
        (Young, 1998, pp. 258–259)
      


      
        The 1930s witnessed a new geopolitics formed after the two wars (the Russo-Japanese War and the 918 Incidents),
        and a Manchuria travel boom, which explains the Osaka travelers’ club’s involvement in adding monuments to
        Lushun’s landscape. Yet the emergence in the 1920s and 1930s of war tourism, or “battlefield tourism” in Liu’s
        (2009) words, and how that tourism contributed to a growing sense of pride and hope concerning this new
        territory, are largely dis-remembered by Japanese and Chinese alike today. In the 1930s, group field trips were
        undertaken by large numbers of Japanese middle-school and high-school students, and many of their destinations
        were located literally in the battlefields. Certainly, LRJP was not a tourist highlight at the time, as it was
        in use. Neither could these visitors have foreseen the prison becoming a site to house these collections of
        monuments several decades later.
      


      
        According to Liu (2009), these school-group’s field trips to battlefield in “Manchuria-Korea-China” began
        formally from 1906. That year, for the first time, a group of middle-school students, selected from a
        nationwide cohort and jointly sponsored by the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of the Army, was divided
        into five groups, and a “joint trip to Manchuria of middle-school pupils” was carried out to the battlefields
        of the recently concluded Russo-Japanese War. Later, this model of “battlefield trips” were said to have spread
        rapidly throughout the country.
      


      
        Young’s review of the numbers of tourists also provides a vivid account of the development of tourism.
      


      
        Numbers of passengers arriving at the principal ports of Dalian, Yingkou, and Andong totaled 530,962 in 1930,
        696,241 in 1934, and 964,610 in 1939. Of course, these were neither exclusively Japanese nor limited to
        tourists. Ridership of sightseeing buses, however, was overwhelmingly comprised of Japanese tourists, and
        sightseeing bus ticket sales rose dramatically year after year. Dalian’s tour-bus ridership quadrupled in three
        years.
      


      
        (Young, 1998, p. 263)
      


      
        Indeed, the Japanese government learned how useful tourism could be as a vehicle for imperial propaganda, and
        subsidized students’ travel to Manchuria. Student groups were granted hefty discounts on railways, boats, and
        hotels. According to statistics gathered in the Manchuria-China travel yearbook, 70
        percent (9,854) of the 14,141 Japanese who traveled to Manchuria in 1939 on Japan Tourism Bureau tours were
        students. According to Young’s research, all of these came from elite-track educational institutions, such as
        teacher training schools like the Kumamoto Normal School or technical schools like the Fukuoka Women’s
        Technical College. These tours, often graduation trips, made lasting impressions on these young students.
        Several organizations were also formed to participate in the growing business, including the Manchurian Tourism
        League, the Dalian Tourism Association, and others. Writers and photographers were also invited to submit
        images or writings to the Association to reinforce the image of “sacred Manchuria” (Young, 1998, p. 266). The
        famous writer Natsume Sōseki published articles on his trips to Manchuria in 1909. Young elite travelers from
        Taiwan also documented their exploration in Manchuria (Hsu, 2012). In short, those contested monuments once
        illustrated a new territory that was totally different from the one in which the same monuments today are used
        to support a retelling of China’s pain and shame. It might be telling, one may argue, to compare how
        “battlefield trips” were employed to serve the nation then and how dark tourism is mobilized to encourage
        patriotism and diplomacy across borders nowadays.
      


      
        According to our interview with the curators and staff at LRJP, there are still quite some Japanese visitors
        who come to Lushun to see the monuments inside and outside of the museum. Yet the LRJP staff have not been able
        to conduct systematic research into why they come and how they experience their tours in Dalian and Lushun
        (interview, 3 April 2017). Can we see these monuments left in China as a kind of
        “offshore heritage”? By “offshore heritage,” we mean heritage that carries significance to a certain nation but
        is located outside of the reach of that nation’s sovereignty (Huang and Lee, 2018). If so, what is to be done
        with such offshore heritage? Interestingly, a piece of recent media coverage echoes this question, yet in an
        unexpected way. A Japanese newspaper article brought light to over fifty memorials in Nagano Prefecture that
        were built to commemorate those who died in the wartime Japanese emigration to Manchuria. Yet most of these
        monuments are today neglected, as the few who kept the associated memories are aging (Mainichi Japan, 13 August 2016). These memorials provided narratives that challenged the
        glorious history registered by those offshore heritage monuments in China. They revealed how the emigration to
        Manchuria, which was once promoted as a national policy, led to the deaths of more than 70,000 of those
        emigrants, who died as a result of harsh living conditions after the war. Nagano Prefecture sent the highest
        number of residents, some 33,000, to northeastern China. To this day, their voices – still largely marginalized
        – raise questions about heritage and memories concerning this contested territory in between Japan, China, and
        Russia. Judging from a few representations found in pop culture and artwork – films, TV series, etc. – the
        ongoing effort to connect with offshore heritage tends again to exclude the dark and focuses mainly on the
        glorious past. Even though sacrifices are presented, they are mainly selected for their being useful in telling
        stories of national heroes and patriots, rather than the underclass whose motivations for emigration might not
        be so grand and heroic.
      


      
        Being distant from Lushun and Taipei, the Japanese state, if it wishes to participate in narrating the past,
        can do little but support offshore representations like films and TV dramas. One notable example is
        Nippon Hōsō Kyōkai, a historical drama produced by NHK (the Japan Broadcasting
        Corporation) and adapted from Ryotaro Shiba’s novel Saka no ue no kumo in 2009. It
        illustrates how Japan tried hard to avoid colonization during its ultimately successful fight in the
        Russo-Japanese War. Much earlier, a filmed titled 203 High Lands, released in 1980,
        depicted the war as a hard-won success. Such works told a story that differs drastically from that illustrated
        by LRJP, whether we consider its birth in the 1970s or today. In a way, the way memories that have been
        recollected at LRJP echo what we considered as “corrective remembering” in Chapter 2.
      

    


    
      Conclusion: Punishment, War, and Memory


      
        Japanese are priding themselves in being citizens of a “peaceful and industrialized country” that rose from
        “the ashes like a phoenix.” As the primary source of Japan’s national pride, pacifism needs to be situated
        within the unresolved entanglement of present glory and past shame.
      


      
        (Kim, 2010, p. 53)
      


      
        As the above quote suggests, Japanese assessments of the past have been in constant flux, as the motivation and
        conditions involved in mobilizing, prosecuting, and ending the war remain covered (Hasegawa, 2005). Therefore,
        interpretations of the war are often ideologically loaded, swinging between the political right and left, and
        tending to present opposing views of the war (Kim, 2010, p. 55). Japanese society tends to seek to evade the
        conflicts between memory and pacifism in the context of war history, as Kim argues, avoiding rather than
        confronting the difficult past. In contrast, China and Korea try hard to unearth the same difficult past in
        which the Japanese remain deeply involved. In the case of Ahn Jung-geun, the search for remains is constantly
        posing a threat to Japan’s pacifism. Moreover, the way in which the heritage of war and death is preserved in
        and around LRJP serves as difficult, offshore heritage to both Japan and Korea, neither of which can tell the
        history of colonization and modernization without the other. What we have done here with the case of LRJP is to
        go beyond the patriotic narrative of the prison museum as an exemplar of war crimes. We demonstrate how the
        nationalist control of memory often cannot easily reach beyond its national border, and therefore encounters
        difficulties in maintaining a coherent project of heritage to serve a coherent project of memory. Nevertheless,
        Korea’s search for Ahn’s remains, and the related commemorative acts during the search in northeastern China,
        shows us the power of remembering in building up new alliances in the region, and even in bridging the divided
        territories of North and South Korea. It is beyond our knowledge to suggest whether or not the remains of Ahn
        will be identified eventually. But we believe that the case of Ahn buried under the broader context of the LRJP
        and its still-militarizing boundary serves as an important example through which we can understand the making
        and uses of difficult heritage.
      

    


    Note


    
      1 The US Army’s Terminal High-Altitude Area Defence (THAAD) system that has been deployed in
      South Korea, which caused debates and criticism by China in late 2017.
    

  


  
    5  Landscaping
    the State of Independence out of the Colonial Prison


    The Seodaemun Prison in Seoul


    
      Seodaemun Prison: A Root of Korean Independence


      
        
          Today marks the 99th anniversary of the March First Independence Movement. It is still in our hearts at this
          moment as a vivid and living memory. Each and every brick of Seodaemun Prison is etched with noble stories of
          defiance in the face of hardship and death. I feel like I can hear the chants for Korea’s independence now.
          Today, we are gathered here to commemorate the living, breathing spirit of this significant day in a historic
          place of the independence movement; we are not holding just a perfunctory ceremony.
        


        
          (Address by President Moon Jae-in on the
          

          ninety-ninth March First Independence
          

          Movement Day anniversary, 1 March 2018
          

          [Cheong Wa Dae, 2018]).
        

      


      
        Participants in the ceremony that followed President Moon’s emotional speech at Seodaemun Prison’s
        commemoration of the ninety-ninth anniversary of the March First Independence Movement wore Korean traditional
        clothes, waved the Korean flag, and chanted “Daehandongrip Manse” (Korean
        independence everlasting) together, as Korean independence activists had done first on 1 March 1919 (see
        Figure 5.1). The March First Independence Movement was the
        first nationwide manifestation of anti-Japanese resistance, advocating Korean independence from Japanese
        imperial power; approximately 3,000 participants in this movement were ultimately imprisoned (Seodaemun-gu
        District Office 2010, p. 24, and see Chapter 3). Hence, as
        Moon claimed, Seodaemun Prison is remembered as a symbolic place of the Korean Independence Movement against
        brutal Japanese repression.
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          Figure 5.1  Manse performance of
          the March First Independence Movement at the Independence Park on 1 March 2018. President Moon Jae-in and
          First Lady Kim Jung-sook participated in the Manse performance with citizens.
        


        
          Source: Cheong Wa Dae (the Blue House).
        

      


      
        However, despite the powerful connection between this historic event and the meaning of this place, 2018 marked
        the first time the prison had held such a ceremony (Lee, 2019). President Moon had driven this development,
        noting the public’s enthusiasm for Seodaemun Prison as a host site for March First Independence Movement
        commemorations. The South Korean government thus endeavored to reinforce the roots of Korean independence,
        grounding them in the particular site of this prison. Therefore, Seodaemun Prison has strong connotations
        signifying the origin of Korean independence.
      


      
        Seodaemun Prison (西大門, meaning “the West Gate” in both Kanji and Chinese) was the first modern prison and the
        largest colonial system of formal control created by the Japanese authorities. The prison was opened in 1908,
        following the Japan–Korea Protectorate Treaty signed in 1905, which enabled Japan to intervene in diplomatic
        and domestic affairs even before the formal Japanese annexation of Korea in 1910. Seodaemun Prison was designed
        by Shioten Gazma (四王天數馬), a Japanese planner (Nakahashi, 1936, pp. 127–129, quoted in Park, 2008, p. 95), and
        was initially built mostly in wood, its walls covered with boards attached to zinc sheets (Lee, 2016). The main
        office building and its annex covered eighty pyeong 1 (264.5 square meters) and a further 450 pyeong (1586.8 square
        meters) was occupied by the prison cells and buildings attached to the prison (Park, 2008, p. 95; Lee, 2016, p.
        291). In its initial form, the prison accommodated 500 prisoners. It was the largest prison in Korea, twice the
        size of any of the country’s eight other prisons in 1908 (the largest of which covered 298 pyeong (985.1 square meters)) (Lee, 2016; Park, 2015). The prison was extended and rebuilt to
        reflect the Japanese emphasis on structural safety and fireproofing after the 1923 Kanto earthquake in Japan,
        taking final form as a group of red-brick buildings accommodating 3,000 prisoners. Its shape incorporated
        “T”-shaped and radial elements, to facilitate surveillance (Park, 2015; Kim, 2000a; see Figure 5.3); “dangerous figures,” such as
        political offenders, were imprisoned here with the objective of separating them from society (Lee, 2016).
        Throughout the Japanese occupation, Seodaemun Prison was used in particular for the imprisonment, torture, and
        execution of people involved in the Korean Independence Movement.
      


      
        Throughout the postcolonial period, Seodaemun Prison remained in use as a prison until 1987, when physical
        deterioration led to its closure. The prison’s physical structure remained little changed from liberation until
        its closure; however, the postcolonial narratives attached to the Seodaemun Prison developed, deeply interwoven
        at all times with contemporary Korean political history (interview with Curator of Seodaemun Prison History
        Hall, Kim Tae-dong, 29 March 2017). After Korea’s liberation from Japanese rule in 1945, in less than a decade
        the country underwent division at the thirty-eighth parallel (1945), US military rule (1945–1948), the
        establishment of the Republic of Korea (1948), and the Korean War (1950–1953). After 1948, successive Korean
        presidents – particularly Syngman Rhee (1948–1960), Park Chung-hee (1963–1979), and Chun Doo-hwan (1980–1988) –
        added further trauma by pursuing political courses that hindered the development of Korean democracy. In the
        shift from the colonial to the postcolonial period, we see with the case of Seodaemun prison the development of
        complex memories and heritage concerning across the colonial period but the period thereafter.
      


      
        On announcing Seodaemun Prison’s impending closure in 1982, the government intended to sell the facility to
        fund the construction of a new prison (Im, 1986). Korean corporate conglomerates (Chaebeol) had already started to show intense interest in the site, keen to exploit its prime
        location for high-rise apartment development (Kyunghang Shinmun, 19 July 1986).
        Seodaemun Prison was thus under threat of destruction. Yet, following the “textbook controversy” in 1982,
        whereby the Japanese government tried to whitewash their imperial history, historians and civil organizations
        advocated for the site’s potential role in commemorating the Korean resistance and in counteracting Japan’s
        twisted history discourse (Gwon, 1987). Following debate between pro-preservation and pro-redevelopment groups
        (mainly the Seoul Metropolitan Government and developers), Seodaemun Prison was dramatically saved by a special
        edict of President Chun Doo-hwan on 20 March 1987, and given the opportunity for conversion into a heritage
        site (Kyunghang Shinmun on 21 March 1987). Lee’s detailed account (2019) of the
        heritagization of Seodaemun Prison demonstrates how this decision stemmed from President Chun’s own ambition to
        retroactively legitimate his military dictatorship (also see Burge, 2017). Chun had become president in 1980
        through a coup of 12 December 1979, imprisoning opponents in Seodaemun Prison. Instead of erasing his political
        errors by demolishing the prison, he sought to cover them over with new stories that glorified the
        accomplishments of Korean independence activists against the Japanese authorities. He also intended to use
        Seodaemun Prison to project a new image of Korea to foreign visitors in preparation for the 1988 Seoul Olympic
        Games (Lee, 2019).2
      


      
        The site was consequently partly converted to form the Seodaemun Independence Park (1992) and further developed
        with the 1998 opening of the Seodaemun Prison History Hall (hereafter SPHH). Since
        then, Seodaemun Prison has been seen in official and popular discourses alike as a core symbol of violence,
        fear, and trauma linked to Japanese imperial rule. In this sense, it can be seen as a memorial site –
        lieu de mémoire (Nora, 1989, 1996) – albeit a negative one (Lee, 2019).
      


      
        Seodaemun Prison represents one of the first cases of the Japanese legacy being acknowledged as a national,
        negative heritage site. SPHH was closed for revamping in 2008 and reopened in 2010, and has since hosted annual
        local commemoration events celebrating the March First Independence Movement and Independence Day (15 August).
        Through these transformations, Seodaemun Prison has been reborn as a “holy site of the Korean nation”
        (Minjokui Seongji in Korean), commemorating patriotic independence activists. The
        site has also emerged as a “dark tourism” attraction (Lolitasari and Yun, 2016; Yun, 1999), and as one of
        Korea’s most important heritage sites, a mandatory school-trip destination for Korean students learning about
        their domestic history. Moreover, Japanese tourists, including some Japanese politicians and religious leaders,
        visit the site to reflect on their own country's imperial history (e.g., Yoo, 2012).
      


      
        Paying particular attention to the intensified connotation of “Korean independence” in Seodaemun Prison in both
        official and public narratives, this chapter seeks to understand how Seodaemun Prison has been landscaped to
        acquire “independence” through its heritagization processes (1987–present). We examine how memories of each
        historic period (pre-colonial, Japanese colonial, and postcolonial) have been contested, selected, corrected,
        and visualized to intensify the meaning of “independence” in Seodaemun Prison during heritagization.
        Subsequently, we investigate how recent attempts to add new memories and narratives to the prison have
        generated conflicts among stakeholders, and how in turn these have affected the connotations of “independence”
        at Seodaemun Prison. Finally, we discuss the possibilities for expanding the meanings of independence that the
        prison represents.
      

    


    
      Independence Absorbed: Memories of the Daehan Empire


      
        This section addresses how memories of the Seodaemun Prison site were formed, and in turn how they were
        visually reconstructed during heritagization.
      


      
        First Symbols of Korean Independence During the Daehan Empire


        
          The name “Seodaemun” indicated the new prison’s location, west of Old Seoul City and remote from the city
          center. This site entailed significant meanings: it had been used to promote the nation’s sovereign
          independence and to reassert the power of the throne immediately before Japan’s annexation of Korea (Henry,
          2014, p. 25). During the Joseon Dynasty (1392–1897), the area that later accommodated Seodaemun Prison was
          used to host Chinese envoys, from the Ming dynasty (1386–1644) until the end of the Sino-Japanese War
          (1894–1895). In order to display honor and respect toward China, in 1407 the Joseon Dynasty established the
          Mohwagwan Hall (慕華館) to accommodate Chinese envoys and delegates; the Yeongeunmun
          Gate (迎恩門) was added in 1537. These two structures came to symbolize Korea’s obsequious diplomatic
          relationship with China (Park, 2008, p. 97), signifying China’s influence on Korean culture and politics
          (Lee, 2019).
        


        
          However, the site’s symbolic meaning changed dramatically during the Daehan Empire (1897–1910). Abandoning a
          500-year-old policy of seclusion, the Joseon Dynasty opened Korea’s ports to foreign traffic; the sudden
          influx of new cultures, technology, and transportation facilities that ensued wrought dramatic social and
          cultural changes throughout Korea. At the same time, the dynasty's sovereign power was severely
          threatened by powerful countries such as China, Japan, and Russia. At this dangerous time of imperialist
          intrusions, King Gojong in 1897 proclaimed the Joseon Dynasty as “the Daehan Empire” (大韓帝國), adopting the
          title of “Emperor Gwangmu” to promote the nation’s sovereignty and independence (Henry, 2014, p. 25).
        


        
          Meanwhile, Dr. Soh Jaipil, the first ethnic Korean to obtain US citizenship, in 1896 founded and led the
          Independence Association (Dongniphyeophoe), Korea’s first modern group for
          society and politics in Korea. According to articles in The Independence
          (Dongnipsinmun, 20 June 1896), the Association’s first English-language
          newspaper, the Association’s establishment aimed to celebrate Joseon’s final emergence as a country
          independent of China, due to the latter’s defeat of the Sino-Japanese War; their stated ambition was to
          construct an Independence Gate and Independence Park (e.g., Kim, 2012; Joo, 1992). This desire coincided with
          the Daehan Empire’s ambition to visibly manifest Korean independence, and it was fulfilled with Emperor
          Gwangmu’s approval (Joo, 1992). In 1879, the Independence Association constructed the Independence Gate as a
          symbol of Korean independence. Its shape imitates the Arc de Triomphe in Paris; it was located slightly to
          the north of the column bases that survived from the Yeongeunmun Gate, which had been largely demolished
          under the Gabo reformation in 1895 to show Korea’s abandonment of a position servile to China (The Records of the Japanese Minister to the Daehan Empire, 1 May 1895, quoted in Kim, 2012,
          p. 150, and see Figure 5.2A). In addition, the Independence
          Association changed the name of the Mohwagwan Hall to the Independence Hall; this site too had been closed
          during the Gabo Reform of 1894 but now found new life as a meeting place intended to cultivate public
          independence sentiment through lectures and discussions (CHA, 2003, p. 66; Kim, 2000a, p. 28).
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            Figure 5.2  Changes to the
            Independence Gate (A) during the Daehan Empire, (B) in 1935 during Japanese colonial rule, (C) in 1979 when
            plans were made for the Gate’s relocation to accommodate the construction of the Seongsan Bridge, and (D)
            in 1992 when the Independence Gate was relocated and rearranged, shifting seventy meters northwest of its
            original location. This is the current location.
          


          
            Source: Seoul Museum of History ((A) and (C)), Donga ilbo (B), and Yonhap News (D).
          

        


        
          Besides these projects, the Independence Association endeavored also to establish an Independence Park, with
          two symbolic icons to serve “as a physical expression of the statement ‘Joseon is an independent country’ to
          the world as well as the Koreans from generation to generation” (Seo, 1896, quoted in CHA, 2003, p. 131).
          Korean political scientist Jung Heon-joo and Korean historian Tae Ji-ho (2016) characterize these efforts as
          an aspiration toward Western modernity. Although they did not come fully to fruition, hampered by limited
          finances and the Association’s dispersal, at Emperor Gwangmu’s command, in 1898,3 the park was nonetheless transformed from a symbol of Chinese influence into a historic
          landmark emphasizing Korean independence.
        


        
          However, the area was destined rapidly for another symbolic shift: the Japanese authorities, following the
          signing of the Protectorate Treaty with Korea in 1905, chose this place newly established as a physical
          proclamation of Korean independence to signify Japanese colonial authority in Korea. Seodaemun Prison’s
          establishment in this area conferred on the site a new meaning: one that signified Japan as a new power that
          was in control of Korea, thereby superseding both Chinese superiority and any notion of Korean independence.
          Many Korean scholars and historians now describe the Japanese building of such a symbol of fear and violence
          in a place that had hitherto illustrated Korean independence as “disgraceful” (e.g., Park, 2008; CHA, 2003;
          Kim, 2000a).
        


        
          It is interesting to note that the Independence Gate survived and was heritagized during the colonial period
          while Seodaemun Prison was built as a visual manifestation of imperial penality control during Japanese
          imperial rule. Also, when the Independence Gate was in danger of collapse in 1928, the Japanese authorities
          carried out the first repairs to this gate since its construction (Donga ilbo, 20
          August 1928, quoted in Kim, 2012a, p. 161). Following several repairs, the Independence Gate was in 1936
          designated as a historic relic under the Treasures, Ancient Sites, Famous Places, and Natural Monuments Act
          (Donga ilbo, 24 May 1936, quoted in Kim, 2012a, p. 161). Both Korean history
          journalist Gwon Gi-bong (2011) and Korean historian Jung Sang-woo4 indicate
          that the survival and protection of the Independence Gate were possible only because the Japanese authorities
          viewed it as a symbol of independence from China, and sought to project themselves as defenders of Korea’s
          independence from China.
        


        
          It is important to spell out the Japanese approach to managing the Independence Gate. When Seodaemun Prison
          was opened in 1908, the Japanese authorities drove in stakes and installed barbed-wire fencing around the
          Gate, limiting public access (Kim, 2012a, p. 160; see Figure
          5.2B). This could be seen as a way of protecting the Gate from accidental damage, but the measures seem
          disproportionate to this goal. It serves too as an interesting visual metaphor for the relationship between
          Japan and Korea as its protectorate: Korea’s independence was trapped. Another
          dimension of this is illustrated in the Japanese response to activities on the March First anniversary: when
          Korean young adults decorated the Gate in the national colors and draped it with flags and independence
          slogans (Donga ilbo, 15 July 1924, quoted in Kim, 2012a, p. 160), suggesting a
          Korean interpretation of the site as a symbol of independence not only from China but from other foreign
          nations – such as Japan – Japanese police used firefighters’ hoses to blast the Gate with water, risking
          cracking to its right column (Donga ilbo, 16 September 1925, quoted in Kim,
          2012a, p. 160). The Japanese authorities’ aggression in erasing these traces of Korean independence activity
          at the Gate betray their grasp of the Koreans’ perceptions of the site, and their endeavors to minimize the
          symbolic meanings that the Independence Gate originally conveyed (e.g., Kim, 2010).
        

      

      
        Repositioning the Independence Gate and Seodaemun Prison in Postcolonial Years


        
          After liberation, Seodaemun Prison remained in use as a symbol of fear and violence, and the Independence
          Gate beside it also endured. Although the Independence Gate was designated as national historic site no. 32
          in 1963, it was generally neglected and its meaning gradually forgotten. Urban development priorities
          predominated over cultural heritage protection in the 1970s, and the Independence Gate and Yeongeunmun Gate
          remains were isolated by a road-widening project in 1970, and in 1979 – despite protestations from historians
          and architects (e.g., Han, 2009a) – shifted seventy meters northwest to accommodate the construction of the
          Seongsan Bridge (Yu, 2004; see Figure 5.2C and D).
        


