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Sorry States: Apologies in International Politics

A zeal for apologies has seized the formerly impenitent world of international politics.
For centuries, states neither offered nor sought apologies for aggression or atrocities. But
since World War II, leaders have begun to offer apologies and other acts of contrition to
foreign victims of past violence.! Victims (both individuals and states) increasingly
demand recognition and apologies for their suffering.> Offenders who fail to apologize
are criticized by activists, the international media, and other states. A surge of interest
among scholars and activists in “transitional justice” at the intra-state level has
contributed to increasing attention paid to justice, truth-telling, and contrition at the
international level. *

As the visibility of apologies has increased, so have claims about their importance
in international relations. For example, observers of East Asia argue that Tokyo’s failure
to apologize for its actions in the first half of the twentieth century —colonization,

aggression, and atrocities in Asia—still elevates threat perception of Japan among its

' On contrition related to World War 11, see Herf 1997; Kansteiner 1999; Benfell 2002; Field 1995;
Wakamiya 1999; Buruma 1994; “When Will Russia Say ‘Sorry?’” Wall Street Journal, August 20, 2004,
A12. On American apologies regarding Guatemala and Rwanda see New York Times, March 11, 1999, A1,
Washington Post, March 27, 1998. On British apologies to the Irish see New York Times, June 8, 1997.
On Balkan apologies see http://balkanreport.tol.cz.

2 Renmin Ribao, April 21, 2005; Economist, December 16, 2000; Far East Economic Review, February 18,
1993. On Japanese efforts to obtain an American apology for the atomic bombing see New York Times,
April 8, 1995 and December 2, 1991.

3 Critical of postwar Japan are International Herald Tribune, April 26, 2005; Le Monde, April 6, 2005;
Financial Times, November 28, 1998, 11; Kristof 1998; Brooks 1999; Chang 1998. On Turkey see Boston
Globe, May 5, 2003; Washington Post, May 8, 2002; on Serbia see The New Yorker, April 12, 1999, 25;
Los Angeles Times, July 2, 1999, 1. On Austria, see Nagorski 2000.

*Minow 1998; Bassiouni 1996; Hayner 2001; Tepperman, 2002. On historical memory and ethnic conflict
see Kaufman 2001; Brown, et. al 1997.



neighbors.” Observers contrast Japan’s failure to come to terms with its past with
German contrition for Nazi crimes, and argue that German apologies and candid history-
telling were vital for threat reduction in Europe.® Although countries are demanding and
offering apologies at a higher rate than ever, and scholars claim that apologies reduce
threat perception, no one has systematically tested the relationship between apologies—
or more broadly, remembrance —and threat perception.

To test the idea that apologies promote trust between countries, I create a theory
of apologies and threat perception, define its key variables, identify causal mechanisms,
and make testable predictions in order to validate or falsify the theory. “Apology theory”
posits that the way a state remembers its past shapes how others perceive its intentions.
States that glorify and deny past violence appear to have hostile intentions, and thus
appear more threatening; states that admit and atone for past violence appear benign. I
evaluate the theory using a prominent case in which policies of remembrance appear to
have damaged bilateral relations: South Korean relations with Japan. I also draw upon
data from several other cases: Australian and Chinese perceptions of Japan, and Franco-
and Polish-German relations after World War II.

These cases offer three important findings with implications for both theory and
policy. First, the conventional wisdom about remembrance is half right; a country’s
remembrance significantly affects its relations with former adversaries. Specifically,
denials and glorification of past violence do damage relations and inhibit reconciliation.

Second, although such nationalistic remembrance harms relations, its pernicious

5 Joongang Ilbo, April 19, 2005; Xinhua General News Service, April 24, 2005; Christensen 1999;
Friedberg 1993/94; Midford 2003; Twomey 2000; Hein and Selden 2000; Funabashi 2003; Gong 2001;
Kydd 1997.

® Lebow 2004; Kristof 1998; Kydd 1997; Van Evera 1990/91.



consequences have been exaggerated; even when observers bitterly resent a former
enemy for refusing to atone for past atrocities, their emotions do not inhibit clear threat
assessments. Third, and most surprisingly, contrition is potentially dangerous.
Apologies can be counterproductive because they frequently trigger domestic backlash,
inciting denials and glorification. Because of this dilemma, countries should seek a safer
middle ground between backlash-inducing contrition and denial. The cases of Franco-
and Polish-German reconciliation offer examples of non-accusatory commemoration that
provide models for states seeking to reconcile.

Findings from this project inform debates within international relations theory.
This article supports theories of threat perception that incorporate perceptions of a
country’s intentions as well as material capabilities.” In particular, my findings support
constructivist theories that posit a link between ideas, discourse and threat perception,
and provide support for the specific importance of remembrance in international
relations.® Furthermore, evidence from the Japan-Korea case suggests that at least in this
case, even heated emotional reactions do not overwhelm clear strategic judgment. This
presents a puzzle for the emerging literature on emotions and international relations.’

In the remainder of this article, I first lay out apology theory; I define variables
and explain methods. The second section turns to the Japan-South Korea case. I code
Japanese remembrance since World War II, and use this coding to test apology theory in

the case of South Korean perceptions of Japan. The third section follows with

" Walt 1987; Glaser 1994/95; Kydd 1997; Edelstein 2002.

¥ Wendt 1999; Hopf 1998; Risse-Kappen 1996; Checkel 1998. On remembrance see Lebow 2004; Berger
2003; Long and Brecke 2003; O’Neill 1999; Christensen 1999.

® Crawford 2000; Mercer and O’Neill 2001.



conclusions and counterarguments, drawing from the case of post-World War II Germany

and other cases.

Theories of Threat Perception
Theoretical debates about threat perception pivot on the relative importance of a

country’s capabilities and intentions. Neorealists argue that countries primarily perceive

threats based on material capabilities; leaders pay little attention to other states’ intentions
because intentions cannot be reliably judged and may quickly change.'® Most other
scholars, however, argue that this is too narrow: that threat perception is driven not only
by a state’s capabilities, but also by perceptions of its intentions."" Debates among these
scholars have focused on different ways that countries signal their intentions, and on
which signals are credible. Democratic peace theorists argue that leaders assess
intentions by considering a state’s regime type; democracies tend to trust other
democracies.'” Liberal institutionalist scholars argue that a country’s membership in

international institutions influences perceptions of its intentions; institutional membership

imposes constraints, reduces uncertainty, and promotes transparency."’ Other scholars
argue that states signal benign intentions through “costly signals”: pursuing unilateral
disarmament, signing arms control agreements, and reducing their offensive

capabilities." Finally, many scholars would agree that disputes over territory affect how

"Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2001.

""'Walt 1987; Glaser 1994/95; Kydd 1997; Edelstein 2002; Wendt 1999; Hopf 1998; Risse-Kappen 1996.
2Russett 1996a; Russett 1996b; Doyle 1996; Owen 1996.

BKeohane 1989; Keohane and Martin 1995.

14 Fearon 1997; Kydd 1997; Glaser 1994/95; Edelstein 2002.



a state’s intentions are perceived; if a state claims a piece of territory, its current owner

(as well as other countries) are likely to judge the claimant’s intentions as hostile.

Apology Theory

Apology theory adds another factor to this debate. The theory posits that a country’s
policies of remembrance affect how its intentions are perceived, and thus how threatening
it appears. Specifically, highly contrite policies of remembrance make a country’s
intentions appear more benign, and thus less threatening. By contrast, denials and
glorification of past violence make a country appear more hostile.

How does remembrance affect perceptions of intentions and threat? One
mechanism posits that adopting apologetic policies sends a costly signal. Contrition is
costly because it creates a hurdle for leaders who decide to mobilize their populations for
war. To prepare a society to fight, leaders typically rally patriotic sentiment; they often
vilify the adversary and glorify their own state’s history."”> Contrition complicates such
rallying efforts by teaching the population about their country’s past crimes; acts of
contrition thus send a costly signal that a country has benign intentions. A second
mechanism of apology theory emphasizes the link between remembrance and a state’s
perceived identity. One state’s remembrance of its past violence toward another shapes
their intersubjective understanding, and affects whether the state is viewed as a friend or

foe.'® Countries that glorify past violence and teach nationalistic history in their schools
g yp y

' On “national morale” as a component of state power see Morgenthau 1973; Posen 1993; Van Evera
1997.

' Wendt 1992, 397; Wendt 1999; Hopf 1998; Risse-Kappen 1996.



appear untrustworthy; '’ those that atone for past violence appear less hostile and more
observant of international norms.'® A third mechanism emphasizes the emotional effects
of contrition; a state’s failure to atone for past violence provokes hatred, anger, and
wounded pride among its former victims. These emotions distort the process of threat
assessment. Fear and antipathy lead countries to infer malign intentions from ambiguous

behavior."”

