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Preface

This small volume frames key issues and questions regarding

remembering and forgetting as part of the legacy of war and

peace in East Asia. The subject is both fascinating and disturb-

ing, both timely and enduring.

In some ways these are universal human issues: perceptions

and decisions, both personal and on behalf of states, often are

formed for reasons different from those publicly, or even pri-

vately, articulated. In other ways, these issues in East Asia must

be interpreted through the prisms of remembering and forget-

ting unique to the countries and people there.

I express appreciation to Chas. Freeman, Charles Hill, Lee

Howell, Anne Simone Kleinman, Dong-bok Lee, and Lucian Pye

for their fine chapters. In addition to those whose formal chap-

ters appear, many others have contributed to this volume,

including those who participated in a CSIS Remembering and
Forgetting Conference and who have been mulling over these

issues for many years in many settings.

Within CSIS, Kaoru Okuizumi, Jae Ku, and Justin Higgins

have provided appreciated research support; Roberta Howard
has sensitively and expertly shepherded the editorial and pro-

duction process; and Anne Kleinman, in addition to her own
chapter and research assistance, contributed to the organization
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Introduction: Remembering and
Forgetting in East Asia

Gerrit W. Gong

The nineteenth century was characterized by a single center of

power, Europe. The twentieth century had two, Europe and
North America. The twenty-first century will see the emergence
of a third center of power, East Asia. 1 Although the coming cen-

tury may not be exclusively a Pacific era, East Asia's dramati-

cally increasing salience as a center of population and natural

resources, of political dynamism, and of markets, trade, technol-

ogy, and capital is clear.

What is less clear is how East Asians, from Vladivostok to

Bali, from Manila to Kashi in China's Xinjiang autonomous
region, will define their individual and national identities in

relation to themselves, their neighbors, and the world at large.

As in Bosnia, the West Bank, Northern Ireland, Armenia, and
elsewhere, the legacies of war and peace for individuals and
countries in East Asia are being forged in the individual and
collective crucibles of remembering and forgetting.

What do we remember and why? What should we forget and
when?

This volume examines issues of memory and forgetting, both

manifest and emerging, in East Asia. Remembering and forget-

ting are the great acts of human consciousness, agency, and will.

It is in remembering and forgetting (or, often, reconciling and/or
forgiving) that individuals and nations interpret their pasts, set

their current priorities, and shape their future courses of action.

In remembering and forgetting, individual and collective

searches for justice and meaning in life infuse local and national

policy. As do the six essays in this volume, these issues inter-

weave the philosophical, political, and policy dimensions that

can and will characterize the emergence of East Asia as a global

power center.

XI
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The Philosophical Dimension

I he philosophical dimension encompasses concept and the-

ory- and thereby practical, specific implications for individuals

and nations.

As the deconstructionist analyses of the 1960s and 1970s

have given way to the more encompassing syntheses of the 1980s

and l

c
>
eX)s, new disciplines have ushered in a welcome diversity

of approaches to the core questions of memory—what, why, and

when to remember or to forget. This diversity is illustrated by

the Winter 1996 issue of Daedalus on the cross-disciplinary topic

oi social suffering, by Paul Connerton's How Societies Remember,

by Michael Kammen's Mystic Chords of Memory, and by Ann
Thurston's Enemies of the People, to name a few. 2

In the first chapter of this book, Charles Hill underscores the

prescriptive implications of families' and nations' descriptions of

historical events, tales, and myths. Remembrance, he writes, is "a

conscious effort to place actions of the past into a coherent expla-

nation of use to the present." Hill explores how what Herodotus

calls "fighting stories"
—

"the stories that continue to win adher-

ents despite constant assault from other versions"—define and
hold together one's political community. Remembrance is also

what delineates one's image of another culture.

The political culture of memory, especially in East Asia, often

involves what Hill calls contests for the past over the "substance,

shape, and significance of remembrances." These are battles

worth fighting, he argues, "because the outcome can shift not

only the course of international relations but the future of a

nation-state itself."

Encompassing but extending well beyond the philosophical

dimension, individuals and countries in East Asia today seek to

free themselves from the anguish, bitterness, and guilt brought

by the sometimes brutal legacies of war or conflict and to recon-

cile the past and present. These efforts involve the South Korean
who remembers the humiliation of being fingerprinted and
beaten for speaking Korean during the Japanese colonial period;

who can never forget the North Korean secret police taking a

father as the Korean War began; who lost friends when North
Korean operatives exploded a bomb in Rangoon or relatives

when South Korean special forces swept Kwangju; or who, dur-

ing the opening ceremonies of the 1988 Olympics in Seoul, wept
at the juxtaposition of childhood memories of war's devastation
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and modern Korea's accomplishments.

They involve those in Taiwan who lost family members,
land, or businesses during the February 28 Incident in 1947,

when Nationalist agents killed thousands of local Taiwanese;

the woman who, carrying a single traveling bag, left her family's

four-walled Beijing courtyard house in summer 1949 to visit a

boyfriend in Taiwan, only to discover that she could not return;

or the soldier who followed Chiang Kai-shek's armies in 1949

and remained faithful to a wife he never saw again, a child he
had never met, and a granddaughter he never knew about until

their first meeting 40 years later ("I have family again").

They may involve an ordinary Chinese citizen or perhaps an
intellectual whose faith was breached and whose trust was bro-

ken in the act of betraying or of being betrayed, in the process of

beating or of being beaten, whether during the 1957 anti-rightist

campaign, the 1966-76 Cultural Revolution, or the 1989 Tianan-

men tragedy.

They involve individuals in Japan, some feeling intense

remorse and others perhaps none: a former military doctor

attached to Unit 731, whose sharp scalpel vivisected live Chinese

subjects and whose findings on the extremes of human endur-

ance formed medical benchmarks thereafter; the footsoldier

who used Chinese citizens for bayonet practice in isolated fields

or who pillaged cities, as during the 1937 Rape of Nanking; or

the individual who took advantage of "comfort women" who
had been forced into prostitution in the name of hygiene and the

protection of larger civilian populations.

Many others throughout East Asia remember the death

marches, the torture, and the cruelties, as well as the general

squalor and degradation of war. The Association of Bereaved

Families, the Soldier's Pension Federation, and the Association

of Shinto Shrines, for example, are important constituencies for

Japanese prime minister Ryutaro Hashimoto, and their mem-
bers remember the Pacific War differently than do, for example,

members of U.S. veterans groups. Such groups, later joined by
many members of the U.S. Congress, vigorously protested the

Smithsonian Institution's planned commemoration of the fifti-

eth anniversary of the ending of the Pacific War. The furor con-

cerned how the "story" of the bombing of Hiroshima would be

told—whether including the suffering inflicted on Japanese civil-

ians was part of the "whole story" or was a "one-sided story."

The result was a drastic revamping of the exhibit, which was
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symbolically centered on the fuselage of the Enola Gay, the B-29

bomber that on August 6, 1945, dropped the first atomic bomb

on 1 [iroshima.

I iu urn Pye's point of departure is that "memory, imagina-

tion, and national myths" are "fundamental to the problems of

old societies that are seeking a modern sense of national identity

and are therefore in need of a new basis of nationalism." Memo-
ries, enlivened by imagination, build the "myths of a nation that

have greater emotional substance and a higher level of truth"

than mere objective historical accounts. When national memories

get blocked or distorted, however, the collective imagination

becomes distorted or even paralyzed, making it difficult to create

"new and appropriate senses of national identity."

The essentially secular basis of the Confucian tradition, Pye

argues, has contributed to East Asia's current difficulties with

national identity. Lacking a solid sacred dimension, East Asian

societies paradoxically became highly vulnerable to the secular

dimensions of modernization (utility, efficiency, and a market-

oriented culture) while struggling to identify "what should be

precious and beyond questioning in the parochial elements of

their national identities."

Far too often in East Asia, as elsewhere, what I call "shallow

nationalism" is manifest in the manipulation of mass politics by
appeals to xenophobia and ethno-nationalism. To counter such

pseudo-nationalism, Pye challenges the peoples of China, Tai-

wan, Korea, and Japan to define the "ideals, values, and symbols
they want to have central to their myths of nationalism" by
becoming "more at home with their collective memories and
engaged more freely and comfortably in shaping their collec-

tively imagined national selves."

The Political Dimension

The personal and philosophical patterns of remembering and
forgetting of course shape national and regional relations. And
that underscores a second dimension—the political.

In East Asia, the political dimension of memory colors com-
petitive nationalisms between Japan and, especially, its Korean
and Chinese neighbors. It extends to rivalries exacerbated by the

cold war (North and South Korea; China and Taiwan; and, ear-

lier, North and South Vietnam). It also extends to relations

between the United States and countries against which it fought
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in East Asia during this century (China, North Korea, Vietnam,
and Japan).

By definition, new ages require new or renewed identities

and visions for the future. The cold war polarized East Asia. It

strained relations between the socialist countries—the People's

Republic of China, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,

and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam—and the friends and allies

of the United States, including Japan, the Republic of Korea, Tai-

wan, the countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations

(ASEAN), and others. These political strains paralleled a period

of economic (and political) development when the governments
of South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and others justified tight

political control for reasons of national security. These are timely

issues as individuals and countries in East Asia reexamine iden-

tities and relationships through the prisms of remembering and
forgetting.

The international patterns linking East Asian countries have
changed more rapidly than fundamental individual and national

identities have emerged. South Korea has established diplo-

matic relations with China and Russia; North Korea maintains

dialogue with the United States and Japan. ASEAN has wel-

comed Vietnam and is discussing extending membership to

Laos, Cambodia, and Myanmar. One can fly from Taipei to

Beijing (and soon to other parts of China) on the same aircraft,

simply by changing flight numbers in Macau.

At the same time, the growing pattern of regional intercon-

nections in no way negates the significance of national identity.

Tokyo's persistent difficulties with its neighbors over the past;

Beijing's firing of M-9 missiles to within 25 miles of Taiwan's

ports on the eve of Taipei's first direct presidential elections;

Seoul's ongoing preoccupation with the trial of a former presi-

dent and charges of bribery against another, amid ongoing

Korean debate over inter-Korean relations and economic global-

ization—these issues must be examined in detail from the per-

spective of each country.

It is perhaps inevitable that individuals and groups seeking

national legitimacy and power attempt to link motivating con-

cerns from the past with current politics, thereby highlighting

the nexus of the politics, policy, and philosophy of memory.
Thus, three of this volume's essays consider issues of remember-

ing and forgetting as they illuminate China-Taiwan relations,

the cross-pressures inherent in Japan's efforts to reconcile itself
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and its neighbors; and the dilemmas in a "doubly divided"

Korea.

With resped to China and Taiwan, the title of Chas.

Freeman's essay ("Same Strait, Different Dreams") evokes the

Chinese adage "same bed, different dreams," a pointed reminder

of how people can interpret the same situation in different ways.

Freeman describes how the differing memories (perceptions as

well as historical experiences) of those on Taiwan and those in

mainland China concerning the island's past 100 years underlie

the current political and policy dilemmas spanning the Taiwan

Strait. His essay also usefully adds to this mix "memories" of

the United States and Japan, which influence the China-Taiwan

interaction in ways that Washington and Tokyo sometimes

forget.

With respect to Korea, Dong-bok Lee probes generational

attitudes and domestic shifts within South Korea as part of "the

shadows of the past." These contradictory memories make
Korea, in his words, "a country that even today continues to be

obsessed more by memories of the past than by visions for the

future in addressing its public issues."

Especially today, Seoul's memories of the past drive internal

political dynamics. These encompass the current handling of

Korea's May 1980 tragedy at Kwangju; the trial of former presi-

dent Chun Do-hwan (and possibly former president Roh Tae-

woo); the political fortunes of political contenders Kim Young-
sam and Kim Dae-jung, which extend to the regional politics of

Cholla province (whose capital is Kwangju) and of South Korean
liberal alliances generally; the role of Korea's large business con-

glomerates (chaebols); Korea's vision of global competitiveness;

and U.S.-South Korean civilian and military relations.

With respect to Japan, Lee Howell describes the dual chal-

lenge Japan faces in reconciling itself and its neighbors to its

past. Howell details the domestic political pressure points

related to "war guilt" that precipitated Prime Minister Tomiichi

Murayama's apology, which was later undercut by the Diet's

unwillingness to make a collective statement. He also discusses

the perceived slight by Beijing caused by China's resumption of

nuclear weapons testing less than a fortnight after Murayama's
state visit.

4 Overall, Howell contends, Japanese leaders "must
develop a vision for Japan's future that not only reflects post-

cold war ambitions, but also acknowledges pre-World War II

debts to the region."
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The Policy Dimension

The policy dimension is integral to each of this volume's six

essays. Part of the significance of the issues of remembering and
forgetting is that East Asia is a region and group of countries in

search of an identity, a common purpose, and a vision for the

future.

Anne-Simone Kleinman's examination of "An Unassimilable

Past and the Diplomacy of the Future" assigns to remembrance
an important role in the language of diplomacy. Bridging the

individual and collective, Kleinman observes that "abiding

anguish, anger, and resentment can, and often do, resist national

forms of remembrance as embodied in memorials, museums,
and official apologies."

In this view, political power and national identity require

both those at the political center and those on the political mar-
gin to consider the importance of national and individual memo-
ries. One reason is that, as in Taiwan, political democratization

and "a kind of democratization of memory" may parallel each

other.

Diplomacy and the organization of national memory imply
that conscious efforts to shape different modes of remembrance
can become a diplomatic tool for resolving East Asian conflict.

Kleinman asks, "What are the limitations of memory-based
diplomacy? How do states speak about memory so that it will be

liberating, not confining? How can they confront the depth of

victims
7

anger and resentment, without being consumed by it?