        
          The neglected and forgotten area surrounding Seodaemun Prison revived from 1987, when President Chun Doo-hwan
          issued a preservation edict for the Seodaemun Prison site and mandated the relocation of Seodaemun Prison to
          Uiwang-si (Lee, 2019; Burge, 2017; Jung and Tae, 2016). Instead of preserving the entire Seodaemun Prison
          site, the master plan was to convert this site into a “history park,” distinct from an ordinary public park
          (Lee, 2019; Burge, 2017).5 Korean sociologist Shin Yong-ha, who headed the
          history park plan, suggested that a reconstructed “Seodaemun Independence Park” should enshrine the memories
          of Seodaemun Prison and Korean independence activists’ patriotic spirits, a scheme based on the Independence
          Association’s original Independence Park plan (Shin, 1999, p. 101). Therefore, when the park was opened to
          celebrate Liberation Day on 15 August 1992, the Independence Gate became the main symbol again, as it had
          been during the Daehan Empire. The Independence Hall that had been torn down in 1935 was reconstructed, 350
          meters from its original place.
        


        
          Today, on emerging from the fourth exit of the Independence Gate station, visitors are confronted with the
          Seodaemun Independence Park, a Mecca symbolizing the Korean victory over Japanese authorities. This park is
          dominated by five structures symbolizing Korean independence from Japan: the Independence Gate; a statue of
          Dr. Soh Jaipil, the founder of the Independence Association; the Memorial to the March First Independence
          Movement; the Independence Hall; and the Monument to Patriotic Martyrs. This park can be called “a pilgrimage
          of Korean independence,” considering the symbolic structures’ location. In
          particular, the Independence Gate serves as the entrance to the park, and the Independence Hall is located
          in the center. It holds an ancestral tablet inscribing the names of patriotic martyrs, which helps visitors
          to join a daily commemoration ritual. What these two structures underwent during the colonial period is
          forgotten, and with the other structures they contribute to a mainstream storytelling that proclaims Korea’s
          final achievement of independence and victory after a long struggle.
        

      
    


    
      Independence Incorporated into Memories of Japanese Colonial Rule


      
        Modernizing Punishment and Oppressing the Independence Movement during Japanese Rule


        
          After the Protectorate Treaty with Japan was signed in 1905, the number of rebellions against Japanese power
          by the Royal Troops Resistance (Uibyeong) began to rise sharply throughout Korea
          (cf. Park, 2008). Eager to prevent these riots, the Japanese authorities sought an effective system to
          repress the Korean Independence Movement (Kim, 2000a; Park, 2008). It was at this time that Seodaemun Prison
          was established, in 1908, to mark the start of a modern, centralized Japanese judicial system.
        


        
          Although Seodaemun Prison was the largest “standard prison” built by the Japanese in Korea, it was built in a
          time of crisis for the Japanese government, stemming from the excessive expense of the Russo-Japanese War
          (1904–1905). Hence, the exterior was unimpressive when compared to the domestic Meiji prisons, and the
          building suffered from overcrowding. As many Japanese officials averred during inspection tours in the 1910s,
          Seodaemun Prison looked like “a temporary building,” with its weak structure made not of brick but zinc
          (Hara-zō, 1917, pp. 123–124, quoted in Lee, 2016, p. 293). According to records made by Nakahashi in 1936,
          limited capacity obliged groups of seven or more prisoners per pyeong, a space of
          3.3 square meters (Nakahashi, 1936, pp. 172–174, quoted in Lee, 2016, p. 294). Seeking an instant solution,
          the Japanese authorities quickly released Korean prisoners, after employing on them traditional punishment
          methods (e.g., flogging and lashing); the prison in this decade thus functioned more as a temporary detention
          center than a proper modern prison (Lee, 2016, p. 294). Disgruntled with conditions in the overcrowded
          prison, Korean inmates expressed their anti-Japanese sentiments by vandalizing the facilities and through
          group chanting (Nakahashi, 1936, pp. 172–174, quoted in Lee, 2016, p. 294). This shows that the anti-Japanese
          movement – and the Japanese policy of oppressing it – continued in the prison.
        


        
          It was only following the outbreak of the March First Independence Movement in 1919 that actions were taken
          to improve conditions inside the prison. As noted above, the March First Independence Movement was the first
          peaceful nationwide movement advocating Korean independence. The Japanese responded to it with violent
          repression, imprisoning participants in Seodaemun Prison and subjecting them to torture, flogging, and
          overcrowding. When evidence of this was revealed both domestically and internationally (via Western
          missionaries; Choi, 2012, and see Chapter 3), Western
          imperialists who acted as international inspectors on Japanese imperial rule strongly denounced the Japanese
          administration as violent and barbarous: the Japanese Government-General of Korea responded with a
          large-scale expansion of Seodaemun Prison from 1919 to 1922 (Lee, 2016; Park, 2015). Following a first
          extension from 1915 to 1918, which did not seem to satisfy Western critics, Seodaemun Prison appears to have
          been extended and refitted three more times, according to blueprints that have been recovered (Lee, 2016;
          Park, 2015; Seodaemun-gu District, 2009; see Figure 5.3).
          Consequently, in 1936, Seodaemun Prison incorporated fifty buildings across 16,500 pyeong (55,000 square meters; an area thirty-four times larger than the initial model) and
          accommodated 2,500 prisoners (five times more than at first opening). Instead of zinc walls, this prison was
          recognized by its four-meter red-brick walls and panoptic guard tower, and the Japanese authorities trumpeted
          its extensive scale and new modern facilities, calling it a “modern prison” or “prisoners’ apartment,” to
          the Korean society (Chosun ilbo, 12 May 1935).
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            Figure 5.3  The development of
            Seodaemun Prison from 1908 to 1987: floor plans.
          


          
            Source: Seodaemun Prison History Hall.
          

        


        
          Despite this aggressive expansion, Seodaemun Prison continued to suffer from overcrowding issues throughout
          the entire colonial period. Considering that 87.73 percent of inmates were “political offenders,” meaning
          participants in the Korean Independence Movement, this overcrowding is closely related to the consistently
          increasing number of Korean independence activists throughout the period (Park, 2016a, p. 94). Seodaemun
          Prison had indeed been designed specifically to control a large number of Korean independence activists,
          having 242 solitary confinement cells to separate political prisoners from ordinary
          criminals (Lee, 2016; Park, 2015). It also had the largest number of female cellblocks in Korea, intended to
          hold female independence activists (see Park, 2014). These prisoners had diverse political leanings and
          strategies, as socialists, communists, and nationalists. Seodaemun Prison can be seen as a painful and
          traumatic container, holding memories of the restraining and crushing of the resistance, that imprinted fear
          and violence more broadly. Meanwhile, Seodaemun Prison itself was the repository of the abundant stories of
          the Korean Independence Movement, not limited by either gender or ideology.
        

      

      
        The Transformation of Seodaemun Prison: Colonial and Independence Memories After Closure


        
          After its closure in 1987, the Seodaemun Prison site, freighted with its powerful colonial memories, was
          heritagized along with the presidentially mandated formation of the Independence Park (Lee, 2019; Burge,
          2017). Although civil groups endeavored to preserve the authenticity of the entire prison site, over 80
          percent of it was in fact damaged in developing the Independence Park (e.g., Jeong, 1992; Joo, 1992; Kim,
          1992). During the 1980s, when this development took place, the Seoul Metropolitan Government tended to
          prioritize urban development planning, the city’s aesthetic condition, and efficiency over heritage
          protection (Lee, 2019). While ninety-two buildings deemed less significant in terms of culture and history
          were slated for destruction (Heo, 1991), the ninth, tenth, and eleventh jails and an execution ground were on
          27 February 1988 together designated as a national historic site (no. 324) (CHA, 2006). The underground
          prison building and the channel that connected the execution ground to the back gate was restored, while
          designated portions of the prison walls and a watchtower was conserved – these structures being considered
          symbolic and significant (Lee, 2019). From 1992 onward these surviving prison structures became components of
          the Independence Park and were used as a temporary exhibition place (Jo, 1995). When it was decided that the
          remaining Seodaemun Prison buildings would be reused as a history hall in 1995 (Ahn, 1999), the SPHH was
          opened in 1998, espousing the motto “Remember the Japanese occupation as a Korean shameful legacy, and do not
          repeat painful history” (Ahn, 1998, p. 17). With the establishment of the SPHH, the meaning of the
          Independence Park was intensified as a history park connoting victory and independence, focusing only on
          colonial memories of this site and “occluding its postcolonial [memories] in the site’s public narratives”
          (Burge, 2017, p. 37).
        


        
          Emphasizing the Japanese repression of Korean independence activists, the SPHH used wax figures to directly
          depict the torture of Korean independence activists by Japanese prison officials in the underground chambers.
          This provided the audience with very vivid impressions recalling torture, rather than victorious history,
          although the SPHH sought to present the history of the Independence Movement in the main exhibition (Lee,
          2019). In 2007, however, acknowledging the need to transform these rather violent display styles and restore
          the original site as it was during the colonial period, Seoul Metropolitan
          Government and Seodaemun-gu District launched a collaborative project to reform the Independence Park (Ryu,
          2012). The SPHH was reopened in 2010 with a new display style; the site today is open to visitors in its
          partially reconstructed state (see Figure 5.4).
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            Figure 5.4  The outline of the
            Independence Park and Seodaemun Prison History Hall.
          


          
            Source: The floorplan of Independence Park provided by Seodaemun Prison History Hall, photo and
            illustration by Shu-Mei Huang and Hyun Kyung Lee (illustrated in January 2019).
          

        


        
          We can identify three major changes in how colonial rule at Seodaemun Prison is remembered following the
          reopening in 2010. First, direct depictions of violent torture were replaced with indirect methods, with new
          historic scenes removing most of the wax figures and including only instruments of torture and brief
          explanations of their use. The SPHH curator Kim Tae-dong explained that this new, less direct style would
          provide space for exhibition visitors to build up more diverse stories about the site and the history it
          represents (interview, 10 September 2011; Lee 2019). During the 2008–2010 restoration project, the SPHH
          endeavored to alter Seodaemun Prison’s image from one as a place of torture to one about the lives of Korean
          independence activists during their imprisonment (interview with Kim Tae-dong, 15 August 2012; Lee 2019).
          Whilst the previous display style depicting scenes of violent torture tended to intensify the dichotomy
          between harsh Japanese officials and victimized Korean independence activists, conveying their stories
          through memoirs, diaries, and artifacts relating to their lives (such as clothes and shoes) may help visitors
          to break the strong dichotomy, and to make a personal connection with independence activists – not as heroic
          figures but as ordinary people.
        


        
          Second, the SPHH has gradually tried to include diverse stories from the independence movement, including
          those of participants affiliated with communism and socialism. Immediately after liberation in 1945, Korea
          entered a Cold War phase characterized by intense ideological struggles and was divided into North and South
          Korea. With anti-communist politics predominating in South Korea, the stories of communist and socialist
          independence activists, many of whom defected to North Korea, were deliberately excluded from the narratives
          of the SPHH in its 1998 incarnation. Their stories, though still relatively scantily represented, have at
          least been selectively available to SPHH visitors from 2010 onward (including the history of Lee Jae-yu, head
          of Korea’s communist Independence Movement, as well as the stories of the Japanese Professor Miyake Sikanoske
          of Gyeongseong Imperial University, and the Japanese prison official Gato Ichiro who helped Lee Jae-yu)
          (Park, 2015, p. 144). Due to the ideological conflicts in South Korea, their stories had hitherto been erased
          from official narratives of the Korean Independence Movement since the country’s division; they remain
          sensitive. Meanwhile the SPHH has managed to deal carefully with their heretofore forgotten memories,
          acknowledging Seodaemun Prison’s particularity as a place shared in the memories of diverse independence
          activists, regardless of their ideological leanings.
        


        
          The third change in commemoration following the reopening concerns the narration of female independence
          activists’ stories, which has changed from a recitation of rote “self-sacrificing heroine” archetypes,
          focused on the symbolic patriotic martyr Yu Gwansun, to a more subtle engagement with lesser-known women’s
          stories. Yu Gwansun was imprisoned and died in Seodaemun Prison after joining the March First Independence
          Movement; in the 1990s, a cell attributed as hers was more or less the only part of the women’s cellblocks to
          have escaped destruction (Burge, 2017, p. 43). Female involvement in the independence movement was thus
          collapsed into the case of this single female heroine, who could be understood in the context of
          “anti-colonial nationalism,” idealizing “the self-sacrificing woman who [was] devoted to the national
          liberation struggle,” as Elaine Kim and Chungmoo Choi have put it (Kim and Choi, 1998, quoted in Burge, 2017,
          p. 43). However, in 2013, the women’s cellblock building was restored to its original state, and since then
          unknown female activists’ stories have been exhibited in the restored women’s cellblock. It is important to
          note the particular exhibition room called “the mirror room,” designed to help visitors connect and
          communicate with female activists through mirroring that visitors can see other female activists photos
          displayed in the room if they reflect in their mirrors (interview with Kim Tae-dong, who was in charge of its
          design and planning, 5 November 2016). A section outside the female cellblock allows visitors to write a
          letter to female independence activists, and in turn to hang and display it. This seems to make an emotional
          and personal connection between visitors and female independence activists, judging by the tones and wordings
          of the displayed letters (for example, “Thanks for your sacrifice and courage,” and “I am sympathetic with
          your pain and fear in Seodaemun Prison. Owing to you, we are safe and in peace now. Korean Independence
          Manse!” [field note, 4 March 2017]).
        


        
          We can see, then, how powerfully colonial memories of Seodaemun Prison are generated through the place of the
          SPHH, and how the SPHH seems to complete the meaning of the Independence Park as a history park. Combining
          the aforementioned five structures symbolizing Korean independence, the SPHH acted as a sacred site to
          celebrate national independence and victory from Japanese imperial rule and to support a national myth that
          held that everyone resisted and no one collaborated (Shin and Robinson, 1999, p. 7). Despite the fact that
          some colonial memories of Seodaemun Prison have been excluded in the SPHH, the hall’s treatment of colonial
          memories, at least in relation to gender and ideologies, has been broadened and diversified. Strengthening
          the official narratives, the SPHH attracts not only Korean visitors, who seek to learn their history so as
          not to repeat it, but also Japanese visitors, from students to religious and political leaders, who reflect
          on the “misdeeds of the Japanese Empire” (Kim, 2001). Keeping in mind how the colonial memories of Seodaemun
          Prison are carefully narrated and protected, let us move to the postcolonial memories of Seodaemun Prison.
        

      
    


    
      Independence Contested: Memories under Military Dictatorship


      
        Hidden Memories of the Postcolonial Incarceration under the Military Dictatorship


        
          Over two days immediately after the liberation, 15 and 16 August 1945, Korean independence activists who had
          been imprisoned in Seodaemun Prison were released, and Seodaemun Prison became a place for emancipation and
          independence from the Japanese Empire. However, from the arrival of the US troops in October 1945, the prison
          transformed into a place that represented a harsh battlefield for ideological conflicts. Under US military
          rule (1945–1948) and amid the country’s division, left–right ideological conflicts presaged a sharply
          increasing number of assassinations, acts of terrorism, and public uprisings (Kim, 2011, p. 19).
          Consequently, the number of political prisoners, mainly communists, rose dramatically, and some prisoners who
          had been independence activists were again incarcerated on ideological grounds (Lee, 2019; Kim, 2011; Shim,
          1994).
        


        
          Later, after the Republic of Korea was founded on 15 August 1948, Seodaemun Prison still remained a
          significant site in the continuing ideological struggles. It is interesting to note that the Republic of
          Korea started to try pro-Japanese collaborators during 1948 and 1949: the process, though, did not go well,
          and most convicts were jailed only briefly (not least because many pro-Japanese collaborators worked with the
          regime of South Korea’s first president (1948–1960) Syngman Rhee (Lee, 2019). Seodaemun Prison was partly
          damaged during the Korean War (1950–1953), and thereafter was closely interwoven into contemporary Korean
          political history, under the regimes of successive presidents (Rhee, Park Chung-hee (1963–1979), and Chun
          Doo-hwan (1980–1988)). In particular, from the 1960s to the 1980s, two military dictatorships used Seodaemun
          Prison to incarcerate those who opposed government policy, and one of this volume’s authors points out that these regimes “reused” the fear and intimidation that had accrued to
          Seodaemun Prison under the Japanese authorities (Lee, 2019). As such, Seodaemun Prison during the
          postcolonial period became a symbol of fear and violence again, but in quite a different context from the
          colonial times. In an interesting twist, though, five Korean presidents actually spent time as inmates at
          Seodaemun Prison, some of whom subsequently sought to “use” it in this way. Park Chung-hee was imprisoned in
          1948, Kim Young-sam (1993–1998) in 1963, Kim Dae-jung (1998–2003) in 1980, and Lee Myung-bak (2008–2013) in
          1964; the current incumbent President, Moon Jae-in, was imprisoned there in 1975 for four months (Moon,
          2017). Although these five were held in the same prison, their experiences are differently associated with
          contemporary Korean political history. In order to help understand the postcolonial dynamics of Seodaemun
          Prison, we approach these complicated stories through the lens of these presidents’ incarceration
          experiences.
        


        
          Park Chung-hee, among Korean history’s most controversial figures, was incarcerated in 1948 due to his
          membership in the South Korea Labor Party (Namrodang) (Yu, 2014). Syngman Rhee’s
          anti-communist policy of the time crowded Seodaemun Prison with communist inmates, and the South Korea Labor
          Party was classified as a Communist Party: Park was tortured and imprisoned for four months. However, when
          Park seized power, his position was changed from prisoner to perpetrator. He used Seodaemun Prison to
          incarcerate democracy activists who opposed his military dictatorship; it was under him that Lee Myung-bak,
          Kim Young-sam, and Moon Jae-in were imprisoned (see Moon, 2017; Kim, 2015; Kim, 2008). Subsequently, Kim
          Dae-jung (the 2000 Nobel Peace Prize recipient), who fought against the country’s military regimes, was
          sentenced to death on a charge of conspiracy toward a rebellion under the military regime of Chun Doo-hwan
          (1980–1987).
        


        
          These stories reveal to some extent how the complicated postcolonial memories of Seodaemun Prison interweave
          with South Korea’s political history. Hence, whilst left-leaning politicians evaluate the political offenders
          of the postcolonial period (to 1987) as democratic activists to be admired, right-leaning politicians regard
          them negatively, as opponents of the government (see e.g., Kim, 2000a; interviews with Kim Woon-seong and Kim
          Seo-gyeong, sculptors of a Statue of Peace depicting comfort women on 18 September 2012). These divided
          perspectives bring about further memory conflicts in heritagization efforts to reconstruct the memories of
          Seodaemun Prison in the postcolonial period.
        


        
          Small Signs on Remembering the Hidden Memories under Military Dictatorship


          
            It is only since 2010 that Seodaemun Prison has featured at the SPHH. Although Seodaemun Prison was used
            for 42 years during the postcolonial period – longer than its 37-year history under Japanese rule –
            postcolonial memories are still summed up in a single panel in the SPHH (Lee, 2019). However, their
            inclusion still constitutes a milestone in the unfolding of the prison’s hidden memories. Efforts to remember the postcolonial period have appeared in the endeavors of the SPHH and
            Seodaemun-gu District since the reopening, including a commemorative “Independence and Democracy Festival”
            on Independence Day and in temporary exhibitions relating to the Korean democracy movements. More recently,
            with the 2017 transfer of power from former President Park Geun-hye (Park Chung-hee’s daughter) to Moon
            Jae-in, Seodaemun Prison History Hall has gained a little more freedom to revitalize postcolonial memories
            through lecture series and more frequent temporary exhibitions (interview with Director Park Kyeong-mok on
            5 September 2017). Director Park mentioned that more structured and academic studies on the postcolonial
            Seodaemun Prison would be required to develop the exhibitions in the SPHH (interview on 5 September 2017).
            As “memory of the post-colonial authoritarian period remains far more fractured and contentious, with no
            unifying cultural script” compared to the contemporary South Korean institutional memory of the colonial
            period (Burge, 2017, p. 56), it is obviously not easy for heritage and commemoration efforts to accommodate
            all the difficult transitions between changing regimes. Nevertheless, the SPHH seems to be embarking on a
            new journey to attempt this.
          

        
      
    


    
      Contested Heritage-Scape: Keeping Independence “Pure”


      
        We have examined how memories of three periods (the Daehan Empire, Japanese colonial period, and postcolonial
        period) were formed at the site of Seodaemun Prison, and how each memory has been reconstructed through
        heritagization (at the Independence Park and SPHH). We have seen how the ways of remembering colonial and
        postcolonial memories have varied and developed, although the glorification of Korean independence is still
        emphasized. Moving from a focus on memory formation and management concerning these three periods, we turn now
        to the current memory politics of the site’s entire heritage-scape. In particular, we examine two recent cases
        representing efforts to deal with newly added memories that would affect the memory-scape of Independence Park:
        the establishment of a “comfort women” museum and the preservation of Okbaraji
        alley (hereafter Okbaraji).
      


      
        The Sanctification of Independence, Excluding Comfort Women


        
          On 10 September 2011, Lee, one of the authors, was talking to one of the SPHH officials about the
          heritagization of the Independence Park and the SPHH. The conversation touched on recent memory conflicts
          around the proposed establishment of a War and Women’s Human Rights Museum (the so-called “comfort women”
          museum) at the park. The proposal had failed due to opposition from the male-dominated and conservative
          heritage associations. The topic was clearly well-worn: One of the authors was involved in similar
          conversations with female historians several times, whenever talking about research interests in Seodaemun
          Prison (e.g., personal notes on 7 February 2016 and 21 February 2017). Those who
          raised this issue seemed to denounce the final decision to block the establishment of the comfort women
          museum.
        


        
          The term “comfort women” refers to those who were forced into “military sexual slavery” by the Japanese
          military during the Second World War (House of Nanum, n.d.). Intentionally
          forgotten and hidden until the 2000s, the stories of “comfort women” are now widely known not only to the
          domestic public, but to international society, and have become an icon, symbolizing the unresolved past
          between Japan and Korea. In 2004, attempting to publicize the comfort women issue, the Korean Council for
          Women Drafted for Military Sexual Slavery by Japan (hereafter Korean Council) officially launched a plan for
          a War and Women’s Human Rights Museum, projected as “a space for remembering surviving comfort women’s
          history, educating the public about their stories, and resolving this issue” (The War and Women’s Human
          Rights Museum website, quoted in Jung and Tae, 2016, p. 229). A ground-breaking ceremony was even held in
          March 2009 in the Independence Park, approved by the Seoul Metropolitan Government. However, the project then
          halted in the face of opposition from both the Korean Liberation Association and the Patriotic Martyrs’
          Bereaved Family Association, and due to financial difficulties (Kukmin ilbo, 11
          August 2010, quoted in Kim, 2010, p. 178). The Korean Liberation Association urged that the establishment of
          the comfort women museum in the Independence Park would diminish the meaning of the independence movement and
          defame patriotic martyrs’ honor (Kukmin ilbo, 3 November 2008, quoted in Kim,
          2010, p. 178). The other Association insisted that its establishment was inappropriate in this “holy site of
          independence” (Ohmynews, 12 March 2011, quoted in Jung and Tae, 2016, p. 229). As
          the SPHH curator Kim Tae-dong recalled, those who opposed the project argued that the memory of the comfort
          women was too shameful to feature in a national historic site, and that the comfort women did not contribute
          to Korean independence (interview, 10 September 2011). These opinions reflected the Korean patriarchal
          perspective that regarded comfort women as “impure” as the context of a chastity ideology, and were denounced
          by the Korean Council and the supporters of comfort women. The debate expanded into conflicts in Korea’s
          wider gender discourse (e.g., Kim, 2010).
        


        
          This debate can be interpreted as another memory struggle concerning the Independence Park, as some Korean
          scholars point out (e.g., Jung and Tae, 2016; Kim, 2010; Han, 2009). Through decades of heritagization, the
          Seodaemun Prison site was used to form what became well-established and strongly structured colonial memories
          related to the glorification of the Korean Independence Movement. This process has been called “the
          sanctification project” (Lee, 2019), and is strongly connected to the “recovery of honor” that is “the
          overriding mnemonic task in contemporary South Korea” as Schwartz and Kim (2010, p. 20) indicate. Hence, we
          acknowledge that the opposition groups did not want to include “weak” victims (comfort women) in the
          Independence Park’s heroic narratives. In addition, we note that the Independence Park seems to have a strong
          instinctive rejection of new memories that harm and complicate the homogeneous narratives of “Korean
          independence.” Along with the new memories’ exclusion, the heritage-scape of the
          Independence Park (including the SPHH) seems to help purify and maintain the state of “independence.”
        