Independent Variable: Remembrance

At its core, apology theory posits that a country that expresses contrition for its past
violence will be perceived as having relatively benign intentions and posing a relatively
low level of threat. Measuring how contrite a country is at a given time requires
assessing two things: the government’s official policies of remembrance, and the
society’s response to them. Other things being equal, a highly unapologetic country —
i.e., a government that shows no contrition, whose policies are supported by an
unrepentant population —will appear highly threatening to its neighbors. At the other
extreme, a highly apologetic government presiding over an equally contrite people will
send a strong signal to neighbors that the country has peaceful intentions and does not
present a threat. Between these extremes are cases in which the country is divided; these
cases of contested memory will, according to apology theory, be neither as alarming as

the former nor as reassuring as the latter.

'" This mechanism emphasizes the power of both negative and positive ideas. On the need for
constructivists to explore the negative implications of their theories, see Checkel 1998.

'® On changes in norms of history education see Kennedy 1973; on contrition see Barkan 2000.
19 Crawford 2000, 134-35. For a similar point, see Lebow 1981.



Governments express their policies of remembrance though five major policy
instruments. Leaders make statements that acknowledge and express remorse for past
violence (or that deny or justify past violence). Governments may decide to pay
reparations to former victims. Governments may also decide to hold perpetrators of past
violence accountable in legal trials. Through education (textbooks and curricula), states
impart a view of the past to the younger generation.”® Official commemoration —national
monuments, museums, ceremonies, and holidays—also reflects a country’s interpretation
of its history.”’

Social psychologists argue that among individuals, core components to apologies
are admitting misdeeds, and expressing regret for them.”* Thus the most apologetic
policies of remembrance enumerate past crimes and express regret. “Somewhat
apologetic” policies express some remorse but offer a vague or incomplete list of past
crimes. For example: “we regret the unhappy events that we caused your country in the
past.” Finally, sentiments that lack either admission or remorse are coded as
unapologetic.

Remembrance in a country is not simply a function of its official policies; it is
also determined by society’s response to them. Government policies of contrition are
weakened if opposition politicians, public intellectuals, and citizens groups criticize
contrition on practical grounds: e.g., reparations are expensive, or it’s time to move on

and focus on the future. It is far more damaging if members of the political and

2 On education and nationalism see Gellner 1983; Mendeloff 2001.

! Any of these policies might affect threat perception through the three mechanisms discussed earlier.
Certain policies, however, may be reassuring through additional mechanisms. For example, legal trials
may be reassuring through deterrence (e.g., they deter future war criminals) or through pre-emption (they
prevent war criminals from ruling in the future). For more on these and other mechanisms see Mendeloff
2004.

2 Lazare 1995; McCullough, et. al. 1997; Tauvchis 1991; Schneider 2000.



intellectual mainstream oppose contrition by justifying, denying, or glorifying past
crimes.

In sum, apologetic remembrance occurs when a government adopts a broad range
of contrite policies that society broadly supports. The most alarming kind of
remembrance occurs when a government refuses to apologize, there is widespread
opposition to contrition, and especially if opposition is based on denial or glorification of

previous crimes.

Avoiding Coding Pitfalls

Critics might raise three questions about these coding rules. One criticism disputes the
very enterprise of assigning a certain “value” to so nuanced a concept as a country’s
remembrance. These coding rules, however, do not assume that remembrance can be
perfectly categorized. Rather, they aim to impose consistency on my interpretations of
the data, and allow readers to easily understand —and thus more easily debate —those
interpretations. A second set of critics may argue that my coding of apologies, textbook
coverage, and acts of commemoration misses a critical dimension: the victim’s evaluation
of contrition. However, using victims’ reactions to code a state’s policies of
remembrance risks conflating the independent and dependent variables of the theory (i.e.,
the level of contrition and its effect on observers). If victims typically reject apologies—
which therefore have no effect on perception of intentions or threat perception—the
theory fails; coding remembrance according to victims’ reactions would mistakenly
overlook such disconfirming evidence by treating it as if no apologies had been offered at

all.



Finally, critics might argue that policies of remembrance should be judged based
on the motivations behind them. For example, one might argue that Japanese reparations
to Southeast Asia are not acts of contrition because Tokyo’s motive was to build markets
for its exports. The problem with this method, however, is that it is impossible to reliably
ascertain the intentions behind a given policy at the time—let alone decades later. The
criteria described here for evaluating policies of remembrance —especially the use of
societal responses to government policy —are likely to distinguish cynical apologies from

true acts of contrition.

Dependent Variables and Methods

In order to evaluate apology theory, I must determine whether (1) remembrance affects
perceptions of intentions, and (2) perceptions of intentions affect threat perception. The

first dependent variable of this study is thus perception of intentions. Observers may

view a state’s intentions as benign (cooperative and trustworthy), uncertain, or hostile
(uncooperative and untrustworthy). To assess perceptions of intentions, I evaluate the
views of elites and the general public. Public perceptions are inferred from public
opinion polls and media coverage.” For elite views I conducted interviews with
government officials, journalists, academics, and think-tank analysts. For historical
periods I relied upon histories, memoirs, archival documents, and elite-authored scholarly
articles and op-eds.

The second dependent variable is perception of threat, i.e. the extent to which one

country fears another (as opposed to merely suspecting their intentions). I rely upon

3 This analysis assumes that media coverage both reflects and shapes public opinion.
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statements by the general public and elites (in polls, interviews, memoirs, etc.) and also
evaluate state policies (the extent to which diplomacy, alliance formation, and military
force structure reflects that the other state is viewed as a threat).

To test apology theory, I rely upon congruence procedure using multiple within-
case observations.** Using the rules described above, I code the independent variable
(remembrance) and the dependent variables (perceptions of intentions and perception of
threat), and compare their co-variation over time to determine whether more apologetic
remembrance is associated with more benign views of intentions, and lower levels of
perceived threat.

Testing apology theory through congruence procedure alone will not yield
definitive conclusions because, as noted earlier, other factors influence perceptions of
intentions and threat. Thus I perform two other tasks. First, I evaluate the reasoning of
observers; apology theory predicts that leaders and citizens will discuss issues such as a

neighbor’s apologies, denials, or glorification as they debate how benign or hostile it

appears. Second, I monitor alternate variables that may affect perception of intentions
(e.g., regime type, institutional membership, and territorial claims) and perception of
threat (e.g., all the above plus capabilities™) to determine whether the relationships I

observe between remembrance, intentions, and threat are spurious.

u George and McKeown 1985; Van Evera 1997b. On the use of multiple within-case observations, see
King, et. al. 1994.

I define capabilities not only in terms of power, but also in terms of constraints. Power can be thought of
as long-term power (wealth and population), or mobilized power (defense expenditure and standing
military forces). However a state may be constrained in its ability to bring its mobilized power to bear
against a given adversary. Constraints include the presence of an occupier or “offshore balancer,” or the
existence of a threat from a third party.
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Remembrance in Japan-ROK Relations, 1945-2005

This section tests the influence of remembrance on relations between Japan and the
Republic of Korea (ROK) since World War II. Relations between the two countries have
been tumultuous for centuries (notably the Japanese invasions of Korea in 1592 and
1597). Central to the case are the events surrounding Japan’s annexation of Korea in
1910, Japan’s policies during the 35-year occupation, the Sino-Japanese War, and World
War II. Japanese remembrance of this era evolved in three phases: an early period

(1952-1964); a middle period (1965-1989); and a late period (1990s-00s).*

Early Period (1952-1964)

Japanese Remembrance

From 1952 through the mid-1960s, Japanese government policy was not contrite about its
violence in Korea, and Japanese society also evinced little support for contrition. In
meetings between Tokyo and Seoul over diplomatic normalization, Japanese negotiators
rejected Korean demands for an official apology and instead glorified or denied Japan’s
violence in Korea. One official expressed the common Japanese sentiment that “Japan
also had the right to demand compensation from Korea” because the occupation

227

“changed Korea’s bare mountains to a flourishing country with flowers and trees.

Japan erected memorials to those who suffered in the war, but only to Japanese victims,

*% The early phase begins in 1952 after the U.S. occupation ended, and Japan regained sovereignty.

*Lee 1997, 83. These views were echoed by other Japanese officials, and by official government histories
of the colonial era. Wakamiya 1999.
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not to victims of Japan’s Imperial forces.”® Tokyo did pay compensation to Southeast
Asian countries, but refused to link these funds to Japanese misdeeds.”

Japanese justice and education policies were also unapologetic in this era. Newly
sovereign Japan released most of the people convicted by the Tokyo Trials, restored their
pensions, paid their back salaries, and conducted no trials of its own.” Ministry of
Education (MoE) textbook screeners began checking textbooks to ensure adequate
patriotism as well as factual accuracy, reducing coverage of Japan’s wartime actions.’’
Government histories of the war and colonization dismissed criticisms of Japanese
colonialism as “absurd” and “defamatory.””* Japan’s official remembrance was thus
unapologetic.

Wider Japanese society showed little interest in contrition. The Japanese Left
opposed contrition toward South Korea because it supported the regime in Pyongyang.
Some activists on the Left—such as the Teacher’s Union and liberal scholars—favored
greater remembrance, but they were the minority. Most Japanese were struggling with
economic recovery and mourning the three million Japanese who died during the war.
To the extent that citizens’ groups opposed government policy, they lobbied for greater

help for the families of Japan’s war dead.”