How do they move beyond these sentiments of victimization or

triumphalism?"

Conclusion

As East Asia determines its identity, purposes, and future

vision, issues of remembering and forgetting necessarily

involve policy objectives, processes, and planning (themselves

frequently complicated by intersections of philosophy and
politics).

Challenges to U.S. policy objectives in East Asia connected to

divergent memories include disputed territories, contested bor-

ders, and freedom of navigation on the open seas; shifting con-

figurations of military power and diplomatic perception; and
possible redefinitions of national objectives among the East

Asian countries.
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Similarly, issues of remembering and forgetting may be

manifest in the shaping of the economic contours and contingen-

v ies affecting the competitive strategies of companies and coun-

tries in the world's largest and potentially most dynamic

markets. I hey mav be seen in the shifting flows of capital, trade,

and technologies emanating from possible tariff advantages in,

tor example, the ASEAN Free Trade Area. They may evidence

themselves in the Korean levying of high duties on personal care

products manufactured in Japan or in the Beijing-Seoul political

underpinnings of the nascent consortia aimed at producing a

mid-sized passenger plane for the Asian market.

In terms of policy process, the United States and each coun-

try in East Asia has an interest in individuals and countries find-

ing ways to come to peace with themselves, with their pasts, and

thereby with their futures. No individual or country intent on

vengeance can be at peace. Such peace comes only when a sense

of justice intersects with a measure of forgiveness. One can for-

give without forgetting.

Sometimes individual grief is magnified for political pur-

pose, in both natural and calculating ways. It is natural for the

grief of individual citizens to become a badge of honor or a sym-
bol of grievance; these concerns may be used to fan nationalistic

sentiments for personal, regional, or national political advantage.

For example, by choosing not to press for war reparations at

the time of Sino-Japanese diplomatic recognition in 1972, Zhou
Enlai recognized that no monetary value could be placed on
China's wartime suffering. This also opened subsequent avenues
for Beijing to establish twin approaches of "containment by
guilt" and "concession by guilt" with respect to Tokyo. To say

there is no genuine, popular Chinese remembrance of Japanese
atrocities during the war years is very wrong; sometimes these

emotions threaten to burst out of control, or to be used for

other political purposes, as happened in Beijing during the late

1980s when Chinese students protested against Japanese war
memories.

But some in Tokyo believe the war was a concern of the pre-

vious generation; that China is using war guilt as a means to

extort political or commercial concessions from Japan; that

opening the wounds and potentially the coffers of reparation,

whether for Korean reconstruction, comfort women, or anyone
else, would both provoke a never-ending demand for resources

and prevent societal healing.

As the essays in this volume detail, similar layered issues of

the policy process exist with respect to China-Taiwan-United
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States relations, to Japan-Okinawa-United States relations, to

United States-Vietnam or United States-North Korea relations,

and so forth.

In terms of policy planning, the reality of global intercon-

nectedness means that policymakers must consider not only

their own issues of remembering and forgetting, but also those of

the countries with which they are dealing, as well as those of

other interested countries.

Particularly in East Asia, there is a crucial difference between
shallow and healthy nationalism. The former often uses cries for

vengeance as a binding glue to manipulate past grievances and
maintain current political power. The latter assimilates the reali-

ties of the past to satisfy any demand for retribution. It envisions

a future unshackled by hatred.

All of this occurs within the possibility that East Asians may,

because of cultural differences, remember and forget differently

than do many in the West. This highlights a significant issue for

the international system. The rise of East Asia as a new power
center may introduce into international diplomacy increasingly

self-confident and assertive Asian traditions regarding values

and ways of governance.

Some of this may be offset by the deepening veneer of cos-

mopolitan convenience and cosmopolitan culture that may nev-

ertheless mask local cultural resurgence. More fundamentally,

however, deeper memories and patterns based on different cul-

tural filters of things remembered and forgotten may yet reveal

new ways of organizing capital and labor in productive configu-

rations. Different cultural patterns may influence the operating

differences among what has been described as Asia's "keiretsu

capitalism/
7

Europe's "compassionate capitalism," and North

America's "compulsive capitalism." Different cultural patterns

may also shift societal balances among individual and collective

law and order, which may over time change the global economic,

political, and security centers of gravity.

But all of this is part of a future yet to be determined by how
a common though not necessarily shared past is remembered
and forgotten.
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Fighting Stories: The Political Culture of

Memory in Northeast Asian Relations

Charles Hill

The past is not dead; it's not even past.

—William Faulkner

The importance of the political culture of memory in interna-

tional relations is one of those fundamental recognitions that

once were taken for granted but over the course of this century

became disparaged, forgotten, or swept away by the rise of

political science and the growing general confidence in quasi-

scientific methodologies.

But the increasingly manifest inadequacies of political sci-

ence over the past decade, particularly with the collapse of com-
munism, 1 have without doubt stimulated a turn toward forms of

explanation other than the rigorously empirical and quantitative

methods that have purported to offer both objectivity in a search

for truth and predictive capability with regard to major political

and social shifts. That the claims for these efforts have been often

overblown is obvious; that the self-verifying methodologies

involved may be fundamentally flawed has only recently been

systematically addressed.2

The cause of the disease has been attributed to the striving of

political scientists to claim for their discipline the scale of

achievement that has brought immense prestige to natural scien-

tists. Michael Howard, in his inaugural lecture as Regius Profes-

sor of Modern History at Oxford in 1980, spoke of those

people, often of masterful intelligence, trained usually in

law or economics or perhaps political science, who have led

their governments into disastrous miscalculations because

they have no awareness whatever of the historical back-

ground or the cultural universe of the foreign societies with

which they have to deal. It is an awareness for which no
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amount oi strategic or economic analysis, no techniques of

crisis management or conflict resolution . . . can provide a

substitute.
3

rhe turn to potentially more fruitful modes of understanding

is already taking forms more closely associated with the tradi-

tional liberal arts. As Richard Pipes put it, "unlike molecules and

cells, human beings have values and objectives that preclude

their being analyzed in a value-free, unteleological manner.

Thus the investigation of social and political organizations calls

for a methodology closer to that employed in history and even

literature."
4

The indispensable centrality of both remembrance and the

formation of stories to political understanding is being rediscov-

ered across the disciplines. With a growing discontent over the

ubiquity and "privileged" status of data, statistics, and "hard"

tacts has come a rising recognition of the limitations of such

material in efforts to answer or explain the most significant ques-

tions and issues. In academic circles, where the "anecdotal" still

remains one of the most devastating forms of disparagement, the

anecdote is increasingly resorted to as a source of comprehen-
sion and meaning on a level deeper than that available from fact

alone. Information is not enough: knowledge and insight are

essential.

Events fade as memory fades. They endure only in the form
of stories. Once again, after a long hiatus, has come the recogni-

tion that without stories it is practically impossible to contem-
plate the human condition, let alone the international condition,

in any sustained, meaningful way. In law there is growing recog-

nition of the essential role of "literary narrativity" in which,
through every phase of the lawsuit, litigants, lawyers, and
judges are engaged in a constant process of shaping and present-

ing a coherent story.5 Some economists perceive that economic
theories, for all their mathematical power and elegance, cannot
guarantee their own relevance to practical situations. Narrative
and rhetoric, whether they represent "truth" or not, substantially

affect economic activity and "economists tell stories in their

science.

"

h
Psychiatry is now understood to rely vitally on the

composition of stories to make symptoms intelligible. All

psychotherapists "eventually compose with the patient's cooper-
ation some kind of story—a chronicle that reveals how psycho-
logical symptoms arise when such motivations as hopes,
commitments, preferences, and fears collide with reality."

7 In
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history, distinguished scholars have emphasized the connec-

tions between the rhetoric of historical writing and that of imagi-

native literature.
8 Once again, history is understood to be built

not merely of events but of varying perceptions of them. And
America's most noted philosopher, Richard Rorty, has

announced the end of philosophy and proposed that the most
fruitful sources for thinking through and working out the prob-

lems of the world as we find it are to be located in the stories told

by novelists, among them Flaubert, Proust, and Nabokov.9

Events maintain a life in memory. Remembrance is more
than memory; it is a conscious effort to place actions of the past

into a coherent explanation of use to the present. Rivalries arise

over the substance, shape, and significance of remembrances.

Usually nasty at best, such contests for the past are worth wag-
ing battles for because the outcome can shift not only the course

of international relations but the future of a nation-state itself.

The political culture of memory involves far more than the

way a particular event is recalled. The process is almost infinitely

complex, but it might be analyzed across three levels: the story

that integrates one's own political community; the image of

another culture; and the bilateral story, which tells how such

images are integrated, or not, into one's own binding national or

cultural narrative.

At the most fundamental level is the story upon which a

political community rests. The most original and persuasive

description of this phenomenon has been laid out in a new book
by Norma Thompson. 10 Her work provides the first clear expla-

nation of the heretofore baffling mixture of fact and fancy in

Herodotus's History by convincingly demonstrating how
Herodotus defines a political community, its boundaries, and its

purposes by the central story that its members—Scythian,

Persian, Athenian, Spartan—have over time come to agree upon
and tell about themselves—in other words, their shared "politi-

cal culture of memory." More pertinently, one can understand a

great deal about the character of the political community in

question by examining the extent to which a set of remem-
brances is shared and by which memories, whether of real

or mythical events, are able to sustain themselves against rival

stories.

Herodotus calls these "fighting stories," the stories that con-

tinue to win adherents despite constant assault from other ver-

sions. These narratives serve to define and hold together the

political community. Thompson cites the recent work by David
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I [acketl Fischer on Paul Revere. Over the course of more than

two centuries the story of Paul Revere's ride has been reworked,

discredited, appropriated, or expropriated. The question is

whether the story can take the brunt of the onslaught and still

remain on its feet to continue, in the Herodotean sense, to "fight

its way through" and remain the memory of choice and the

defining recollection of the political community in question. 11

When such stories fade away, something of the cohesion and

self-definition of the political community itself has begun to

break down. This could be observed in the United States in

recent years with, for example, the story of George Washington

as a boy cutting down the cherry tree. No longer told in gram-

mar schools, after school hours children may see a television

cartoon satirizing the "Father, I cannot tell a lie" tale. The sati-

ri/ation of a subject that is itself unknown means that the story

has lost its ability to serve as part of a binding cultural memory. 12

So the first category is that of the stories or narratives that

serve a particular political community's need to define itself.

The second category—images of another culture—have in

the case of Northeast Asia been most tellingly rendered by
Harold Issacs's study of the underlying attitudes, feelings, and
impressions that American leaders of opinion in the 1950s had
about China. In a striking image of his own, Issacs revealed

sharp "scratches" on American minds about China and its

inhabitants. 13

Issacs's study, as the anthropologist Milton Singer has

pointed out, was cross-sectional. Of even more interest, Singer

said, would be a "longitudinal" approach that would trace

the history of these images as they appear and fade: "This longi-

tudinal study would be an essential complement to the cross-

sectional study, for—as Issacs indicates—the sources of his inter-

viewees' images are rooted in the past, in the history of their

own lives, as well as in the social and cultural history of their

country." 14

The age of the longitudinal story has begun. 15 A reaction to

the insufficiencies of objective, quantitative, scientific methodol-
ogies may be involved. Dissatisfaction with relativist, historicist,

and anti-foundationalist declarations may in part account for it.

And it also may be a contemporary rediscovery of an angle of

vision that in earlier eras was taken for granted.

In our third category—the cross-perception of two coun-

tries—a longitudinal approach has been elegantly set forth in

Richard Madsen's China and the American Dream} 6 Madsen
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reviews the cultural myths that have shaped the perceptions of

people of both the United States and the People's Republic of

China (PRC) for much of the twentieth century, and particularly

over the past 25 years.

Whereas Harold Issacs categorized the course of the U.S.-

China story as a fairly simple four-part sequence that he desig-

nated as "benevolence" (1905-1937), "admiration" (1937-1944),

"disenchantment" (1944-1949), and "hostility" (1949- ), Mad-
sen weaves a more consistent yet more elaborate and richly

textured narrative.

Madsen tells the story this way. Since the high point of the

great American missionary drive in China (part of the nine-

teenth-century American college dream to achieve "the evangeli-

zation of the world in this generation"), Americans have seen

China as a "troubled modernizer," an admirable people, strug-

gling against many obstacles to become "just like us." However,
in the past three decades, says Madsen, that mainstream, liberal

story told by Americans to themselves about China has been

challenged by two other versions: one from the right—China as

the "red menace," and one from the left—China as socialist

savior of the world. In other words, the China lobby version and
the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars version. Then,

Madsen says, Richard Nixon went to China, and the mainstream

liberal story of China as "troubled developer" was given

renewed and indeed unparalleled legitimacy. The exaggerated,

benign expectations raised by Nixon's dramatic "opening" to

China were what caused Americans to be so appalled by the

events at Tiananmen in June 1989—a reaction, Madsen thinks,

that was far more anguished and overwrought than the facts of

the situation warranted.

In other words, the image of Tiananmen 1989 was a "scratch"

on the American mind that ran excessively deep because of the

long-term, "longitudinal" story that Americans had told them-

selves about their relations with China for decades. The story

had nearly collapsed under communism, but when reawakened

by Nixon and Henry Kissinger, it was embraced once again

—

and with unprecedented enthusiasm.

Before assessing the Madsen version more thoroughly, it

may be best at this point to summarize the "scratches" now
being incised—in American and in Asian minds.