      

      
        Forgotten Stories of Okbaraji


        
          In 2017, the Okbaraji debates, pitting preservation against redevelopment, drew
          our attention to a site across the street from Seodaemun Prison, where a wealth of forgotten stories
          concerning the prison’s history were lurking. Okbaraji (literally “prison
          support”) stands opposite Seodaemun Prison, a 90-year-old neighborhood of houses, inns, and restaurants in
          which prisoners’ families and comrades came for lengthy stays, to provide prisoners with food and clothes
          (Park, 2017, p. 43). This area was formed in the 1920s and 1930s, and features considerable relevance to the
          history of the Korean Independence Movement: activists’ families, including that of the independence leader
          Kim Gu, lodged here to support their incarcerated relatives. The area also features in the memories of
          pro-democracy activists’ families under the military dictatorship of the 1960s and 1970s. As young historians
          point out, Okbaraji represented “an act of solidarity that prevented the inmates
          from being isolated from society” and the efforts of those who stayed there were “an important action to keep
          the prisoners healthy, both physically and mentally” (Park, 2017, p. 43; further details in Jeon, 2016 and
          Takeshi, 2016). Hence, Okbaraji has a particular place identity that represents
          the ordinary life stories of independence activists and their personal supporters, in parallel with the
          official narratives of the independence movement.
        


        
          The Okbaraji Alley Conservation Committee (hereafter the Okbaraji Committee), organized in January 2016, tried to prove the historic value of
          Okbaraji and argued that preserving it would enrich the independence movement
          stories at the Seodaemun Prison site. However, pro-redevelopment groups contented that verbal testimony was
          unscientific and insufficient (interviews with Seoul Metropolitan Government public officer and SPHH officer,
          quoted from Park, 2017, p. 44; Kim, 2016). The Okbaraji Committee located crucial
          material showing that Korean communist independence activists regularly stayed in the Youngcheon Inn in
          Okbaraji, and that Jeong Ryeong-san, who was involved in the KAPE movement (Korea
          Artista Proleta Federatio), had lived in Okbaraji (Kim, 2017; Kim, 2016).
          However, their efforts to preserve the area were ultimately fruitless. The anti-gentrification activist Kim
          Eunseon has argued that this outcome reflects the intentional erasure of socialist and communist
          contributions to the independence movement from official history, a relic of the Korean War and a strong
          residual McCarthyism (Kim, 2017, p. 45): The Okbaraji memories did not fit with
          the official narratives of the Independence Park, so its significance and value were not accepted among the
          colonial and postcolonial memories of Seodaemun Prison either. As a result, the attempt to expand the
          heritage-scape of the Independence Park to include Okbaraji finally failed. In
          sum, both cases demonstrate how the Independence Park excludes material to preserve the homogeneous and
          official narratives of Korean independence. Such memory politics can be characterized as “corrective remembering” (as in Chapter 2), and contributes to the powerful heritage-scape of “independence.”
        

      
    


    
      Expanded Independence: Toward Peace, Reconciliation, and Reunification


      
        We have a huge root in the form of the March First Independence Movement. It is the root of the nation that
        brought liberation and popular sovereignty. […] There are also numerous candles that illuminated the path we
        walk along together in this area. […] With the capability and confidence of the people, I will turn the March
        First Independence Movement and the 100th anniversary of the founding of the Republic of Korea into a new
        starting line for the establishment of a permanent peace regime and prosperity based on peace.
      


      
        (Address by President Moon Jae-in on the ninety-ninth
        

        March First Independence Movement Day anniversary,
        

        1 March 2018 [Cheong Wa Dae, 2018]).
      


      
        It is not easy to simply and clearly comprehend the case of Seodaemun Prison, given its complexity as a prison
        and a place. The shifting landscape in which it belongs has embodied the changes between Japanese colonial
        rule; it instantiates postcolonial memories, contestation, and of course South Korea’s difficult
        nation-building processes amid shifting international and domestic political climates. Seodaemun Prison is also
        a representative example of how painful and traumatic memories are transformed into a national heritage site.
        As seen in its heritagization, Seodaemun Prison is reborn as the Independence Park, which acts as a powerful
        supporter of institutionalized colonial memories; the applied memory politics are rather rigid and exclusive,
        despite the SPHH’s efforts to narrate varied memories of both the colonial and postcolonial periods. Hence, the
        Independence Park seems to be trapped in the official meaning of “Korean independence from Japan.”
      


      
        However, we see Seodaemun Prison now springing up onto a different level of memorialization. As seen above in
        his address, President Moon Jae-in has expanded the meaning of “independence” from a static state rooted in the
        colonial past to a dynamic one operative in the present, one that brings about not only liberation but also
        democracy and economic development. Preparing for the centennial celebrations of the March First Independence
        Movement, Moon foresaw that the root of independence would lead South Korea to permanent peace, reconciliation
        with Japan, and national prosperity. Therefore, the idea of Seodaemun Prison symbolizing “independence”
        expands, with greater freedom to remember independence in more diverse ways. Escaping from a history of rather
        conservative and stubborn memory management, we hope that Seodaemun Prison will share its memories with other
        colonial prisons in East Asia, and that its role can be further developed as a peacemaker in the postcolonial
        East Asian context. Lastly, it should not be forgotten that Seodaemun Prison is a site of shared heritage
        between North and South Korea, as Korean historian Han Hong-gu Han, 2009b) has
        pointed out: Shared stories of the independence movement were inscribed in this site before Korea’s division,
        regardless of participants’ ideological differences. Hence, this site could be a crucial memorial site for
        bridging memories shared between the two Koreas, which hints that the site’s heritagization should not be
        static but remain dynamic and open to new meanings, for the present and the future.
      

    


    Notes


    
      
        1 The pyeong (坪, 3.3 square meters) is the Korean/Chinese
        standard unit for land measurement.
      


      
        2 For more details on the heritagization of Seodaemun Prison, see Burge (2017) and Lee
        (2019).
      


      
        3 On the political conflict between Emperor Gwangmu and the Independence Association, see
        De Ceuster (2000).
      


      
        4 For details on Jung Sang-woo’s work, see the website http://contents.koreanhistory.or.kr/id/R0020
      


      
        5 For further details on the heritagization of Seodaemun Prison, please see Burge (2017)
        and Lee (2019).
      

    

  


  
    6  Memories
    Displaced at the Colonial Margin


    The Cases in Taiwan


    
      Staging Penal Reform at the Colonial Margin


      
        Taiwan, once a colony of Imperial Japan, marked the margin of the empire and also the forefront of its colonial
        experiments in the name of modernity. Among other experiments inspired by lessons imported from the West, penal
        reform occupied a special place in the Japanese Empire’s institutional learning and manifested itself clearly
        on the urban landscape in Taiwan during the first half of the twentieth century. By adopting the idea of
        “correction” – the modern, civilized, and humane interpretation of punishment – the colonial Japanese
        government initiated the institutionalization of imprisonment and, interestingly, echoed the implementation in
        its colonies of urban planning (a concept represented in Japanese Kanji by characters meaning literally “city
        corrected”). As post-war urbanization unfolded, the difficult memories of the imposed penal landscape were
        mostly covered, displaced, demolished, or selectively ignored until the last decade, when its relics have begun
        to attract public attention. Attending to this emergent interest in the historical buildings related to
        colonial prisons in Taiwan, this chapter observes that the trend seemingly adapts the penal landscape into a
        whole new urban preservation project, which, however, “others” place memories of correction and imprisonment
        and, arguably, refabricates the urban footprint of colonial modernity. Engaging with the notions of “carceral
        re-tasking” and “grades of remembering” developed earlier, the chapter examines four focal cases to illuminate
        how places of imprisonment and colonial experiments are turned into a usable carceral past while the concept of
        “correction” remains untouched, or, worse still, is uncritically reinforced in the course of preserving the
        penal landscape.
      

    


    
      Contextualizing the Modernization of Correction and Colonialism


      
        The Qing Empire began setting up its administration in Taiwan in 1684, yet, Qing rule of Taiwan remained
        relatively loose until the mid-nineteenth century. At that time, the prisons built in Taiwan were relatively
        small and intended only for short-term incarceration of prisoners awaiting punishment or execution. The modern
        form of punishment by imprisonment was introduced to the Qing administration in the
        early twentieth century by Japanese experts only when Taiwan was colonized, as discussed in Chapter 3.
      


      
        Importantly, Taiwan became Japan’s colony at this particular moment of reform and thus proceeded along a
        different penal reform track from China. From 1895 onward, Japan took over Taiwan; the colonial authorities
        promulgated the first implementation of “punishment against liberty” on 17 November 1895 through the Taiwanese
        Residents Penalty Act (Lin, 2014, p. 81). On the same day, a Prison Act was also promulgated, based largely on
        one issued in Japan in 1889. The very first initiative under the new act was to convert a spacious, state-owned
        residence into a temporary prison, the Taipei Prison, during 1895–1896 (see Figure 6.1). The Taihoku (Taipei) Prison formed the first model modern prison in Taiwan, with
        twenty-three cells, a detention place, and facilities to support the daily operation of the prison, such as
        offices, prison wardens’ housing, a clinic, kitchen, etc. Similar attempts were also made in other places.
        Obviously, the capacity of this kind of temporary prison was limited and issues of overcrowding were reported
        (such as a notorious case in which twenty-five people were imprisoned in one cell in
        Changhua in 1896; Lin, 2014, p. 88), which later led to a more ambitious project for constructing modern
        prisons.
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          Figure 6.1  Taihoku Prison in
          1895–1896 (Taiwan Correctional Association, 1938).
        


        
          Source: National Taiwan University Library.
        

      


      
        The modernization of prisons in Taiwan, then, was undertaken by the colonial administration, through which
        Japan was on its way to becoming a modern nation-state. It is important to point out that modern prisons cannot
        be built up immediately; it took time and money to build up all the facilities to satisfy the remit of penal
        reform. It was only with the increasing availability of land and finances that the colonial administration
        could start to construct modern prisons throughout the island of Taiwan, in the early decades of the twentieth
        century. With the approval of the legislative in Tokyo, the colonial government issued bonds to finance the
        building of the three major prisons planned in Taiwan (Shizuhata, 2009 [1936], p. 302).
      


      
        Including the new Taihoku Prison, the Japanese colonial administration planned to construct thirteen prisons in
        Taiwan, and had completed eight before it left the island after the Second World War (see Table 6.1). Following a prison decree promulgated in Taiwan in November
        1895, the colonial government officially divided prisons into three kinds: detention centers, prisons for
        defendants awaiting trial, and prisons for convicts. In January 1896, thirteen prisons were established
        throughout Taiwan, but they mostly had to make use of the rather shabby facilities left by the former Qing
        administration (Sotokufu, 1916). Japan, eager to counter Western stereotypes that cast it as an inhumane,
        brutal regime, was keen to overhaul the poor conditions in these first-generation ad-hoc prisons The leading
        prison architect Yamashita Keijiro, introduced in Chapter
        1, was brought to Taiwan in the first decade of its Japanese colonization to conceive and later supervise
        the construction of the island’s three main prisons, including the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison in the north, the
        Taichung Prison in the central region, and the Tainan Prison in the south (National Taiwan University, 2015).
      


      
        Table 6.1 Prisons in Taiwan in the
        Colonial Era (1899–1940)
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Prison
              

            

            	
              
                Location and construction date
              

            

            	
              
                Branches associated
              

            

            	
              
                Places/Construction date
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Taipei (Taihoku)
              

            

            	
              
                Taipei (1895–1903)
              

            

            	
              
                I-lan (since 1900)
              

            

            	
              
                I-lan
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Taichung
              

            

            	
              
                Taichung (1895–1903)
              

            

            	
              
                Hualien (since 1900)
              

            

            	
              
                Hualien (1937)
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Hsinchu Youth Prison
              

            

            	
              
                Hsinchu
              

            

            	
              
                Hsinchu (since 1900)
              

            

            	
              
                Hsinchu (1925)
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Tainan
              

            

            	
              
                Tainan (1895–1903)
              

            

            	
              
                Chiayi
              

            

            	
              
                Chiayi (1919)
              

            
          


          
            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              
                Kaohsiung
              

            

            	
              
                Kaohsiung (1933)
              

            
          

        
      


      
        Once the colonial administration had stabilized its governance arrangements in Taiwan, it abandoned more brutal
        forms of punishment like flogging, and set aside a special budget for “prison expansion” in 1921 (Wang, 2015).
        As of 1938, there were nearly 4,500 convicts throughout Taiwan. The Taihoku (Taipei) Prison was the island’s
        largest, accommodating 1,583 convicts – more than one-third of the total convict
        population (see Table 6.2). The systematic construction of
        modern prisons in Taiwan facilitated the employment of penal labor as a way to replace the brutal former penal
        practices, and at the same time to support the economic operation of the modern prison. The design of the
        modern prison and the normalization of penal labor mutually supported one another, and together they allowed
        penal matters to become an object of exhibition and tourism. The Taihoku (Taipei) Prison serves to illustrate
        this point. It was a giant public construction project and soon became a significant landmark in the capital
        city of the colony. Following the Pennsylvanian layout and planned by Yamashita, the composition of the prison
        complex included a prison settlement where staff lived, the main prison that accommodated the convicts, and a
        prison farm where convicts were required to work (see Figure
        6.2). Over the years, when budgets permitted, changes were made to expand the prison complex so it could
        serve the ever-diversifying functions required. The complex also featured distinctive Japanese religious and
        spiritual spaces, such as a shindo shrine and the Enbujyou, which differentiated
        these Japanese modern prisons from their Western counterparts (see Figure 6.3).
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          Figure 6.2  The historical map
          and images of the Taipei Prison as of 1945–1950s. The map shows the composition of the prison complex that
          once included the settlement, the prison, and the prison farm. It is also clear that the Taipei Prison was
          characterized by its radial wings of prison cells, one of the distinctive features of the separation system.
        


        
          Source: Base map availed from Center for GIS, RCHSS, Academia Sinica, illustrated by Shu-Mei Huang.
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          Figure 6.3  The changes at
          Taihoku Prison (1911–1939) (with changes shown in the colored area).
        


        
          Source: Illustration by Kuan-chen Pan, Ying-Cheng Lee, Shu-Mei Huang.
        

      


      
        Table 6.2 Numbers of Convicts in
        Colonial Prisons in Taiwan (Taiwan Correctional Association, 1938)
      


      
        
          
            	
              
                Prisons
              

            

            	
              
                Male
              

            

            	
              
                Female
              

            

            	
              
                Sum
              

            
          

        

        
          
            	
              
                Taipei
              

            

            	
              
                1,543
              

            

            	
              
                40
              

            

            	
              
                1,583
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                105
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                109
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                162
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                805
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                728
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                755
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                369
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                478
              

            

            	
              
                11
              

            

            	
              
                489
              

            
          


          
            	
              
                Sub
              

            

            	
              
                4,351
              

            

            	
              
                134
              

            

            	
              
                4,485
              

            
          

        
      


      
        In 1908, less than 4 years after the prison was completed, penal labor from the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison was
        already supporting a significant colonial project, namely Taiwan’s first trade exposition (Taihoku bussan kyoshinkai), which celebrated the completion of the Taiwan Railway’s trunk line.
        Everyday colonialism was enabled by the promotion of this exposition in Japan and its colonies (Tsai, 2013).
        The role that prisons played in supporting the exposition has been touched on in Chapter 3, where we saw convicts engaged in producing exhibition
        cases for the grand opening of the Taiwan Museum in line with the Taihoku Trading Exposition in October 1908.
        Moreover, there was a plan to include in this 1908 exposition an exhibit displaying the old penal practices
        that had been pursued under the Qing administration, and even to show some penal appliances of the indigenous
        people: “We could probably buy some from China if we could not find them here” (Taiwan
        Nichinichi Shinpo, 28 August 1908). Though there was no clear written statement suggesting that this
        exhibit was intended to contrast the preceding situation with the penal reform achieved under colonial
        governance, one may argue that this would have been the
        intention. We may also argue that we have evidence here for the idea that seeing penal matters as a subject
        suitable for exhibition and tourism had its roots in the very beginning phases of modern prison construction in
        the colony.
      


      
        In sum, the determination to demonstrate a sense of progress permeated the published records associated with
        the new prisons, with reason. Just 1 year before the exposition, an outbreak of plague in Taiwan killed 2,280
        people. It may be fair to say then that the colonial government at that time was eager to demonstrate its
        achievements, to counter the previous frustration.
      


      
        Given the goal of separating the prisoners from society, the modern prisons were all built in the suburbs, with
        their main gates facing the city centers (Su and Liu, 2004). Yet the urban margin soon became absorbed into the
        expanding urbanized areas of the major cities after the first decade of colonial governance, even more so in
        the post-war years. After the Second World War, the infrastructure left by the Japanese colonial government was
        taken over in its entirety by the Kuomintang Party’s (KMT) nationalist government as the Republic of China. The
        1949 Civil War resulted in the KMT government-in-exile settling in Taipei. The transitory status of these
        governance arrangements justified the convenient continuation of the status quo, as left by the Japanese, for
        at least a decade.
      


      
        In contrast to LRJP or the Seodaemun Prison, there is not much interest in connecting the Taipei Prison
        Settlement with histories of POWs and colonialism in Taiwan, which was a nation in exile during the 1950s to
        1980s and then confronted democratization movements from the mid-1980s onward. In the 1970s and 1980s, the
        sites of most of these colonial prisons became prime property locations; this gave rise to issues concerning
        redevelopment and the relocation of prisons to farther outlying areas.
      


      
        It was only from the 1990s onward that sites and buildings left by the Japanese gradually transformed from
        being considered a negative imperial legacy into “sites of memory” (Chiang, 2012; Huang, 2015). In postcolonial
        Taiwan, colonial heritage has been a contested, layered phenomenon, with levels of colonial ambiguity emerging
        in the process of “monumentalizing” colonial sites (Chiang, 2012). Prisons, among other sites, can be a
        particularly dissonant kind of colonial heritage (Huang, 2017a) that are hard to receive well. In Taiwan,
        people rarely considered prisons as heritage until the Chiayi Prison became the first and only colonial
        prison-turned-museum in 2004,1 despite the fact that the Taipei Prison’s north
        wall had received a formal heritage designation in 1998, through the efforts of the Taiwan POW Camps Memorial
        Society (TPCMS). Both of these events are discussed in detail below.
      


      
        In the following, we adopt the term “grades of remembering” to differentiate the levels of remembering evident
        among the inconsistent, non-systematic preservation practices observed in Taiwan. Yet, it is also important to
        recognize that the shifting political landscape of Taiwan since the 1990s – the beginning of Taiwan’s “era of
        localism” (Chiang et al., 2017, p. 238) – has brought attention to historic preservation, which has been
        largely become a focus of cultural governance of the local governments. With the decentralization of political
        power, the local governments have arisen within the new political landscape and have
        played an important role in promoting place identity through historic preservation, cultural tourism,
        establishing local museums and cultural festivals, and so on. The increased interest in heritage brought about
        a rapid recollection of local memories without necessary coherent historic frames throughout Taiwan. While the
        bottom-up, incremental way of remembering enabled a more diversified representation of the past as compared to
        its counterparts in the region, it also contributed to the process of selective or corrective memories
        regarding the remaining penal heritage rescued from the rapid redevelopment in the 1970s and 1980s.
      

    


    
      The Grades of Remembering


      
        Adopting the notion of grades of remembering (see more in Chapter 2), the different levels of heritagization and remembering, including “not remembering,
        selective remembering, and corrective remembering” are analyzed in the following sections. While most colonial
        prisons were not remembered in Taiwan, in few cases the colonial prison was preserved in a rather complete
        manner. Yet the adaptive reuse of the colonial building did not give equal account to the colonial period and
        the postcolonial years. Instead, it privileged the post-war years and focused on the penal reform as an
        achievement of the postcolonial operation of the prison and indirectly, to reinforce the success of the country
        against the transient national and international politics. This kind of preservation, as is argued here, can be
        considered as a corrective remembering, which represents an attempt to correct the
        telling of the past for the interest of the present and in so doing, directly or indirectly impose punishment
        onto others from us.
      


      
        Next, we will introduce several cases to illustrate the process and implications of (not) remembering
        correctional buildings, including the old prisons in Taipei and Chiayi as key cases, and with a brief
        discussion of Hsinchu, Taichung, and I-lan as comparative cases.
      


      
        Selective Remembering of the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison


        
          In the post-war years, the Taihoku Prison was renamed the Taipei Prison and functioned until the early 1970s.
          Before it was totally vacated in 1975, it went through several changes, including the separation of the
          prison from the detention center in 1958 and the relocation of Taipei Prison in 1963. Given the limited
          capacity of the old prison, which could hardly accommodate the increasing numbers of prisoners in the
          post-war years, the Taipei Prison authorities decided to sell the prison property and relocate to the suburbs
          of Taoyuan County – a less urbanized area where room for expansion was more readily available. The new prison
          building was completed at the end of 1962, and the prison was relocated in January 1963. The Taipei detention
          center remained in situ for another decade or so and relocated to New Taipei City in 1975. The surrounding
          staff housing quarters, nevertheless, remained in place for nearly another 50 years, until the redevelopment
          project that concluded the long period of post-war transition.
        


        
          While most research into prison heritage has paid attention to what happens after a prison is decommissioned,
          Taipei Prison hosted its most unexpected performance of memories in the 1950s, before its relocation. In the
          prison garden, there appeared some miniature landscaping installations, modeled after the most important
          monumental landscapes in Mainland China, such as the Sun Yat-Sen Mausoleum, or using Northern Chinese-style
          garden elements. Meanwhile, the symbolic landscape of the shindo shrine and the sandō (the road leading to the shrine) were removed (see Figure 6.3 for the shrine’s former location). According to our interview with the retired
          prison warden, all of these “projects” were constructed by the convicts under the advice of the Taipei Prison
          leadership. Why was this done? On one hand, it was common practice to utilize penal labor in managing the
          built environment of the prison, including building maintenance and landscaping. On the other hand, the
          purposeful replacement of the pre-war colonial landscape with these monumental designs is rather symbolic,
          and deserves greater interrogation. Given that the working prison was hardly an open garden accessible to the
          public, besides some privileged visitors, what exactly the leadership wanted to convey with this display –
          and to whom – remains unanswered. Arguably, it demonstrated how eagerly the nationalist government-in-exile
          wanted to lay claim to the authority of the Republic of China, by recreating a sense of monumentality in this
          island at the margin – even within a prison (see Figure
          6.4). This act of symbolic placemaking behind the high prison walls was not revealed until the revelation
          of old photographs by the families of retired prison wardens in 2013.
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            Figure 6.4  The children of a
            prison ward taking a photo against the miniature landscaping that was modeled after the Sun Yat-Sen
            Mausoleum, appeared in the garden of the prison.
          


          
            Source: Photo provided by the Pan family.
          

        


        
          After the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison was relocated in 1963 there was a period of time in which the remaining
          buildings and landscape, left vacant, were open for the children of the prison
          wardens to explore as their playground. These children were the second generation of post-war residents to
          live in the prison complex, and they shared common memories of residing close by a prison. Emily, in her
          forties, vividly recalled memories of following a group of older children to explore the then vast grounds of
          the prison. They sometimes played hide-and-seek, and sometimes saw convicts being sent back from the new
          prison to help clean up the prison environs. “They moved and worked with chains […] we were not afraid of
          their presence since we had been growing up seeing them labouring here and there” (interview, 21 March 2015),
          she recalled. Her memories indicate the utilization of penal labor in and out of the prison, and the blurring
          of boundaries between “the inside” and the outside world of the prison. Those former residents of the prison
          complex in their 50s to 80s remembered the place differently: some can still recall the notice of a death
          sentence attached to the main gate, and on the following morning the sound of a gunshot. A few even recalled
          seeing the bodies being removed through a particular gate on the north side of the prison, an entryway thus
          nicknamed the “body-carrying-out gate.” There were also quite some ghost stories that prevailed in the
          neighborhood.
        


        
          At a time when economic development was deemed the most crucial consideration, it seemed natural to relocate
          the prison outside Taipei, to demolish the former prison buildings, and to transfer the land to Chinese
          Telecom and the Chinese Post Office through quasi-sales between the state and these two state-owned
          corporations. Though the Japanese had passed legislation for the monument in Taiwan since 1930, the
          enforcement of the law had been suspended by war. It was not until 1982 that the matter regained its
          significance. The two complexes stood incongruously alongside the prison walls and the historical precinct,
          which continued to accommodate prison wardens and officials. In addition, large numbers of post-war migrants,
          who did not necessarily have any association with the prison, came and found shelter here. They contrived to
          build shacks between existing houses, and this informal settlement, which reflected a housing shortage in the
          post-war years, persisted into the twenty-first century. Some urban citizens considered this place to be a
          frozen landscape, one that retained a sense of post-war hardship long after the war faded into history.
        


        
          This seemingly frozen urban landscape underwent a thaw in the past decade. In 2007 it was determined that all
          of the migrant squatters should be relocated to make room for a planned redevelopment driven by the National
          Property Administration. In the new redevelopment plan laid out by the central government, the place was
          re-envisioned as “Manhattan in Taipei,” a vision in which the pre-war memories of the prison and the
          aforementioned residents living within the prison complex were considered of no use to the present.
        