*Tokyo established an annual ceremony on the day of the surrender to honor the nation’s war dead. Bix
2000, 658. The main national memorials to the war are the museum and memorials at Hiroshima. These
are the site of annual commemoration ceremonies every August 6.

% Japan paid grants to Burma (1955), the Philippines (1956), Indonesia (1958), South Vietnam (1959), and
Thailand (1963); these were not called reparations and total outlays amounted to about $1 billion (about $5
billion in 2002 dollars). See Morley 1965.

*Bix 2000, 652. Many released war criminals also re-entered Japanese politics, notably Kishi Nobosuke,
elected Prime Minister only 12 years after the defeat.

3INishi 1982; Nozaki and Inokuchi 1998; Orr 2001.
21 ee 1997, 87.
33 Benfell 2002.
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Alternate Variables and Predictions

Koreans who were assessing Japanese intentions, and evaluating the threat from Japan,
could study a range of potential signals. The signals they received from Japanese
remembrance were not reassuring; Japan—the government and wider society —was
unapologetic about its past violence against Korea. Furthermore, Japan and Korea had a
territorial dispute over an island chain (known as Tokdo to Koreans, Takeshima to the
Japanese). And at this time, neither country was a mature democracy or a member of
constraining institutions.” Korean planners should also factor in Japanese capabilities as
they assessed the Japanese threat. Although Japan was still recovering from World War
II, it was many times more powerful than South Korea, outspending the ROK on defense
by 5:1.* Furthermore, for most of this period, Korean planners had serious doubts about
the longevity of the U.S.-Japan alliance —the major constraint on Japanese capabilities.
Koreans worried that the United States might depart the region, exposing Korea to
Japanese domination once again.

Therefore in the early period, all the theories of intentions predict that Koreans
should mistrust Japan. Similarly, Korean planners should fear Japan whether Korean
threat assessments were dominated by factors related to intentions (e.g., remembrance
and territorial disputes) or by assessments of capabilities. The key evidence that
distinguishes apology theory from the other theories during the early period is thus the
reasoning evidence: statements by Korean leaders about why they distrust and fear

Japan.

3 On weak East Asian institutions see Christensen 1999; Goldstein 1997/98.

*In 1965 Japan and the ROK spent $4.5 billion and $862 million on defense, respectively (in 2003 $US).
Military expenditure from IISS 1965, adjusted with deflators from US Office of Management and Budget.

14



ROK Perceptions of Japanese Intentions and Threat

In the early period (1950s-1964), Koreans perceived Japanese intentions as hostile. ROK
President Rhee Syngman complained to U.S. President Eisenhower that South Koreans
were caught “between our fear of Japan on one side, and of the Communists on the
other,” and that “We all have learned by harsh experience the ruthlessness of Japan’s
ambitions.”® Rhee said he feared a “renewal of Japanese dominion over our nation”
because Japan wanted to “revive its colonial policies” in Korea.’” In fact, he argued,
Japan was “a greater menace than the Communists.”*® Rhee was not alone in these
views; South Korea’s Foreign Minister Pyun Yong-tae warned American officials “that
the Japanese government was intent, in the long range, upon reasserting its influence in
Korea.”

Koreans specifically linked their distrust to Japanese remembrance. They argued
that Japanese apologies were necessary before Koreans could trust Japan’s intentions. In
a private memorandum to Korean diplomats, Rhee noted that, “what we most need from
Japan...is concrete and constructive evidence of repentance for past misdeeds and of a
new determination to deal fairly with us now and in the future.”* Rhee also wrote, “In
the absence of [apologies], one could understand why we Koreans have believed that the

Japanese intent is not to be friendly toward the ROK but to redominate Korea....”"!

1.S. Department of State 1984a.

7U.S. Department of State 1954; Lee 1985.

*Quoted in U.S. Department of State 1956. Also see Lee 1985.
¥ U.S. Department of State 1952.

“Quoted in Lee 1985, 37.

*' Mainichi Shinbun, December 21, 1955.
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Later, President Park Chung-hee echoed these views. He said, “It is the consensus of our
national sentiment that Japan’s normal reflection on and legal expression of its regret for
its past aggression should precede any cooperation with Japan on our part.” ** The
Korean National Assembly adopted a resolution demanding such a gesture in 1961.
Koreans also expressed alarm about statements by Japanese leaders who glorified the
colonization of Korea.” Japanese denials and glorification are not merely coincident
with Korean distrust; Koreans explained their suspicions with frequent references to
Japan’s failure to demonstrate contrition.

Evidence from this period suggests that territorial disputes also fueled Korean
distrust of Japan.** South Korean political organizations focused public attention on the
Island dispute and argued that Japan’s illegitimate claims were proof of her continued
aggressive designs. One such group said that Japan had used the Tokdo / Takeshima
islands as “stepping stones for aggression on the continent of Asia” and urged the United
States to support Korean ownership of the islets, to “deny Japan a bridge to the Asian

9945

continent. Korean newspapers echoed these arguments and editorialized about

Japan’s “sinister designs” toward the islets, saying that if Koreans forgot the past, this
would lead to “the repetition of [Japan’s] past sins.”*
Not only did Koreans mistrust Japanese intentions, they also perceived a moderate

threat from Japan. South Korean officials lobbied the United States against rearming

Japan. When that failed, they lobbied Washington for weapons that would give them

“Kim 1971, 45.

# Kim 1971

* Cheong 1991.

> Cheong 1991, 40.
6 Cheong 1991, 45.

16



military parity with Tokyo.” Rhee worried that the United States might not remain
militarily committed to East Asia, freeing Japan once again to menace Korea. He
constantly pressed American diplomats to assure him that the Mutual Defense Treaty

»#  Rhee’s fears were not

would “guarantee the ROK against Japanese aggression.
unique. Most Koreans feared the consequences of U.S. disengagement from the region;
in fact, they opposed ROK-Japan diplomatic normalization because they feared it might
permit Washington to “hand-off”” South Korea to the Japanese.*” In sum, through the mid

1960s Koreans viewed Japan as untrustworthy and unconstrained; these feelings were

exacerbated by Japan’s unwillingness to atone for its previous crimes.
y

Middle Period, 19651989

Japanese Remembrance
Japanese remembrance did not grow significantly more contrite during this period.
Government policy became slightly more apologetic, but broad elements of Japanese
society continued to deny key facts about Japanese atrocities and the nation’s culpability.
Japanese leaders began to speak about the country’s wartime past, but they issued
only halfhearted apologies. For example, when Japan and the ROK officially normalized
relations in 1965, Foreign Minister Shiina Etsusaburo said that Japan “felt deep regret
and deep remorse” for the “unhappy phase” between the two countries. The statement
expressed remorse, but it was unsatisfying on the “admission” dimension because it did

not mention any specific Japanese misdeeds. Tokyo also paid compensation to Korea,

47U.S. Department of State 1985.
“81.S. Department of State 1985.
*Cha 1999, 32.
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but it refused to call these payments “reparations.”” Subsequent apologies given by
Emperor Hirohito and Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro in 1984 similarly conveyed
remorse, but they mentioned no Japanese wrongdoing.”

Japan’s education policy became slightly more contrite during the middle period.
Chinese and Korean protests led Tokyo to adopt conciliatory textbook policies. The
“Asian Neighbors’ Clause” was added to Ministry of Education guidance, mandating that
discussions of contemporary history in textbooks “show the necessary consideration for
international understanding and international harmony.”** This conciliation rang hollow,
however, when the Education Ministry later approved a textbook that downplayed the
Nanking Massacre and implied that Japan had seized Korea to protect it.”> Throughout
the period, textbook coverage of war and colonization expanded, but the accounts of
Japanese crimes were still vague, to the extent that they triggered diplomatic disputes
with Korea and China.™

Japanese commemoration continued to honor only Japan’s war dead. In 1985,
Nakasone became the first Prime Minister to pay an official visit to the controversial
Yasukuni Shrine, which honors Japan’s war dead and enshrines fourteen Class-A war
criminals.” Nakasone’s visit triggered outrage across East Asia; neither he nor

subsequent prime ministers visited the shrine again during this period.

See Wakamiya 1999, 194. Japan paid $300 million in outright grants, $200 million in government loans,
and $300 million in private commercial credits. $800 million represented more than 25 per cent of South
Korean GDP at the time. See World Bank 2004.

1 On these apologies see Korea Overseas Information Service 1984.

32 Cite.
>3 The textbook also lauded pre-war education policies that emphasized Emperor-worship (the Imperial
Rescript of Education). Wakamiya 1999, 177-78.