Over the past 13 years, there have been numerous incidents

in Northeast Asia relating to unresolved issues from World War
II. Their frequency appears to have increased as the Japanese
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gen eminent and people have become more comfortable chal-

lenging their country's previous posture of contrition and

culpability. Almost all of the controversies have arisen from

( omplaints by the PRC, South Korea, and Taiwan that Japan is

either attempting to rewrite history or not take full responsibility

for its actions during the war.

One perpetual source of disagreement within Northeast Asia

has been over the publication of Japanese history texts. In 1982,

China ^uk\ South Korea objected to revisions of Japanese stu-

dents texts that characterized Japan's actions as "advances"

rather than aggressions or invasions and called Korean uprisings

against Japanese domination "riots." Beijing and Seoul claimed

that these revisions violated the postwar peace treaties in which

I apan expressed regret over its actions. Although the issue was
eventually smoothed over after much consultation, it resurfaced

in 1985, 1986, and 1988.

One of China's specific concerns with the Japanese texts was
their treatment of the 1937 Nanking massacre, when up to

200,000 Chinese were slaughtered. Some Japanese claim either

that these death tolls are greatly exaggerated, or that the incident

is overemphasized and should be viewed as entirely consistent

with the conduct of war. In 1984 and 1985 a series of articles

and books came out in Japan advancing these perspectives;

once these views began to be aired more publicly, they seemed
to strike a chord with many Japanese and they resurfaced

repeatedly.

China also responded negatively to incidents inside Japan.

On August 15, 1985, Japanese prime minister Yasuhiro Nakasone
visited the Yasukuni Shrine, which commemorates the Japanese
war dead. This was the first time a prime minister had visited as

a government official instead of as a private citizen, an act that

many Chinese decried as insensitive and offensive. The rancor

expressed in China included a student protest in Tiananmen
Square against Japanese militarism.

Tensions seemed to die down in the beginning of 1986, when
Nakasone sidestepped the traditional visit to the shrine. Differ-

ences over Nanking were, however, revisited when a conserva-

tive revision of the Japanese history texts again cast doubt on
whether the massacre had really occurred. Facing criticism from
China and South Korea, the Japanese education minister shot

back, claiming that those criticizing Japan's military actions were
hypocritical and that their histories too included attempts to

dominate their Asian neighbors. These assertions were viewed
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as an attempt to gloss over Japan's expansionism, and the minis-

ter was fired in September 1986 after refusing to retract his state-

ments or apologize for them.

The willingness of Japanese officials to publicly defend their

country in the face of continuing pressure to take greater respon-

sibility for the war seemed to increase in the late 1980s. One cabi-

net minister stated in April 1988 that Japan fought the war to

secure its own safety. Although opposition parties called for his

ouster (and got it shortly thereafter), the tendency to reverse pre-

vious policies of public contrition seemed to gain strength. The
1988 textbook revisions deleted a lesson describing Japanese bru-

tality, which again brought complaints. In May 1994, the minister

of justice denied that the war against China had been an aggres-

sive one, or that the Nanking massacre had ever taken place. He
retracted his statements after being rebuked by Prime Minister

Tsutomo Hata, but was forced to resign three days later. And in

August of 1994 yet another cabinet member resigned after assert-

ing that Japan had not attempted to conquer its Asian neighbors,

but instead had liberated them from Western colonialism.

In the wake of the 1989 Tiananmen Square crackdown, Japan
was among the first to reverse China's isolation. Japanese prime

minister Toshiki Kaifu was the first leader of an industrialized

nation to visit China after the suppression, calling on Premier Li

Peng in August 1991. Emperor Akihito followed in October 1992,

marking the twentieth anniversary of normalized relations

between the two countries. The emperor's visit, however, was
controversial within Japan because speculation abounded over

whether there would be an explicit apology to the Chinese for

their suffering during the war. In the months preceding the

emperor's arrival, numerous citizens' groups in China collected

a reported 300,000 signatures demanding more than $300 billion

in war reparations from Japan. The Chinese government banned

demonstrations or protests during Akihito' s visit and reportedly

put one leader of an anti-Japan group under house arrest. The

emperor ultimately said he felt "deep sorrow" for the sufferings

Japan had inflicted upon China. Other, lower-level Japanese

apologies have followed.

Taiwanese domestic politics also reflected some of the cli-

mate of increasing controversy about the past. In 1992 the gov-

ernment of Taiwan admitted that in 1947 Nationalist forces had

killed between 18,000 and 28,000 Taiwanese in what became

known as the 2-28 massacre. Previously, the government had

claimed that the riots that precipitated the slaughter were caused
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In < hinese ( ommunists and that a small number of people had

been killed as part of the ongoing civil war. That the government

finally acknowledged what in fact had been years of brutal sup-

pression was seen as a painful but positive step toward healing

internal wounds in Taiwan. In June 1993 the Taiwanese cabinet

approved a $77 million compensation fund for victims of the

massacre.

Similar actions were hoped for when, in 1991, documentary

evidence that the Japanese government had been involved in

organizing brothels of "comfort women/' or women who were

kidnapped or tricked into becoming prostitutes for Japanese

soldiers, first surfaced. Although government officials did apolo-

gize numerous times to women from China, South Korea, the

Philippines, Thailand, and Taiwan, the controversy was rekin-

dled in May 1992 when the Japanese government claimed it had
found no evidence that the women had been coerced. South

Korea in particular voiced its objections, and women's organiza-

tions began to demand the release of historical documents,

compensation, and a monument to commemorate the suffering

of the women involved. Various lawsuits were filed against

Japan, and in late 1994 a memorial library was opened in Los

Angeles to continue the international campaign seeking justice

and reparations.

And in a mirroring of the problem of Japanese historical revi-

sionism, the United States was charged with the same practice

by Japanese concerned about the debate that erupted in late 1994

over the Smithsonian Institution's design of an exhibition com-
memorating the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Differ-

ences on the American side indicate that Americans too may be
increasingly at odds with themselves over the degree of respon-

sibility and contrition owed to the victims of its wartime actions.

The issue was fiercely debated by academics, veterans, and poli-

cymakers in the United States. Japan expressed its frustration

that the Smithsonian decided under pressure to remove much of

the material, written and visual, that personalized the devasta-

tion the bombs inflicted on Japanese civilians. On the U.S. side,

unhappiness with the apparently pro-Japan character of the

exhibition was scarcely reduced by repeated revisions of the

content of the material on display. 17

As these cases suggest, the political culture of memory
involves not only international relations, but "culture wars"
within a nation involved. Some of these competing remem-
brances of the past are now contending entirely on national
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terms in the Herodotean sense as "fighting stories/
7

the outcome
of which can affect—sometimes decisively—the course of an
entire political community. This can be seen in the Japanese char-

acterization of Hiroshima. As Ian Buruma has pointed out,

Hiroshima is the supreme symbol of the Pacific war to most
Japanese. 18 The right and left view it differently: the right sees it

as similar to Auschwitz in being a racist, genocidal event and the

embodiment of evil; the left, as a form of divine punishment for

Japan's evil actions. A striking variation on this has come from
Masaru Tamamoto, who describes the U.S. atomic bomb as a

liberating event:

The people felt liberated from death, which had seemed cer-

tain during the final months of the war. At that time, the

imperial state, declaring that the empire would never sur-

render, called for the martyrdom of all 100 million Japanese.

It promised the people only the glory of death in a sacred

war. Then suddenly came Hiroshima, Nagasaki and uncon-

ditional surrender. American victory meant the recovery of

life thought to have been hopelessly lost. The occupiers

became liberators, providers of a second chance at life. Lib-

erty, in its original definition as the freedom of the state

from alien rule, seemed irrelevant when the pursuit of it

meant the death of all Japanese, the extinction of the race. 19

Buruma finds a common theme among all Japanese com-

mentators. All sides, he says, share the view that the American

occupation deprived Japan of a collective memory.

To summarize the events that the three main parties to inter-

national relations in Northeast Asia are at present called upon to

comprehend and explain—to themselves perhaps even more so

than to others: Japan is called upon to deal with the Rape of

Nanking, 1937, which Buruma calls "the prime symbol of Japa-

nese savagery during the war in Asia."20 The challenge to the

PRC is symbolized by Tiananmen, "the most emotionally and

historically charged urban space in China." 21 This is the Tianan-

men not only of the tanks of 1989, but also of the Red Guards of

1965 and of the political and economic contradictions of 1995.

The United States' political culture of memory, at present, is only

marginally concerned with Hiroshima; the more significant nar-

rative struggle remains focused on Vietnam, as currently demon-

strated in the vituperation and praise variously expressed in

reaction to the confessional book by Robert McNamara.22
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1 he politics of cultural memory, the "fighting" of the stories

of ( ontending remembrance, are, in the present Asian-American

context, being conducted under highly unusual circumstances

m t hat the primary cultural narrative of each of the three states is

itself problematic. In this context, the politics of cultural memory
are more intense, of greater import, and more volatile because

they affect nothing less than the very foundations of the political

communities—Japan, China, and the United States—that are

involved.

The implications for international security that arise from

this set of circumstances are vast because the foundations of the

communities in question are unstable.

The "story" that underlies the American political community
has been deteriorating for a considerable time. Whereas Japanese

textbooks over the past two decades have been resisting recogni-

tion of a potentially disconcerting past, in America, as Frances

Fitzgerald has pointed out, "the great unity of the texts has been

broken." 23 The texts, when surveyed by Fitzgerald some 16 years

ago, showed for the first time a sense of uncertainty about the

central questions of American history—identity, society, values,

and place in the world. Whereas nineteenth-century texts

defined American identity by religion, twentieth-century ver-

sions increasingly did so by race, gender, and ethnicity. In a

survey today, one imagines that the sense of uncertainty that

Fitzgerald found in the late 1970s would have been replaced by
an asserted certainty, but a certainty about fragmentation and the

undesirability if not impossibility of a unified foundational nar-

rative. In other words, e pluribus plurimum.

A contemporary disputation over these issues, amusing if it

were not representative of a wider trend of considerable ultimate

consequence, has come in Garry Wills's mocking of Newt
Gingrich, the Speaker of the House, for his attempts to revive

traditional stories of the American political community:

Gingrich unabashedly states that the aim of history courses

is to inculcate values, the values embodied in ancient

myths—in Washington praying at Valley Forge, or Patrick

Henry saying "I regret that I have but one life to lose for my
country." Gingrich does not advert to the fact that none of

those things, in all likelihood, ever occurred—but one
senses that he would not care if this were pointed out to

him. It is the moral that matters, not the evidence. . .

.
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In the same way, he does not study history but echoes of

history—myths, success books with historical anecdotes

—

and, especially, novels. He says at least half his reading is in

novels. "I believe in fiction" [Gingrich says].
24

Thus is the United States in a centrifugal process of far-reach-

ing change that will do much to determine its future self-defini-

tion as a political culture or community. Vietnam is likely to

remain at the heart of this. While Hiroshima is likely to fade with

the passing of the fiftieth anniversaries of World War II, other

issues of American morality past and present, such as the U.S.

role in the cold war,25 and current issues concerning human
rights (e.g., international human rights reports and requests for

investigation into current American practices) may be scruti-

nized. The more self-critical these become, the more strongly

those sectors outraged by the deconstruction of the earlier

national ethos will react. Charges from abroad about American
actions in Asia in the past, as well as debates over America's

proper reaction to questions of human rights and adherence to

international law in present-day Asia, will take on heightened

importance because of the problematic character of American
self-definition.

Japan and China, each in its own and different way, also face

a major definitional challenge concerning the meaning of politi-

cal community.

For Japan, the issue may center on whether the Japanese con-

stitution will be equated with article 9, which declares Japan's

renunciation of international military power. If the occupation

and its institutions deprived Japan of its collective memory, the

nation must construct, or reconstruct, its identity anew. If the

American occupation, increasingly recognized as an externally

imposed break with Japan's past and true character, is tran-

scended or rejected, what then will be the fate of the institutions

established during that period? The political system set in place

by the occupation has not yet been genuinely employed. Japan

now faces a historical turning point the direction of which is far

from certain. As Masaru Tamamoto writes, it is likely that Japan,

given an uninfluenced choice, would produce a constitution not

unlike the MacArthur document, with the possible exception of

article 9. But with the shifting power balance of Asia and the

world today, the issue is far from clear. In addition, all things will

not be equal; that is, foreign military policies are bound to have
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major effects. The Economist predicts that Japan's period of

( hange will run its course with Tokyo continuing to identify

more Strongly with the West than with Asia.26 Others see an

inevitable process of re-Asianization. What is clear is that a sig-

nificant transformation is under way in Japanese society and that

at tli is time oi change, the events of cultural memory, always of

great sensitivity, can become more volatile than ever.

As for China, Madsen's account of how America has viewed

China as a "troubled modernizer" is persuasive, but I would tell

it somewhat differently.

I he original American-China story was that of the mission-

ary and the gunboat. The missionary story emerges from Amer-
ica's nineteenth-century "muscular Christianity.