        
          The aforementioned land sales and redevelopment plans simply erased the pre-war history of the more than a
          thousand political prisoners who were incarcerated at the site before the war, including key organizers of
          the important 1920s and 1930s movement to establish a Taiwanese parliament. Among others, Chiang Wei-shui (6
          August 1890–5 August 1931), the founder of the Taiwanese Cultural Association and the Taiwanese People’s
          Party, was imprisoned at Taihoku Prison twice in the 1920s. He is seen as one of
          the most important leaders in Taiwan’s resistance movement against Japanese rule. Fellow former inmates
          included Kan Kiat (1930–1951), a left-wing activist concerned with the farmers’ precarious situation under
          Japanese rule. Lo Fushing, a one-half ethnic Chinese activist born in Batavia, the Dutch East Indies, who
          came to Taiwan to join the Miao-li incidents during 1912–1913, was executed at the Taihoku Prison on 3 March
          1914, an event well covered in the press (Taiwan Nichinichi Shinpo, 5 March
          1914). Though both Chiang and Lo are acclaimed as heroes in Taiwanese textbooks, little effort had been spent
          on recalling their imprisonment at this particular site besides limited media coverage from 2013 onward
          (Taipei Times, 1 January 2013). Lo’s granddaughter and Chiang’s grandson both
          participated in a campaign to preserve the penal landscape of the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison on the centennial
          of Lo’s death on 3 March 2014.
        


        
          The redevelopment proposal itself went through several iterations and imposed a penal effect of its own, by
          bringing about large-scale displacement, rewriting imprisonment into the landscape and “othering the
          punished” – phenomena which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 8. Here we focus on how the already-demolished prison gradually reappeared in public
          memories despite a succession of difficulties from the 1990s until the present.
        


        
          A significant, albeit belated, step toward a historical revival of the Taipei Prison site occurred in 1998
          with the designation of the north wall as a monument. This occurred in response to a request from the TPCMS
          to recognize the Allied airmen who had been interned and executed there. This act, and the resulting
          installation of a wall plaque in 2009, embodied the difficult memories of Taiwan as a former colony of the
          Japanese Empire. During the war, from 1943, Taiwan came under aerial attack by the Allies. A number of air
          raids were carried out against Japanese targets in and around the capital, culminating in the notorious “Raid
          on Taipei” of 31 May 1945, which killed over 3,000 civilians. Although intended for Japanese buildings and
          installations, a significant amount of the bombing was misdirected onto civilian areas, including the Taipei
          Prison, which at the time held both POWs and political activists. Several activists were killed in the raid.
          The episode has, however, been under-represented in writings about the Second World War.
        


        
          Questions of forgetting and remembering expose the ambiguous position of the Taiwanese during the Second
          World War, and the fact of drawing attention to events from the Japanese colonial period by no means
          guarantees a consensus of historical interpretation. To many nationalists, talk of Allied air strikes in
          terms of an “attack” against Taiwan was deeply inappropriate, since in their view the Allies’ actions were
          justified by their intent to end the war and the colonial occupation of Taiwan. But a significant group are
          mindful that for half a century the Taiwanese had reason to consider themselves citizens of Japan, and that
          for them – especially those who regarded themselves as loyal citizens – the story may be much more
          complicated (Taiwan POW Camps Memorial Society, n.d.). In August 2015, former President Lee Deng Hui ignited
          a serious debate over Taiwanese wartime memories when he wrote in the Japanese magazine Voice that Taiwanese people fought as Japanese for “their country”
          (meaning Japan) during the Second World War. Lee’s remarks captured attention across borders (see Hsiao,
          2015).
        


        
          The memorialization of the Taipei Prison wall could not have been accomplished without Michael Hurst, a
          Canadian who has resided in Taiwan since the mid-1980s. Hurst established TPCMS in 1998 and undertook to
          identify places connected to the historical passage of POWs through Taiwan, including the fourteen American
          aircrew POWs who were unjustly executed at Taihoku Prison just fifty-eight days before the war ended. Hurst
          emphasized that this incident indicated that the Japanese treated the American Air Force and Navy fighter
          pilots and bomber aircrew who crashed in Taiwan as “war criminals” rather than POWs.
        


        
          Hurst initiated a project to invite families of the POWs to visit Taipei to commemorate this tragic event.
          Yet, to be suitable for commemoration, the site where remembrance could take place had to be marked, which
          was not a simple matter given the major changes to the Taihoku Prison and its environs in the intervening
          decades. In 2009, the TPCMS succeeded in having the Department of Cultural Affairs of the Taipei City
          Government place a plaque on the northern wall with information about the fourteen airmen’s deaths. The
          agency identified the remnant of the prison wall on the northern edge of the prison complex as the locale for
          commemoration and condolences (the execution ground itself had been totally built over and is now the site of
          the Chunghwa Telecom works canteen and kitchen; see Figure
          6.5 for the location of the northern prison wall and the image of the commemoration of POWs).
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            Figure 6.5  The prison complex
            before and after the 2013 demolition.
          


          
            Source: Illustration with the drawing (on the top) by Kuan-chen Pan, map and photos taken by Shu-Mei Huang.
          

        


        
          The event was small but significant; it was the first step in identifying the edge of the prison complex before
          the whole historical picture was revealed to the public in 2013. The TPCMS had wished to establish a POW
          museum within the city, which proved difficult given a lack of governmental support. It was also unclear who
          the expected audience would be and where they would come from. Some have argued that the histories of
          Imperial Japan’s oppression of left-wing, pro-democracy dissidents deserve no less public attention than the
          POWs’ tragic stories. Nevertheless, the government has been more enthusiastic in redeveloping the state-owned
          land than revealing memories of incarceration, death, or war. The ambivalent position of the Taiwanese in
          remembering events such as the “indiscriminate bombing” of May 1945 epitomizes the unusual relationship the
          Taiwanese have with war and colonialism, which may contribute to the long-term neglect of the prison and all
          the complex memories related to it. Should the Taiwanese be joining the annual memorial service with the
          POWs? Where (and on which side) should they place their memories? On whom should they place blame? How do
          they juxtapose American POWs’ memories and those of political dissidents of the colonial regime – and those
          of outlawed inmates? What about the prisoners from Okinawa who allegedly were imprisoned before the Second
          World War but remained unknown to both the Japanese public and Taiwanese public (Matayoshi, 1990)? All of
          these questions, with no convenient answers, confirmed the significance of the defunct and vestigial Taihoku
          Prison. Not until the spring of 2013 did several civic groups form an alliance calling for the preservation
          of the prison settlement. Their year-long battle yielded a small success: twenty-two former dormitories for
          prison officers, out of the more than 150 houses, were designated as historic buildings (Ho, 2013; Huang,
          2014). The central government was forced to revise the RHT project, downsizing the development and
          designating a part of the project area as a heritage district. At the end of 2016, an accidental fire that
          burned down two of the historical dormitories cast a further shadow on the project. The fire caused some
          concern and many residents in the neighborhood urged the city government to speed up the redevelopment of the
          contested site.
        


        
          Today, the vacant site remains a contested space where the most difficult memories of punishment are left
          buried underground. How to represent the relics of colonial modernity intertwined with traumatic memories of
          war remains in question, as both the city government and investors prefer to strategically forget the
          difficult past in order to embrace a more profitable future. In fact, the historical landscape has been
          divided into three sections for restoration planning. Interviewed about the ongoing plans, the architect in
          charge of the restoration plan for the historical buildings on the edge appeared
          to care little about the history of Taipei Prison:
        


        
          We (the design firm) are only responsible for this area (pointing to the houses on Jing-hua street). We
          cannot do anything about the rest of the plan. […] But I can assure you that the bureau of Culture Affairs
          has no clue at all what to do with the heritage. So we are glad to hear about your knowledge and aspiration
          about this place.
        


        
          (Architect, interview, 4 August 2017)
        


        
          The fact that the city government does not seem to have an established plan to limit the project does not
          mean that the design process is inclusive. It was quite obvious that the firm was doing little to engage with
          preservation activists or with those who were displaced from the site, whom the architect did not mention
          until the author raised them: “The schedule is very tight, you know. It is impossible for us to open the
          meeting to anyone” (interview, 4 August 2017).
        


        
          Until a consensus can be reached in locating Taiwan within memories of war and occupation, it is unlikely
          that the vanishing memories of Taihoku Prison can be officially recognized and restored, at least not to the
          degree of attention received by the cases in Seoul and Lushun.
        

      

      
        Corrective Remembering of Chiayi Prison


        
          The case of Chiayi Prison is unique on several fronts. First of all, it was the first Taiwanese prison to
          receive formal preservation efforts, and is the only one to be nearly completely preserved. Second, the
          preservation movement that led to its conservation was a significant move in a second-tier city like Chiayi.
          Third, the prison’s preservation was characterized by the participation of former prison wardens and
          instructors, a phenomenon not seen in other cases in Taiwan. Having said this, it is necessary to note that
          most visitors to the site today associate Chiayi with A-li Mountain, rather than viewing it primarily as a
          historical prison.
        


        
          Chiayi, a small mountain city of 270,000 residents, prospered in the twentieth century thanks to the
          construction of the Alishan Forest Railway, which began in 1907. The railroad was built to facilitate the
          transportation of timber (mainly from cypresses) from the mountains. The timber industries boomed and the
          city grew into a colonial lumber hub, with a concentration of timber workshops and factories around the North
          Gate railway station. Today, the Alishan Forest Railway, listed in 2003 as one of Taiwan’s potential world
          heritage sites,2 is a major tourist attraction. The Old Chiayi Prison stands
          not far from the old North Gate station, yet tourists rarely notice its existence unless they spend enough
          time in the old city (see the image of the Old Chiayi Prison during colonial times in Figure 6.6).
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            Figure 6.6  The Chiayi Prison
            in 1938. Above: the main entrance. Below: the main office building (Taiwan Correctional Association, 1938).
          


          
            Source: National Taiwan University Library.
          

        


        
          The Old Chiayi Prison was decommissioned in 1994 and sat almost vacant for years, occupied only by prison
          wardens who continued to live in the staff housing until retirement. A shuttle connected the staff housing to
          a new prison built in Lu-tsao until the 2000s. Interestingly, the Old Chiayi Prison was saved from
          redevelopment only accidentally, after a failed attempt at preserving the old Chiayi taxation office. The
          failure of this other effort in 2002 indirectly brought about unprecedented momentum to preserve the defunct
          Chiayi Prison. Based on the previously unresolved discussion about the Chiayi Prison in 1996, the Advocacy
          Group for Preserving Old Chiayi Prison was established to sustain the momentum for urban heritage and it
          happened that prison became their next target. They submitted a proposal to list the old prison as a heritage
          site: on 10 June 2002, they succeeded in having it listed as a municipal heritage site; then in May 2005, the
          listing was upgraded to record the prison as a national heritage site – the only one in Chiayi. This was
          significant in two senses: it was the first time an identifiable alliance had been formed in Chiayi to
          preserve urban heritage, and the first time that prison officials and wardens (both incumbent and retired)
          had joined a preservation movement. In particular, Chiayi’s prison instructors played an important role in
          the preservation process.
        


        
          Despite the unprecedented success of the Old Chiayi Prison’s preservation, a challenge now arose as to how to
          manage the facility with a limited budget (despite its status as a national heritage). Usually, a case like
          this would be administered by the Ministry of Culture, yet by an edict of the former justice minister
          Ding-nan Chen the Chiayi site was repurposed in 2005 as a Museum of Penal Affairs and placed under the ambit
          of the by the correctional institute under the Ministry of Justice. These new overseers have had an
          ambivalent attitude toward the Old Chiayi Prison. The officials found the management of heritage to exceed
          their capacity and responsibility, yet at the same time found themselves the best-qualified people to talk
          about the prison’s heritage, especially those who had ever worked in the prisons. “You cannot understand
          without working here. Those (heritage) experts? They know nothing,” said a senior chief manager from the
          Chiayi Prison (interview, 15 August 2017). His remarks exemplify the “gate-keeper” mentality described by
          Jacqueline Wilson (2008, p. 18), representing a normalized conceptualization of prison museums held by those
          who are still in the business of operating prisons.
        


        
          Moreover, the way the facility was preserved had interesting implications for heritage planning, which
          requires a concerted effort to achieve cross-sector collaboration. When the prison was listed as a national
          heritage site yet remained the property of the Ministry of Justice, a debate arose as to whether the old
          staff housing district should be listed as part of the cultural landscape. At that time, “cultural landscape”
          was a relatively new concept, which, to some experts, could be applied only to a natural landscape (interview
          with the city government cultural heritage director, Chiayi, 5 September 2016). Eventually, the city
          government rezoned the area as a historic preservation district without listing any building under the
          Cultural Heritage Act. Under this measure, none of the individual houses is listed as municipal heritage but
          all are treated as such because they are located within the preservation district. There is no strict
          regulation to prevent minor changes to the physical environment but there is a general expectation to ensure
          the landscape appears in a particular way. As at the Taihoku (Taipei) Prison, a large prison farm used to
          stand next to the prison complex to sustain the operation of the prison. This prison farm was demolished and
          replaced with a new high court building between 2004 and 2006.
        


        
          By 2016 a decade had passed without significant progress on the development of a prison museum or to the
          historic preservation district. According to Shi-An Chen, one of the key preservation activists, the prison
          museum and the historic preservation district have become a kind of “difficult heritage” that neither the
          city government nor the Ministry of Justice wishes to take care of, since it will prove expensive to carry
          out long-overdue restoration and since the heritage is not particularly easy to promote. In other words, this
          has been a difficult heritage site both financially and culturally. “Perhaps it also has to do with Chiayi, a
          culturally marginalized town in the post-war years. If it were in Taipei, I think it would be different,”
          Shih-An Chen said (interview, 5 September 2016).
        


        
          The designation of the surrounding houses as part of a historic district did not guarantee preservation as
          planned. They remained vacant until a new initiative brought in some small-scale
          experimental activities from 2016. The advent of these different, experimental approaches does not truly
          reflect a strategic plan on the part of the Ministry of Justice and Chiayi City; they were introduced more as
          a pragmatic choice, with the city’s lack of funds for a full-scale restoration predisposing instead to
          bottom-up conservation. The relatively flexible approach required by the preservation district zoning also
          allows for less expensive restoration than is required for a regular heritage listing. It is against this
          backdrop that the R School Ga-yi was established by a team headed by Professor Chen Cheng-che from Nanhua
          University (hereafter the Nanhua team). Unlike other cases, where the restoration process is normally divided
          into phases that separate restoration from reuse, the Nanhua team took an incremental, participatory approach
          and invited multiple user groups to join the project, especially those who with connections to the wooden
          architecture and lumber industry. Once selected, these groups would be responsible for restoring the houses
          they adopt and in return could become tenants for free.
        


        
          Interestingly, other than the preservation zoning (which focuses on land use rather than the status of the
          buildings) only a part of the prison complex was listed as historical buildings in 2014. The site is not so
          much recognized as a legacy of the colonial prison as of the US aid during the Cold War, since some of the
          modifications to the prison complex were made with US aid funding in the 1950s and 1960s (Cultural Affairs
          Bureau, Chiayi City, 2014).
        


        
          Today, the day-to-day operations of the old prison and of the staff housing outside the main building are
          quite different. Within the Old Chiayi Prison museum, guided tours are given by volunteer tour guides.
          Different guides give different stories along the same tour route (see one example illustrated in Figure 6.7): there is no standardized account of the prison museum.
          Most guides develop their own accounts by adding anecdotal information. Some focus on post-war penal affairs
          (such as through stories of the director or of policy changes over the years) while others emphasize
          interesting or dramatic stories, such as how the Japanese punished the convicts, or which films were shot at
          the Chiayi Prison. Few guides provide a clear, chronological ordering of stories, so it is unclear which
          period a guide is talking about when discussing a particular event. In general, it seems obvious that the
          tours focus more on storytelling than on knowledge-delivering. Information is somewhat randomly given to the
          visitors in relation to the items shown en route. For example, facing the scaffold used for flogging, guides
          talked about the use of flogging by the Japanese in their colonies without necessarily noting the later
          suspension of the practice due to reform. When it comes to the Japanese shrine as a colonial legacy, guides
          talked about its origins in Kyoto and how anxious convicts would come here for peace before beginning work
          every day. There was no consistent idea to link the anecdotal information given along the tour. No systematic
          effort was made to reflect the former Minister of Justice’s ambition of documenting post-war progress in
          penal affairs either, which itself certainly raised some questions about corrective remembering.
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            Figure 6.7  The route of the
            guided tour. Each letter of the alphabet represents the stopping point where the guide tells a story. From
            the map, it is also clear that the Chiayi Prison is characterized by its radial wings of prison cells, one
            of the distinctive features of the separation system.
          


          
            Source: Map provided by LU Chuan-hao.
          

        


        
          The area outside the prison has been subject to a totally different urban preservation effort in the name of
          correction. On 16 March 2017, a group of young elementary school students launched their first public
          exhibition in Chiayi city center, titled “Representation of the Sight/Wood Light City.” In Mandarin, “sight”
          and “wood light” are homonyms and the directing curator played with the wording to convey the multiple goals
          of the exhibition. This exhibition was the conclusion and a celebration of a six-month-long experimental
          education program supported by the Affiliated Experimental Elementary School of National Chiayi University
          and the R School Ga-yi. Under the guidance of the Nanhua team, the twenty-eight students studied one of the
          historical houses built around the Chiayi Prison through site visits and thematic workshops. They built up a
          model and in so doing explored the details of its design, layout, construction techniques, etc. They also
          explored the idea of “rebirth” and set up a display to present their brainstorming around this notion.
          “Rebirth” is contested and significant in a place that results from a defunct correctional institute; the
          house the students studied actually stood on Weixin Street (Weisin, literally
          speaking, can be translated into “reform” or “rebirth”). The adaptive reuse of the old wooden former dorms as
          a form of “rebirth” overlapped in interesting ways with the penal meaning of “reform” in the prison’s
          operation as a correctional apparatus. In a way, “rebirth” is a euphemism for “correction,” which can
          sidestep the place’s darker history as a prison. It can mark a whole new era in which the prison’s
          surroundings are rebranded as a new cultural cluster with a focus on promoting small-scale craftsmanship and
          innovation in timber construction, linking to the city’s prosperous logging and
          timber history.
        


        
          Not long before the exhibition mentioned, the R School Ga-yi organized a workshop on refurbishing wooden
          buildings. Two Japanese architects were invited to lecture on the topic and to demonstrate how to assess old,
          wooden houses of this sort and the proper measures to improve them, techniques no longer familiar to people
          in Taiwan. During the post-war era, most buildings erected were designed with reinforced concrete and flat
          rooftops. This kind of old wooden house dated earlier, to the massive construction of wooden houses in the
          1920s and 1930s, when the Japanese colonial government in Taiwan enjoyed a stable and prosperous phase,
          witnessed by the expansion of cities and institutional buildings to administer its rule throughout the
          island. Numerous wooden “Japanese houses” were built up to accommodate the various activities of governing
          the colony (including prisons). In the twentieth century, these houses had been largely left neglected in
          Chiayi: it was only from the late 1990s that there had been a growing interest in rediscovering Japanese
          houses, which, paradoxically, alienated them from colonial history. Through a lens that focuses on materials,
          textures, and the few famous subjects who once lived in the houses, these houses were singled out from their
          broader socio-cultural and urban context. With accumulating appreciation for their materiality, nevertheless,
          there is a tendency to fetishize and decontextualize Japanese houses (Huang, 2015, pp. 126–127). The selected
          remembering of penal heritage also instantiated this trend.
        


        
          The ongoing effort of preserving the prison and the houses around it in a way brings about a replacement of
          the memories of colonial penal practices with the achievement of correctional matters in the post-war years.
          As to the most recent preservation efforts concerning the outlying Japanese houses, we cannot deny that there
          is some minimal attempt at linking the ongoing urban preservation with the past, as seen in the statements of
          the R School Ga-yi and in our interview with Professor Chen.
        


        
          The R School Ga-yi, on its official Facebook page (https://www.facebook.com/correction1921/), explicitly makes a link between adaptive reuse and
          correction:
        


        
          As “correction” underpins the operation of modern prisons, it also expresses our aspiration to transform and
          to bring new life to this dilapidated urban district, the old houses and abandoned building materials, and by
          extension the declining timber business in the city. We will reactivate them anew.
        


        
          Nevertheless, it is quite clear that the city, in general, is not so greatly interested in remaking its old
          center under the idea of “correction,” less still “incarceration.” The current indirect association with the
          penal concept of correction is considered enough, and appropriate for this very first prison museum in
          relation to a historical district in Taiwan, despite its status as national heritage. Ironically, the way in
          which the history of penal reform (as exemplified by the historical prison) is filtered – if not totally
          covered – by new themes presents what we have called “corrective remembering.” To remember is not enough – it
          has to be a corrective remembering, to render the heritage more economically and
          politically correct.
        

      

      
        Selective Remembering and Strategic Forgetting


        
          The Chiayi case is the only colonial prison in Taiwan preserved to any degree of completeness: its national
          counterparts showcase a mixture of selective remembering and strategic
          forgetting, including cases in Taichung, Hsinchu, and I-lan. Besides, it was only after the Chiayi
          case was preserved that defunct prisons as a category of colonial heritage started to receive attention, and
          by this time most prisons had already been demolished (with new prisons built outside of the cities) during
          the late 1990s. The few that remained were significantly adapted and appear quite different today from how
          they did in the colonial period. Around the sites of these defunct prisons were once located numerous
          dormitory houses, which interestingly persisted at least for another 10 to 20 years, until a generation of
          retired staff passed away. Some of these houses were preserved, albeit without necessary attention being paid
          to the history of colonial prisons, such as the houses around Old Taipei Prison (Huang, 2017b). Another case
          can be found around the Hsinchu Prison, where eighteen houses that were once dormitories were listed as
          historical buildings in 2013.
        


        
          To be more precise, the houses around a colonial prison often contain a variety of buildings of various
          functions besides the prison wardens’ residences. In particular, at most major prisons the Enbujyou stood out, representing the unique presence of the Imperialist Mobilization Movement
          related to Japanese militarism. Due to their unique building style, the Enbujyous
          in Taiwan gradually became considered attractive historical buildings. In the case of Hsinchu Prison Complex,
          the Enbujyou was the first building to attract almost unanimous support from
          preservation experts for its listing as municipal heritage in 2012. The same is true in Taichung. After the
          Enbujyou there was listed as a historical building in 2004, an unprecedented fire
          broke out and burned it down in 2006: it underwent a major restoration and eventually reopened in 2012.
        


        
          In parallel to this relatively dramatic fire incident, a review was conducted for the former staff housing
          surrounding the already-demolished prison, and this in turn was eventually saved from demolition in 2013.
          Initially, there was a plan to redevelop the whole street block as a “Taichung Justice District” for
          administrative use. Yet, under emergent pressure from concerned groups and heritage experts, the Taichung
          City Government re-assessed the buildings’ historical value in 2011. They eventually listed the former
          director’s house and the public bath as municipal monuments and another eighteen houses as historical
          buildings in August 2013. In the years that followed, the city government negotiated with the Ministry of
          Justice to redevelop plans for an adaptive reuse of the historic penal district. In 2016, the city government
          successfully packaged the historic penal district with the old Taichung railway station in its submission for
          state funding for Restoration of Historical Scene, a landmark cultural policy presented by the new
          administration after the presidential election in 2016. The proposal was titled as Xingting Innovation
          Playground, and highlights the district as a complete machiya (a term referring
          to the wooden townhouses built in urban Japan, prevailing in the Edo and even into the Meiji period) that
          preserves the everyday life of the neighborhood’s former Japanese residents, and
          identifies the possibility of bringing new life to the district through creative initiatives. Before the
          restoration’s scheduled completion in 2018, it is unclear what kind of creative initiatives will take shape.
          Yet the district has attracted many visitors, especially young photographers, and has gained a widespread
          popular reputation as a cult site for wedding photography. Evidently, the rebirth of this historic district
          around the old Taichung Prison is creatively leaving behind its colonial implications. Most citizens appear
          to welcome the proposal, though a few politicians from the nationalist KMT party have criticized it, dubbing
          it a celebration of colonial governance that spills salt on the wounds of the Taiwanese people.
        


        
          The case of Hsinchu Prison exemplifies a more complicated and dynamic story. In fact, the Hsinchu Prison is
          still operational, the only one in Taiwan that has remained in the same location since the colonial period.
          It was established as the first and only juvenile prison in the 1920s. There have been several attempts to
          relocate the prison, as in other cases, but all have failed due to site availability. Over the years, the
          neighborhood next to the prison has developed as a kind of entertainment district, while most of the
          dormitory houses remained occupied until 2007.
        