3 Orr 2001; Nozaki and Inokuchi 1998, 42; Whiting 1989.

% Class-A war criminals are those implicated in “crimes against peace”; the Tokyo Trials applied this
designation to leaders who planned and directed Japanese aggression after World War II.
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Japanese society did not broadly support even these tentative steps toward
contrition. Opponents of contrition—among the political elite, journalists, and the
general public—disputed the basic facts of Japan’s past actions. Even the tepid apologies
issued in the 1960s and 1970s created controversy at home. The 1965 apology and
compensation package for Seoul prompted widespread protests in Tokyo. In the 1980’s,
Nakasone’s apologies led to inflammatory denials from two of his cabinet members. One
cabinet member argued that, “Japan’s annexation of Korea rested on mutual
agreement...As such, the Korean side also bears some responsibility for it.” ** Another
cabinet official said that “If anybody was the aggressor, it was the Caucasians. Itis
nonsense to call Japan the aggressor or militaristic.”’ Furthermore, despite Nakasone’s
conciliatory decision to abstain from revisiting the Yasukuni Shrine, several cabinet and
Diet members made regular pilgrimages.

With regard to textbooks, a few liberal activists fought for candid history
teaching, but they were in the minority.”® A trend in the 1970’s toward more self-critical
textbook coverage provoked a reaction from conservative politicians from the ruling LDP
who sought to make Japanese education more patriotic. It was this movement for
“patriotic” textbooks that triggered protests across East Asia.

In sum, Japanese government policy reflects only modest levels of contrition
during this period; furthermore, mainstream elements of Japanese society —including
important opinion leaders —opposed even minimally contrite policies and disputed

Japan’s basic culpability for its past violence.

°% Fujio Masayuki’s statement is in Bungei Shunju, October 1985.

37 Okuno Seisuke’s comments are quoted in Wakamiya 1999, 11; also see “Outspoken Tokyo Minister
Resigns,” The Guardian, May 14, 1988.

> Jenaga 1996.
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Alternate Variables and Predictions

Japan did not send reassuring signals toward Korea during the middle period. Japan was
still unapologetic about its past violence; furthermore, the dispute over the Tokdo /
Takeshima Islands persisted, and neither regime type nor institutional membership should
have reassured Korea.” The balance of capabilities, however, did change dramatically
between the early and middle period: Korea’s relative position improved markedly. The

1.%° Furthermore, the

ratio of Japanese to Korean defense spending fell from 5:1 to 2.5:
U.S.-Japan alliance grew stronger (thus imposing a stronger constraint on Japanese
capabilities). There were brief periods during which regional actors worried about the
U.S. commitment to East Asia, most notably as the U.S. reduced its military presence in
the region in the early 1970s, and at the end of the Cold War. However for most of the
period—and certainly compared with the previous decades— U.S. military presence in
Japan appeared durable, and thus Japan appeared constrained.®'

Each of the theories examined here predicts that Koreans should perceive malign
Japanese intentions; the key evidence that distinguishes them is therefore the reasoning of
Korean leaders. The theoretical predictions diverge substantially, however, with regard
to threat assessment: if Korean threat perception depends principally on assessments of

intentions, or is overwhelmed by bitterness about Japanese denials, then Koreans should

perceive a serious threat from Japan. Similarly, if Koreans fear Japan’s claims to the

% The ROK did not begin its democratic transition until 1987, and cannot be considered a mature
democracy until still later. See Marshall and Jaggers 2003.

%By 1990 Japan spent $36.6 billion on defense, compared to the ROK’s $14 billion. Data in constant 2003
$US from IISS 1990/91; adjusted with dollar deflators from U.S. OMB.

%' The turning point in Asian perceptions of American staying power was the 1960 renewal of the U.S.-
Japan security treaty.
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Tokdo / Takeshima islands, they should perceive a serious Japanese threat. On the other
hand, if Koreans can look beyond their bitter feelings toward Japan and dispassionately
assess Japanese capabilities —particularly the constraining effect of the U.S. military
presence in the region—they should view the Japanese threat as “low” during the middle

period.

ROK Perception of Japanese Intentions and Threat

Korean perceptions of Japanese intentions remained hostile in this period (1965-80s).

Polls in 1972 and 1985 show that Koreans still associated Japan with militarism and
colonial abuse.”® A 1982 poll found that only 10 per cent of Korean respondents viewed
Japan as “a friendly country.”® One scholar wrote, “there is no genuine friendship
between the two peoples,” and that “the only interest Japan has in Korea is to aggrandize
itself by exploiting whatever opportunity Korea provides.”*

When Koreans explained their distrust of Japan, they frequently discussed
Japanese remembrance. The tepid apologies issued by Nakasone and Hirohito in 1984
garnered some praise,” but the denials by Nakasone’s cabinet members — Fujio and
Okuno—attracted more attention. ROK Foreign Minister Choi Kwang-soo said, “Fujio’s
outrageous remarks have created a serious and important problem in the basic relations

between the two nations and have greatly stirred up the Korean people’s sentiments

against Japan.”® Prime Minister Roh Shin-yong commented that the problem at hand

%20Oh 1986, 131-133.

8 Kyonghyang Shinmun, October 6, 1982. Quoted in Kim 1982, 86.
% Lee 1985, 1-2.

5 See articles in Korean Overseas Information Service 1984.

% Yonhap Wire Service, September 8, 1986, in FBIS South Korea, same date.
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7 An editorial

was not Fujio specifically, but Japanese attitudes more broadly.
commented that Fujio’s remarks showed that Japan remained a nation interested in

militarism and colonialism.®® Another editorial noted that Fujio’s statement “might

represent a shrewd ‘venture’ by Japanese conservatives to restore Japan’s pre-war
y

99969

‘glory.

Koreans also expressed alarm about perceived whitewashing of Japanese
textbooks. Newspapers ran outraged editorials on Japanese textbooks, and rallies broke
out across the country in protest.”” A scholar wrote that Koreans should be wary of
“Japan’s basic stance toward its Asian neighbors as well as Tokyo’s ulterior motives in
revising the textbooks.””" In sum, Koreans said they distrusted Japan because it had not
adequately acknowledged and atoned for its past violence.

Regarding the territorial dispute between the two states, the Tokdo / Takeshima
issue was not prominent in Korean minds during this period. In 1965 the two states
“agreed to disagree” on this issue for the sake of normalizing relations; the issue appeared
to die down in this middle period.”

As for overall threat perception, ROK planners saw a “low” threat from Japan

during this period. Statements by Korean leaders reflect a new recognition that Japan

7 Yonhap, September 11, 1986, in FBIS South Korea, same date.
% Korea Times, September 9, 1986, in FBIS South Korea, same date.
% Korea Times, September 10, 1986, in FBIS South Korea, same date.

7OHanguk Ilbo, August 5, 1982; Yonhap, August 3, 1982, in FBIS South Korea, same date; Yonhap,
August 5, 1982, in FBIS South Korea, same date.

"' Kim 1982, 83, 85.

> More prominent issues between Tokyo and Seoul during this period were: the assassination attempt of
ROK President Park Chung-hee (and the killing of Madame Park) by an ethnically Korean resident of
Japan; the Korean CIA’s kidnapping of Kim Dae Jung from a Japanese hotel; the later trial and death
sentence decreed on Kim; as well as the ROK’s infuriation at Tokyo’s distancing of its diplomatic stance
from Seoul in favor of Pyongyang. Cha, 1999, Chapter Four.
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was a valuable partner against the Communist threat in East Asia. In stark contrast to the
earlier era, Koreans praised Japan’s growing military activities in the region. For
example, Japan’s move to patrol the sea lanes out to 1,000 miles was called “a positive
response” to burden-sharing pressures from Washington.”” Korea abandoned its attempt
to maintain parity with Japan’s maritime forces, and agreed to diplomatic normalization
and expanded military contacts.”

Evidence from Korean reasoning shows that Japan appeared less threatening to
Koreans because the U.S.-Japan alliance —the constraint on Japanese power —appeared
increasingly durable. South Koreans frequently explained that they viewed the United
States as a constraint on Japanese capabilities. They said that a reduction in U.S. military
presence in the region would encourage Japan to build up its military, which would
“adversely influence Korean security as well as...regional stability.”” As a result,
Koreans approved of any policies that strengthened the health of the U.S.-Japan alliance.
Elites approved of Japan’s military buildup and new military roles in the 1980s, which
were adopted after U.S. burden-sharing demands.”® One article even noted the need for
“a substantive boost in Japan’s defense capabilities...to safeguard the U.S.-led defense

framework in northeast Asia and the western Pacific.””’

7 Korea Herald, May 10, 1981.

™ An MND official notes that in this period, “a phenomenal expansion in Korean-Japanese military
contacts is noticeable.” Ok 1985, 14. For details of Japanese-Korean cooperation in this period see Cha
1999.

> An MND official commented, “the Japanese defense buildup effort and regional security role can
contribute to Korean security and stability if the U.S. remains a mighty Pacific power, if Japan increases
her defense capability in a way as to augment the U.S. regional strategy, and if the Korea-U.S. military
cooperative relationship is firmly maintained.” Ok 1991, 99.

"Han 1983; Kim 1988.
" Korea Times, May 19, 1981, 2.
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In sum, Koreans continued to distrust Japanese intentions, and they explicitly
connected their suspicions to Japanese denials and glorification of past violence.
Nevertheless, Korean threat assessment was dominated by a sober assessment of

Japanese capabilities—particularly the strength of the U.S.-Japan alliance.