,,

It was behind

the collection box at the door of every midwestern small town's

Presbyterian church. This story has been vividly told by Pearl

Buck and John Hersey.27 The gunboat story begins with Anson
Burlingame, who, although the representative of an encroaching

foreign power, forged a "special relationship" between America
and China:

From the day of his arrival he took the unique and bizarre

attitude that the Chinese people were real people, to be

treated with courtesy and consideration. In spite of the fact

that he was a representative of a foreign nation with "inter-

ests" to conserve or acquire he held the idea that the coun-

try belonged absolutely and entirely to the Chinese, and
that it was their business as well as their privilege to con-

duct it.
28

This attitude led the Chinese government to put the conduct
of their business with the treaty powers into Burlingame's

hands. Having made him an ambassador of the Celestial Empire,
they returned him to Secretary of State William Seward with
more powers than those with which he came to China.29

The shock of the Nationalist defeat and flight to Taiwan was
magnified by the character of America's long-standing China
story of faith, trade, and benevolent friendship. Madame Chiang
Kai-Shek's Wellesley degree and cross-country speechmaking
tried to reinforce that story. But with the "loss of China" the story

ended. Never again would there be anything like the earlier ver-

sion of two peoples on different sides of the earth, each with a

special aptitude and affinity for the other.
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In the cold war, containment produced two Chinas, two
Koreas, and two Vietnams. Hanoi's 1960 move on the South
jeopardized this superficially stabilized situation. Throughout
the last half of the 1960s American foreign policy leaders were
fixated on the possibility that China would enter the Vietnam
War as it had entered the Korean War. The excesses of the

Cultural Revolution, heavily covered by the American media,

created an image, as Theodore White put it, of "madness." 30

The compelling stories that remained between China and
America in the last half of the 1960s were driven by the cold war.

The United States was convinced that China had embarked upon
an effort to create, support, and see to victory "wars of national

liberation" across Southeast Asia; the PRC was convinced that

the United States was bent on a policy of "encircling" China.

Two events turned these stories on their heads: the Soviet inter-

vention in Czechoslovakia and the Tet offensive of 1968. Both

China and the United States emerged from 1968 with an altered

perspective. Each had preoccupations elsewhere: the China-

Soviet border and the American domestic scene, respectively.

Each could see the importance of a relationship with the other.

The near-inevitability of an "opening" of U.S.-China relations

was recognized before Nixon and Kissinger entered the White

House in January 1969.

One of the first American groups to tour China after the

Xixon-Kissinger-Chou En-Lai policy had gone into effect was a

group of black teenagers from Chicago. Mayor Richard Daley

wrote to Chou En-lai proposing such a visit and the Chinese

quickly responded. The young people from Chicago had no

political memory as regards China; they were as open-minded

and unburdened by stories of the past as any such group could

be. In every Chinese city they visited, the Chicago teenagers

would ask the Chinese for their story: Who are you? WTiat do

you want to do? What does China want? The answers were per-

fectly uniform, in Canton, Shanghai, or Beijing—so similar and

unvarying as to be utterly unbelievable. On the other hand, the

Chinese never asked a question about the Americans, their lives,

their schools, their families, or their country. Xot one question.

On one side there seemingly was no story; on the other, a

patently false story.

One evening, at a pavilion on the edge of one of the lakes

outside Suzhou, the Chicago teenagers gathered after dinner to

sit on the walls of the veranda and talk quietly while looking
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o\ er the dark lake. Out of the guest villa came one of the atten-

dants, an old man, alone. I le came up to the group, looked over

Ins shoulder to see if arly of his colleagues might be nearby, and

made a request: "Can you sing 'Anchors Aweigh'?" All that

remained to him was a vestigial memory of a song sung by sail-

ors at a chiu chia in a port town on the Yangtze long ago—a scene

from the movie of Richard McKenna's novel The Sand Pebbles,

now irrelevant and out of time and place.

Communism and the Cultural Revolution killed not only the

stories between the nations, but China's own story. A new story

now must be built, not rebuilt, from the ground up. Post-Tianan-

men China is a schizophrenic country. The old ideology is dead,

but still walks. A new ideology can be glimpsed, but is evanes-

cent. The Chinese today face, almost as if anew, the challenge of

choosing between, or trying to integrate the old dichotomy of,

foreign science and Chinese essence. The "Faustian character of

Western civilization" described by Benjamin Schwartz is at hand
in China, the Promethean conquest of external nature and the

enormous growth of social-political power within human soci-

ety.
31 But China will not, obviously, simply become a giant in the

sense of the "Faustian" West. Yen Fu, in the end, turned back to

Lao-tzu and Chuang-tzu: "Idling in my little pavilion, I watch
the clouds and listen to the rain." Nor is this classic expression of

the Chinese cultural essence maintainable in the future. Long
before the Three Gorges Dam is completed in 2009 gibbons will

cease to howl along the Yangtze to inspire Chinese poets. Of
related significance has been the struggle over the story of

China's even more symbolic river. In the 1988 six-part television

series River Elegy, the Yellow River story was pitted against the

"Dragon" and "Great Wall" stories in a contest over which
would prevail in the politics of remembrance.

The battle for the victorious version of the Tiananmen story

continues. Were valiant youth, fighting for democracy, cruelly

suppressed? Or was a mass disturbance seized by radicals

whose intransigence no government could have been expected
to tolerate?32 One American journalist has asserted, "There will

be a war over which one is the right historical interpretation, and
it's starting. This is a history that is howling to be told." 33

The United States, Japan, China: the story of each has been
dismantled, fragmented, or shattered. As they contemplate each

other in Northeast Asia, immediate geopolitical realities intrude.

A withdrawing military power—the United States. A rising

military power—China. A power that must decide—Japan. The
stories between each and all fail any longer to convince. How
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they construct their narratives with themselves and with each
other will determine prospects for international peace and secu-

rity over the next quarter century.

Set in the midst of this great power triangle, of course, is the

Korean peninsula. Both North and South also have come to a

time when their respective "paradigms" must change. The
Communist bloc foundations of the Democratic People's Repub-
lic of Korea have been pulled away. The "Free World" partner-

ship of the Republic of Korea has faded from international

politics.
34 To the geostrategists of the early twentieth century,

Korea was either a vital foothold on the Asian mainland or "the

dagger pointed at the heart of Japan." 35 The political culture of

memory in Northeast Asia will unavoidably have to focus on
Korea.

Winston Churchill supposedly declared that "memory is the

enemy of policy." Today, when the issues of memory affect the

major powers' perceptions not only of each other but of their

own self-definition, memory can easily become the weapon of

policy. Madsen in his conclusion, speaking only of the United

States and China, calls for the creation of "powerful new master

narratives" that would tie peoples together in a vision of "a new
way forward to a just and prosperous world community."36

There is no shortage of rhetoric by responsible leaders to this

effect. Reality, however, is running in the other direction

—

toward more contentious rival versions of past, present, and
future. Rather than positive "master narratives" that serve to

bind a global community together, what is taking place—as has

been the case throughout the modern era—is the creation or

regeneration of primordial national, cultural, or ethnic myths to

serve as weapons in the struggle with modernization and global-

ization.37 It is not worthwhile remembering that past which can-

not become a present, Kierkegaard said. What we face today,

however, is the reality that almost any past, worthwhile or not,

can become a present if remembered and recounted with a ven-

geance. At this point in history, when the narratives of major

powers are exhausted, contentious matters of cultural memory
and the politics of remembrance are more highly inflammatory

than ever and must be clearly labeled "Handle with care!"
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Memory, Imagination, and
National Myths

Lucian W. Pye

The question of national memories truly captures the mood of

our times. In this season of confusion about where the nations

of the world are heading, it seems necessary to get a firmer grip

on the past even as we seek to foresee the future. We are con-

stantly looking backward as we try to discern the shape of

things to come. Barely a week goes by without another anniver-

sary, everything from the ending of World War II to key points

in the Vietnam War. Without a clear sense of the future we
search the past for guidance, and so we seem to be driving

forward by looking in the rearview mirror. Consequently we
are in danger of being overtaken by what can only be called

"post-ism," that is, defining our circumstances as being post-

this or post-that: "post-cold war," "post-Deng Xiaoping," "post-

colonial," "post-industrial society," "post-materialistic politics,"

"post-atonal music," "post-Marxism," "post-structuralism,"

"post-new institutionalism," "post-Freud," "post-Foucault,"

and, of course, "post-modern." Clifford Geertz has even added
"post-post-modern" and Peter Drucker has introduced the

theory of "post-capitalism." I have even come across "post-

secular" to describe the rise of fundamentalism abroad and the

revival of religion in America. We might also add the concept

of "post-knowledge" now that Forrest Gump has become such

a hero.

Significantly, we do not have any "pre's" or "ante's" because

it is so hard to see ahead in these confused times. In this "post-

ideological era" we no longer have any strong convictions or

degree of certitude about the future, so we cannot treat the future

with the same confidence with which we explain the past. Hence
we can no longer peer ahead with the same 20-20 vision that

hindsight provides.

What I want to do is to suggest that a useful way of getting

out of our bind of "post-isms" is to use a formula that focuses

on the interrelationship between memory, imagination, and

19
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mythmaking. This is a relationship that is fundamental to the

problems of old societies thai are seeking a modern sense of

national identity and are therefore in need of a new basis of

nationalism. I .et me first explain the relationship and then try to

demonstrate its utility for clarifying thinking about both East

Asian relations ^iu\ the state of nationalism in that region.

The Formula for Nationalism: Memory,
Imagination, and Mythmaking

Memory and imagination are intimately associated in a com-

plex and not always well-appreciated relationship. 1 The two can

lx> mutually supportive in that memory calls for the fantasy

play of imagination and imagination searches memory to get its

building blocks. The more vivid the memory, the livelier the

imagination. The two are also, however, bound together nega-

tively so that the blanking out of memory inhibits reverie and
thus paralyzes the imagination. The relationship is further

compounded and takes on an added dimension when memory
and imagination come together in a society's collective act of

creatively constructing its bonding myths of national identity.

These are the myths that support the constructive spirit of

nationalism in that they provide the basis for a sense of national

community and hence give legitimacy to the state. When memo-
ries are blocked and the collective imagination is frozen, the

result is likely to be outbursts of xenophobia and quick distrust

about the acts of others.

In recent years the relationship of memory and imagination

has been a hot topic in clinical psychology with the debate about

"delayed" versus "false" memories and the charges that psychia-

trists have been implanting in their patients imagined memories
of incest experiences. For the layman the issue has been whether
the delayed memories involved "real" or "imagined" experi-

ences. For the analysts the problem is whether mental health

is possible if imagination is paralyzed by the blocking out of

memory.
For our purposes there is no need to get entangled in this

debate or to adjudicate the merits of the different sides, because

we are interested not in issues of individual psychology but in

matters of group psychology involving national sentiments and
collective experiences. More specifically, we are interested in the

role that collective memories play in shaping national imagina-

tions in the historically critical processes of building the myths of
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national identity that in turn are fundamental for the sense of

legitimacy of governments. It is true that the imagined myths
that are the content of nationalism usually involve some distor-

tion of history and the glossing over of negative experiences.

There is, however, a difference between remembering to forget

and a conspiracy of silence, between choosing to ignore

and a state of paralyzed imagination stemming from blocked

memories. 2

Memories are of fundamental importance for political devel-

opment because they constitute, in vital and living form, the his-

torical legacies of a people, which in turn give force to the myths
of legitimacy of the country. It is their collective memory that

binds a people together in their knowledge of having a shared

set of historically significant experiences. It is memories, enliv-

ened by imagination, that build the myths of a nation that have
greater emotional substance and a higher level of truth than just

the objective accounts of historians. National myths are thus

objective factors in giving meaning to public life. In calling them
myths we are not in any way denying their worth or signifi-

cance. The fact that they may not accurately report actual histori-

cal events does not diminish their significance. 3

Memories are important not just because they give vitality to

the past and inform a people about what they have in common;
they are also central to the most important driving forces of poli-

tics because it is memories that are basic to a people's claim to

recognition, to their sense of pride and self-respect, and to their

love of fame and glory. These are the sentiments that elevate

national politics above the humdrum level of mere public policy

options, above just pocketbook matters. What distinguishes local

politics from national political life is precisely that at the national

level there is a large ingredient of this element of pride, of the

demand for recognition and a search for the heroic. That is to say,

nationalism goes with national politics and is lacking in local

politics. When this element is missing in a political system, gov-

ernment becomes mere administration and the people are ruled

as though they were a colony.

When collective memories are suppressed and the national

imagination is constrained, self-respect and pride are replaced

by shame and humiliation. Instead of pride there is anger;

instead of honor there is bitter resentment; instead of healthy

nationalism there is xenophobia. When nationalism lacks a sense

of history, it also tends to lack ideals, articulated values, and

emotionally charged symbols. The only ties that can then bind
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be< ome those of blood, family, and race. Instead of inspiring

ideals of nationhood/ the people are left with only the mindless

instincts oi biological identity and ethno-nationalism. Conse-

quently, they can only be aware of how they differ from the

"others." They have nothing to project to the world that is

worthy of the world's respect.

In short, a healthy sense of nationalism must be built upon a

combination of not just what is unique about a people but also

what others find in them that is admirable and worthy of respect.

There thus needs to be a blending of the values of both the paro-

chial and the cosmopolitan, the particular and the universal.

Blood and race do not provide the universal values necessary to

arouse respect and admiration in others. Without inspiring

ideals, a nation is without any substantive content for the image

it seeks to project in world affairs.

There are, of course, many reasons why national memories
get blocked, repressed, or distorted. A new national leadership,

especially one that is strongly ideologically motivated, may want
to deny that there was anything good in the previous era. With
its propaganda agenda dominating public discourse, such a

leadership needs to blank out parts of the past. Memories may
also be just too painful to be faced by the country as a whole. Or
they may be too divisive so that if dwelt upon they would split

the society. The divide can be between classes, or it can be simply

geographical, generational, or political divisions of inordinate

intensity. A weak leadership may feel threatened if memories are

revived about more glorious times. Memories can also be sup-

pressed because a people wants to concentrate on the immediate
tasks of building a new future. The trouble, of course, is that the

more troublesome the memory, the stronger the instinct to sup-

press it. Yet these are precisely the blocked memories that will

cause serious problems for the collective imagination and for

mythmaking.