        
          In 2012, the Enbujyou nearby the Hsinchu Prison was listed as a municipal
          heritage site and, in the following year, the old dormitory houses around the Hsinchu Prison were listed as
          historical buildings through the efforts of an ad-hoc civic group campaigning for the complex’s preservation.
          The preservation movement was considered unusual in Hsinchu and once made local headlines when a group of
          young college students and artists initiated a “Red Balloon Movement” in support of it on 17 October 2012.
          According to some of the participants, they were motivated by a growing sense of loss after two historical
          landmarks were demolished elsewhere in the city earlier in the same year. This sentiment galvanized the
          movement to protect the old houses around the prison, even though these students did not necessarily have
          much knowledge about the prison. A group of young prosecutors, heritage researchers, and architects soon
          formed a loose alliance online and campaigned to preserve the Japanese-style houses around the prison.
          Interestingly, those more closely associated with the functioning prison, such as the prison officers, prison
          wardens, or small business owners who sold meals to prisoners’ visiting families visits at the roadside of
          the prison, had almost no voice in the campaign to preserve the dormitories. One such local business owner,
          when asked by a student, noted “I had no idea what they (those young students) were doing. Are you telling me
          that is a heritage site?” (research note, 10 December 2015).
        


        
          In I-lan, the only two buildings preserved include one of the watchtowers (which was relocated and then
          preserved) and the porch, which has been converted into a restaurant and painted blue, earning itself a name
          as “the blue house” (see Figure 6.8). Without the rest of
          the prison complex to give context to these two structures, visitors rarely associate the “blue house” with a
          prison. The most recent discussion about the historical building, unfortunately, concerns the poor quality of
          the paint that has been applied, meaning the building’s characteristic blue color
          has gradually but seriously darkened; from 2014 until a solution was found in 2017, it thus spent a few years
          as a “black house” (Liberty News, 2017). Discussion around this issue indicates somehow the degree of
          remembering to which the public is open. Next to the blue house is the selective remembering of the prison,
          including a short section of wall remnants and a watch tower, both of which were relocated to make room for
          the giant New Crescent Moon Plaza shopping mall. The new I-lan Prison was built in the outlying township of
          San-Shin in 1992. Though neither the new nor old I-lan Prison was the most important correctional facility in
          Taiwan, it was here that the poor conditions extant within contemporary prisons were exposed by Ewam Lin, a
          self-taught artist and prison warden working at I-lan Prison.
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            Figure 6.8  A young couple
            taking their wedding photo against the “blue house” (which used to be the porch leading to the old I-lan
            Prison) in I-lan.
          


          
            Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in October 2013.
          

        


        
          Since 2010, Ewam Lin’s drawings have illustrated the inhuman conditions in prisons in contemporary
          Taiwan.3 Lin shared his drawings online and attracted a wide audience: in
          2013, he published a collection of his drawings titled The Prison Warden Will Die If He
          Cannot Draw, which revealed the many issues of prison management in Taiwan. Among other issues, he
          identified overcrowding as the most urgent. Lim also questioned the effectiveness of modern prisons as
          correctional institutes. Through Lim’s book and the drawings he shared with the public, it becomes quite
          clear that the sense of reform and progress rendered at the exhibition curated at the Chiayi Prison is far
          from reflecting the cruel reality of penal practices in Taiwan today. Lim’s work thus challenges the clear
          chronological boundary between the past and the present in preservation in general and in the selective and
          corrective remembering of colonial prisons in particular. The selective and corrective remembering of
          colonial prisons in Taiwan seems to reinforce rather than address the separation
          of punishment from the everyday life of the society (Brown, 2009), so that problematic penal practices can
          languish neglected for many years – until some long-awaited effort like Lin’s starts to bring attention to
          the dark corners of seemingly not-so-modern prisons. It alerts us to the ongoing reform talks in Taiwan,
          which should not be totally separated from the gradually increasing attention paid to colonial prison
          heritage.
        

      
    


    
      Conclusion: Remembering Imprisonment in between Colonial Moments


      
        This chapter brings attention to the Japanese Empire’s first and most significant colony, Taiwan, and how Japan
        imposed a modernization of punishment on the island. In examining several colonial prisons that remain in
        Taiwan, it illustrates how memories of imprisonment are selectively or correctively preserved. The Taiwan case
        contrasts sharply with other cases of Japanese colonization, such as those in Lushun and Seoul, since
        patriotism and nationalism are relatively under-represented in Taiwan. This arguably reflects Taiwan’s
        ambiguous positionality in between colonial moments intersected by substantial and ideological wars in the
        region.
      


      
        In examining the different cases, we adopted the concept of “grades of remembering” to discuss the effect of
        (not) remembering as a spectrum of nuances. Differentiating the effect of not
        remembering in most places from the effect of selective remembering
        instantiated in a few sites, we illuminated the twisted, selected revelation of a larger, more complicated
        history that is achieved via a kind of appreciation of colonial aesthetics without consideration of the ethics
        of heritage (Huang, 2017b). More importantly, the notion of correction – the main theme of modern punishment –
        lends itself to understanding a particular kind of remembering that intends to correct the past through the
        corrective remembering effects that can be seen in Chiayi. Such corrective
        remembering involves a purposeful retelling of the past through a filter of present norms and morality. The
        notion of correction as a civilized form of punishment, arguably, thus remains effective even though the
        buildings that composed the prison complex have been converted for other uses.
      

    


    Notes


    
      
        1 Two other Taiwanese prisons, in Jingmei and on Green Island, were turned into museums of
        human rights in 2000. But these had been built by the nationalist government to imprison dissidents in the
        1950s. See further discussion in Lin (2017).
      


      
        2 See further details at the official website, http://twh.boch.gov.tw/taiwan/index.aspx?lang=en_us
      


      
        3 Ewam Lin manages a facebook page where he frequently posts his visual diary: https://www.facebook.com/EwamLin/
      

    

  


  
    7  Re-Articulation of Places of Pain and Shame into a World
    Heritage?1


    
      Conceiving a Collaboration Over Heritage in Difficult Geopolitics


      
        In this chapter, we trace how heritagization involving China and Korea has unfolded amid the ever-shifting
        geopolitics in Northeast Asia, exposing the multilateral nature of heritage as diplomacy. In a region where
        geopolitics remains difficult, difficult heritage may even become heritage off diplomacy – heritage being
        turned off from the cross-border network – when other diplomatic challenges arise. The recently increased
        interest in transnational, serial nominations for UNESCO World Heritage status and comparable forms of official
        recognition demonstrates the critical role of heritage as diplomacy, as Tim Winter (2015) notes. There are both
        opportunities and challenges, nevertheless, when treating difficult heritage as diplomacy, such as in the case
        of colonial prisons embedded in memories of punishment and imprisonment across borders. We will examine the
        ways in which the prisons left by the colonizers are turned into a heritage of peace and freedom and the
        process of corrective remembering these decommissioned prisons enable.
      


      
        We start by taking a look at the most recent debate on military deployment in Northeast Asia. Since its
        deployment late in 2016, the US Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system in South Korea has damaged
        not only diplomacy between South Korea and China but also the cultural, economic, and tourist exchanges between
        these countries. The Chinese government protested fiercely against having its military movements monitored,
        claiming the region would be destabilized as a result (Ryall, 2017). As part of its economic retaliation
        against South Korea, China banned group tours to South Korea, boycotted Korean products, and instituted other
        types of restrictions (Jun, 2017b; Work, 2017). The THAAD incident also suspended the historic cooperation
        between South Korean and China brought about by their mutual opposition to the booming “Japan is Great”
        sentiment, a distinctive nationalistic discourse arising from the resurgence of right-wing, patriotic
        mobilization in Japan since the 1990s and contributing to the recent whitewashing of wartime memories in
        Japanese popular media (Yamaguchi, 2017). To mitigate the tension, Korean President Moon Jae-in, elected in May
        2017, visited China in December 2017 to engineer a partial “reset” in the two nations’ difficult relationship
        (Jun, 2017a; Work, 2017). The ongoing episode is just one among countless that
        illustrate how shifting geopolitics have shaped China and South Korea’s difficult diplomacy and, by extension,
        the heritage talks between the two nations with which this chapter takes issue.
      


      
        It is necessary to note that heritage talks against geopolitics as such also involved North Korea and much
        deeper histories over territorial claims in Northeast Asia, which can be exemplified by the dual inscription of
        the Koguryo heritage sites in both North Korea and China on the UNESCO World Heritage List2 in 2004 (Gries, 2005; Ahn, 2008). The controversy over the Koguryo heritage sites triggered
        long-standing anxiety over the historical conflicts between Korea and China, reawakening too the
        still-unresolved issue of the reunification of North and South Korean territories. With this controversial case
        as a precedent, we would like to bring attention to a recent collaboration in the making between South Korea
        and China – specifically between the Seodaemun Prison in Seoul and LRJP in Lushun–Dalian. As we presented in
        Chapters 4 and 5, the two prisons built during the colonial period are associated with the shame, violence, and
        trauma left by the Japanese Empire (Huang, 2017a). Sharing memories of this nature, the management entities of
        the two prisons recently launched a cross-border collaboration to consider pursuing serial nominations for
        UNESCO World Heritage status.
      


      
        The two prisons can be understood as “difficult heritage,” a notion associated with traumatic and painful
        processes by which heritage and identity are formed (Macdonald, 2009; Logan and Reeves, 2008). The difficult
        nature of such heritage stems from uncertainties about how the problematic past attached to the site can be
        evaluated while mitigating conflicting narratives and accommodating the passage of time (Lee, 2019). Engaging
        with the concept of “heritage diplomacy” (Winter, 2015) as both theory and analytical tool, we will examine the
        various ways in which difficult heritage can be operated and managed as diplomacy in Northeast Asia.
      

    


    
      The Politics of World Heritage and Heritage Diplomacy


      
        Heritage can be both the enabler and the product of diplomacy. Tim Winter (2015, 2016a, 2016b) drew attention
        to the role heritage can play – as a non-human actor, in Actor Network Theory’s sense – in shaping
        international relations and geopolitics. Winter conceptualizes “heritage as diplomacy” as distinct from
        “heritage in diplomacy” to illustrate how preservation has been tied inherently to the rise of internationalism
        and global governance. The intention to engage with heritage in diplomacy is actually not new in Northeast
        Asia. As Lee illustrates (2019), the timing of the 1988 Olympics and a special command issued by President Chun
        Doo-hwan on 20 March 1987 played a critical role in saving Seodaemun Prison from demolition. It was instead
        preserved as a cultural heritage site to help preserve the spirit of Korean independence activists during the
        Japanese occupation, which was a decision that defied popular expectation (Lee, 2019). The dramatic turn had to
        do with Chun’s aspiration of leaving a positive legacy to the Korean public and the
        world to cover his own misdeeds, an ambition which implicitly employed the diplomatic dimension of heritage.
      


      
        Similar intentions, though with rather a negative message, can be found in a much earlier Lushun example.
        During the 1950s and 1960s, a time when heritage was not prioritized in national policy, LRJP was preserved and
        turned into a museum against the backdrop of the rising tensions prompted by the Zhengbao Island Incidents
        between China and Russia (1969–1971) (Kuisong, 2000). According to the curators (interview, 3 April 2017), the
        Communist Party presented the defunct prison as evidence of war crimes and a material object of propaganda,
        mobilizing anti-Russian and anti-Japanese sentiment later in the 1970s. Such an “accidental” heritagization of
        a colonial legacy deserves more attention, especially in terms of the dynamics between heritage and diplomacy,
        which actually happened before China became one of the key players in UNESCO World Heritage.
      


      
        Taking a process approach (Smith, 2006; Hodder, 2010), we may see world heritage as a set of processes by which
        the state paradoxically makes heritage into national and international objects at the same time. The process of
        heritagization – including the selection before the listing, the process of listing, and the processes of
        preservation and adaptive reuse – is inevitably contested and highly political (Bertacchini et al., 2016;
        Meskell, 2014, 2015; Meskell et al., 2015; Schmitt, 2009; Harrison and Hitchcock, 2005). Some have observed
        that UNESCO has become a marketplace, wherein nation states compete with one another for the branding effects
        of world heritage and show no hesitation in political pact-making (Meskell, 2015, 2014; Hoggart, 2011).
      


      
        We believe that claims to world heritage status are much more than political pact-making. Since the 1990s,
        peace-making through heritage protection has become one of the process’s most important goals (Mayor and
        Tanguiane, 1997). Besides, with more and more member states from Southeast Asia, the number of listed monuments
        that register European colonialism and histories of indigenous oppression has increased over time (Askew, 2010,
        p. 30). Heritage provides a different route for thinking that helps us counter the flattening of the
        international order amid the discourse of globalization and the language of international cooperation (Winter,
        2015, p. 3). Today’s world is not as peaceful and free of the legacy of colonialism as UNESCO World Heritage
        implies, though. The post-Second World War years have witnessed the situating of culture and its governance
        among a new set of political relations, along with decolonization and the Cold War. Against this context, the
        practices of UNESCO unfold in complex ways, by which culture has been folded into a more complicated, fluid
        “network of networks” (Winter, 2015).
      


      
        With what he terms “heritage diplomacy,” Winter characterizes heritage diplomacy as distinct from cultural
        diplomacy in its recognition and enabling of bi- and multi-directional cultural flows and exchanges rather than
        simply exporting or projecting one culture, as cultural diplomacy does. More specifically, heritage diplomacy
        is broadly defined as “a set of processes whereby cultural and natural pasts shared between and across nations
        become subject to exchanges, collaborations, and forms of cooperative governance”
        (Winter, 2015, p. 11). Winter’s proposal urges us to pay attention to how future international collaborations
        unfold along with historical routes of interactions with endorsement by heritage. It echoes the notion of
        “parallax visions” (Cumings, 1999; Kwon, 2010) and attends to “the convergence of colonial memories and Cold
        War realities,” which may perpetuate mutually biased perceptions in relation to both the past and the present
        (Kwon, 2010, p. 233). In Northeast Asia, a focus on heritage as diplomacy in the
        region’s transient geopolitics enables a more nuanced understanding of the formal and informal interaction
        around contested, difficult heritage. The critical moments we identified and discussed in reviewing the
        heritagization of/between Korea and China will demonstrate the multiple roles that difficult heritage can serve
        in shaping diplomacy.
      


      
        The increase in transnational serial property nominations represents important cases of heritage as diplomacy and the cases discussed here can be particularly critical. While some serial
        property nominations represent cultural interaction dating back to before the formation of recent modern state
        territories, such as the Jesuit Missions of the Guaranis (Argentina and Brazil, listed in the 1980s) or the
        Belfries of Belgium and France (listed in 1999, 2015), the modern prisons built under colonial expansionism in
        the early twentieth century embody the suffering (as a dark cross-border interaction) inflicted upon the
        colonies and the essentially colonial modernization of punishment in the course of Japan’s development into a
        modern state. Though Japan was at the time proud of its accomplishment in modernizing penal affairs (Huang,
        2017a, 2017b), to the occupied territories these sites were certainly not glorious, as the ongoing discussion
        of Silk Road UNESCO World Heritage sites can be considered to be (Ono, 2005; Eman, 2005).
      


      
        Heritage has become an important vehicle in the service of cultural nationalism (Guo, 2004). More than ever, it
        has been effectively adopted by Chinese leaders, such as Xi Jinping, to promote economic collaboration in the
        name of inter-civilization exchanges (Winter, 2016b). Heritage has been considered as a relatively neutral
        domain within a domestic or regional political context, because heritage sites mostly represent a positive
        focal point for international aid and collaboration motivated by cross-border solidarity (Winter, 2016a, p.
        22): such is the case with the heritage restoration conducted in Kathmandu after the 2015 Gorkha Earthquake.
        Dark heritage, however, may not easily fit this characterization given that its recognition oftentimes demands
        the acknowledgment of political responsibilities and reveals unresolved debates over historical, cross-border
        conflicts. The parties involved in the proposed heritage diplomacy may have different views of how to
        reassemble and reformulate dark memories to ensure balance is maintained in the multilateral relations that
        extend beyond the collaboration. Moreover, the project usually involves a disinterested third party with no
        desire to revisit the dark memories in such a way; this party’s uneasiness, nevertheless, may be one of the
        keys by which we can unlock the unresolved historical conflicts underneath the convenient rendering of dark
        heritage as a heritage of universal values, like independence or peace. This challenge is more likely to happen
        in regions where colonialism has given rise to intensive cross-border political
        activities and frequent rewriting of national borders, such as Northeast Asia.
      


      
        How would dark heritage contribute to heritage diplomacy? How can theories of heritage diplomacy help us
        understand the complexity of turning decommissioned, colonial prisons into transnational heritage? The recent
        publication of the Palgrave Handbook of Prison Tourism (Wilson et al., 2017)
        testifies to the growing interest in seeing prisons as heritage for commemoration and tourism. Yet, in the
        edited volume, most prisons were seen as projects independent from one another. Through the lens of heritage
        diplomacy, we examine now the ongoing conversation between Seoul and Lushun as interrelated sites.
      

    


    
      Unfolding Collaboration Around Offshore Heritage Since the 1990s


      
        The LRJP was first considered for potential listing as World Heritage in 2008–2009. Among the site’s many
        advocates, Su-ying Wang, once chair of the Writer’s Association of Dalian City, has been the most enthusiastic.
        Wang herself has written extensively about the historical value of the monuments in the Lushun–Dalian region,
        and in 1999 prepared an application, “Considering Nominating Lushun–Dalian region as a world heritage,” with a
        focus on the area’s recent war-related history, for the State Administration of Cultural Heritage in Beijing.
        The proposal was not officially adopted, due to differing opinions at senior levels: until 2012, we could still
        trace some media coverage about the suspended proposal; it remains unclear whether it ever went any further.
      


      
        In 2013, however, a new opportunity arose from across the border with South Korea. Conversations commenced
        about pursuing a world heritage application, either for Seodaemun Prison alone or by articulating Seodaemun
        Prison with the Lushun Prison into a world heritage series. The latter proposal gradually gained precedence. In
        February 2014, Seoul Metropolitan Government announced its plan to support Seodaemun Prison History Hall and
        Seodaemun Independence Park in applying for UNESCO World Heritage site status, supported by Seodaemun-gu
        Borough Office and the Cultural Heritage Administration of Korea (Min and Choi, 2014, p. 14). The Seodaemun
        Prison History Hall saw the UNESCO World Heritage nomination as having strong branding power to draw people’s
        attention domestically and internationally (interview with Director Park on 11 August 2016).
      


      
        For the purpose of preparing for a collaboration, Seodaemun Prison in mid-2016 commenced another round of
        restoration projects. Similar attempts to secure greater recognition could be found in Lushun too: the prison
        was closed for restoration from late 2016 until the end of May 2017. The museum staff in Lushun did not see the
        restoration as an act particularly aimed at preparing for a world heritage nominating, however, according to
        the authors’ interview with them in April 2017.
      


      
        In effect, interactions between Korea and China concerning these two sites date back to the 1980s, and went
        beyond a generally shared sentiment concerning Japanese colonialism due to their
        shared association with a particular Korean figure, the independence activist Ahn Jung-geun, as we introduced
        in Chapter 4. It may be worth reminding the readers that
        Ahn was arrested for shooting Itoh Hirobumi at Harbin station. Yet, Itoh, as described in UNESCO’s 2015 listing
        of “Meiji Industrial Revolution Sites: Iron and Steel” as one among the first Japanese scholars to study
        formally in the West, was also the principal architect of the Imperial Japanese Constitution and the first
        Japanese prime minister. While the Japanese saw Ito’s assassin as a violent crime, Ahn’s act was considered
        heroic by Koreans and Chinese alike. A special exhibition room created in LRJP today represents Ahn’s deed, and
        a statue of Ahn was added recently to commemorate the hundredth anniversary of his death.
      


      
        The transnational honoring of Ahn has continuously upset the Japanese government (Torresk, 2013). For our
        purposes, an interesting dimension of the case is LRJP’s status as offshore
        heritage from the Korean perspective. As an example of offshore heritage, LRJP witnessed critical
        historical moments that greatly changed Korea and its geopolitical positioning. Research carried out by the
        Independence Hall of Korea in June and July 2000 identified both LRJP and the Old High Court of Lushun as
        places significant to the Korean Independence Movement. The report accordingly made suggestions on how the
        display could be improved to better propagate the history of these sites (Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
        Independence Hall of Korea, and the Association of Modern and Contemporary Korean History, 2002).
      


      
        Moreover, a search in recent years for Ahn’s remains from the 1990s onward has exposed the particularly
        international and political character of LRJP as we already discussed in Chapter 4. Throughout the 1990s Ahn had become a symbol of nationalism to both Koreans and
        Chinese with profound effects in domestic and international politics.
      


      
        By the first decade of the twenty-first century, economic and political collaborations between China and Korea
        had expanded, in large part through Korea’s burgeoning direct investment in northeast China (Kim et al., 2006).
        After the complicated negotiation that involved that only Korea and China but also Japan and North Korea, it
        was the years between 2004 and 2008 that witnessed the most intense exchanges between North Korea, South Korea,
        and China in their collaboration during the search for Ahn’s remains (interview with Dr. Kim Wol-bae, 4 April
        2017).
      


      
        In parallel to the search for the remains, we can see in LRJP’s records an increased presence of high-profile
        visitors to the institution from South Korea from 1998 onward.3 Beginning in
        the late 1990s, interactions increased between LRJP and certain museums in South Korea. A photo shows the then
        director of LRJP and then deputy commissioner of the Bureau of Culture of Dalian visiting the Memorial Hall of
        Ahn Jung-geun in Seoul. In the following years, the director of the Independence Hall of South Korea and the
        director of the Kim Koo Memorial Hall both came to visit LRJP. Museums of national importance in terms of the
        history of patriotism and independence in a way became sites where cultural diplomacy unfolded.
      


      
        One of the most significant recent interactions between such Chinese and Korean institutions was an
        international conference held at Lushun Prison in 2002, the prison’s centenary year. The organizer not only
        invited the Seodaemun Prison management to attend the conference but also hosted representatives from Abashiri,
        Japan, and Taiwan (Kuo, 2003). To historians of Lushun and Dalian, 2002 was a time to mark the progress the
        city had made since its occupation by Russia and then by Japan. Three years later, in 2005, East Asia was
        marking another significant anniversary: the centennial anniversary of the Russo-Japanese War, which was seen
        as a tragedy by Korea but an unprecedented success in Japan. Korean social anthropologist Kwon Heon-ik,
        reviewing this special year, pointed out that 2005 was also the sixtieth anniversary of Korea’s liberation from
        colonialism in 1945, as well as the fortieth anniversary of the normalization of Korea–Japan relations in 1965
        (Kwon, 2010, p. 236). The year 2005 thus carried dual, conflicting meanings as both a year of friendship and
        the hundredth year of what Koreans remember as the beginning of their “National Shame” – the loss of national
        sovereignty to Japan’s colonial power in 1905–1910, which continued to the end of the Second World War. Between
        these two centennial anniversaries, these places have emerged in the tension between a “national history”
        approach (one that emphasizes national integrity) and a “political history” approach (one that looks at the
        regional (post-)Cold War political realities) to memories and heritages (Kwon, 2010, p. 239). Could the
        proposal of serial property nominations be considered as a new, indirect attempt by the Korean side to lay
        ongoing claim to its offshore heritage?
      


      
        What we can assert is that the recent collaboration between the two museums signaled an attempt to translate a
        sense of shame into a sense of honor. The collaborative work is less a reaction against the former oppressor
        than an exercise in moral reconstruction, a deliberate effort to replace a “tarnished past” with a “noble” one
        (see Don Baker’s chapter in Kim and Schwartz (2010)). This new and different goal, according to Schwartz and
        Kim (2010), has to do with the way in which “honor and shame” societies in East Asia teach their members to
        think about the past differently than occurs in Western societies of “dignity and guilt” (Schwartz and Kim,
        2010, p. 21).
      


      
        For example, China and Korea collaborated to create a special exhibition on the theme of Korean patriots in
        China, first exhibited in Lushun from 18 May to 30 August 2013. Part of the special exhibition remained in the
        museum afterward. The exhibition narratives emphasized the patriotism shared by Korean and Chinese convicts.
        “Sacrifice” was one of the themes and Ahn Jung-geun was undoubtedly a key figure in staging the heroism of the
        independence activists. In effect, as soon as the tourists arrived in LRJP, the first special exhibition room
        that they encountered was the cell in which Ahn stayed. It was purportedly kept as it had been when Ahn left,
        with the desk, bed, and his characteristic calligraphy work on the wall (see Figure 7.1). With a focus on Ahn, several sites of specific historical significance to
        Koreans in Manchuria can be connected into an offshore heritage series to emphasize the patriot fighting
        against Japanese rule in order to restore the nation’s honor. This might include the Harbin Railway Station, or
        Ahn’s burial site outside LRJP (if it could be identified). Earlier, Zhou Enlai, the
        first premier of the PRC, once noted that Ahn was the forerunner of anti-Japan activism for both China and
        Korea. Zhou’s words are literally represented in a framed display board at LRJP today. Yet, as noted earlier,
        further efforts to articulate this sentiment of common purpose into a true collaboration between China and
        Korea more successfully can easily attract protests from the Japanese side. How far Ahn and his deeds can be
        universally valued remains open to question in the face of Japan’s continuing protests.
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 7.1  Special exhibition
          room on the Korean independence activist Ahn Jung-geun at the LRJP.
        