Late Period, 1990-2000s

Japanese Remembrance

Japanese remembrance in this period is characterized by a striking increase in official
acts of contrition, but a simultaneous increase in denials from key opinion leaders. As
before, many opponents of contrition dispute not only the need for apologies, but the
basic facts of Japan’s aggression and atrocities.

During this period, Japanese leaders issued numerous apologies. Although some
of the apologies were vague (e.g., the 1995 Diet Resolution), others were remarkably
contrite. In particular, the statements by Prime Ministers Hosokawa and Koizumi score
well on both key criteria: admission and remorse. Hosokawa said in 1993:

During Japan's colonial rule over the Korean Peninsula, the Korean people were

forced to suffer unbearable pain and sorrow in various ways. They were deprived

of the opportunity to learn their mother tongue at school, they were forced to
adopt Japanese names, forced to provide sex as ‘comfort women’ for Japanese
troops, forced to provide labor. I hereby express genuine contrition and offer my
deepest apologies for my country, the aggressor's, acts.”
Koizumi also made a gesture that reflected significant admission and remorse. In 2001,
he visited Seoul’s Seodaemun Prison History Hall: a facility that Japanese occupiers had

used to imprison, torture, and execute Korean independence leaders, and now a museum

that features graphic exhibits of Japan’s crimes. During his visit, Koizumi issued an

8 Asahi Shinbun, November 7, 1993.
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apology and laid a wreath at the memorial for Koreans who died in the independence
movement.” Other Japanese apologies included substantive gestures: the 1995
Murayama apology to the sex slaves of the Imperial Army was accompanied by
compensation to surviving “Comfort Women,” and by the establishment of an
educational foundation).* Similarly, Japan issued its first written apology in a 1998 Joint
Communiqué between Prime Minister Obuchi Keizo and South Korean President Kim
Dae Jung.”

Japanese education policies also grew more candid and contrite. Discussion of
the sex slaves, the Nanking Massacre, the colonization of Korea, and Korean slave labor
began to appear in Japanese textbooks. Coverage of Unit 731 (a Japanese Army unit that
performed grotesque medical experiments on Chinese civilians and POWSs) was approved
after a court ruling. The amount of coverage of these issues varies substantially by
textbook:;** however, coverage of Japanese actions in World War II increased relative to
the previous period.

Official Japanese remembrance remained noncontrite along only one dimension:

national ceremonies of commemoration. Japanese commemoration still glosses over

7 After he visited Seodaemun Prison, Koizumi said “When I looked at things put on display, I strongly
felt...regret for the pains Korean people suffered during Japanese colonial rule. As a politician and a man,
I believe we must not forget the pain of [Korean] people.” See Mainichi Shimbun, October 15,2001; Daily
Yomiuri, October 16, 2001. Koizumi apologized again in April 2005.

%The “Asian Women’s Fund” operates from a combination of private and public funds, and receives its
operating budget from the Japanese government. Each woman would receive approximately US $17,000.
For more details see Soh 2001; for criticism see Field 1995.

1 The 1998 Joint Communique included a Japanese apology, South Korean acceptance of Japan’s apology,
and a pledge by both states to move forward. Wakamiya 1999, 256-58. Other Japanese apologies during
this period —of varying levels of admission and remorse —include statements by Emperor Akihito and
Prime Minister Kaifu Toshiki in 1989, Prime Minister Miyazawa Kiichi in 1992, and Prime Minister
Murayama in 1994 and 1995. Field 1995, 413; and Wakamiya 1999.

82 New York Times, April 17, 2005; see the series Japan in Modern History (Tokyo: International Society
for Educational Information, 1996).
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Japanese atrocities and colonization in East Asia, and focuses on Japan’s own
victimhood, particularly the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.*> Furthermore,
Japanese Prime Ministers Hashimoto and Koizumi re-introduced prime ministerial visits
to Yasukuni Shrine (which Prime Ministers since Nakasone had avoided). Overall,
however, Japan’s official policies of remembrance have become more contrite over time.

As Japan’s official remembrance grew more contrite, however, broader societal
views about the past became more contested. Prominent politicians opposed each act of
contrition and denied or glorified Japan’s past violence. A 1994 apology by Prime
Minster Murayama triggered public denials from within his own cabinet. One official
called the Rape of Nanking a “fabrication”; another cabinet member argued that Japan
had seized its colonies in self-defense, and that Japan had liberated rather than conquered
its neighbors.** A year later, a new apology by the Prime Minister triggered another round
of denials.”

Japan’s education policy also remains highly contested. Many conservatives
viewed discussion of war and atrocities as inimical to Japanese patriotism. Some
conservative scholars and opinion leaders mobilized to write their own history
textbook —known as the “Fuso-sha” textbook —that focused chiefly on positive episodes

of Japanese history and omitted mention of atrocities such as the sex slaves. MoE

8 Herald Tribune/Asahi Shinbun, August 15, 2002; New York Times, October 30, 2002.

¥ For Nagano Shigeto’s claim that the Rape of Nanking was a “fabrication” see Mainichi Shinbun, May 5,
1994. Sakurai Shin said that Japan’s war was conducted in self-defense and to liberate and economically
develop Asian nations. See Asahi Shinbun, August 13, 1994.

85Education Minister Shimamura Yoshinobu said that it took two to wage war, and that it made little sense
to “keep harping on the past and apologizing.” Asahi Shinbun, August 10, 1995; Wakamiya, The Postwar
Conservative View of Asia, p. 13. Eto Takami disagreed with Murayama’s apology, saying that not all
Japan did in Korea was bad, and that “in those years, the weak got taken advantage of, and nothing could
be done about it.” Quoted in Wakamiya 1999, 256. Parliamentarian Watanabe Michio (a former Deputy
Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs) denied that Japan had taken Korea by force in 1910.
Wakamiya 1999, 14.
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approval of this book in 2001, and renewal of the book in 2003, triggered two more
international disputes.*® These disputes were exacerbated by statements made by the
Japanese Education Minister that praised the book’s omissions.

In sum, Japanese remembrance in the late period reflects more contrition than
previous decades, but persistent denials and glorification by key political leaders.
Significantly, the dissent was not simply about the advisability of contrition, but about

the basic facts of Japan’s guilt.

Alternate Variables and Predictions

Japanese remembrance during the late period was highly contested; the tumult of official
apologies and blunt denials should have appeared unapologetic to Koreans. Furthermore,
Japan gradually became more assertive about its claim to Tokdo/Takeshima island. In
spring 2005, Japan’s Education Minister urged that students be taught that the islands are
Japanese territory; Japan’s ambassador to Korea reiterated Tokyo’s claim; Japan’s
Education Ministry approved the Fuso-sha textbook (which described the islands as
Japanese territory); and a Japanese regional government established “Takeshima Day” to
emphasize the island’s Japanese sovereignty.”’” During this era, the only factor that might
suggest improved Korean impressions of Japan relates to regime type: the late period
witnessed the consolidation of Korean democracy (such that now both countries were

mature democracies).

8 Far East Economic Review, March 29, 2001; International Herald Tribune, July 10, 2001; Economist,
April 14, 2001, 38; Washington Post, April 10, 2005, A20; New York Times, April 16, 2005; Economist,
April 16, 2005.

87 Dong-a Ilbo, March 30, 2005; New York Times, March 22, 2005, A3; Washington Post, March 20, 2005,
Al7.
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The balance of capabilities did not substantially shift during this period; Japanese
capabilities remained low. Japanese power remained stronger than South Korea’s, but
Japan remained constrained by the U.S-Japan alliance and the major U.S. military
presence in the region. In fact, Japan and the United States strengthened their alliance in
the 1997 Guidelines for Defense Cooperation. Japan’s responses to September 11, 2001
(sending naval support ships to the Indian Ocean to support the U.S. invasion of
Afghanistan), and its participation in the U.S. occupation of Iraq are frequently cited as
signs that the alliance remains strong.*

The theories examined here make divergent predictions about Korean perceptions
of Japan’s intentions. Apology theory predicts that Japanese intentions will continue to
appear hostile in Korean eyes. The continued island dispute should also fuel Korean
distrust. On the other hand, democratic peace theory expects that as Korean democracy
becomes consolidated (i.e., toward the end of the period), Koreans should begin to view
Japan as more benign based on shared democratic norms.

As for threat assessment, if Korean emotional resentment of Japanese denials
dominates threat perception, Koreans should perceive a Japanese threat during this period
(the same is true if the island claim dominates Korean thinking). On the other hand, if

capabilities are the dominant factor in threat assessment, Koreans should not fear Japan.

ROK Perceptions of Japanese Intentions and Threat
South Koreans continued to distrust Japanese intentions in the 1990s-00s. Suspicion of

Japan is frequently expressed in the media and by elites. South Korea’s UN Ambassador

8 For example, Daily Yomiuri, April 26, 2004; New York Times, October 17, 2003.
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Kim Sam-hoon noted that his government would not back Japan’s bid for a UN Security
Council seat because “There are limits for a country to play the role of a world leader if it
doesn’t have the trust of its neighboring countries.” Writes one author, “Japan has
failed to win the trust of Asians and remains an object of distrust.””® A newspaper noted
that Japan is suspected “of edging toward resurrecting militarism.”' Distrust of Japan is
also evident in Korean poll data; Koreans consistently rank Japan near or at the bottom of
the list of nations they like and trust—sometimes even below North Korea.”