East Asia's Slow, Gnawing Crises

Today, a profound and vexing problem for the countries of East

Asia is that they all have accumulated a mass of painful memo-
ries, blocked memories, and false memories, which in their

different ways are distorting and paralyzing the collective imag-
inations of their peoples. This is happening at the very time

when East Asians need to tax their collective memories and
imaginations in order to create new national myths that can
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give substance to healthy forms of modern nationalism. As long

as problems with memories cast a blanket over the free play

and reverie of the collective imagination, the creative search for

new and appropriate senses of national identity cannot easily

take place. Before it is going to be possible for the people of

China, Taiwan, Korea, and Japan to define the ideals, values,

and symbols they want to have as central to their myths of

nationalism, they are going to have to become more at home
with their collective memories and engage more freely and com-
fortably in shaping their collectively imagined national selves.

When it comes to collective memories, the East Asian coun-

tries are in a paradoxical fix, because they are populated by peo-

ple who have grand and glorious traditions, but whose recent

tumultuous histories have also left them with an extraordinary

number of memory blockages. When people are timid about
looking backwards, the old and the young lack a sense of com-
mon roots. This is a profoundly troublesome situation because

the blockages are in fact mainly associated with the very events

that have created the need for new myths of legitimacy for their

governments. The result is a paralysis of imagination that in dif-

fering degrees is holding up political development. In particular,

the paralysis is complicating and distorting the reformulation of

appropriate ideals of nationalism for each of the countries. The
crisis is most acute with respect to China, but problems exist for

both Korea and Japan.

Although national myths are basic for domestic concerns

about legitimacy, they also have serious consequences for inter-

state relations. This is because they provide the content of the

nationalism that gets projected into world politics, and each state

must react to the nationalisms of the others. It is a troubling fact

that all of the countries of East Asia have radically different

memories about the histories of the other states. Consequently,

what should be shared, common memories turn out to be not at

all the same. The Chinese have memories of Japan's role in the

region quite different from those the Japanese have of them-

selves. Japanese and Koreans also have sharply different memo-
ries of their shared experiences.

When other countries fail to respect what a country idealizes

in its past, or trivialize what is felt to be of great historical impor-

tance, there are bound to be tensions in the relations between

them. When one country totally forgets events that are the bitter

memories of another, the stage is set for future troubles. The

refusal, for example, of the Japanese to recognize what their
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army did in China can only be seen by the Chinese as a perverse

and unconscionable act of arrogance and insensitivity.

Blocked memories can cause difficulties even when they do

not involve traumatic events. For example, there are people in

K >t h Korea and Taiwan who might have ambivalent and far from

entirely negative memories of Japanese rule, but they cannot

articulate them because the Japanese in a perverse fashion have

refused to acknowledge that they ever had an imperial era of

colonial responsibilities. In contrast to the British or the French,

who have special feelings for their former colonial countries, the

[apanese seem to have no pride in what they left behind or in the

accomplishments of their former subjects. This is especially per-

verse because Japan is the only former colonial power to be able

to boast that all of its former colonies are becoming successful

industrial democracies.

By seeking to wash their hands of the "evil times of the bad
militarists," the current generation of Japanese have blocked

from their memories their responsibilities in one of the most
complex relationships known to human history, that of the colo-

nial bonding of master ruler and client subject. This complicated

love-hate relationship is in some respects analogous to the Oedi-

pus complex in the individual's life history, for there is the desire

to kill the "father" but also to love the "mother." By pretending

that they have nothing to do with that past history, the Japanese

have in a sense run away from their responsibilities as "parent."

The colonial experience, with all of its negative and positive ele-

ments, has been critical in the building of new nationalisms

throughout Asia and Africa. The struggle for independence and
the craving to prove one's worth in the eyes of the former mas-
ters have been the essential foundations for articulating a new
spirit of nationalism.

It is this constructive aspect of colonialism for the building of

modern nation-states that sets colonialism off from the age-old

practices of just conquering other peoples and exploiting them.

Colonialism, as a part of the worldwide modernization process,

involved planting the seeds of nation-building and the modern-
izing of subject societies. By not acknowledging their historic

role, the Japanese have taken something precious from both
Koreans and Taiwanese: their right to pride in their achieve-

ments, earned by gaining recognition in the eyes of their former
master and mentor. By not keeping alive any memories of their

role as colonial masters, the Japanese have left the Koreans with
only the sense of having been "occupied," much as they might
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have been occupied by Mongol conquerors in the precolonial

era. Japan sent some remarkable governors to Taiwan; the record
in Korea was not as good. But in both cases much was done to

establish the infrastructure and to train the human talent essen-

tial for nation-building. The Japanese refusal to acknowledge its

former colonial responsibilities has made it necessary for Kore-
ans and Taiwanese to largely blank out from their public con-

sciousness any detailed references to their colonial experiences.

No wonder resentment, indeed hatred, against Japan has
endured in both countries, and neither country has been able to

use its colonial experiences in the building of its modern myths
of nationalism.

With these general considerations about the relationship of

the myths of nationalism and legitimacy to the problems of

memory and imagination in mind, let us turn to a brief examina-
tion of the problems in the various East Asian countries.

China: A Great and Ancient History, Multiple
Suppressed Recent Memories

Few peoples can claim as glorious a history as the Chinese. The
wonders of the Sinic civilization stand out as one of the great

achievements of the human race. Yet the Chinese also have
more than 100 years of recent history that they have had to sup-

press, deny, distort, or blatantly falsify. The blockage of memo-
ries of the recent past has had the effect of dimming visions of

the historic past. This is not the place to review the convoluted

attempts of modern Chinese intellectuals to revive a national

sense of greatness. Some have sought to reclaim the achieve-

ments of a distant past, to play up the accomplishments of the

earlier dynasties, but their efforts have had little resonance for

most Chinese. Rather, they seem only to provide proof of how
long ago it was that Chinese civilization had vitality, and of

how those achievements are now but a faint legacy. As Joseph

Levenson brilliantly pointed out, the attempts to revive Confu-

cianism only created a false, artificial tradition, something that

is quite different in character from a living tradition. 4

Other intellectuals have gone to the opposite extreme of

nihilistically dismissing China's ancient past, calling it a crip-

pling legacy, an obstacle that must be brushed aside in China's

search for a modern national self. This was the spirited approach

of the May Fourth generation that set out to suppress the past

and to welcome the modern but entirely foreign ideas of
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democracy and science. Then came the Communists, and for 40

years they have relentlessly attacked with all the powers of per-

suasion of the Party and state all the symbols and values of

C on tucianism, declaring them to be cursed "feudal legacies."

Finally, there are the contemporary critics of Chinese traditions,

who include the makers of the television program "The River

Eulogy" and such social critics as Bo Yang and his The Ugly

Chinaman, in which he asks how a civilization could ever have

been called great when its people bound the feet of half the pop-

ulation, causing them to totter about, and then insisted that the

result was erotically exciting. 5

China's problems today are far worse, however, than they

were when the May Fourth writers were holding forth or when
Joseph Levenson wrote. Today the Chinese are faced with the

unbearable pain of their recent history. The evidence is over-

whelming that the Chinese simply cannot confront in a full and
honest manner the details of their national experience during

their own lifetimes. There is a taboo about speaking about the

events in Tiananmen Square. Much more profound is the horri-

ble problem of the Cultural Revolution, which has no parallel in

all of human history. The Holocaust and Stalin's purges were the

result of state policies and the disciplined use of the authority to

command police power. In the Cultural Revolution it was citizen

against citizen—neighbors, schoolmates, and officemates going

at each other to the point of murder. It is too painful even today

to ask what it was in the character of the Chinese people that

allowed them to engage in such brutal practices. How was it pos-

sible to stir up such intense anger? How was it that pretended

manifestations of "love of the Chairman" could have led to such
beastly behavior? Some of those who were sent down to the

countryside during the Cultural Revolution have written of their

sufferings in the "broken literature" phase of the early reforms,

but almost none have tried to explain why they caused harm to

others during that period of madness. They have avoided guilt

by playing up their own victimization.

In addition to the shame of the Cultural Revolution, there are

all the other follies of the Mao era that the Chinese now need to

suppress in their memories. Nobody quite has the courage to say

outright that the 45 years of communism were a terrible mistake.

Yet how can the country move ahead without first deciding what
have been its mistakes? The Chinese have had to experience the

shock of discovering that rather than leading the world into a

future ruled by communism, they took the wrong path and are
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now lagging behind not only the leading countries but nearly all

the rest of Asia.

Just about every segment of Chinese society carries with it

buried memories that are still too painful to confront. The intel-

lectuals had the experience of suffering the Anti-Rightist Cam-
paign, and to this day they are not sure whether it was all right

to be a Rightist or whether it was proper to be safe as a Leftist.

Nor are they sure whether it was better to have been falsely or

rightly attacked as a Rightist. Either way it is something to be
repressed from memory. The peasants have submerged memo-
ries of the Great Leap tragedy, during which they must all have
known people among the 30 million who died in the famine that

they knew had been caused by a stupid state that was at the very
time bragging about its ability to feed its huge population like no
other Chinese regime had ever done before.

This tremendous collective burden of suppressed memories
has had profound consequences for the Chinese national psyche.

It has inhibited the play of the collective imagination just at a

time when the country needs to arrive at a new sense of national

identity to replace the eroding role of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Zedong thought as the basis for state legitimacy. Now is the time

when the Chinese people should be engaged in a great national

dialogue that would set out the values, ideals, and symbols they

need before they can define their collective sense of national

identity. But the repression of their memories means that there is

no chance for the play of imagination necessary for the forming

of a new myth of nationhood.

Instead of a healthy sense of collective pride and self-respect

to energize their sense of nationalism, the Chinese are left with a

predisposition to xenophobia. Unsure as they are about how
they should honor their own self-image, the Chinese are also cer-

tain that others are not giving them the respect they deserve. It

must be recognized that poisoned pride easily becomes hubris,

and fear of humiliation becomes an angry backdrop in dealings

with foreigners. The leadership banks on the idea that the sim-

pleminded slogan 'To Get Rich Is Glorious" can serve as an

enduring basis for legitimacy for a great country. The society as a

whole, however, seems to be without a moral compass. The Anti-

Corruption Campaign that has become a part of the "post-Deng"

succession struggle does speak to the public's awareness of the

lack of any basis for public morality, but it does not provide the

foundations for a new sense of legitimacy. Increasingly, the accu-

mulation of troubles that is darkening the national mood in
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< hum can be largely traced back to the paralysis of the Chinese

collective imagination, which in turn stems from the extent of

their blanked-out memories.

I his is a particularly troublesome situation because China is

in desperate need of building new myths of nationalism. It is

assumed that nationalism will replace the Marxist ideology, but

without any idealistic myths and a new set of national values

Chinese nationalism will be nothing more than a form of rac-

ism—a nationalism based on blood and biology, without any

inspiring visions or positive values that others can respect.

Nobody should underestimate the bonding powers of racial

identity for the Chinese. The record of investments by overseas

Chinese in the mother country since the reforms is proof of how
strongly ethnic Chinese feel their identity is linked to their "old

home." But the absence of any ideals as the basis of that identity

means that there is a hollow quality in any attempt to profess a

sense of Chinese nationalism.

Japan: A Bureaucracy but Not a Proud State

Japan, too, has had a loss of memory problem. For more than 50

years the Japanese people have acted as though they had no
recollection of having started a major war and then of losing it.

The American occupation gave them a constitution, but they

remain unsure of what to do with it. Should they amend it or

not? Any sense of guilt has been overcome by a combination of

basking in the spotlight of victimhood because of Hiroshima
and taking pride in their economic achievements. Forgetting

what they have done to others, the Japanese easily slip into the

role of the worthy but underappreciated country.

In the Japanese case, suppressed memories have produced
an extraordinary paradox. On the one hand, bureaucrats seem to

be running and regulating much of national life, but on the other

hand, the Japanese have little attachment to the state as an ideal.

As Masaru Tamamoto has observed, "It is difficult to elucidate

the image of the state held by the Japanese themselves. Lacking
solid conceptual form, it is a bewildering and tangled image. . .

.

For much of the postwar era, a pervasive anti-state ideology

inhibited even the use of the word state, kokka, in mainstream
political discourse." According to Tamamoto, Prime Minister

Yasuhiro Nakasone "once complained that as far as the Japanese
are concerned there is no state." 6 Few countries can match Japan
in its degree of homogeneity, its sense of common racial identity,

and its level of community and group conformity. Yet there is
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also a missing sense of what the Japanese state represents. The
emperor is no longer the symbol of the collective identity.

Japanese often find it embarrassing to suggest that the national

anthem should be sung on what should be public ceremonial
occasions. There is general ambivalence over what the military

can and should do.

Without a vision of the nation, all politics is indeed local. The
Japanese capacity for intense loyalties to a collective, which once
fueled the imperial conquests, has since defeat been directed to

identifying with one's company. The Japanese "salaryman" has
given to his company what earlier generations gave to their

nation as a state. 7 Japanese intellectuals are not sure whether
they should take pride in their country's having put aside

nationalistic passions, but then they wonder whether they may
not be just reintroducing a sense of Japanese exceptionalism by
suggesting that this could be the case.

By blanking out the traumas of the past, the Japanese people

as a whole have been able to define for themselves a world in

which they are virtuous and without the sins and defects that

they think they see in other countries. By seeing themselves as

somehow totally unrelated to the "bad militarists'' of the war
years, the Japanese find it only natural that the past should be

forgotten by all others, and they genuinely feel that it is really

bad form to bring up Nanking and Pearl Harbor. By trying to

wipe the historical slate clean, the Japanese have, as we have

seen, even denied the era of their colonial responsibilities and
thereby denied both the Koreans and the Taiwanese the chance

to develop their respective memories of the complex relation-

ships of the colonial experience. The Japanese have thus forced

others into either silence or exaggerated fits of hatred.