        
          Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in April 2017.
        

      


      
        To foster the possibility of collaborating on a serial nomination, the Seodaemun Prison and LRJP from 2014
        agreed to organize annual symposia to sustain momentum for future activity together. From 2014 to 2016, three
        annual symposia were organized with the two institutions participating as main actors, attended too by some of
        their counterparts from Japan and Taiwan. Interestingly, from the themes of the annual symposia we can see an
        attempt to internationalize the value and meanings of these colonial prisons in a broader context, which
        reflects the goal of collaboration on a world heritage nomination.4 In
        addition, exhibitions continued to travel across borders to promote mutual understanding. In August 2015, the
        authors visited the Seodaemun Prison History Hall and encountered there the then ongoing special exhibition on
        Lushun Prison (in situ through 21 August 2016), following an exhibition by the Korean side in Lushun in 2014.
      


      
        This increasing collaboration appeared promising for the prospect of a co-nomination in the making, with
        Seodaemun Prison taking the more active role. According to our interview with Director Park Kyeong-mok, the
        Korean side expressly intended to enhance the feasibility of a World Heritage nomination through this
        collaboration. Motivations for such a co-nomination included the fact that LRJP was
        almost completely preserved in situ and therefore performed better in terms of authenticity, which could
        compensate for the weakness of the Korean site having been several times modified and reconstructed. Besides,
        the Korean party to the collaboration has a clear strategic reason to partner with China, which is obviously a
        more powerful representative on the World Heritage Committee (interview, 11 August 2016).
      


      
        In anticipation of such a proposal, both prisons as of August 2017 were undergoing major restoration. For
        Seodaemun Prison, this is the third phase of a wide-reaching restoration program, commenced in March 2016 and
        slated to end by 2020. The authors visited the construction site after our interview with the director and
        noticed the great number of red bricks acquired for the restoration. It turned out that most of these were in
        fact old bricks imported from Dalian, intended to ensure an authentic look for the repaired buildings given
        that no old kilns remained operational in Korea. The employment of materials across borders at first glance
        embodies the collaborative efforts and the historical, colonial connection between the two.
      


      
        The Chinese side, however, recently provided a more conservative account of this collaboration. When asked
        about the possibility of pursuing a serial nomination, deputy director Zhou Aimin opined that LRJP welcomed the
        idea but was not ready for any immediate move:
      


      
        It is a good idea. But it is gonna be very difficult and complicated and required a lot more work. To reach the
        criterion of Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), we need to work hard to make up the loss of the records [burnt
        by the Japanese former director] but I don’t think we are there yet.
      


      
        (interview with Zhou, 5 April 2017)
      


      
        Thus far, there had been no formal assessment of the potential collaboration with Korea from the Chinese side,
        and Zhou continued to show hesitancy. It appeared that there was no strong momentum among the staff at LRJP to
        make the extra effort to work with Seodaemun Prison History Hall. “Perhaps we will see the next generation
        taking up this task,” Zhou noted toward the end of our meeting (5 April 2017).
      


      
        With these divergent accounts from the two sides, we were left confused and curious about the future
        development of the collaboration. What was not mentioned by either director, however, was the pending search
        for Ahn’s remains as offshore heritage – most likely both are deterred by likely objections from Japan.
        Long-time searchers like Dr. Kim express ever-increasing anxiety about the fleeting time remaining to locate
        Ahn’s grave. How much the collaboration between Seodaemun Prison and LRJP can help in the search remains a
        difficult question in the heritagization of these difficult places.
      

    


    
      Corrective Remembering: The Erasure of Post-Second World War Memories


      
        Both Seodaemun Prison and LRJP can be seen as examples of corrective remembering. Corrective remembering
        represents an attempt to correct the telling of the past for the interest of the
        present, and in so doing imposes the process of othering as the essence of punishment. This term is used as a
        euphemism to illustrate how the logic of punishment is often reactivated into the remaking of penal heritage to
        present memories in a particular teleological way; it represents an attempt to correct the telling of the past
        for the interest of the present and, in so doing, directly or indirectly to impose punishment onto others from
        us (Huang, 2017c). In order to maintain a strong homogeneous official discourse of Korean independence from
        Imperial Japan, Seodaemun Prison has engaged in othering narratives that do not well support this line,
        occluding the histories of Korean independence activists who were communists, as well as democracy movement
        narratives, comfort women narratives, and the memories of prisoners’ supporters. In this section we take the
        Seodaemun Prison History Hall as an example to demonstrate that the cross-border collaboration with LRJP does
        not necessarily translate to a more inclusive interpretation and representation of history: in fact, it can
        mean quite the opposite.
      


      
        To date, Seodaemun Prison History Hall has predominantly focused on colonial narratives concerning the prison,
        although the facility was actually operational as a prison until the 1980s. Before 2017, only one temporary
        exhibition had dealt with post-war stories, appearing at the site in 2010. Current Director Park Kyeong-mok and
        Curator Kim Tae-dong have both acknowledged in an interview that they would have liked to include more post-war
        narratives into the regular exhibition, e.g., presenting some of the histories related to democratization
        movements, yet higher-level authorities would not approve such proposals. They tried but failed to make it
        through (interview, 11 August 2016).
      


      
        Rhee Young-hee, a former professor at Hanyang University, is one of few to have published his experiences of
        being imprisoned at the Seodaemun Prison. Lee’s criticisms of the South Korean state (especially the Park
        Chung-hee regime) were ruled to have violated the Anti-Communist Law and he was thus jailed in Seodaemun Prison
        three times, in 1964, 1977, and 1982. He was always sent to the jail during winter, and in his memoir
        sarcastically talked about the lack of heating in the jail: “The frostbite, which I did not experience during
        the Korean War, became a norm here [meaning the Seodaemun Prison]” (Rhee and Na, 1988).5 While most South Koreans have considered Seodaemun Prison to represent the fight for
        independence during the colonial period, Rhee deemed the prison a living testimony to the dark side of the
        modern Korean state. This illustrates the disagreement between the memories of those who were imprisoned in the
        post-war period and the “post-memory generation” who did not have such prison experiences but are a strong
        memory-transmitter group (Hirsh, 1997).6
      


      
        Another issue in the prison’s problematic representation of history is the tendency to characterize all its
        former inmates as pro-independence patriots, a tendency also seen at LRJP (Huang, 2017a). In fact, there were
        prisoners of many kinds across the years, including independence activists during Japanese occupation,
        communist activists before the Second World War, pro-Japanese collaborators in 1948, conservative activists who
        were treated inhumanely by the People’s Army of North Korea during the Korean War, leftist dissidents that
        challenged the dictatorship after the Korean War, considerable numbers of
        pro-democracy activists, and long-term political prisoners in the 1970s and 1980s. Besides, common criminals
        were also imprisoned during both the colonial and postcolonial periods (Park, 2015).
      


      
        Few Koreans questioned the sanctification of the occupation-era Korean inmates in Seodaemun Prison, reflecting
        the pervasiveness of “a myth that everyone resisted and […] no one collaborated” (Shin and Robinson, 1999, p.
        7). The real stories behind this simplistic representation were too complicated to be sold as a coherent,
        politically correct narrative. A nationalist framework had dominated since the 1990s, when the first Korean
        civil president, Kim Young-sam, was elected after the fall of the long-standing military dictatorship. The
        ongoing collaborative effort to fit existing narratives into a renewed framework with a focus on peace is no
        more inclusive. Both frameworks selectively pick up memories of punishment and imprisonment.
      


      
        As mentioned in Chapter 5, the post-war period witnessed
        the imprisonment of the four former South Korean presidents at the Seodaemun Prison (Park Chung-hee in 1948,
        Kim Young-sam in 1963, Kim Dae-jung in 1980, and Lee Myung-bak in 1964), as well as that of the current
        incumbent President Moon Jae-in (Moon, 2017). Kim Young-sam, Lee Myung-bak, and Moon Jae-in were imprisoned
        under Park Chung-hee’s regime. In addition, many of them who had been incarcerated during the military
        dictatorship were elected as members of the National Assembly (e.g., Kim Geun-tae) or in one case chancellor
        (Shin In-ryeong Ewha Womans University). Also, they became powerful supporters of Roh Moo-hyun (2003–2008),
        which reflected a shifting postcolonial political landscape centered around the Seodaemun Prison. That is,
        although those who were imprisoned under the military dictatorship had been perceived as political criminals
        from the right-wing politicians, these political criminals have been viewed as heroic figures who brought about
        Korean democracy from the left-wing politicians. It was only with the political transition from Park Geun-hye
        (2013–2016) to Moon Jae-in (2017–present) that these stories relating to the left-wing politicians’
        imprisonment have started to circulate again.
      


      
        Since the regime change in 2017, Seodaemun Prison History Hall has gained a little more freedom to revitalize
        the postcolonial memories through lectures and temporal exhibitions (interview with Park Kyeong-mok on 5
        September 2017). Obviously, it is not easy for the renewed peace framework to accommodate all the difficult
        transitions between the different regimes. Some may appear more convenient than others. For example, the story
        of President Moon or President Kim Dae-jung (the 2000 Peace Nobel Prize recipient) being incarcerated in the
        prison after being sentenced to death in 1980 under the then military regime of Chun Doo-hwan (1980–1987) might
        help visitors understand the wider context of the Korean democracy movement in the 1970s.
      


      
        But there is much more being left out. Embedded within the penal landscape around the prison lay many dark
        memories, such as the case of the failed proposal to build a memorial museum to Korea’s comfort women next to
        the prison museum and the demolition of Okbaraji (see Chapter 5). The stories of the neighborhood that accommodated the families and rehabilitated prisoners, some of whom were left leaning
        politically, were deemed irrelevant to the nationalist history framework (we will revisit the case of
        Okbaraji in Chapter 8 for
        comparison with the case in Taipei). Both the rejection of a comfort women memorial museum and the refusal to
        commemorate Okbaraji, which would have kept the grassroots penal landscape in
        dialogue with Seodaemun Prison (Park, 2016, 2017) raise the issue of the exclusion that seems to prevail in the
        prisons as sites for corrective remembering. Seemingly, some difficult heritage is
        still difficult, unlike what Macdonald (2015) noted regarding the European cases.
      

    


    
      The Cross-Border Making of Heritage Pasts and Heritage Presents


      
        Among Korea, Japan, and China, the flow of tourism and heritagization are multi-directional and in connecting
        them we can better understand the entanglement of the past with the future. The rapidly growing numbers of
        Chinese tourists in Korea do not necessarily have any particular interest in Seodaemun Prison (or less interest
        than in Seoul’s other famous sights, such as the Dongdaemun Design Plaza). Japanese tourists, however, dominate
        the foreign visitors arriving at the Seodaemun Prison (among the prison’s 600,000 visitors, about 10 percent
        were foreigners and 40 percent of these came from Japan (according to data collected in August 2016; Jung and
        Tae, 2016, p. 225)). This was quite different from the visiting habits of Japanese tourists in Lushun and
        Dalian, who prefer to visit the battlefields of the 1905 Russo-Japanese War, a category into which the LRJP
        does not fall. Meanwhile, the presence of Korean tourists in LRJP has been evidently on the increase, mainly
        due to its status as the final incarceration place of Ahn Jun-geun.
      


      
        Both of these museums are interested in broadening their audience by pursuing World Heritage status.
        Nevertheless, even remembering places in support of the discourse of peace, which is the inherent value of
        promoting world heritage, is full of rifts. Director Park of the Seodaemun Prison History Hall acknowledged the
        differences between the two museums and at the same time pointed out the shared fate of China and Korea in
        countering the Japanese Empire to pursue independence and peace. By advancing the exhibition narratives
        promoting peace while keeping a focus on independence, the curators and director believe they can speak to more
        visitors across borders (interview on 10 August 2016).
      


      
        The Lushun side interprets its focus in a slightly different way. “We believe that patriotism itself can be a
        universal value shared among nations,” noted vice-director Zhou. From her perspective, there is little to
        adjust or advance in terms of the exhibitions’ narration. LRJP has been designated as a site for patriotic
        education and its management believes that patriotism is universally important, and thus that its narratives
        would not conflict with the general goals of world heritage. Therefore, the museum will probably remain little
        altered for the time being. Though LRJP also considers a co-nomination appealing (according to our interview with vice-director Zhou on 3 April 2017), the proposed collaboration appears less
        immediate if not totally unpromising.
      


      
        In Seoul, whether or not the Seodaemun Prison History Hall will accommodate the difficult memories of the
        post-war years with its revised discourses remains a question to follow. Among other factors, President Moon’s
        incarceration at the Seodaemun Prison may be a catalyst for change. In 2012, Moon announced his candidacy in
        the eighteenth Korean presidential election in front of the Independence Gate nearby the Seodaemun Prison
        History Hall (Yonhap News, 14 June 2012, quoted in Jung and Tae, 2016, p. 228), which indicated his political
        identity in relation to the Seodaemun Prison. It distinguished his political stance in pursuit of a true
        democracy from that of his predecessor the former President Park Geun-hye, the daughter of Park Chung-hee, who
        was impeached due to her abuse of power and bribery in December 2016. The fact that Moon, a former convict
        under the regime of Park, became president reminds people of the significance of the Seodaemun Prison as a
        contested site in the democratization of South Korea.
      


      
        The proposed collaboration toward a nomination for world heritage, if it is to move forward, must also compete
        with other proposals within Korea and China. Given that each country can send only one proposal each year, the
        case of Seodaemun Prison has to wait in line after those given higher priority, such as the Seoul City walls
        (an application for which was officially submitted in 2012 and is now on UNESCO’s tentative World Heritage
        List). The Seoul City walls application instantiates a celebration of the longevity of Korean civilization
        under its ancient kingdom and the Lee monarchy, one of the most popular themes in Korea. The Seodaemun Prison,
        whether considering its historical value or its current managers’ attempt at collaborating with China,
        represents a new paradigm away from the existing discourse of heritage in Korea. Indeed, Director Park is fully
        aware of these challenges. As he noted:
      


      
        We know it is going to be a long and difficult road and we may not even get there. Yet, it is a way for us to
        promote the prison museum to be known by more people even though we may not even have a chance to continue.
      


      
        (interview, 11 August 2016)
      


      
        It is necessary to note that the recognition of colonial heritage is a fairly new development in both China and
        Korea: there is little agreement as to whether the two prisons are equally seen as colonial heritage. In Korea,
        the recognition of such heritage has to do with 2001’s “Registered Cultural Heritage” legislation, which offers
        the possibility to include some Japanese colonial heritage (Kim, 2012, p. 20). This process gained momentum
        only after 2010, the centennial of the Japan–Korea Treaty of 1910, which was also the sixty-fifth anniversary
        of the formal establishment of diplomatic relations between the two countries (Lee, 2015). Yet, the history of
        colonialism in Korea went beyond Japanese colonial heritage. Difficult diplomatic relationships among Korea,
        Japan, and China left their mark on the area around Seodaemun Prison much earlier, since this site was
        where Korean officials welcomed ambassadors sent by the Chinese monarchy in the late
        nineteenth century. This area thus symbolized Chinese cultural and political influence on Korea, before its
        reconstitution through the Korean monarchy’s construction of the Independence Gate (it is independence from
        China to which the gate’s name refers) and then by the Japanese colonial powers’ symbolically resonant
        installation of the prison on the site (Lee, 2019). During their tenure, the Japanese purposely protected the
        Independence Gate as a cultural heritage site (Lee, 2016; Gwon, 2011). Over time, this area around the prison
        has thus been layered with multilateral interpretations enmeshed in the triangular relationship between Korea,
        Japan, and China, not to say the indirect involvement of the US and Russia in formulating the idea of building
        up a modern park next to the Independence Gate back in the late nineteenth century (Lee, 2019). We can thus see
        the great complexity in how diplomacy has been integral to the making of heritage.
      

    


    
      Dramatic Suspension of Collaboration: Difficult Heritage as Diplomacy Amid the Difficult Politics
      of Northeast Asia


      
        The Korean-Chinese collaboration over the two prison sites came to an abrupt end in the summer of 2017. The
        rupture started with the postponing of the regular, annual symposium from October 2016 to the spring of 2017.
        Due to hesitation on the part of LRJP, it was again postponed to November 2017. Eventually, no representative
        from LRJP attended the 2017 symposium, on the theme of human rights and penal heritage. The several other
        collaborations involving the two parties were also suspended. For example, both Seodaemun Prison and LRJP had
        planned to hold a collaborative exhibition at the Jeju Anti-Japanese Memorial Hall on 18 May 2017 to celebrate
        International Museum Day. The planned collaboration had a particular meaning in connecting three areas: Jeju,
        Seodaemun Prison, and LRJP (interview with curator Kim Tae-dong, March 2017). LRJP canceled their participation
        abruptly with only two weeks’ notice. With no clear explanation offered, formal contact having stopped months
        earlier, the Korean side at best can attribute the current situation to the worsening China–Korea relations
        brought about by THAAD. It is at the time of writing uncertain whether LRJP will continue the collaboration in
        support of a serial nomination. Still, China remains South Korea’s largest trading partner and its most
        important destination for overseas direct investment to date.7 To what degree
        these worsening ties represent a critical point, as opposed to a mere gesture by local governance reflecting
        the central government’s temporary disapproval of THAAD, remains open to question.
      


      
        The difficulties arising from the ongoing disagreement over the security arrangements of the Asia-Pacific
        region, which involves US meddling in Korea, Japan, and China, obviously show the limits of heritage diplomacy,
        when another diplomatic challenge trumps the diplomatic value of heritage-making in a region shaped by
        multilateral military exercises. In fact, though, the more we look at the details hidden in the folds of this
        difficult heritage-scape, the more we see the expression of “independence” in the
        context of Korean history targeting not only Japan but also China and perhaps other superpowers in the
        post-Cold War era. The ongoing dynamics of Korea–China collaboration simultaneously represent both a new
        starting point and a revisiting of past (inter)dependency relations. The collaboration on penal heritage can be
        situated in a particular period from 2013 to 2016, when the former South Korean President Park Geun-hye and
        Chinese President Xi Jinping built up powerful diplomatic relations in order to counteract the political
        relationship between Japan and the US. In light of this strategic collaboration, heritage diplomacy across
        Korea and China appeared natural. Therefore, supported by the Chinese government, a Memorial Hall for Ahn
        Jung-geun was opened to the public at Harbin station, China, in January 2014, and the Provisional Government of
        Korea building in Shanghai was reopened in September 2015. In addition, both countries fiercely criticized
        Japan’s denial of colonial oppression, such as by highlighting the case of forced labor at Hashima Island when
        that island was included in a World Heritage site nomination in July 2015 (Takazane, 2015). Moreover, both
        countries endeavored to register certain archives relating to Japanese colonial rule (that is, lists of
        sacrifices during the Nanjing Massacre and lists of comfort women) on UNESCO’s Memory of the World List (Seo,
        2008; Han, 2015). The heritagization of painful and traumatic histories thus indicates both South Korea and
        China’s commitment to raise questions of memory that Japan has tried to turn away.
      


      
        In such a political milieu, the collaboration between LRJP and Seodaemun Prison History Hall seemed to enjoy
        smooth sailing in the beginning but gradually turned down due to different levels of enthusiasm between the two
        parties, and stopped suddenly when the THAAD conflict arose. This particular case thus reflects the
        difficulties of promoting difficult heritage as diplomacy, which is supposed to
        enable more dialogues than conflicts and to facilitate forgiveness and reconciliation. It also exposes the dark
        side of diplomacy: diplomacy is not all about collaboration for peace, after all. Despite frustration, the
        Seodaemun Prison site has started to look at alternative narratives, even including a re-aligning of itself
        with other parties in the region, which further raises questions about the multilateral nature of heritage as
        diplomacy.8
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    8  Disarticulation and Eradication of Dissonant Place in Replicating Roppongi Hills in
    Taipei1


    
      Historic preservation, in the postcolonial sense, is inevitably about remaking geographies of colonialism in the
      contemporary world. Yet the story of the construction and demolition of the colonial Taihoku Prison (Taipei
      Prison, hereafter the Taipei Prison, as this chapter deals mainly with the postcolonial situation) involves
      multiple colonizations, oppressions, and displacements across three centuries. It is worth noting that since the
      seventeenth century Taiwan has been ruled (at least in part) by several regimes. This commenced with Dutch rule
      from 1624 to 1662, after which it became a military base for those who wanted to restore the Ming dynasty under
      Zheng Chenggong (or “Koxinga”), and eventually being ruled (in part) by the Qing
      dynasty from 1683 to the commencement of Japanese colonialization in 1895. Further regime changes after the
      Japanese left are discussed later in this chapter. Over the past four centuries, Han people migrating from
      Mainland China gradually dominated the island where more than sixteen distinct groups of indigenous peoples have
      lived for thousands of years (Andrade, 2009). The essential diversity of the island nation distinguishes its
      identity-making processes and its experience of the politics of memory from those of Korea and China: a history
      of constant conquest by foreign powers from without, including the Han Chinese, has left dissonant, competing
      traces of memories that can hardly be integrated into one continuous, cohesive narrative, echoing the notion of
      “dissonant heritage” (Tunbridge and Ashworth, 1996).
    


    
      The Japanese houses affiliated with the Taipei Prison discussed in Chapter 6 sit right next to an ambitious project aimed at replicating Tokyo’s “Roppongi Hills”
      development, an effort to replace the remnants of the colonial prison and convey an informal settlement between
      the respective nations.2 This is the case that we examine in this chapter. In so
      doing, we will demonstrate how in Taipei, in contrast to the other two cases discussed in Chapter 7, a former prison site is involved in a process of
      disarticulating and eradicating painful and shameful memories. We take up two objectives in our analysis. The
      first is to draw attention to the neglected relationships between punishment, heritage, and colonial modernity
      that underpin how the punitive state – a modern state that operates through punishment – continues despite regime
      changes. Second, it explores the demolished prison as a site of “dissonant heritage” (Tunbridge and Ashworth,
      1996) that is (dis)remembered by the state and multiple publics. By tracing the place
      memories both inside and outside the high prison walls we demonstrate the possibilities offered by the ethics of
      heritage, with which we may counter the rise of the punitive state and the culture of punishment in the remaking
      of the city, which is likely seen not only in Taipei but also elsewhere. An extended comparison of the urban
      redevelopment process in Taipei and Seoul is offered before we conclude the chapter.
    


    
      Replicating Roppongi Hills in Taipei?


      
        Roppongi Hills – Tokyo’s largest private-sector redevelopment project – has been a notable example of urban
        redevelopment, avidly discussed throughout East Asia over the past decade. It may be hard to imagine another
        Roppongi Hills standing right next to the Chiang Kai-shek Memorial Hall in the center of Taipei; the image is
        incongruous alongside that of the nationalist leader who allegedly saved the country from Japanese invasion
        during the Second World War. It is not, however, a pure fantasy, and not necessarily one unimaginable for a
        society living with heritages left by multiple colonialisms over the past three centuries. According to a plan
        proposed in 2007, about 12.5 hectares of state-owned land in central Taipei is to be redeveloped into a
        business district to make room for an integrated redevelopment project modeled after Roppongi Hills. Ever since
        the 1970s, the site of a proposed project to construct such a settlement had been known as “Huaguang,” which
        literally means “Glory of China,” a name that can hardly remind anyone of the currently invisible colonial
        prison that persists as forgotten colonial heritage hidden among the ruins.
      


      
        Nearly 500 houses that had been built next to the old Taipei Prison, and that were occupied by thousands of
        squatters, were demolished between 2012 and 2013 to make room for the Roppongi Hills project. All that was
        preserved of the old prison settlement was the walls and a few houses that once housed prison officials. Today,
        if one stops by the site of the former Taipei Prison, one has to read very carefully to trace the historical
        clues, as the whole site appears like empty lots layered with grass, occupied only by dozens of cars that park
        in the alleyways. Only a scattering of old trees and a few houses remain in the obsolete landscape, hinting at
        the difficult past (see Chapter 6, Figure 6.5).
      


      
        “The punitive state,” a concept borrowed from anthropologist Roger Lancaster (2011), is a kind of state that
        takes a crime-centered approach to governance and activities unrelated to the penitentiary. Whilst Lancaster’s
        book addresses sex panics – a frenzy of indignation against homosexuality – and how these engender
        institutionalized fear, this chapter explores how a modern state displaces memories and responsibilities
        through punishment in varying forms in relation to the modern fear of crime. In particular, the punitive state
        operates in places where punishment has been materialized in urban environments. The punitive state is most
        effective when the punitive present is reinforced by a culture of punishment that prevails both within and
        outside of the jails (Brown, 2009) – so much so that society can hardly fail to accept it as normal. Moreover,
        there is a possibility of unwittingly naturalizing the culture of punishment through the promotion of prison tourism and/or prison heritage if we do not attend carefully to how
        historical change has left impacts in urban contexts; impacts that may continue even after the prisons are
        decommissioned. By examining how a historical prison was partially demolished, preserved, and redeveloped
        across three political regimes, we intend to locate the punitive state within the historical penal landscape of
        Taipei.
      