Koreans explicitly link their distrust of Japan to Japanese remembrance. Koreans
notice and praise Japanese apologies; Hosokawa’s 1993 statement was very well-received
and remains the gold standard in Korean eyes. However, they also say that Japan’s
apologies cannot be trusted because they are contradicted by denials and justification.
Korea’s President Roh Moo-hyun said that Japan’s conservative history textbooks and
leaders’ visits to the Yasukuni shrine “nullify all the reflection and apologies Japan has so
far made.”” After a Japanese cabinet official called the Rape of Nanking a “fabrication,”
one Korean editorial commented, “Japan has made, retracted and apologized for such
outrageous statements so often that we can hardly distinguish what reflects Japan’s true

intentions.”* A Korean scholar opined, “Japan has tried to distort the history of its

8 Korea Herald, April 2, 2005.
%Nam 1995, 28.
%' Korea Herald, May 7, 1994.

2In a 1996 RAND-Joong Ang Daily newspaper survey, Korean respondents were asked to rank their
feelings toward 17 countries, on a scale from zero (dislike) to 100 (like). Japan was ranked second to last
(41), above North Korea (27), in the company of Libya and Iran (41 and 42, respectively). Lee 2001, 102.
In a 2001 poll, Koreans reported that countries they disliked the most were Japan (63%), followed by North
Korea (11%), the United States (7%), and China (3%). Chun-ang Ilbo Poll, September 21, 2001. Available
at <http://bric.postech.ac.kr/bbs/daily/krnews>. Accessed October 2001.

% Roh Moo-hyun, “Letter to the Korean People,” Korea.net, March 25, 2005.
% Dong-A Ilbo, May 7, 1994. Reprinted in Korea Focus, Vol. 2, No. 3 (May-June 1994), pp. 142-143.
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aggressive war and deny culpability in the issue of its sex slaves. Under these
circumstances, who would trust Japan?”* Similarly, Koreans were dismayed rather than
reassured by Japan’s “apologetic” Diet Resolution in 1995. One scholar wrote, “The
acrimonious debate about the resolution and the compromise among political parties”
only “reinforced Asian suspicions that Japanese attitudes about its militarist past had not
really changed.””

In this period Koreans also criticized Tokyo for approving, and later re-approving,
the Fuso-sha textbook.”” “We can no longer stand by,” stated President Roh, who said
that Tokyo’s renewal of the conservative textbooks “concerns the fate of both the Korean
Peninsula and all of Northeast Asia,” and reflects Tokyo’s “intention to achieve
hegemony again.””® ROK Foreign Ministry spokesman Lee Kyu-hyung said that his
government was “seriously concerned that adoption of distorted history textbooks can, by
inculcating incorrect perceptions of history in future generations, lead to the unfortunate
history being repeated.” An editorial commented that Tokyo’s approval of the text
demonstrated “the lingering influence of militarist sentiment in Japan”;'® another

commented that the nationalism evident in the history textbooks was designed to “place

Japan on a more militarist footing.”"”' Koreans expressed similar sentiments about the

93 Dong-a Ilbo, May 8, 1995.

% Park 1998, 9. Koreans were particularly incensed about Watanabe Michio’s statements. See June 6
editorials, cited in “Watanabe Remarks on Japan Colonial Rule Decried,” in FBIS South Korea, June 7,
1995.

%" Korea Herald, September 15, 2000; Korea Herald, February 22, 2001; Dong-a Ilbo, June 8, 2001.
Translated in Korea Focus, Vol. 9, No. 4 (2001), 15-16; Chungang Ilbo, July 9, 2001, quoted in FBIS
South Korea, July 10, 2001; Korea Herald, April 2, 2005; Chungang Ilbo, April 22, 2005.

% Roh, “Letter to the Korean People,” March 2005.
% Yonhap Wire Service, July 13, 2005.

1% Korea Herald, September 15, 2000; also Korea Herald, February 22, 2001.
% Dong-a Ilbo, June 8,2001. Translated in Korea Focus, Vol. 9, No. 4 (2001), pp. 15-16.
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visits of Japanese leaders to the Yasukuni Shrine;'" one editorial asked, “How can Japan
be trusted in international society?”'” In sum, Koreans specifically say that they distrust
Japanese intentions because of Tokyo’s unapologetic policies of remembrance.

Evidence from this period shows that the territorial dispute between Japan and
Korea exacerbated Korean distrust of Japan. The dispute frequently motivates protests in
downtown Seoul; in one protest over remarks made by Japanese Prime Minister Mori
about Japan’s claim to Tokdo, “Protestors characterized Mori’s remarks as being driven
by Japan’s militaristic ambitions to invade other territories.”'** An editorial dismissed
“Japan’s absurd claim” to the island and demanded that Japan renounce ownership;
otherwise the issue would “only serve to heighten suspicion among its neighbors.”'"

I find virtually no evidence that mutual democratization increased trust between
Korea and Japan. Koreans who connect their assessments of Japan to Japanese domestic
politics are not reassured; they say that Japanese nationalism is on the rise, and that

institutions designed to prevent the re-emergence of militarism are weakening.'"

Only a
small minority (confined to academic elites) say in interviews that they are reassured by

Japanese democratic institutions.'”’

'2Kyodo News Service, August 17,2001, in FBIS Japan, same date; Yonhap, February 24, 2003;
“Yonhap, February 24, 2003; Guardian, August 14, 2001; Kyodo News Service, August 17, 2001, in FBIS
Japan, same date.

19 Chungang Ilbo, April 22, 2002 in FBIS South Korea, April 23, 2002. Koreans were so embittered by
Koizumi’s visit to the shrine and by the textbook crisis, they ignored his remarkable apology in the October
after his shrine visit. See Choson Ilbo, October 15, 2001.

1% Yonhap, October 6, 2000 in FBIS South Korea.
19 Dong-a Ilbo, February 11, 1996; translated in Korea Focus, Vol. 4, No. 1 (1996), 97-98.

1% For example see Hanguk Ilbo, September 24, 1995, in FBIS South Korea, same date; Korea Herald,
August 12, 1999; Shin Dong-a Monthly, March 1995, in Korea Focus, Vol. 3, No. 2 (March/April 1995),
pp- 24-33.

107 AUTHOR 2004
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As for overall threat perception in the late period (1990s-2000s), ROK policies
and statements show that despite the rampant distrust of Japanese intentions, Korean
threat perception of Japan remains low. In interviews Koreans say that Japan does not
currently pose a threat to the ROK. One professor noted, “Japan is not a source of threat
from the ROK perspective.”'® A Defense Ministry official commented, “I don’t think a
direct Japanese military challenge is a threat to us. I am optimistic about our
relations.”'” ROK policy similarly shows that its military is not currently configured to
meeting maritime threats such as the one Japan would pose. Low South Korean fears of
Japan are also reflected in Seoul’s efforts to expand Japan-ROK security cooperation.'"

Koreans, however, regard Japan as a potential future threat. This view appears in
poll data; typically a substantial number of respondents (40 to 60 percent) identify Japan

111

as the next threat to Korea, whereas far fewer point to China.”" Korean defense planning

also reflects concerns about Japan: the Ministry of National Defense identified principal

1% personal Interview, Korea University, October 2000.

19 Personal Interview, Ministry of National Defense, October 2000. The Director of the MND’s study
group on military modernization commented, “Certainly I don’t see Japan as a threat today.” Personal
Interview, MND, October 2000.

10 Cogsa 1999.

"' Chungang Ilbo, April 17,2005. In 2005, 37 percent of respondents identified Japan as the most likely
security threat; 28 percent said North Korea, 18 percent said the U.S., and 11 percent said China. In a 2001
poll, North Korea was viewed as the greatest current security threat (54 percent of respondents); Japan was
in second place with 21 percent; China received only 8 percent of votes. Dong-a Ilbo Newspaper Poll,
January 2001. Available at

<http://www.harrisinteractive.com/harris poll/printerfriend/index.asp?PID=218> Accessed October 2004.
In 1996 Chungang Ilbo poll, 60 percent of Koreans said Japan was the next security threat; 19 percent said
China. Available at <http://bric.postech.ac.kr.bbs.daily/krnews/200109 2/20010921 4.html>. Accessed
October 2000. In a 1996 RAND poll, 54 percent of respondents said the “greatest future danger to Korea’s
military security” was Japan, followed by China at 33 percent of respondents. Levin 1999, 18. For
additional polls see Lee 1995.
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future threats as Japan and China.''> The ROK appears to be building up its maritime
power, which is more appropriate for fighting Japan than China.'"