For the Japanese, if there is a past it does not have to go
beyond Hiroshima; moreover, being the only victims of atomic

bombing should absolve them from any need for guilt for their

own deeds. Forgetting the past only sets the stage for claiming

the future by holding that they are ready to surpass their one-

time American mentors. The impressive Japanese achievements

of the postwar years rest, however, on rather unsure foundations

because they are not related to a shared idealization of the

Japanese state. Pride and shame seem to blend. One moment the

Japanese are enthusiastic about wanting to say "no," but in the

next they wonder why should they want to say "no."

This ambivalence between pride and shame ties the Japanese

in knots as they debate whether they should "apologize" for

former actions. By not remembering the full history, the Japanese
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are left with only the stark, symbolic, and essentially black-and-

white < hoi< es ol either apologizing or not, and because neither

captures the full truth, neither is satisfactory.

1 luis, jusl as with the Chinese, there is a disquieting element

in the [apanese national mood. They do not seem to know what

to make of nationalism because they have not found a basis for

building a new and modern sense of national identity. In the

past, h\ pei nationalism turned out to be a disaster and hence

they want to forget it, but they also know that there should be an

honorable kind of patriotism even though they have not as yet

been able to determine what shape it should take. There is thus a

myth waiting to be created. But it cannot be formed until the col-

lective imagination has been freed from the shackles of blocked

memories.

Korea: A Doubly Divided Society

Korea seems to be a society that does not know which way to

turn in its search for a narrative upon which to base any new
myths of nationalism. The traditions of old have lost their hold

on the current generations. The Yi dynasty is no more a model
for modern Korea than the Qing dynasty would be for China.

The colonial period is, as we have seen, too blanked out from
memory, and the post-independence period has been too

chaotic to be of much constructive use. There are, however, two
dominant themes that complicate the thinking of Koreans about

their national identity. The first is the impossible problem of the

division between North and South Korea, and the second is a

massive generation gap that is the product of South Korea's

astonishingly rapid pace of industrialization.

During the era of the cold war the division of Korea neatly

matched the ideological division of the world and gave both
Koreas a sense of being significant international actors. The
South could picture itself as being in the forefront of the world
struggle, even though its autocratic practices did not exactly

make it a model of democracy. Yet, ironically, just as South Korea
became more of a democracy the cold war ended, and the coun-
try has been left with no clear direction to turn to in its search for

national identity and myths of nationalism. Everyone is expected
to proclaim the slogan goal of reunification as the unquestioned
top priority for the nation. Yet nobody can say what a reunited

Korea would or should look like. The focus of the debate cannot
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rise above the level of tactics for achieving reunification. Thus
there is no place for higher visions or ideals. There seems to be a

magical belief that the act of reunification will in itself instantly

give Koreans a new and brilliant sense of self-identity. Thus the

goal of reunification becomes an excuse for not moving ahead in

creating a set of national myths for South Korea, much as the fear

of invasion from the North during the cold war was an excuse

for South Korea to hold back on becoming less autocratic and
more democratic. The attempts of the military to impose a

nationalistic ideology on the people have not outlasted the cold

war. Now the postponement of the search for a new set of myths
of national identity has made the goal of reunification into noth-

ing more than an appeal to racial identity without any ideals.

The problem is compounded because Korea is also a dra-

matic case of how rapid social and economic change can produce
a nearly unbridgeable gap in generational orientations. Young
Koreans have grown up in a world totally different from the

world their elders knew. The memories of the older generation

that go back to Japanese colonial rule and the Korean War have
little meaning for young Koreans who have lived their entire

lives in an ever more prosperous society. Neither the traditions

of the old society nor the hardships of poverty and war have any
meaningful significance for young Koreans. Older Koreans have

complex memories of both the humiliation of the Japanese colo-

nial period, when they had to speak Japanese and assume Japa-

nese names, and their feelings of pride and satisfaction over their

successes in the colonial society. Older Koreans who adapted

effectively to the Japanese-sponsored system know that now
they would be called traitors if they confessed to having had any

positive sentiments about their accomplishments during the

colonial period. The younger Koreans know that they are

expected to hate the Japanese, but in fact Japanese popular cul-

ture and technology have a certain fascination for many of them.

To appreciate this generational gap, just consider the much
smaller gap that the electronic revolution has created in Western

societies where the young are at home with the computers that

intimidate the old. If there is no teenager in the neighborhood,

older people are helpless with regard to programming their

VCRs. Whiz kid hackers are operating in a world that their

elders cannot fully comprehend, and consequently the young

have a sense that the older generation has little to teach them. A
28-year-old in Singapore is able to manipulate billions of dollars
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in various markets and bring down a venerable British banking

house whose senior officials did not fully understand what he

was doing.

The gap in comprehension between the generations in the

Korean ( ase is equivalent to a massive memory loss. This is

because the wisdom of the older generation cannot be passed

down to the young, who feel that they must set their own stan-

dards and adhere to their own rules of life. On the positive side

this does mean that there is less trauma over how to relate the

old cultural traditions to modern world standards, which is a

problem that has plagued most of the other countries of Asia. In

a sense the cultural slate has been wiped clean. Politically it is

possible that Korea will be able to practice democratic politics in

a bolder and more straightforward manner than many other

Asian countries. Yet the generational gap still means that the

country cannot escape the problems that stem from its lack of a

coherent set of collective memories.

Without any significant models upon which to build new
myths of national identity, the Koreans seem to be in a contradic-

tory state. In one respect they seem totally open to the world,

easily adjusting to the international economic system and quick

to pick up new technologies—true cosmopolitans. Yet in another

respect their lack of a coherent sense of modern national identity

has left them turning inward with no close associations with any
other country and a tendency to see themselves as victims, still

in a sense a "hermit kingdom." The signs are there that the

Korean sense of bonding is based more on blood than on ideals.

Indeed, the appeal of reunification is nothing more than the

appeal of blood and family.

A Secular-Based Civilization's Paradoxical
Problems with Modernization

As we noted at the beginning, the countries of East Asia have
all had acute problems with blocked memories. This may have
causes beyond the tumultuous and chaotic history of the region

in the last century and a half. The problems may in fact stem
from some of the deeper and more profound characteristics of

their shared Confucian tradition. If we make even a brief com-
parison of the Confucian civilization with the two other major

contending civilizations, the Islamic and the Western, it is strik-

ing that each has quite different fundamental foundations. This
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in turn may in part explain why they differ in their adjustment
to the modern condition. 8

The Islamic civilization is manifestly based on a religion.

Indeed, without its religious dimension there would be no
Islamic civilization, in that aside from Islam the cultures of the

Muslim countries are quite different from each other. This funda-

mental fact helps to explain both why the Islamic countries have
had such a difficult time in establishing secular governments and
why they are under constant threat from fundamentalist move-
ments.

The West, on the other hand, is distinctive because it has the

dual foundations of both a religion and a distinct secular culture.

Broadly speaking, the Western tradition was built upon a com-
plicated balancing act between the sacred and the secular, church

and state, science and religion, and the principle of "Render unto
Caesar what is Caesar's, and unto God what is God's." The com-
bination, which has not always been free of tensions, has given

the West the possibility of being pragmatic with respect to secu-

lar concerns while retaining an appreciation for the importance

of unquestioning acceptance of some higher, and essentially

sacred, principles.

Confucian civilization, in contrast to the other two, was strik-

ingly secular, making almost no claims to a sacred dimension. It

is true that there was the concept of the mandate of heaven for

the rulers and the practice of ancestor worship for the people,

but the mandate concept hardly constituted a religion, and
ancestor worship tended only to reinforce the sovereignty of

family and blood ties without providing any generalizable val-

ues or ideals. It is also true that Japan had, in addition to Confu-

cian values, a tradition of a sacred emperor and Shintoism as a

state religion, but this ended with the defeat in World War II.

Without a sacred dimension and depending largely on secu-

lar values, Confucian civilization became, paradoxically, highly

vulnerable once it was exposed to a dynamically changing

world. This might first seem odd because the ultimate test of sec-

ular values is that of utility, efficiency, and effectiveness, all of

which are basic to modern culture. But the problem was that the

very secular nature of Confucianism left it totally exposed to the

secular dimensions of Western civilization and without a distinc-

tive sacred dimension. Whereas the sacred lies beyond question-

ing, the secular can be challenged by rationality. A true secular

society is thus one that in theory should be able to adapt readily
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to whatever is the most efficient. It would thus be a veritable

model of a market-oriented culture. On the other hand, what is

sacred is, oi course, removed from the crass test of mere effi-

( iency, utility, and the market. 9 Yet history would seem to

suggest that without a solid sacred dimension, Confucian civili-

zation lacked an anchor that could give its people the degree of

security and self-confidence essential for coping with fundamen-

tal change. Without protection from rational criticism for some

key elements of their culture, everything became exposed to

second-guessing and to the pragmatic test of efficiency and effec-

tiveness. Thus we have a strange, paradoxical contradiction: the

essentially secular Confucian civilization turns out to have had

severe problems adapting to modernization, which is also an

essentially secular culture, because it lacked adequate sacred

foundations.

It is therefore quite likely that the essentially secular basis of

the Confucian tradition contributed to the serious problems the

East Asian countries have had in identifying what should be pre-

cious and beyond questioning in the parochial elements of their

national identities. Without recourse to a higher set of sacred val-

ues, the Confucian cultures have had to make do with largely

pragmatic values, which they have had to arbitrarily treat as

being beyond questioning. Such values can provide the frame-

work for a distinctive way of life, but they do not ensure the

unquestioning faith that a religion provides. That is to say, it is

not easy to transform what is merely secular into the sacred. This

was what the early Chinese reformers sought to do when, con-

fronted with the challenge of the West, they tried to identify

some values as being of the "essence" of Chinese civilization,

and not just utilitarian values, which they thought characterized

Western technology. But in the end, it turned out that all of their

values were in fact rational or, as we are calling them, secular.

Without the shield of a religious identity, the whole structure of

Confucianism was challenged on rational grounds. Caught in

this dilemma, Asians have shown a tendency, which we have
noted, of going to the extremes of either trying to artificially

revive dead sentiments or nihilistically denouncing all of the

past. In either case there are blocked memories and thus a prob-

lem for the collective imagination in creating new myths of

national identity.

It may be possible for societies that have the heritage of a

strong secular civilization to get along for some time with only a

pragmatic, make-do basis for community and by rejoicing over
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their materialistic, economic progress. But in the longer process
of history people need to have a higher sense of idealism, a surer

basis for pride and self-esteem, and this can only come from the

process of sustaining and revitalizing their collective myths oi

self-identity. In time each of the East Asian countries will have to

surmount these problems of memory, imagination, and myth-
making. Until that happens there is going to be a tentative and
vulnerable quality in both regional relations and domestic poli-

tics in East Asia. With the peoples of the countries unsure of

what their nations should represent in the world, there is an ele-

ment of fragility in the politics of the region.

In the meantime, it is going to be interesting to observe how
the different processes of mythmaking are taking shape, what
tendencies are surfacing, and what hints of ultimate directions

can be spotted. Eventually the Chinese will certainly find a new
basis for their collective pride that goes beyond just material

progress. The same will be true for the Japanese and the Koreans.

Political repression in China has inhibited the process of dia-

logue that will be necessary before the society as a whole can

define what it wants as its new ideals of nationalism and legiti-

macy so as to replace the now nearly meaningless vision of

Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong thought.

In both Japan and Korea the door stands open for such a

popular dialogue, but as yet the people are too sensitive to the

danger of reviving painful memories and too afraid of exposing

how divided they are for a people who are supposed to be con-

formists. So the process of finding a new sense of national iden-

tity is stalled. There is, however, progress in Japan, as leaders

seek ways of confronting the past while preserving present val-

ues as they deal with the neighbors they once mistreated and as

they confront awkward anniversaries relating to World War II.

Certainly there is a powerful popular urge in Japan to become
just another "normal country/

7 The redefining of national myths
for Korea is, as we have noted, complicated by the fact that peo-

ple are unsure whether without reunification it is possible to

articulate a new basis for nationalism. It does not seem right for

South Korea to try to articulate a new spirit of Korean national-

ism without the involvement of the North. At the same time,

however, the practical problems of reunification seem more hor-

rendous with the passing of every year because the two parts

seem to be growing only further and further apart.

In the long run there are, however, grounds for optimism

because all of the East Asian societies have rich folk traditions
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thai could provide the content of healthy, new national myths of

identity. As the process of popular politics takes stronger hold in

the region, the result should be an ever-increasing tendency to

appeal to elements in the various folk cultures. Perhaps out of

these folk cultures the East Asian countries will find the essential

elements of their respective parochial identities that they can

then combine with modern, universal standards to create new
national identities. The region should then become a more stable

place as the countries use the formula of memories, imagination,

and mythmaking to fashion for themselves constructive, healthy

national identities.
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Same Strait, Different Memories

Chas. W. Freeman, Jr.

On February 28, 1947, a minor, nonpolitical incident in Taipei

led to a bloodbath in Taiwan in which thousands of the island's

inhabitants perished at the hands of Kuomintang (KMT) forces.

The KMT had occupied Taiwan and proclaimed the island's

reannexation to China less than two years before. The KMT's
brutality was born of fear that the rolling victory of its Chinese

Communist Party (CCP) rivals on the mainland might have

extended to the island.