      
        The Invisible Prison: Living in Between Nations;Informality and Illegality


        
          In service of this location of the punitive state, we need to retrace the story of this dissonant place back
          to the point when Japanese colonization ended. After the Second World War, the entire infrastructure left by
          the Japanese colonial government was taken over by the Nationalist Government of the Republic of China, ruled
          by the Kuomintang Party (KMT). After the 1949 Civil War, the KMT relocated its government-in-exile to Taipei.
          The transitory status of the governance justified the convenient continuation of the status quo, as left by
          the Japanese, for at least a decade. In Huaguang, the disremembering took shape as a result of the ad-hoc
          settlement of mainlander refugees following the Chinese Civil War in 1949. Migrating under the state’s will,
          many of them had unpleasant stories associated with their hectic relocation to and within Taiwan. Those who
          settled close to Taipei Prison, for one, had never volunteered to live in the shadow of the four-meter-high
          prison wall. Yet, their difficult experiences of eventually settling in a foreign place, largely entwined
          with the then ongoing cross-strait conflicts and later the imagination of crime associated with the prison,
          were downplayed if not erased in official narratives that cast Huaguang as simply an urban renewal site. As
          Chu Yi-fang, a resident living close to the prison noted:
        


        
          When [he] was young, village elders often warned the children to stay away from two locations in their
          community: One was Wude Hall (that is, the Enbujyou), where the Japanese used to
          practice martial arts, and the other was the old Taipei prison.
        


        
          (Taipei Times, 1 January 2013)
        


        
          Chu, in recounting his childhood, remembered the chilling atmosphere near the prison and hearing rumors about
          ghosts.
        


        
          In this new chapter in Taiwan’s history, the prison settlement left behind by the Japanese could not
          accommodate the influx of mainlander soldiers and civilians. It was only natural that some of the migrants
          managed to house themselves. The way in which the refugees soon occupied the prison settlement could be
          considered as an active practice of (dis)remembering through informal, self-directed construction by an
          underclass on a site where colonialism and nationalism collided. Elderly interviewees remembered that the
          Department of Justice at the time encouraged them to build shacks on whatever vacant lots were available
          (interview with Ben, displaced former resident, 4 April 2013). The informality of
          the construction was accepted at a time when it was believed that the relocation was only temporary because
          it was expected that soon the KMT would triumph over the Communist Party and return to the mainland. This
          mentality, and the dire need for housing, led to a large amount of informal construction throughout Taipei.
          The government’s approach was ambivalent: on the one hand, legal addresses and utilities were granted and
          taxes were collected from the households of those informal settlements; yet the authorities failed to
          formalize housing arrangements for many of these 1949 arrivals even over the following decades. According to
          a housing survey carried out in 1963, more than one-third of the city’s population lived in informal
          settlements. The KMT administration has nevertheless refused to acknowledge its contribution to urban
          informality, given its long-term neglect of housing policy and the particular history of cross-strait
          migration at that time (Fan, 2011).
        


        
          From the 1950s to the 1970s, the population of Taipei grew from 0.4 million to 2 million, triggering a
          further housing crisis. The Taipei Prison, which initially sat outside of the colonial city, found itself
          absorbed into an expanded city center as the urban area grew rapidly. The government decided to relocate the
          prison outside of the city in 1963. With little recognition at that time of heritage concerns, the prison
          building was demolished and part of the land was sold to two public enterprises, China Telecom, and China
          Post Office. The two complexes they built there proceeded to stand, rather oddly, next to the historical
          settlement, which continued to accommodate officers and wardens who worked for the Agency of Corrections
          under the Ministry of Justice.
        


        
          The sense of informality continued as the government turned a blind eye to the rest of the prison settlement
          after the prison was demolished. The dilapidation of the settlement and the fearful memories of the prison
          nevertheless made Huaguang a relatively affordable place for rural-urban migrants. Despite name changes, for
          many of those who lived there for more than two generations, the area was “a place at the prison” rather than
          one signifying the “Glory of China.” Many older interviewees remembered seeing convicts walking out of the
          prison, and tales of them rendered a sense of fear for a long time (Tsai, 2012, pp. 61–63).
        


        
          By the turn of the twenty-first century, the area had become a neighborhood inhabited by more than 3,000
          people. National flags – a common scene in places where the veteran mainlander migrants resided – were hung
          below the Japanese black roof tiles; palm trees planted by the Japanese coexisted with the Chinese Toon added
          by the mainland migrants. Different planting choices gave rise to different ethnic landscapes, all of which
          contributed to the complex place memories of Huaguang. The gradual transformation of a formal prison
          settlement into a hybrid informal settlement reflected people’s continuous struggle during the hectic
          post-war years. Ironically, the once-promoted patriotism has become an uneasy memory (interview with Stella,
          displaced resident, 20 March 2013). The continuously shifting cross-strait relationship in the past decade
          resulted in a disavowal of anti-communist history, which, however, was ironically the historical reason
          why those post-1949 mainlander migrants stayed put in Huaguang. Nevertheless, the
          authorized heritage discourse hesitated to validate the complex landscape of actually living dissonant
          histories. Before the new listing, resulting from the most recent heritage activism, only part of the prison
          wall was designated as a heritage site (in 1998), along with official recognition of the foreign prisoners of
          war executed there.
        


        
          In 2007, the Executive Yuan launched a nationwide project to redevelop state-owned properties. Among other
          sites, Huaguang was conceived as a would-be financial center, a “Wall Street in Taipei.” Around the same
          time, the residents of Huaguang were divided into three categories by the Ministry of Justice, the agency
          responsible for vacating the state property for redevelopment: legitimate residents of staff housing,
          illegitimate residents who had overstayed in staff housing, and squatters of illegal buildings. According to
          the official survey conducted in 2009, 231 households were considered to be illegal squatters, including 66
          that had overstayed in the dormitories and 165 that occupied self-built dwellings. Only the “legitimate
          residents of the staff housing” were granted cash compensation if they left in due course. Ironically, the
          Wall Street plan was soon replaced by a new plan to construct Roppongi Hills in Taipei in 2011. The
          envisioning of the place with reference to iconic international projects seems random, with no public
          consultation ever organized.
        


        
          As to those considered illegitimate residents, these roughly 200 families suddenly found themselves being
          sued by the government. From 2007 onward, each occupant, no matter his or her age, had received a court
          summons. On the charge of “unjust enrichment,”3 they were sued for occupying
          state-owned land and asked to pull down their houses and return the land to the government. There was no
          compensation or rehousing but rather juridical procedures to forcibly evict the squatters. Local advocacy
          groups for human rights considered it a serious violation of the human right to housing, which is ensured by
          the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Taiwan Association for Human Rights and
          The Covenants Watch, 2013). The forced eviction is troubling: it treated the historical settlement piecemeal,
          as hundreds of individual legal cases, with little regard for the complex urbanity that both predated and was
          partially produced by the KMT. Prior to the 1990s similar cases of dealing with squatter settlements on
          state-owned lands had occurred, involving rehousing elsewhere to varying degrees – the Kang Le Li struggle
          (Huang, 2012) and Treasure Hill (Lin, 2013) are examples. Yet the Huaguang case was conducted in a totally
          different manner. The residents were charged and asked to pay fines that ranged from hundreds of thousands to
          tens of millions of New Taiwanese Dollars (about 0.3 million USD). Facing legal charges of this order, many
          residents had no choice but to demolish their old houses. At least six residents passed away due to physical
          and mental exhaustion during the process (interview with Nina, displaced resident, 30 July 2013). Many
          mainland-born residents and their offspring saw themselves as refugees who could never “go home” (Cheung,
          2013) (see Figure 8.1 for an image of Huaguang before the
          forced demolition in 2013).
        


        
          [image: Image]

          
            Figure 8.1  The photo palette
            of Huaguang on the eve of demolition in 2013.
          


          
            Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in April 2013.
          

        

      

      
        Placing the Legal Charges as a Process of Othering


        
          The ties between the squatters and the state became tenuous when the latter made no attempt to accommodate
          the former and instead punished them. Arguably, the basis of the aforementioned charges was not a law but an
          administrative measure established by the Ministry of Finance in 1985, in order to deal with numerous
          state-owned properties that were inadequately occupied by state enterprises. This measure has lately been
          applied to ordinary citizens. The administration established an action plan in 2007 and within 6 years had
          re-appropriated 19,568 properties (about 2,033 hectares) as of May 2013. The guideline allows the
          administration to take various actions, among which the most punitive measure, as applied to the Huaguang
          case, is to charge the occupants.
        


        
          The punishment entailed by this measure was manifested in the accused’s everyday life. Court summonses were
          sent out continually to each member of an accused family according to the household registration system (and
          simultaneously sent to a business office if the person was a working adult). After the case was concluded,
          the recipient would be required to pay the fine immediately; otherwise, his or her bank account would be
          suspended and an automatic deduction of one-third of his or her salary would be imposed, resulting in an
          immediate financial crisis. Many disputes occurred among family members who disagreed with one another over
          whether they should fight against the charges. Members of the younger generation
          were particularly fearful when the court summonses appeared at their workplaces. Amy, one of the few young
          people who joined the anti-displacement movement, talked about how much her sisters opposed activism because
          they associated it with a stigma of illegality that had its roots in the past. “Actually, a kind of shame was
          deeply embedded in our memories. Living in an informal house, I learned to avoid taking my classmates home
          since I was a child. I didn’t want to let my friends know where I lived” (interview with Amy, activist, 20
          May 2013).
        


        
          The fact that each charge was settled at a different time and with a different amount in fines made it
          difficult for the squatters to act as one community. Even in 2012, when some of the cases had already been
          finalized, others had not yet had their first trial in court. None of the residents won their cases. At best
          they settled with the government with their fine being partially waived. After the ruling, the residents were
          faced with immediate inspections followed by the scheduled demolition of their houses. Eviction through legal
          charges in this manner exerted not only the substantial cost but also enormous psychological power over the
          squatters. It is through the processes of displacement by placing legal charges that the punitive state
          continuously operates in Huaguang.
        


        
          Punishment through charges of this type also reached the young activists who supported the community in
          sit-in protests in the spring of 2013.4 On the eve of 27 March 2013, roughly
          300 college students sat in to protest against the demolitions until forcibly evicted by police the next
          morning. Later on, twenty-nine of the activists and two local residents received tickets from the court on
          the charge of “obstruction to civic action.” Though the charges were eventually dropped after 1 year, they
          had effectively discouraged the displaced residents and activists from carrying on. A further protest against
          forced demolition took place on 24 April 2013: this time the court sued five students on the same charge, and
          they were eventually convicted in April 2015. No clear justifications were offered to explain why these
          participants were targeted as opposed to other participants. As a participant-researcher, one of the authors
          observed how those young students were stressed by the legal processes, which served significantly to
          discourage organized actions. The young activists found it challenging to address the responsibility for such
          an unexpected outcome as a coherent group. “I am not sure if we should continue” Lily noted. “How should we
          explain this to the supporters who came simply to show their support?,” noted one of the activists in the
          meeting (fieldnote, 29 May 2013). The displaced residents also raised their concerns: “It is the last thing I
          want to see, these young students punished by the government!” No further large gatherings took place after
          May 2013.
        


        
          Significantly, the power of placing charges is somewhat similar to the technique of punishment through
          “isolation,” as enacted by modern prisons. It involves atomizing the initially collective action against
          displacement and punishes each of them in isolated legal cases. That the punitive measure displaced squatters
          and eliminated space for community-based urban politics contributed to new forms of state power hidden within
          urban processes. It harked back to the punitive state established under Imperial Japan’s penal reform in the
          name of modernity; it also resonates with the “punitive turn” in the US and UK
          since the 1960s (Lancaster, 2011; Sherry, 2005).
        


        
          By establishing an analogy between the colonial/modern prison and the punitive displacement imposed on the
          squatters as a new lens for us to understand how contemporary redevelopment operates, as Huang (2017b)
          argues, it allows us to see how the punitive state has not left its colony. Tracing how the punitive state
          operates, we see “the epistemological power of the state to declare what is illegal from what is legitimate”
          (Huang, 2017b, p. 119). In a way, the resilience of colonial modernity is reinforced in constructing illegal
          (and thus irrelevant) others for us. Engaging Terry Eagleton’s (1999) thinking of “the terrible twins – the
          inability to remember” and “the incapacity to do anything else,” Derek Gregory (2004, pp. 9–10) discusses the
          art of memory as a focal point in tracing the production of the colonial present. Either “colonial amnesia”
          or “colonial nostalgia” is intertwined with culture and power (2004, pp. 9–10). The Huaguang case exemplifies
          such a colonial present; the displacement of histories coupled with a dream of replicating a Japanese
          Roppongi Hills seems a paradoxical practice of both “colonial amnesia” and “colonial nostalgia,” which
          together contribute to the process of othering the lived memories associated with the partially existing
          prison settlement. Moreover, this kind of othering helps to create the condition under which the legal
          charges can work more easily and more convincingly. By extension, the way the process has been received
          reflects how the public’s memories about the nation’s culture of control (Garland, 2001) effectively shape
          the present.
        

      

      
        Memory, Punishment, and Ethics of Heritage


        
          To counter the charges placed against the squatters, at least theoretically if not legally, an alternative
          re-articulation of places is necessary for us to understand the layers of place memories composed by
          memorialization and contestation (Legg, 2007) and, thereby, the ethics of memories. The interesting question
          asked by Margalit, “Are we obliged to remember people and events from the past?” (2004, p. 7), is relevant
          and helpful for us to reflect on memory and the ethics of heritage here. It is ethics, rather than morality
          related to “the collective we,” that is at work in Margalit’s theorizing of memory, which enables “thick
          relations” that are moored in shared memory to support ethical interactions (Margalit, 2004). Thus, we might
          deem the charges placed on the communities acting for the forgotten prison to warrant ethical consideration.
          Indeed, the project of depriving place memories disconnects the community from their shared past and,
          therefore, prevents them from making collective decisions in accordance with an alternative sense of
          responsibility based on alternative remembering of places as heritage. In other words, we may argue that
          there is an ethics of heritage that could enable “cognitive dissonance” (Wilson, 2008), as mentioned earlier;
          this can bring about more ethical collective actions – in terms of what we are concerned with here, more
          ethical planning concerning the penal landscape in terms of how to preserve and how to redevelop.
        


        
          That the government successfully reduced Huaguang to the sum of many individual legal cases deprived the
          community of the possibilities of representing an alternative politics of (dis)remembering. It is in this
          context that the heritage movement regarding the Taipei Prison continues the resistance against displacement.
          Since the beginning of 2013, volunteers and civic groups have painstakingly countered the proposal that would
          have totally vacated their place memories. There is an emergent interest in searching for “non-state
          remembrance” (Muzaini, 2012) in Huaguang. Furthermore, grassroots organizations concerned with housing rights
          have banded together to fight for democratic participation in shaping the city, a process that also involves
          memories about the “shared authority” (Frisch, 1990) – how we live with each other and each other’s past
          lives. An alliance was formed to push for such an action (Huang, 2014). The appeal received attention during
          2013–2014 and the authority agreed to reconvene a heritage committee meeting to conduct another comprehensive
          review of the prison settlement.
        


        
          The recent heritage movement has brought to light forgotten stories about the political oppression
          continuously enacted in the prison even after the Second World War. As mentioned in Chapter 6, in September 2013, the remains of the prison walls and
          twenty-two dormitory houses were designated as heritage due to their architectural merits, along with a
          designation of forty-nine protected trees. The geographical concentration of listed buildings on the
          periphery of the site metaphorically implies the marginalization of heritage in the planning process (see
          Figure 6.5 for its location). Despite limited preservation,
          the listing of these parts of the site at least partially enables what Michael Landzelius proposed as a
          replacement of the imaginary lineage of heritage with “a rhizome history of disinheritance” (2003, pp.
          211–212) that would challenge the established by destabilizing the subject that dominates uses of heritage.
        


        
          The disinheritance of a state-led historical narrative started as follows. A re-articulation of place
          memories can go beyond the prison site to include the construction of the Chiang Kai-shek Memorial Hall
          across the street. Previously a colonial military base, the site had been re-envisioned as a new business
          center for Taipei city during the 1960s and 1970s, as advised by the Los Angeles-based William L. Pereira
          Associates. High-rise towers connected by skywalks and decks were rendered to show how Taipei could have
          developed another city center to accommodate population growth. However, the unexpected death of Chiang
          Kai-shek in 1975 undid everything.5 If the vision of a new business center
          had not been replaced with a project to construct a grand memorial hall to commemorate the past leader, a
          very different picture of the city center could have been realized. At least much more adequate housing would
          have been supplied, so that the post-war migrants would not have had to crowd in between Japanese dormitories
          and the (invisible) prison. But the decision made four decades ago allowed for a memorial hall resembling a
          palace in Northern China, a choice made without any concern for the needs of the people. Again, the incumbent
          state is planning to sell the development rights of the assets to private developers to build luxury hotels
          without regard to the city’s need for housing. It may be fair to say that this kind of planning can be
          repeated largely because of the continuing neglect of complex place memories. Such
          neglect allows us to disconnect the redevelopment plan, the heritage listing, and the charges leveled against
          the squatters and the activists, which successfully facilitates the process of othering in forgetting the
          dissonant past. Indeed, despite a partial success for the heritage movement, the listing will not officially
          recognize the memories of displaced squatters as part of the site’s particular heritage. Yet, it is through
          the preservation movement that we partially reveal what has been covered in Huaguang in terms of dissonant
          memories around penal heritage.
        


        
          It is always important to question the contemporary purpose of retaining (or not retaining) heritage. This
          challenging question points to the intimate relationship between heritage, planning, and ethics. The inquiry
          is closely connected with the “historically contingent and embedded nature of heritage,” which, unavoidably,
          makes it “an ethical enterprise” (Harvey, 2001). Yet the ethical aspect of heritage is under-explored. One
          key theme of planning ethics, as Heather Campbell (2006) argues, is to consider the scope of collective
          obligations, which involves conflicts between private interest and the public good and, moreover,
          intergenerational competition between immediate needs and a common vision for the future. What planning can
          learn from examining inherently dissonant heritage goes beyond expanding the scope of collective obligations.
          It is also about relationally thinking around the geographies of responsibilities resulting from “who we are”
          and “what [we] have (not) done” – the relationship between identity and responsibility, and the geographies
          of both (Lawson, 2007; Massey, 2004). A critical reading of the making of heritage, as demonstrated above,
          can enable geographies of responsibilities, through which we can connect projects conceived at different
          historical moments and trace how responsibilities were sometimes replaced with criminal charges. It is with
          this realization that we will compare the Huaguang case in Taipei to the case of Okbaraji in Seoul, both of which evidence how a critical reading of heritage can raise
          important questions of ethical planning.
        

      

      
        Erasing Difficult Memories: Comparing the Huaguang Case in Taipei and the Okbaraji Case in
        Seoul


        
          As briefly mentioned in Chapters 5 and 7, the case of the Okbaraji near
          Seodaemun Prison in Seoul featured protests for but the ultimate loss of a set of difficult memories. The
          memories of those who waited in Okbaraji to visit their imprisoned family members
          or friends and of those who tried to survive in the neighborhood after being imprisoned were largely ignored
          in a redevelopment project proposed by the private developer Lotte, one of Korean five conglomerates.
          Okbaraji, of its area officially classified “Muak 2 zone,” was approved for
          redevelopment by Seoul Metropolitan Government in 2015, rated as “suitable for redevelopment considering the
          area’s poor infrastructure and the age of the buildings” (Kim, 2016). Lotte’s proposals involved demolishing
          the whole street block across the street to the Seodaemun Prison, and then transforming this area into four
          high-rise buildings of an apartment complex of 195 units. The project aroused heated debate, including a
          telecast on 29 January 2016, on the TV program Gunggeumhan
          Iyagi Y (“The Curious Stories ‘Why’”) from Seoul Broadcasting System (SBS). The demolition attracted
          criticism and protests; at one time even the then-mayor, Park Won-soon, visited the site in May 2016, which
          temporarily suspended the project for three months. Although the mayor’s appearance as support seemed like a
          dramatic turning point, in reality it did not stop the redevelopment plan as all legal processes had already
          approved the project. Ultimately neither the activists’ efforts to bring attention to the place’s historical
          value nor the call to see housing as a human right of the residents (Park, 2016, 2017) succeeded in stopping
          the project. Eventually, in August 2016, there even ensued a somewhat violent conflict between the activists
          and the police (Choi, 2016). But construction resumed on 22 August 2016, to convert the place into a
          mixed-use real-estate project, “the Lotte Castle,” targeting young families as first-time buyers in Seoul. By
          the end of 2016, commercials for the project aired frequently in the popular media, with the developer
          highlighting the site’s close connections to the metro station and the Independence Park, and the nice views
          to the mountains (Money Today, 2016). Not surprisingly, these commercials made no
          mention of Okbaraji; they even skipped any reference to the Seodaemun Prison.
        


        
          The case of Okbaraji resonates with the Huaguang case in several ways. Both witnessed a similar
          marginalization of the memories of the prisoners and their families as disposable and insignificant where
          they could not easily fit into a discourse of independence and patriotism. In the case of Okbaraji, the memories of those involved in left-wing independence movements in the 1920s and
          1930s were particularly marginalized, excluded from the official narratives of the current Seodaemun Prison
          History Hall due to South Korea’s anti-communism policy even where the curators and directors might have had
          a personal interest in these stories. There were additional conflicts with civil workers and professionals.
          According to the advocacy group “Listen to the City,” which was deeply involved in the activism to save
          Okbaraji, it was almost impossible to have any dialogue with historians and
          preservation scholars, since they saw very little historical value to the urban neighborhood (interview with
          Euseon Park, director of “Listen to the City,” 12 June 2017). When the authors tried to contact the planners
          at the Seoul City Hall to get a perspective from the official side, the only response we received was quite
          straightforward, “there was no such a place called Okbaraji in Seoul” (Telephone
          communication, 22 June 2017). The total denial of these difficult place memories was also mirrored in the
          treatment of the activists throughout: “I felt heartbroken and terrified eventually as I heard those who
          supported the redevelopment cheerfully applauding the demolished last August” (interview with Euseon Park,
          director of “Listen to the City,” 12 June 2017). The only achievement that we are left with, arguably, can be
          seen in the increased attention paid by Seoul City government to the necessity of protecting human rights in
          the process of redevelopment (Kang, 2016). Yet, in terms of remembering Okbaraji,
          it appears that the corrective process of state-led remembering is characterized by an absence of references
          to the place, yielding a process of “othering” and “exclusion.” Only those who were seen as significant
          martyrs would be included, while left-wing activists and common convicts alike were erased from official
          narratives at the same time as the urban landscape as being totally erased (also
          see Chapter 5). In this way, Okbaraji appeared to be a more difficult, dissonant place for the city of Seoul than the
          Seodaemun Prison had been, just as Huaguang had been for Taipei (see Figure 8.2 for the former location of Okbaraji across the street from
          Seodaemun Prison and the Independence Gate). These places are contested urban heritage, as Shaw and Jones
          (1997) discussed in their research into colonial and postcolonial urbanism.
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            Figure 8.2  The construction
            site at the former Okbaraji, across the street from Independence Park. The
            iconic Independence Gate at the end of the park was visible from this view. Photo taken by the author after
            the demolition of Okbaraji to make room for a private redevelopment project on
            12 June 2017.
          


          
            Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in June 2017.
          

        

      
    


    
      Politics of (Dis)Remembering in Disarticulation and Eradication


      
        Decommissioned prisons, as dark heritage, can alert us to similar contradictions embedded in many other places,
        such that we may have the chance to trace the punitive state and its many works in the past and the present.
        Thus, although the displacement of a community sited squarely in the Taipei Prison Settlement or Okbaraji may appear as a coincidence, it is a coincidental spatiality that enables us to
        examine the punitive state hidden in top-down urban redevelopment (Huang, 2017b). In reviewing the historical
        penal landscape of the colonial prison settlement, we illustrated how the current redevelopment project over
        the former penal landscape in Taipei retains the settlement as a punitive place via
        the state’s various punitive techniques, which dissect the resident community into individualized legal cases
        and impose illegality and separation in the absence of the main architecture of the colonial prison. In a way,
        the punitive state continues to operate as a formless prison – itself almost a dissonant heritage site.
      


      
        That the prison settlement’s dissonant past is disinherited – with its multiple histories of migration erased –
        is exactly consonant with a politics of (dis)remembering. Moreover, this case study from the perspective of the
        punitive state has demonstrated the invisible, punitive connection between the colonial prison and the
        displacement of the squatters in the service of the state-led redevelopment project, an issue that sheds light
        on the significance of recognizing dissonant heritage in planning projects. The analogy between the demolished
        prison and the displacement reminds us of the intrinsic, colonial modernity that is present in the constant
        demolition and construction of a city and, thereby, of the forgotten geographies of responsibilities. It is
        hoped that by attending to the punitive state and its many forms, embodied in areas outside of penitentiaries
        and particularly in urban processes, we can critically learn from the ethics of heritage (Huang, 2017b) and
        reflect on the essentially exclusive and potentially corrective process of remembering.
      