In their reasoning, Koreans explain that they do not fear Japan —despite their
concerns over Japanese intentions—because of the constraining power of the US-Japan
alliance. The Foreign Ministry explained, “the more military commitments the United
States make in Asia, the less possibility of Japan actively operating militarily in Asia.”"'"*
One scholar wrote, “The presence of U.S. forces in Japan at present is not so much to
protect Japan as to contribute to the stability of the entire Asian region by restraining
Japanese power....”'"” As in the previous period, Korean leaders say they support
measures designed to strengthen and thus prolong the alliance. As one official noted, the
most worrisome outcome for Korea was “the possibility of the United States retreating
from Asia.”''"® Korean elites thus saw the Guidelines for Security Cooperation as
beneficial for regional peace because “the declaration made it clear that the United States
will continue to maintain its role” in the region.'” Scholars had similar reactions.'”® One
noted, “As long as the alliance lasts, then we don’t see a threat from Japan. The passage
of the Guidelines is a good thing, because it is a reflection of a strong US-Japan

relationship.”""’

"2See the Ministry of National Defense 2000. Portions of document were published in Dong-a Ilbo,
August 19-20, 2000.

'3 Jane’s Defence Weekly, May 22, 1996, p. 23.

"4 Yonhap, April 18, 1996, in FBIS South Korea, same date.

"5 Shin Dong-a Monthly, February 1995; translated in Korea Focus, Vol. 3, No. 2 (1995), p. 21.
6 Ibid.

"7 Yonhap, April 18, 1996, in FBIS South Korea, same date.

"8 Dong-a Ilbo, April 28, 1996; Kim Woo-sang, Joong-ang Ilbo, June 12, 1997. Translated in Korea
Focus, Vol. 5, No. 4 (1997).

"% Personal Interview, Sejong Institute, October 2000.
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In their reasoning, South Koreans link their fears of a future Japanese threat not
only to Japan’s hostile intentions, but also to uncertainty about the U.S. presence in East
Asia. One scholar feared “the power vacuum that may result from disengagement of the
U.S. military presence,” and worried “that China and Japan may well fill the vacuum

should [it] materialize.”"*

One former defense ministry official warned that if the
United States were to reduce its military presence in Asia “so as to encourage a rapid
expansion of the Japanese military capability and regional role...it would adversely
influence Korean security as well as...regional stability.”"*'

In sum, as predicted by apology theory, Koreans viewed Japanese intentions as
hostile throughout the post-World War II period, and they explicitly linked their distrust
of Japan to remembrance. Nevertheless, despite Korean suspicious about Japanese
intentions, Koreans do not fear Japan: threat perception dropped from moderate to low in
the middle period, and remained low thereafter. Koreans explain this drop in threat by
focusing on the constraints placed on Japan by the U.S.-Japan alliance. Fears of Japan
that remain focus on the dangers that might result if the United States left the region and
freed Japan to pursue an independent security policy.

As for alternate variables, this case also provides evidence that territorial disputes
sustain distrust between Japan and Korea; the decrease in salience of this issue during the
middle period, however, shows that the dispute need not hamper productive bilateral
relations, and suggests powerful elite influence over popular sentiment. Finally, I find

little evidence supporting the view that mutual democratization promotes reassurance

about intentions.

120 Ahn 1995, 17.
21 park 1991, 98.
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Findings, Counterarguments, and Conclusions

This case yields three important findings about remembrance in international relations.
First, it suggests that denial and glorification of past violence damage international
relations and inhibit reconciliation. Since the 1950’s, South Koreans have sought
gestures of contrition from Japan. Japan’s failure to issue clear and consistent
repudiations of its past violence fuels Korean hatred and distrust of Japanese intentions.
Second, the case demonstrates that the bitterness and mistrust created by unapologetic
remembrance do not necessarily lead to high assessments of threat. Although Japan’s
nationalistic remembrance angers Koreans, contrary to the claims of the
cognitive/emotions version of apology theory, Korean resentment does not translate into
high threat perception of Japan. Instead, Koreans distrust Japanese intentions, but they
do not fear Japan because they recognize the constraining power of the U.S.-Japan
alliance. To be clear: intentions affect threat perception. Because Koreans distrust
Japanese intentions, they fear the consequences if Japanese capabilities were to grow —
e.g., in the event of a U.S. withdrawal from the region. But perceptions of hostile
intentions alone—at least in this case—are not sufficient to generate perceptions of high
threat.

Finally, the Japan case suggests a surprising and significant finding about the
potential dangers of contrition: the backlash phenomenon. Many of the Japanese denials
that fueled Korean bitterness —and created crises in bilateral relations —were triggered by
official policies of contrition. Since the 1980s, increased textbook coverage of Japanese

war crimes led conservatives to write the “patriotic” textbooks that offend Koreans.
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Similarly, the apologies issued by Japanese leaders prompted contradictions by other
politicians.

Findings from the Japan case thus yield a dilemma; denials and glorifications are
damaging to bilateral relations, which suggests that countries should apologize for their
past violence, and teach candid history education to their youth. However, efforts to
apologize or increase textbook coverage of past violence may lead to a backlash that

undermines the positive effects of contrition.

What(® To Be Done?

There is a way for countries to avoid the twin dangers of denials/glorification on the one
hand, and backlash on the other. Countries can construct a shared vision of the past that
is non-accusatory. They can focus their commemoration on periods of shared tragedy
that are not clearly the fault of one actor. They can remember past suffering as specific
examples of the tragic phenomena that afflict all countries, such as war, militarism, or
aggression. This kind of remembrance does not blame individual countries, but instead
focuses attention on the problems of international politics, or of human nature, that
vigilance and cooperation can mitigate.

Evidence from cases of European reconciliation shows that non-accusatory
remembrance can work. German and French commemoration subtly casts their painful
history as a general warning about the evils of war and militarism —rather than as a list of

German crimes. Even the horrors of the 1930s and ‘40s are attributed to Nazism, which

is a less direct indictment of the German nation. Strikingly, the 1984 ceremony
highlighting Franco-German reconciliation was not held at a location that emphasized

German crimes during World War II —for example, Dachau—but at Verdun cemetery: a
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symbol of both countries’ suffering during World War I. The selection of Verdun located
the source of Franco-German strife not in German brutality, but in the grand scheme of
European power politics.'”> Furthermore, it conveniently shifted the spotlight away from
the French humiliation of 1940. In the Verdun commemoration, the Germans weren’t
forced to confront their World War II barbarism; the French weren’t forced to confront
their capitulation.

Another example of commemoration that is less likely to promote backlash can be
found in Polish-German reconciliation. The Poles and Germans commemorated the war
together in 1989 in Lower Silesia: an area that had been home to many Germans who
were ethnically cleansed after the war, and an area that was the site of a farmhouse in
which prominent anti-Hitler resistance fighters gathered. The setting thus allowed both
sides to mourn their losses from the war, while allowing the Germans to retain some
moral stature.

There is no magic solution to the problems of remembrance and reconciliation.
Steps that admit past wrongdoing will inevitably create incentives for politicians to
appeal to patriotic constituents by making denials and justifications. But these
opportunities can be minimized if the horrors of the past are pinned on underlying factors

rather than a country’s past evil deeds.

Counterargunments

Critics might raise a variety of objections to these conclusions. First, they may contend
that findings from the Japan-South Korea case are not broadly generalizeable; that

Koreans are unique in their preoccupation with Japanese apologies and denials, or that

122 On Verdun see Quotidien de Paris, September 24, 1984; Leconte 1999.
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Korean leaders’ criticism of Japanese remembrance reflects not true sentiment but
scapegoating by Korean leaders trying to cultivate domestic support. The Korean
reaction to Japanese denials, however, does not appear to be an outlier. Other former
victims of Japan — notably China and Australia — react with equal anger to each Japanese
denial or glorification. The Chinese have been highly critical of Japanese textbooks for
decades, criticizing Tokyo for attempting to “obliterate” history, and for “[laying] the
basis for reviving militarism in Japan.” '** Similarly, the Chinese responded to Okuno
Seisuke’s 1988 statement of denial by warning about “an extremely dangerous force and
trend of thought in Japan,” saying that China must be vigilant “to prevent a repeat of the
war.”"** In the 2005 textbook dispute, Chinese diplomats and scholars regularly protested
perceived Japanese denials, and argued that they signal that Japan cannot be trusted in the
world community.'” Japanese denials trigger similar reactions in Australia, which also
has bitter memories of Japanese atrocities during the Second World War.'*® Japanese
denials do not merely trigger distrust in Korea; they fuel animosity among many of
Japan’s former enemies: including a democratic country with sources of regime
legitimacy other than anti-Japanese nationalism.

A second possible criticism is that the backlash phenomenon may be unique to
Japan, rather than a general danger associated with contrition. After all, West Germany

pursued extensive contrition after the 1960’s without prompting widespread denials or

'2 Beijing Review, Vol. 25, No. 38, September 20, 1982.

124 Liowang, May 23, 1988, no. 21 (FBIS China, June 2, 1988); Xinhua News Service, May 13, 1988 (FBIS
China, May 16, 1988).