For decades thereafter, public mention of the 2-28 incident

was taboo in Taiwan. The millions of officials, military person-

nel, and others who had fled the fall of the Republic of China

(ROC) on the mainland to seek refuge in Taiwan recalled it as a

Communist-inspired internal security problem, justifying rule

by martial law. Propagandists in the People's Republic of China

(PRO inaccurately echoed this view by attempting, although

without success, to portray 2-28 as a Communist-led popular

uprising. Politically active natives of the island remembered it

as a symbol of martyrdom and repression by an undemocratic

regime imposed on them by transient outsiders from the

China mainland. For "mainlanders" and "Taiwanese" alike,

2-28 long stood as a symbol of alienation, division, and compet-

ing nationalisms.

On February 28, 1995, however, mainlanders and Taiwanese
joined in commemorating 2-28 at Taipei's Suchow University.

They were addressed by Chang Hsiao-yen, a highly regarded

mainlander. Chang is minister of overseas Chinese affairs, but

everyone in Taiwan knows him also as the grandson of Chiang
Kai-shek and the son of Chiang Ching-kuo, whose presidency of

the ROC on Taiwan laid the basis for democratic rule by the

Taiwanese majority. Chang spoke with poetic eloquence in Man-
darin, the official language, although, like many of his genera-

tion, he is at home in the Taiwanese dialect.

Minister Chang began:

38
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We have come here today from different places. We may
have been born in different provinces, regions, and cities;

we may speak different dialects. We have each grown up in

different circumstances. We may have different religious

faiths. We may also have different political philosophies,
belong to different age groups, and be of different sexes. We
may have different appreciations of the value of human life

and of fate or the explanations for these. But, we would not
have gathered here today if we did not have a common con-
cern and love for this piece of earth we now stand upon

—

this piece of earth we depend upon for our survival and our
growth.

Chang closed his remarks with an appeal to his audience to

transcend their disparate memories of 2-28 and to replace them
with a common realization that

we all belong to this piece of earth. We all belong to this

nation. Among us, there are no longer any "transients";

there can no longer be any "outsiders.". . . We must enable

our children and our children's children to recall with pride

this time in which their parents and their parents' parents

committed ourselves to forgive, to atone, and to love so that

they might . . . [live] free of alienation, in mutual respect,

and in the warmth of companionship.

Minister Chang did not describe Taiwan as his homeland, as

a subsequent generation may do. Nevertheless, his appeal to

substitute a sense of common identity and destiny for the malice

of the past dealt movingly, and skillfully, with the reality that dif-

fering memories of the same events can divide a people. Memo-
ries inspire the myths by which nations coalesce or break apart.

They are the hidden root of political discourse. They shape a

people's vision of the future even as they define its view of the

past and present. Incompatible memories lead to incompatible

perspectives. The story of Taiwan is woven from the different

memories of Chinese on Taiwan and on the mainland. It is told

differently in Tokyo and in yet another way in Washington. This

story is understood one way in Beijing and in quite another in

Taipei and Kaohsiung. It seems certain to enter a new chapter,

and perhaps an ending, over the coming year. It is uncertain

whether the story of Taiwan will have a happy ending and, if so,

for whom.
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The Taiwanese Experience of China

[Tie C !hinese ancestors of the pre-ROC Taiwanese came to Tai-

wan in trickles and waves over centuries. China was then under

foreign (Manchu) rule. Han Chinese had yet to conceive of the

idea of the nation-state, still less be animated by nationalism.

The Chinese who came to Taiwan were loyal to family and to

clan; larger polities were for them an irksome reality to be

avoided as much as possible. They sought land and a life free of

famine and political turbulence as well as the taxes and exac-

tions of Chinese officialdom. In Taiwan they found a frontier

area nominally governed from Fuzhou but, in practice, beyond

the de facto jurisdiction of the emperor's officials.

Beijing's casual attitude toward the island was exemplified

in its response to the 1871 murder (and subsequent eating) by
aborigines of Japanese sailors shipwrecked on Taiwan's eastern

coast. In July 1873, after two years of Japanese protests and
demands that the Chinese government punish the perpetrators,

Beijing informed the Japanese foreign minister that China had no
jurisdiction over Taiwan's tribal areas and no intention of assert-

ing it. Only after a Japanese expeditionary force had occupied

these areas did China claim sovereignty over all of Taiwan and
send its own forces to deal with the situation in Taiwan's eastern

marches. Beijing's belated interest led it to discover that Taiwan's

Chinese-inhabited areas, which were experiencing a surge of

immigration from the mainland, were also in a state of lawless-

ness. In 1885, Beijing elevated Taiwan to the status of a separate

province. Taiwan Province soon led China in economic modern-
ization. Taipei was the first Chinese city to have electricity;

Taiwan was the first Chinese province to have a railroad. The
island's experience of effective Chinese government was, how-
ever, brief. Nine years later, following China's defeat in the Sino-

Japanese War of 1894-1895, Taiwan and its people were ceded to

Japan. This transfer of territory and people aroused less indigna-

tion among China's ruling elite than did the simultaneous recog-

nition of Japanese suzerainty in Korea.

For 50 years, until Japan's surrender in August 1945,

Taiwan's people were subjects of the Japanese emperor, under
the jurisdiction of the Imperial Japanese Navy. The Japanese effi-

ciently suppressed sporadic resistance on Taiwan from both

Chinese and—with special brutality—aborigines. Japanese poli-

cies favoring assimilation of Taiwan's largely illiterate peasant

and tribal population rapidly succeeded. By the 1930s, many
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Taiwanese were living in Japanese-style houses, eating Japanese
food, and reading Japanese newspapers. Some were winning
distinction in Japanese universities. Taiwan's economy devel-

oped along with that of Japan, giving Taiwanese an economic
infrastructure, level of literacy, sophistication in modern ways,
and standard of living superior to that of all but a privileged few
on the China mainland. Tens of thousands of Taiwanese demon-
strated loyalty to the emperor by serving as support troops and
camp followers during the Japanese armed forces' invasion of

the Chinese mainland. Many young Taiwanese gave their lives

as kamikaze pilots in the last stages of Japan's defense against

advancing U.S. forces.

Given the extent to which Taiwan had been "Japanized," the

KMT forces sent to regain Chinese sovereignty over the island

treated Taiwanese with both hostility and envy. Taiwanese there-

fore experienced the initial period of their "recovery" by China
as a harsh occupation by a brutal and unsophisticated alien mili-

tary, accompanied by widespread confiscations of property. This

atmosphere set the stage for the 2-28 incident and a decade of

severe repression of Taiwanese by the KMT authorities, follow-

ing their own ejection from the China mainland. Taiwanese were
treated like a conquered population and regarded with suspi-

cion. Land reform succeeded in KMT-ruled Taiwan in the 1950s,

as it had not earlier on the KMT-ruled mainland, in no small

measure because the lands of a disempowered Taiwanese elite

were at issue, rather than those of a landlord class with signifi-

cant ties to KMT officials.

In the 1950s and 1960s, the KMT sought energetically to reas-

similate the Taiwanese to Chinese ways. It taught them Manda-
rin, while banning discourse in Japanese. It tutored them in

Chinese culture and inculcated them with Chinese nationalism.

The KMT indoctrinated Taiwanese in its vaguely socialist ideol-

ogy of san min zhuyi (Three Principles of the People). It instructed

them in its version of twentieth-century Chinese history, intro-

ducing them to events they had previously seen through Japa-

nese rather than Chinese eyes. The KMT filled them with fear of

the CCP and wariness of Beijing's perfidy. It conscripted Taiwan-

ese to fight in a renewal of the civil war it had lost to the CCP. It

sought to inspire them to be willing to lay down their lives to

reunite Taiwan with the China mainland. The KMT tolerated no

dissent from its dogma. Despite the ROC on Taiwan's economic

and military dependence on the United States, it brushed aside

American expressions of concern over its harsh treatment of
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I aiw anese and dissidents of both Taiwan and China mainland

origin.

In the late 1960s, Taiwanese had been at least superficially

Sinicized. Literacy in Chinese and fluency in Taiwan's pecu-

liarly accented version of Mandarin were virtually universal

among those under the age of 50. A modernized Chinese culture

in which Taiwanese were full participants was emerging.

Taiwan's dispossessed landlords became a newly prosperous

entrepreneurial class, as the American advisers who helped craft

land reform on the island had hoped they would. Living stan-

dards rose rapidly as Taiwan liberalized and opened its economy
and became one of the world's great manufacturing centers.

Politics began to relax. The KMT's leadership remained with its

mainlander old guard but its membership began to be heavily

Taiwanese. Younger mainlanders increasingly identified their

future with Taiwan rather than with the restoration of KMT rule

over the mainland. Many left for a more secure future in the

United States or Canada. Taiwanese, too, migrated to the United

States in increasing numbers. Agitation for rule of Taiwan by Tai-

wanese rather than mainlanders (Taiwan independence") thus

added a secure American rear area to its original base in Japan.

On Taiwan itself, however, a process of mutual assimilation

was manifestly under way between Taiwanese and mainland-

ers. Taiwanese were slowly advancing into positions of author-

ity. When Chiang Ching-kuo succeeded his father, Chiang Kai-

shek, as president of the ROC in 1975, he clearly recognized that

the island's future depended on the participation of its Taiwan-

ese majority in government. He steadily increased the political

role of Taiwanese, suspended martial law, and laid the basis for a

transition to a locally elected democracy. At his death in 1988, the

presidency passed to a Taiwanese, Lee Teng-hui. TaiwTan had
become a boisterous democracy.

By the 1980s, Taiwan's living standards exceeded those of

many European countries. A relaxation of tensions in the Taiwan
Strait, brokered bv U.S. policy, made it possible for Taiwanese to

travel to the China mainland to see for themselves what they had
only read about and seen in old films. Thev marveled at the

mainland's size and its ubiquitous evidence of past Chinese

greatness. Thev were dismayed by its squalor and backward-
ness. They saw the mainland's CCP-directed political system as

an extreme version of the KMT rule thev had endured in the

1950s. The experience reinforced both their pride in their

Chinese heritage and their sense that that heritage had been
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renovated and improved in Taiwan. It added to their pride in

their own achievements and to their determination to see these

achievements acknowledged. It also aggravated an identity crisis

born of a century in which Taiwanese have been successively

nationals of Japan, of a mythical China ruled from Taipei, and
now of an internationally unrecognized, democratic polity in

which the transition from Chinese mainlander dominance of

politics to Taiwanese control is soon to be completed.

The growing familiarity of Taiwanese with the mainland
reminded them that for 96 of the past 100 years Taiwanese have
had no political connection with Chinese across the strait. This

century has culminated in Taiwan's development of a distinc-

tive, but still undefined, identity as a modernized, democratic

polity in which Taiwanese, as well as mainlanders on Taiwan,
take pride and satisfaction. As Taiwanese prepared for the par-

liamentary elections of 1995 and presidential elections in 1996,

they were sure, whatever the outcome, that they would assume
full control of their island's government for the first time. The
idea of surrendering some of this hard-won political power to

yet another group of mainlanders through reunification with a

larger Chinese polity had little appeal to them. Increasingly,

Taiwanese politicians from the opposition Democratic Progres-

sive Party (DPP) openly advocated a declaration of Taiwan's

independence from China. They argued, without effective refu-

tation either from the ruling KMT or from Washington, that

Beijing could not act militarily to prevent Taiwan's indepen-

dence, despite its pledge to do so, because the United States was
committed to defend Taiwan against attack from the China

mainland. If the PRC did attempt military action, they asserted,

American forces were bound to defend Taiwan's right of self-

determination.

Mainlanders on Taiwan View China and Taiwan

As KMT rule collapsed in 1949, most mainlanders arrived in Tai-

wan in a state of shock. The KMT had just been defeated in sav-

age fighting with its CCP rivals. The arriving mainlanders had

lost their homes and been separated from their wives, children,

and extended families. The bulk of them were soldiers, many of

them peasants with no real commitment to Chiang Kai-shek or

his KMT. Not a few had been forced to Taiwan at gunpoint by

their officers. They knew little, if anything, about Taiwan or the

Taiwanese. Most were unaware of 2-28. Few of those who were
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aware of the incident ^\\<\ its aftermath had any reason for ques-

tioning the KMT's version of events or its actions to deal with

Taiwanese unrest.

These mainlanders arrived to live amongst a Taiwanese pop-

ulace that was sullen, if not actively hostile, after four years of

harsh repression. The new arrivals were lodged with Taiwanese,

willy-nilly, throughout the island. They saw themselves as tran-

sients. Taiwanese hopefully regarded them as such. Everyone

expected the CCP soon to extend its victory in the Chinese civil

war to Taiwan. The newspapers were full of horror stories about

the CIT's advances on Taiwan as the People's Liberation Army
(PLA) rolled up KMT resistance across the strait. Arriving main-

landers found Taiwanese more rural than urban and more Japa-

nese than Chinese in their habits. Mainlanders met Taiwanese
resentment of their presence with contempt for their crude and
uncultured (un-Chinese) Taiwanese hosts.

Kim II Sung's surprise attack on South Korea on July 25,

1950, brought the KMT and Taiwan an unexpected reprieve. The
warships of the U.S. Seventh Fleet took up station in the Taiwan
Strait for the alleged purpose of preventing either party to the

Chinese civil war from attacking the other. No mainlander on
Taiwan, any more than the Communist rulers in Beijing, was
fooled by this pretense of U.S. neutrality. They knew that the

KMT's armies were barely capable of mounting a defense of the

island, let alone taking the offensive against the China mainland.

The KMT, which had blamed the absence of U.S. support for the

CCP's victory in the Chinese civil war on the mainland, found
itself even more dependent on U.S. military and economic back-

ing for its survival on Taiwan. This support was not clearly

offered until the PRC's intervention to prevent a United Nations
(UN) victory over Kim II Sung in Korea. That decision in Beijing

led to a decision in Washington to provide generous American
economic and military aid to the ROC on Taiwan.