      
        Epilogue


        
          The struggle over rights to the city and memories did not disappear without any legacy in Taipei. In 2016,
          the Taipei City Government made it clear that the city was willing to accommodate the displaced former
          residents in public housing that was proposed for construction as part of the Huaguang site development. The
          realization of this proposal is still pending approval from the central government, the major landowner in
          the project, but once approved the project would become the first in two decades to enable displaced people
          to return/remain in situ, and would very likely be a model for similar cases in the future (Guo and Zhong,
          2018). Yet, in the meantime the Taipei City Government also proposed another project involving the site,
          which would utilize part of the area to build up an interim public market as a temporary site for the
          relocated Nanmen Public Market, which must vacate its regular site for at least 3 years from December 2017 to
          enable construction on a new metro line. With this unexpected new proposal, more debates have sprung up
          around Huaguang as a difficult place. The Taipei City Government has promised that 900 units of public
          housing will be built along with the construction of the market, and that at least sixty units will be used
          for rehousing the displaced residents; implementation is scheduled for the next few years (Urban Regeneration
          Office, Taipei City Government, 2018). As the time of writing, it is uncertain whether or not the interim
          project to relocate the two markets (including Nanmen and Dongmen, another smaller public market that
          requires reconstruction due to its aging structure) in the short term and the longer-term pledge to
          accommodate the previously displaced residents can be realized smoothly. What we can offer at the moment is
          that the making of difficult heritage is probably never-ending. And so are the
          conflicts over the remembering of difficult memories.
        

      
    


    Notes


    
      
        1 Part of this chapter was published in the International Journal of
        Heritage Studies (see Huang, 2017b).
      


      
        2 See Cybriwsky (2011) for a more detailed review of the history of Roppongi Hills and its
        redevelopment.
      


      
        3 “Unjust enrichment” is a term used in the common law system to refer to the situation in
        which a person unfairly gains benefit by chance, mistake, or by another’s misfortune. The retention of a
        benefit is not legally justifiable without offering compensation, in circumstances where compensation is
        reasonably expected.
      


      
        4 Since 2007 there have been numerous protests against the forced eviction. See some
        recent posts in English in Chung (2013) or Cole (2013).
      


      
        5 See Liao’s (2002) study of the Memorial Hall.
      

    

  


  
    Conclusion


    Rebirth of Prisons as Heritage in Postcolonial East
    Asia


    
      In July 2017, one of the authors attended a rare guided tour of the Nara Juvenile Prison in Nara, Japan (see
      Figure 9.1). The prison has recently closed due to the failure of
      its aging structure to meet current seismic code requirements. Built in 1908, the Nara Juvenile Prison was (as
      discussed in Chapter 1) one of the five famous prisons
      designed by Yamashita, and the only one to remain continuously in use until the twenty-first century (Johnny,
      2018; Japanese Property Central, 2017). After a debate over whether or not it should be completely preserved, the
      prison was eventually listed as a national cultural heritage site in 2017 and scheduled to open in 2020 for reuse
      as a combination of penal history museum and commercial complex, which would include inter
      alia a number of restaurants and hotels (one of them operated by Muji as mentioned in the introduction).
      In between its closure and the prompt commencement of restorations, the prison was briefly open for the public to
      visit in July 2017. Tour groups were filled by members of the general public from Nara and neighboring cities
      (including Kobe, Kyoto, and Osaka), who were largely amazed by the Western classical style of the prison
      architecture and the eloquent brick structure that characterized the public buildings of the Meiji era.
      Yamashita’s contribution was highlighted, and reference was made to his grandson, a famous jazz musician and one
      of the advocates for preserving the prison. The half-day tour, nevertheless, did not touch upon the historical
      context of penal reform in which the Nara Juvenile Prison was built and that this book has endeavored to
      illustrate. Neither did it mention any similar projects in the Japanese-occupied territories during the same
      period. Later, the authors reviewed the dossier compiled for the heritage listing of Nara Juvenile Prison and
      found no reference to that context mentioned either. Obviously, the way the prison is recognized and remembered
      in Japan contrasted with those discussed in this book in its selective emphasis on the architectural achievement
      of the building, that is, its aesthetic value as modern architecture. What is missing from the preservation plan
      is the colonial context that gave rise to the building of modern prisons as an essential practice for
      disseminating learning across borders. With this observation, we underline the importance of exploring the
      recollection of punishment at the turn of the twentieth century, and the need to conduct such explorations in
      interdisciplinary and comparative ways, within a cross-border context.
    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        Figure 9.1  The former Nara
        Juvenile Prison.
      


      
        Source: Photo taken by Shu-Mei Huang in July 2017.
      

    


    
      In this book, we have reviewed the journeys through time that gradually have contributed to exemplary cases of
      Japanese building in that empire’s former colonies. We have detailed too the journeys that continue now,
      following the selective preservation of these places, that have rendered new meanings to penal heritage as one of
      the sites of difficult memories, where contestation between memories of colonialism, imperialism, and nationalism
      has occurred. The theme of punishment as an element integral to the establishment of the modern nation-state, as
      we have demonstrated, is simultaneously remembered and forgotten, particularly as it has been treated in practice
      mostly without consideration of its socio- and geopolitical context. To conclude the book, with our comparative
      case studies in Lushun, Seoul, and Taiwan in mind, we would like to revisit the four aspects that are critical to
      understanding penal heritage and in the remembering of punishment.
    


    
      First of all, it is important to reconnect the essentially transnational establishment and construction of modern
      prisons with the colonial expansion that gave rise to these disparate projects across distinct places. Second,
      with the concept coined here of the “corrective remembering” of punishment, we call into question how historical
      traces of punishment are oftentimes replaced with present goals of restoring national honor and imparting
      patriotic sentiment in order to bond the nation as one community – a phenomenon that distinguishes the cases in
      East Asia from their Western counterparts. Third, our analysis has exposed the tensions between local diplomatic
      agendas, which typically underlie particular nationalized presentations of difficult heritage, and the
      international goal of fostering collaboration across borders through heritage, a tension which inevitably plays
      out through the particularly turbulent geopolitics of Northeast Asia and even involves
      the United States. Lastly, as penal heritage is mostly embedded in urban contexts, it is also necessary to
      interrogate the hidden punitive state that dictates the penal landscape even to this day. Given that we have
      already elaborated these factors in the preceding chapters, together with the case studies, we reiterate briefly
      the most critical of each of the four aspects and pinpoint the ways in which this book contributes to
      scholarship.
    


    
      The Transnational Establishment of Modern Prisons in Colonial Context


      
        In tracing the history of penal reform beginning in the eighteenth century, we demonstrated how the flows that
        contributed to the particular penal heritage instantiated in different countries today are essentially legacies
        of transnational interaction, rather than national projects alone. In this light, we emphasize that modern
        prison-making cannot be understood fully without paying attention to the transnational flows of people,
        materiality, and ideology.
      


      
        We have attended to the way in which “heritage” has been reified along with the development of the modern
        nation-states, with the whole discourse and enterprise of heritage overtly favoring nationalism rather than
        other modes of thought, and by default discriminating against transnational interactions. The politics of
        national borders have not remained static at any point over the past two centuries, especially in Northeast
        Asia, which further complicates the making of heritage when it comes to reviewing what counts as ours versus others’. Besides the complications presented by these
        situations, further complexity can be introduced in penal heritage-making processes. We find this particularly
        problematic when it comes to treating modern prisons as dark heritage on a national level. This process tends
        to be presented according to the rather selective, present-oriented purposes of contemporary regimes, as modern
        prisons frequently stem from difficult pasts. Although there are some endeavors to deal with penal
        heritage-making at an international or transnational level, as other scholars have also pointed out, the way in
        which the process of UNESCO World Heritage Site inscription relies upon state members as units somewhat limits
        the simultaneous sharing and contesting of heritage (Meskell, 2014; Evans, 2002). Dealing carefully with these
        multi-layered difficulties in interpreting penal heritage from its birth to its rebirth, we have endeavored to
        locate prison heritage in both transnational and national contexts.
      


      
        By presenting the history of penal reform across the West and into the East, and by documenting the pressure
        resulting from expansionist imperialism and the diplomatic imperatives of the Japanese project to build modern
        prisons throughout its colonies, we have contextualized and connected the seemingly disparate projects in
        Korea, China, and Taiwan. We have exposed the exclusion of those memories that occurs when we categorize each
        prison as merely national heritage. The notion of “offshore heritage” has been
        developed to take issue with the current production and consumption of penal heritage. In so doing, we have
        also offered an alternative understanding of prisons that departs from the current stereotyped consumption of prisons as places merely of death, horror, shame, and pain. We
        have shed light on the more complicated political history of the demonstration of state power through prison
        construction, and on how the socio-cultural constructs of punishment and correction are naturalized by walled
        institutions, both of which processes are oftentimes buried under layered senses of place and dominated by
        changes to political regimes over time in these contested territories. Themes of seeking independence and
        triumphing over foreign enemies have been superimposed upon murky pasts to make a case out of present needs.
      


      
        By seeing prisons as unique settings with a focus on their control over mobilities, as we demonstrate in
        Chapter 3 in particular, we have shown how reflecting on
        the arrangement of labor in colonial prisons encourages us to address the fact that modern prisons were and
        continue to be built upon state control over (im)mobility. In case studies from the Japanese-occupied
        territories (especially from the 1930s onward), we have presented the ways in which prisoners and civilians
        were converted into dutiful subjects of the Japanese Emperor, with their labor being exploited in the name of
        correction and to forcedly contribute to the Asia-Pacific War, an end which differed markedly from the initial
        idea of reforming criminals as conceived in the West. Even though the British also made extensive use of
        convict labor in constructing the infrastructure of their colonies, particularly in the Straits Settlement and
        Burma in the nineteenth century (Amrith, 2015), British practice involved much less focus on converting
        convicts into loyal subjects than was seen under the Greater Japanese Empire (Dai Nippon
        Teikoku) during 1937–1945 – which in turn differed dramatically from the civilizing mission embodied in
        the birth of modern prisons in Japan. On this note, we have also seen how the development of penal reform has
        pursued various missions throughout its history in Japan, consonant with changes to the nature of Japan as a
        nation state over time.
      


      
        Nevertheless, it is certainly not easy to engage with mobility in understanding prison heritage. As Chapters 4–6
        demonstrate, colonial prisons have been treated mostly as single sites, regardless of the actual flows of
        people and materials in and out of prisons. We have presented the process by which each site has been
        nationalized and documented the creation of distinctive boundaries in constructing colonial memories. We hope
        that this book’s focus on mobility contributes to breaking inward-looking narratives, and encourages a
        transnational networking of these sites. The key to challenging the presumption that prison is a space of
        immobility is to pay attention to how mobility was employed, whom it served, and for what it was used in the
        past and in the present. This new approach to reconstructing modern prisons’ history, we believe, helps widen
        the perspectives for understanding modern prisons’ birth and rebirth in both national and transnational
        contexts, ultimately facilitating the analysis of prison heritage as difficult heritage.
      

    


    
      The Corrective Remembering of Punishment


      
        Additionally, we have called into question the politics of remembering by examining the interpretation and
        representation of decommissioned prisons as “places of difficult histories” (Wilson,
        2005). We find it particularly interesting to critically examine how the notion of a “culture of punishment”
        (Brown, 2009) can be applied in the adaptive reuse of defunct prisons: This to some degree resonates with the
        way in which the more euphemized expression of “correction” covers the ubiquitous logic of “punishment” that
        operates at a fundamental level in the daily operation of contemporary society. The cases that we have dealt
        with here all expose this issue particularly clearly, all having been renamed by the Japanese authorities in
        the late Taisho period (in the 1920s; Ono, 2009) to replace the word “prison” (監獄, which literally connotes
        cruelty) with “correctional institute” (刑務所). This highlights how the modern institution functions as a site
        where reform is made through education rather than punishment in order to train prisoners to be socially
        corrected individuals after their release. The usage of “correction” rather than “punishment” itself
        exemplifies the very irony of this shift, a theme we take up in developing the notion of “corrective
        remembering.”
      


      
        We adopt the word “corrective” to distinguish a certain type of remembering (see Chapter 2 for others) for two main reasons. First, the penal
        heritage discussed throughout the book was designed essentially as an institution and architecture of
        correction: a measure to set something right and to conform it to an approved standard. The architecture of
        modern prisons allegedly serves to correct the convicts by imprisoning them in a particular spatial
        arrangement. Second, “corrective” is borrowed to refer to the selective promotion or even rewriting of memories
        to pursue a particular political agenda: that of recovering (national) honor, as discussed above. Considering
        those cases reviewed by the book, to remember is not enough – a corrective
        remembering is required, to render the heritage more economically and politically correct. A third sense of
        “corrective” can be found where the process of carceral re-tasking involves redeveloping the larger site in
        which the prison building is embedded by displacing the communities who had lived alongside the prison. As
        Chapter 8 sets out, such measures can be another way of
        writing imprisonment into the landscape and “othering” the punished. Moreover, dark tourism at these prison
        heritage sites, as we have demonstrated, oftentimes reinforces rather than questions the working of a culture
        of punishment, one that naturalizes the state’s total power in inflicting pain and control over the convicts
        (as long as “the state” is not a foreign one). Tourism of this type risks further contributing to the society’s
        complicity in the practice of punishment at multiple layers in daily life, as Brown (2009) points out. While
        most of the cases in this book continued to operate as prisons in postcolonial times before being remade into
        heritage, the neglect of certain histories in the state-led remembering of punishment associated with these
        cases urges us to face the inconvenient fact that our social life is still largely built upon correction by
        exclusion.
      


      
        With the modern knowledge system of punishment that the Japanese brought in still very much operating today,
        the common practice of dramatizing how Japanese prison wardens abused both the law and the prisoners places
        blame on the particular colonizing entity, rather than the knowledge and techniques of othering that it brought in. It may too blind our eyes to the continuation of othering
        processes that persist after the colonial regime itself has concluded, as can be seen in the cases in Seoul and
        Taipei. With the concept of “corrective remembering,” we wish to critically interrogate the logic of othering
        that operates when punishment is remembered through the re-tasking of these defunct prisons. We wish in so
        doing to liberate these strands of penal heritage from the essentially colonial mission of “correction,” which
        is arguably a Western perspective that traveled to East Asia along with many difficult memories of war and
        conflict. In addition, we hope that the new term “corrective remembering” can contribute a useful tool for
        analyzing penal heritage in East Asia and the wider world.
      

    


    
      Nationalized Presentations of Difficult Heritage versus International Collaboration through
      Heritage


      
        With the globalization of heritage, inevitable challenges emerge in managing the tension between nationalized
        presentations of difficult heritage and ambitions of pursuing international collaboration through heritage:
        Heritage as diplomacy is neither straightforward nor transparent. Yet, we argue that the two ostensible poles
        of heritage-making are in fact not necessarily binary but intertwined. In Chapter 7, we review the process whereby Korea and China became involved in one another’s
        remembering of the past as related to punishment during the colonial period. We have used the theory of
        heritage diplomacy (Winter, 2015) to understand the dynamics between these two parties, which allows us to see
        how diplomacy may be integral to heritage formation, especially in a region where geopolitics has been
        turbulent over the past century. For some Koreans, this opportunity for collaboration may even be considered as
        a way to regain access to offshore heritage.
      


      
        In tracing the possibility of reworking narratives of patriotism and independence to generate new narratives of
        peace, specifically in the pursuit of serial nominations for the UNESCO World Heritage status, we have also
        seen how a corrective remembering of the past is practiced repeatedly. Such corrective remembering is a way of
        recollecting the past through a shared set of values and ethics, which could conveniently help the two prisons
        studied in asserting the universality of their concerns, yet at the same time prevents them from expanding
        their narration in more inclusive ways to accommodate the post-war period. Meanwhile, we have demonstrated the
        challenges of the ongoing collaboration between Korea and China, which involves multiple layers of colonialism
        across centuries. This case thus exposes the multilateral nature of heritage as
        diplomacy. The development of the case over the past 30 years also reminds us that heritage diplomacy develops
        along more than one fault line. In a region where geopolitics is still fraught, engaging with difficult
        heritage as diplomacy reveals that the difficult past may not be the past at all.
        Difficult heritage may even become the heritage off diplomacy – heritage
        turned off by diplomacy. Heritage, in this light, loses the opportunity to engage
        in transnational networking and to cultivate diversifying audiences,
        interpretations, and management techniques when diplomatic challenges take precedence over heritage
        imperatives.
      


      
        The diplomatic uses of postcolonial prison sites that we discussed obviously differ from those promoted as dark
        tourism sites – particularly some Meiji-era Japanese prisons being converted into either museums or hotels.
        Cases such as that in Nara and the Abashiri Prison Museum in Hokkaido place greater emphasis on their potential
        as postmodern dark tourism sites and on the buildings’ architectural value than on their historical meanings.
        Meanwhile, in turning the Nara Prison into a hotel, or serving the quasi-authentic “convict meals” dubbed
        “secret meals” at the cafeteria in the current Abashiri Prison Museum (Abashiri Prison Museum, 2018), penal
        heritage management in Japan seems to evoke potential visitors’ curiosity about things that they have never
        experienced, and this makes for a role for penal heritage sites as special entertainment rather than critical
        reflections on dark/difficult pasts. In some respects, the cases in Taiwan follow a similar trend, largely
        ignoring the political-diplomatic dimensions of heritage. In response to the trend, Korean sociologist Lee
        Jong-min offers an in-depth interpretation, shedding light upon contemporary Japanese politics: At the 2018
        conference of Ewha Research Institute of Korean Culture, Lee tried to set the management of modern Japanese
        prisons during the Meiji period in the context of the current tendency of Japanese memory politics. Since the
        late 2000s, Japan has carried out a national-scale movement to remember the Meiji period, emphasizing Japan’s
        leading role in bringing modernity to Asia. This movement has sought to correct the accounting of Japanese
        imperial history predominant in the post-war years, and to focus more instead on the nation’s modernizing
        achievements during the Meiji period. In this light, certain industrial sites symbolizing Japanese
        modernization and industrialization have been heritagized (as discussed in Chapter 7). Lee perceived the transformation of modern prisons into tourist attractions as a
        strategy to redirect – if not coercively correct – Japanese memory politics domestically and internationally
        and at the same time to showcase Japan’s modern history (personal communication with Lee Jong-min, 18 March
        2018). More long-term research into this emergent trend in Japan is certainly required, and may bring new lines
        of discussion to memory politics in East Asia. Meanwhile, it will also be interesting in the coming years to
        pay attention to how various penal heritage sites differ but at the same time develop contingent, inconsistent
        collaborations among one another. This may provide us with further materials for examining the various goals of
        heritage-making, be they a nationalized agenda of heritagization, a strategic, diplomatic ambition, or a more
        postmodern aim associated with consumerism and tourism. Multiple such objectives are in dialogue with one
        another when it comes to dealing with penal heritage and its associated difficult memories. We hope that this
        approach to heritage-making sheds light on the often-murky process of penal heritage-making, and helps reveal
        the processes by which dark heritage sites have converted into difficult, dissonant, and contested heritage
        sites according to diverse and fluctuating political climates.
      

    


    
      The Hidden Punitive State: Dictating Penal Landscapes to the Present Day


      
        Lastly, our research into penal heritage has drawn attention to the hidden punitive state that exists in the
        logic the promotes expansive real-estate development at the price of erasing memories of the urban margin
        around the old prisons. This hidden state function might dictate a penal landscape even after the initial
        regime that employed the old prison is long gone. The punitive state tends to bring lawsuits against those who
        argue for a right to stay put at sites for redevelopment, instead of working with the vernacular narratives of
        the marginalized to understand why they became part of the penal landscape in the first place. The reasons for
        their residency at such sites involve the historical particularities that formed the penal landscape, a
        landscape in which the state itself has responsibilities. In the case of Taipei and partially in the case of
        Seoul (Chapter 8), we demonstrate how the punitive state
        operated by displacing difficult memories of place (and of the squatters). That the prison settlement’s
        dissonant past is disinherited – with its multiple histories of migration erased – is exactly consonant with a
        politics of (dis)remembering. Moreover, this case study has demonstrated the invisible, punitive connection
        between the colonial prison and the displacement of the squatters in the service of the state-led redevelopment
        project, an issue that sheds light on the significance of recognizing dissonant heritage in planning projects.
        The analogy between the demolished prison and the displacement reminds us of the intrinsic, colonial modernity
        that is present in the constant demolition and construction of a city and, thereby, of the forgotten
        geographies of responsibilities (Huang, 2017a). By attending to the punitive state and its many forms embodied
        in areas outside of penitentiaries and particularly in urban processes, we would like to call for critical
        learning from the ethics of heritage (Huang, 2017a) and for reflection on the essentially exclusive and
        potentially corrective process of remembering.
      


      
        In a world where prisons are still part of state apparatus, the remembering occasioned by decommissioned
        prisons is about not only the past but the future. With these selected cases from the former Japanese-occupied
        territories in East Asia, we have demonstrated the four aspects of penal heritage that are critical in
        understanding the remembering of punishment in general and the remaking of difficult places in a region fraught
        with ever-shifting geopolitics in particular. We are fully aware that our analysis of the cases is incomplete,
        limited by time and research budget and by the inconsistent historical materials that we can extract from the
        extant archives and narratives of those who participated in the making of penal heritage. With our modest
        contribution to the scholarship of penal heritage and memory studies, nevertheless, we are hoping to see more
        research into cases from elsewhere to open up the possibilities offered by studying memories of punishment, a
        theme that is critical to understanding how society continues to operate upon principles of separation and
        exclusion despite regime changes. For example, further comparative research on Japanese colonial prisons and
        British/French colonial prisons in Asia, or more in-depth research into visitors’ responses to the sites of former colonial prisons, which were outside the scope of the present volume,
        would be most welcome.
      

    


    
      Final Thoughts


      
        Finally, the optimal goal in transforming difficult places like prisons into heritage is not to create sites
        for preaching (Meskell, 2002), but to cultivate sites for communication in order ultimately to better humanity.
        Yet, the current tendency in heritagizing difficult places in Northeast Asia does otherwise: Consider the case
        of Japan’s Hashima Island, whose inscription as UNESCO World Heritage prompted South Korea and China, in a
        counter-move against Japan’s, to seek to register with the UNESCO Memory of the World program their own
        documentary heritage relating to Japanese imperial history (e.g., documents on the Nanjing Massacre and “Voices
        of Comfort Women”). This illustrates how the management of difficult heritage in Northeast Asian countries
        seems to be more politicized and diplomatized than ever, with individual countries attempting to leverage the
        authority of UNESCO programs for their own ends.
      


      
        In comparison to Germany, which has more openly acknowledged its past as a perpetrator in the European context
        (Macdonald, 2015), Japan – which China and South Korea alike understand as an imperial perpetrator – has more
        recently identified itself as a victim, under an “innocent” Emperor, in the context of the suffering inflicted
        by the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 (Schumacher, 2015). Such contrasting understandings
        certainly reflect to a large extent the respective nation states’ distinct perspectives, but this has
        contributed to more bitterly contested memory politics in East Asia. It is likely to result in further
        simplifying stereotyping, and victimizing in the handling of memories associated with difficult heritage under
        colonial rule in the region. This not only has implications for historical interpretation but also provokes
        further diplomatic conflicts at local, national, and international levels.
      


      
        Our intention is not, however, to impart a totally pessimistic message relating to the remembering of difficult
        heritage. Heritage, as defined in UNESCO’s charters, can help broaden understanding of cultural diversities,
        history, and humanity: We still believe this can be the case, despite the many flaws embedded in the
        realpolitik of UNESCO. Coping with difficult heritage, in particular, can provide opportunities for
        communication among stakeholders at diverse levels of society and across borders. The more conversation is
        engendered between varying groups at local, national, and international levels, the more debates, and
        controversies can be triggered, and these endeavors can help us to comprehend the different perspectives on
        painful and traumatic memories attached to difficult heritage (Lee, 2019).
      


      
        As Margalit (2002, p. 58) potently suggests, we should never assume that it is an obligation of each one to
        remember all; indeed, it would be even more problematic for the state to make such an appeal. Inevitably each
        one of us actually experiences only a fragment of what happened, from memories related to our own unique
        participation in events. It is certainly difficult for any one of us to trace all the cross-border mobilities
        and exchanges hidden behind particular, fixated presentations of place memories. To achieve a genuinely
        shared memory, rather than a common memory made up of assorted aggregates,
        communication is essential for opening up the process of remembering to a multitude of voices, instead of
        indoctrination. This, we believe, might be even more important than manufacturing World Heritage in the name of
        universal humanity, a process which is yet to free itself from state interests and diplomatic bargaining –
        influences operative in just the same way in the making of modern prisons at the turn of the twentieth century.
        It is our hope that penal heritage, as heritage shared across borders, can be constantly revisited and remade,
        in ways that open up communication about human pain and difficult memories, in service of conciliation rather
        than competition.
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