123 AUTHOR 2004; He 2001; Renmin Ribao, April 21, 2005.

126 Australian Financial Review, June 1, 2001, 83; Sydney Morning Herald, June 19, 2003, 15; Australian
Financial Review, August 9, 2002, 3. For more detailed analysis of the Australia-Japan case see AUTHOR
2004.
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justifications.'”’ Elements of backlash did occur in West Germany —e.g., in the so-called
Historian’s Debate (Historikerstreit) of the 1980s, and in the conservative
commemoration during the 1995 anniversary of the German surrender. However at these
times, appeals that Germany “move on” and stop focusing on the past were overwhelmed
by a broad national sentiment for continued remembrance and atonement. The weakness
of the German backlash, therefore, raises questions about how serious this danger is.

The backlash phenomenon requires further inquiry. The extent and nature of
backlash might depend on several factors: e.g., the way contrition is offered, a country’s

domestic political institutions,'**

the breadth of culpability within the perpetrator’s
society, the egregiousness of the crimes, and others. Nevertheless, evidence suggests that
backlash is a common response to contrition. For example in Britain an apology by Tony
Blair to the people of Ireland for British policy in the Potato Famine led many
British/Northern Irish nationalists to denounce the gesture, dismiss British culpability,
and criticize the Irish for their “victim mentality.”"* A proposed Blair apology for the
1972 Bloody Sunday massacre provoked similar reactions; it was never offered as a
result.'” In the United States, a proposed Smithsonian exhibit that discussed the horrors
of Hiroshima led to an outpouring of statements of justification and glorification from

Congress, veterans’ groups, and the media. The U.S. Senate passed a resolution by a

unanimous vote that declared the museum script “revisionist, unbalanced, and

127 0n German contrition see Herf 1997; Kansteiner 1999; Buruma 1994.

128 Democracies are more likely to have more outlets for citizens to speak out against government policy (in
this case contrition). Parliamentary democracies carry a higher risk of backlash because political opponents
frequently inhabit the same cabinets, and have incentives to contradict each other.

129 New York Times, June 3, 1997; Belfast News Letter, June 9, 1997; Press Association, October 17, 1997,
Belfast News Letter, December 11, 1997.

13OEvening Standard, January 16, 1998; Irish Times, January 19, 1998; Evening Standard, January 19,
1998; Daily Mail, January 25, 1998.
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offensive.”””" The exhibition was revised. When Japan broached the idea of an
American apology for the atomic bombings, this suggestion prompted uproar in the
United States including blunt statements from two American presidents (George H.-W.
Bush and Bill Clinton) about why the nuclear bombardment of Japan was a good
policy."?

The real mystery is why German contrition did not create substantial backlash.
The German anomaly can be understood by considering the goals of German
conservatives: the political group most likely to protest contrition. During the Cold War,
the key foreign policy goals of West German conservatives were achieving German
reunification and attaining security from the Soviet threat. Convincing her NATO allies
— who were all former adversaries — that West Germany should be rearmed, and that
German reunification was desirable, required a clear denunciation of the Nazi past.'”
Given their goals, West German conservatives faced a disincentive to oppose contrite
policies of remembrance.

It is worth noting, however, that the danger of West German backlash was taken
seriously during the Cold War. As early as the 1940s, Allied occupation officials
worried that their re-education efforts in Germany would trigger a nationalist response.'**
And throughout the Cold War, the Germans themselves worried about the dangers of
backlash, resorting to outlawing right-wing parties and criminalizing Holocaust denial.'”’

Even today, many Europeans fear that German contrition has gone too far and could lead

131 Associated Press, September 24, 1994; Washington Post, September 26, 1994.

32 Washington Post, April 20, 1995; New York Times, April 8, 1995; New York Times, December 2, 1991;
also see letters to editor in Washington Post, March 27, 1995.

133 Herf 1997, 285-286.
" Pronay and Wilson 1985.
135 On West German backlash fears see Herf 1997.
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Germans to support nationalist politicians.'*® In sum, a closer look at unique factors in
the German case, and preliminary evidence from other cases around the world, reinforces
the conclusion that backlash is the typical result of contrition.

A final criticism is that the non-accusatory approach to remembrance outlined
earlier is not sufficiently contrite to promote reconciliation; this approach only succeeded
in the Franco- and Polish-German cases because it was bolstered by Germany’s extensive
acts of atonement for Nazi violence.

There is some truth to this argument. Attempts by Germany to deny its World
War II crimes would have greatly alarmed the French—as Japanese denials alarmed its

former adversaries.'”” But while German acknowledgement of Nazi violence was

important for reconciliation, German contrition was not. The key point is that Franco-
German reconciliation—which was well underway by the late 1950’s—preceded
Germany’s extensive program of contrition. French scholar Alfred Grosser notes that
whereas in 1944 the French view had been “no enemy but Germany,” by 1960 this had
shifted to “no friend but Germany.”"** Former French President Charles de Gaulle and
former Foreign Minister Couve de Murville both agree that the sea-change in Franco-
German relations occurred in the late 1950s, a view that is supported by French opinion

99139

polls: by 1965 the French public identified Germany as “the best friend of France.

136On British fears of backlash see Financial Times, June 1, 1999; Financial Times, December 15, 1998;
Financial Times, December 16, 2000. On French fears of backlash see AUTHOR 2004, Chapter Six.

137 Grosser 1970; Solchany 1997; Husson 1997. For detailed analysis of the Franco-German case see
AUTHOR 2004.

8 Evidence shows that the French viewed West Germany’s candid admission of past violence in history
education as an important contributor to German democratization, European integration, and regional
stability. Grosser 1967, 6. Scholars analyzing French public opinion agree: “The anti-German attitude of
the French public and elites immediately after World War II seems to have disappeared almost entirely.
Public opinion polls...show a reversal of public attitudes....” Quoted in Deutsch, et. al., 1967, 66.

13 Poll by Institut Frangais d’Opinion Publique, France Soir, March 18, 1965.
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Most scholars agree with the view of a French diplomat that “the late 1950s and early
1960s were the turning point” in Franco-German relations.'*

The remarkable turnaround in Franco-German relations occurred before the vast

majority of German contrition.'*' The West Germany legal trials of Holocaust
perpetrators and the commemorative preservation of concentration camps only began in
the mid-1960s. Other watershed moments in German contrition came later: Willy
Brandt’s fall to his knees at the memorial to the Warsaw Ghetto (1970); Richard von
Weizsicker’s parliamentary address (1985); and Holocaust Remembrance Day (1995).
In sum, although German acknowledgement of past aggression and atrocities was
important to establish peaceful and productive relations between France and Germany

after the war, Germany’s extensive efforts at contrition were not."**

Condudgon

This article challenges the conventional wisdom about the healing effects of contrition on
international relations. It finds that the conventional view is half right: denials and
justification of past violence promote distrust and fear between countries. However, it
uncovers a dilemma that is not understood by most scholars and pundits. Contrition is
likely to provoke backlash that undermines its positive effects. Thus, although it is

deeply satisfying to see the guilty repent, this research suggests that such repentance is

' Frangois Bujon de I’Estang, French Ambassador to the United States, February 26, 1998 address in
Berkeley, California. See also Couve de Murville, 1971, 238 and de Gaulle 1971, 181.

'*1 On German memory in the 1950s see Herf 1997; Frei 2002.

"2 Note also that West Germany was able to build close, friendly relations with the United States and Great
Britain without receiving apologies for the Allied firecbombing of German cities; Japan was able to create
close post-war relations with the United States without receiving apologies for Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
Contrition thus does not appear to be a necessary condition for reconciliation.
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unlikely to foster friendly and productive relations.'* A less satisfying—but ultimately
more effective—approach to remembrance is non-accusatory commemoration. The
models for states to follow are the Franco-German ceremony at Verdun and the Polish-
German ceremony in Lower Silesia—not the extensive, though laudable, acts of
unilateral German contrition since.

This project also informs debates within international relations theory. The
findings support theories of threat perception that incorporate assessments of intentions
as well as material capabilities.'** In particular, I find evidence for constructivist theories
that posit a link between ideas and discourse —such as remembrance —and threat
perception:'* Koreans distrust Japanese intentions because prominent voices in Japan
continue to justify and deny Japanese crimes against Korea. At the same time, my
findings suggest that Koreans distinguish between their distrust of Japanese intentions
and the level of threat posed by Japan. Koreans understand that Japan is materially
constrained by the U.S. presence in East Asia and the U.S.-Japan alliance. Not
surprisingly, material factors play a large role in calculations of threat; more surprising,
even heated emotional reactions (i.e., Korea bitterness about Japanese denials) do not

overwhelm their clear strategic calculations.

'3 These findings about the need to compromise justice for stability resonate with the findings of some
scholars of transitional justice that governments should issue amnesties to perpetrators of past violence
because legal prosecutions have destabilizing spoiler effects. Snyder and Vinjamuri 2003/04; Huntington
1991.

144 Walt 1987; Glaser 1994/95; Kydd 1997; Edelstein 2002,

15 Wendt 1999; Hopf 1998; Risse-Kappen 1996; Checkel 1998. On remembrance see Lebow 2004; Berger
2003; Long and Brecke 2003; O’Neill 1999; Christensen 1999.
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