The KMT's weak position on Taiwan forced Chiang Kai-shek

to heed advice from Americans and economic technocrats he had
excluded from decision-making when he ruled the mainland.

Sound KMT policies built on earlier Japanese investment in

infrastructure and human resources to lay the basis for steadily

escalating economic growth in Taiwan. Throughout the 1950s,

however, mainlanders on Taiwan lived in fear of conquest by the

PLA, in apprehension of the Taiwanese, and in resentment of

American tutelage. These fears were reflected in Taiwan's brutal

internal security controls.
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By the mid-1960s, Taiwan's economic success had ended the

need for U.S. aid. Fading fears of attack from the mainland or

insurrection by Taiwanese allowed the KMT regime to relax the

enforcement of martial law. The passage of time had helped

mainlanders and Taiwanese to learn to live with each other. Tai-

wanese had learned Mandarin and increasing numbers of main-
landers born on the island could speak the Taiwanese dialect of

Chinese. Intermarriage was increasingly common. In the econ-

omy, mainlanders increasingly found themselves working for

Taiwanese. Even in the armed forces, Taiwanese officers began to

be promoted to positions of command over mainlanders.

Some mainlanders had come to accept Taiwan as their home
and to identify their fortunes with it. For many in the older gen-

eration, however, Taiwan remained a place of sojourn in which
the dream of return to the China mainland provided the princi-

pal source of hope. For KMT soldiers separated from their wives

and children on the mainland and unable to find brides on Tai-

wan, this dream had particular force. For these mainlanders, the

international community's switch over the course of the 1970s to

recognition of Beijing, rather than Taipei, as the government of

China was especially traumatic. This trauma culminated in the

American announcement, on December 15, 1978, of normaliza-

tion with the PRC (which meant the corresponding abnormaliza-

tion of relations with the ROC on Taiwan).

Over the course of the 1980s and 1990s, mainlanders were

forced to accept the increasing economic and political ascen-

dancy of the ROC's Taiwanese majority and to adjust to minority

status in the island's evolving polity. The opening of the PRC to

travel that followed Washington's normalization of relations

with Beijing allowed Taiwan's mainlanders to rediscover their

homeland. Many of them were startled by their encounter with

its primitive realities. These realities had the effect of awakening

them to the extent to which they had become accustomed to liv-

ing in Taiwan's modernized Chinese society. Many had pined for

the wives and children they had abandoned during the KMT's
panicked flight to Taiwan and had dreamed of returning to their

homes. But after viewing the PRC at first hand, few chose to

return permanently to their mainland points of origin.

Mainlanders on Taiwan had prided themselves on the idea

that the PRC had repudiated Chinese tradition while the ROC on

Taiwan had preserved it. Their visits to the mainland showed

them that Taiwan's adjustments of Chinese tradition to fit the

requirements of a universally educated, industrial society had,
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surprisingly, been much more successful and, to some extent,

gone farther than the mainland's. The appeal of reunification,

however loosely contrived, with the China mainland was tem-

pered by the desire of Taiwan's mainlanders to preserve the

advantages hard work and great achievement had gained for

them in Taiwan. Many returned from visits to the mainland

recommitted to the continued development of Taiwan as a sepa-

rate Chinese society from which modern ideas and practices

might be disseminated to modernize the rest of China. Reunifica-

tion should be realized, they believed, only when China's trans-

formation into a society more closely resembling that of Taiwan
was well advanced. As the 1995 legislative and 1996 presidential

elections loomed in Taiwan, most mainlanders continued to sup-

port the principle of reunification on such vague and indefinite

terms, while rejecting any declaration of independence from

China by Taiwan as both inappropriate and unnecessarily risky.

Chinese on the Mainland Remember the KMT

The CCP's victory in the Chinese civil war, and its proclamation

of the founding of the PRC on October 1, 1949, ended the

KMT's presence on the China mainland. Many suffered as the

CCP consolidated its rule over the mainland, but for most Chi-

nese the establishment of the PRC marked a welcome end to a

century of disorder, foreign domination, civil strife, and foreign

invasion that had taken the lives of perhaps 90 million Chinese.

If favorable images of the KMT had survived its defeat and
flight to Taiwan, these were rapidly erased. The CCP's relent-

less propaganda against Chiang Kai-shek and his KMT appara-

tus successfully identified the KMT with the enormous
suffering of the past. For the new Chinese elite, the KMT was
the relic of a nasty bygone era, propped up on Taiwan by a hos-

tile United States and incapable of surviving without American
support. If American backing for the KMT's sanctuary on
Taiwan could be removed, they believed, the Chinese civil war
would be brought to its logical conclusion, as KMT rule on
Taiwan succumbed to stratagem or was pushed aside by insur-

rection or military conquest.

The CCP's memories of the KMT during the civil war on the

mainland blinded it to the changes the KMT was undergoing in

Taiwan. Chinese in Beijing neither perceived nor understood the

implications of the KMT's rapid "Taiwanization" in the 1960s.

(Taiwanese constituted a majority of KMT members by the early
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1970s.) As Taiwan progressed toward democracy, the KMT was
forced to transform itself from the conspiratorial Leninist organi-

zation it had been on the mainland into something much more
closely resembling a Western political party. The KMT became
more concerned about representing its constituency and retain-

ing power on Taiwan than about regaining its lost position on
the mainland. By the 1990s, as full democracy came to Taiwan,
the KMT was engaged in a difficult balancing act between the

"one China" principle dictated by its heritage of Chinese nation-

alism and the "Taiwan first" imperative imposed by its competi-

tion for the loyalty and support of Taiwan's electorate.

The old men who occupied senior leadership positions in the

CCP and PLA, however, remembered the KMT as the arrogant

and oppressive foe it had been in its last days on the mainland.

They burned with righteous nationalist resentment against the

KMT's achievement of sanctuary behind the U.S. Seventh Fleet

in Taiwan. They saw the KMT as leading a tiny fragment of

China's more than 1 billion people in defiance of the Chinese

nationalist ideal of a unified China, able to stand up to chal-

lenges from foreign powers like the United States. Chinese

nationalists in Beijing saw the KMT as traitors who were collabo-

rating with American efforts to weaken and divide China.

The CCP's appeals to the KMT to join it in reunifying China

therefore long continued to be couched in terms calculated to

divide Taipei from Washington and to appeal to the KMT's own
sense of Chinese nationalism. Nationalist ideals were, however,

steadily eroding on Taiwan. The PRC's appeals resonated, if at

all, only with older mainlander members of the KMT. Beijing's

policy seemed stuck on the premise of reunification through

some sort of deal with the KMT, based on what the KMT had

come to see as the disastrous model of CCP-KMT collaboration

in the 1940s. It was not until January 30, 1995, that the CCP put

forward a proposal (PRC president Jiang Zemin's eight points)

directed more to Taiwan's electorate than to the KMT and its

leaders.

Chinese on the Mainland Remember Taiwan

The pain of Beijing's cession of Taiwan to Japan in 1895 quickly

faded from the memory of Chinese on the mainland. Taiwan

had, after all, been a frontier region only recently incorporated

politically and economically into China. Chinese had plenty

of other things on their minds as Manchu rule collapsed,
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revolution was succeeded by warlordism, Japan invaded, and

the Chinese civil war unfolded. In the 1930s, Mao Zedong off-

handedly suggested to Edgar Snow that Taiwan could be inde-

pendent once Japan was defeated. It was, however, Chiang

Kai-shek's KMT, not Mao's CCP, that then ruled China. Chiang

insisted to his wartime American allies that Taiwan should be

returned to China at the end of the war. As the KMT recovered

Taiwan for China, events on the island were overshadowed for

mainland Chinese by the drama of the KMT's mainland col-

lapse under CCP military assault.

Taiwan became of interest to the PRC only when Chiang and

his army took refuge there in 1949-1950. The PLA then began the

difficult task of marshaling an invasion fleet to subdue Chiang's

remnant KMT forces in Taiwan. This invasion was frustrated by
the American reaction to the sudden North Korean attempt to

reunify Korea by force.

Beijing's subsequent decision to intervene to prevent the

defeat and disappearance of the North Korean Communist
regime led to an American reaffirmation of ties with the ROC on
Taiwan. American actions to deny Taiwan to the PRC and to bol-

ster the capabilities of the ROC on Taiwan were seen by most
Chinese as a continuation of the pattern of foreign intervention

and division of China into spheres of influence that had charac-

terized the "century of humiliation" from which China had just

emerged. What had been envisaged as a relatively minor opera-

tion on Taiwan to mop up KMT forces defeated in the civil war
on the mainland came to be seen as a major challenge to Chinese

sovereignty.

This feeling became all the stronger as the ROC in Taipei,

with resolute American backing, continued successfully to

present itself in the UN and internationally as the sole legitimate

government of all of China, including Taiwan. Annual battles

over Chinese representation in the UN transformed the Taiwan
issue from a territorial issue into a major test of international

legitimacy for the PRC. The CCP had won its civil war with the

KMT. But the PRC was denied the international political fruits of

its victory by the ROC on Taiwan and its American sponsors.

Battles over the right to represent China in international councils

spanned a quarter century. Not until 22 years after its founding,

in 1971, was the PRC at last able to take a seat in the UN as the

legitimate government of China, an acknowledged great power
and permanent member of the UN Security Council. Not until

the late 1980s, nearly a decade after the 1979 U.S. switch of
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recognition from Taipei to Beijing as the government of China,
was the PRC able to dislodge the ROC on Taiwan's diplomats
from the capitals of all internationally significant states. (Among
major states, only South Africa now maintains formal diplomatic
relations with Taipei.)

The death of Chiang Kai-shek, in 1975, and of Mao Zedong,
in 1976, ended their personal duel for China's destiny. Other
leaders, with less experience of each other and, presumably, less

personal animus, succeeded Chiang and Mao. By the time Deng
Xiaoping had come to power in Beijing and the United States

had transferred recognition from Taipei to Beijing, the ROC had
ceased to pose a serious diplomatic challenge to the PRC's inter-

national standing. Under Chiang Ching-kuo, however, the ROC
on Taiwan was rapidly emerging both as a more Taiwan-
centered polity and as a major manufacturing economy whose
financial prowess could be ignored neither by the international

community nor by the PRC itself.

With the U.S.-PRC normalization agreement of December 15,

1978, Deng Xiaoping's diplomacy succeeded in removing the

American military and formal diplomatic presence from the

ROC on Taiwan. This reduced the most visible and obnoxious

element of foreign intervention in Taiwan but did not entirely

eliminate such "interference in China's internal affairs." Deng's

government acquiesced in President Jimmy Carter's declared

intention to "continue to sell carefully selected defensive weap-
ons, on a restrained basis," to the ROC on Taiwan. The PRC pro-

tested, but did not retaliate, when Washington renewed the

American security guarantee for Taiwan through the Taiwan
Relations Act (TRA) in the spring of 1979. Beijing had begun to

turn its attention from crafting a solution of the Taiwan problem

in Washington to crafting one with Taipei through a series of

public and private approaches to the KMT regime there.

This focus was upset by the 1980 American presidential cam-

paign, in which Ronald Reagan noisily insisted on the reestab-

lishment of some form of official American relationship with and

unrestrained arms sales to the ROC on Taiwan. The newly

elected Reagan administration then made a point of proclaiming

its intention to sell new fighter aircraft to Taiwan. Beijing

responded by demanding that Washington reach an explicit

understanding with it on arms sales to Taiwan. The negotiations

that followed made the Taiwan issue once again the center of

U.S.-PRC relations and completely overshadowed Beijing's

approaches to Taipei. Their result was a return to arrangements
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broadly similar to the 1978 normalization modus vivendi on

arms sales, but at a price to both sides. Beijing had to acknowl-

edge the right of the United States to sell arms to Taiwan; Wash-

ington had to agree to restrict and gradually reduce the level of

sin h sales.

This agreement, expressed in the August 17, 1982, communi-

que, was controversial in both Beijing and Washington. Chinese

objected that it acquiesced in continued American intervention

in the Chinese civil war. The open debate that accompanies con-

gressional approval of U.S. military transfers was a constant

reminder of the continuing American role in defending Taiwan
against possible attack from the China mainland and a constant

irritant in U.S.-PRC relations. Many Americans found the

August 17 communique demeaning, and American interpreta-

tions of the communique gradually eroded it. In 1992, President

George Bush authorized a huge sale of advanced aircraft to Tai-

wan. The PRC responded by suspending implementation of

understandings with Washington restricting its missile exports

and reportedly sold missiles it had previously agreed not to

transfer to Pakistan. But it took no action against Taiwan. Mean-
while, the combination of Beijing's continued military modern-
ization, including purchases of major new weapon systems and
technology from cash-desperate Russia, and Washington's

massive arms transfers to Taiwan intensified the arms race in the

Taiwan Strait.

Notwithstanding this arms race, however, dialogue between
Beijing and Taipei continued to expand to cover an increasing

number of topics. Agreements on technical matters began to be

reached between the two sides, facilitating steady growth in the

scale and scope of contact between people and institutions on the

two sides of the Taiwan Strait. In the late 1980s, Taiwan had
emerged as an increasingly crucial source of trade, technology,

and investment for the modernizing economy of the China

mainland. In some areas, such as those on the mainland just

across the Taiwan Strait, Taiwanese investors became a dominant
force in the local economy. The influence of Taiwan was, how-
ever, not restricted to these areas. By the mid-1990s, there were
virtually no areas of mainland China where Taiwanese entrepre-

neurs were not engaged in applying the lessons (and the labor-

management model) of Taiwan's industrial modernization.

As Chinese became familiar with the magnitude of Taiwan's

social and economic achievements, they sought to emulate them.

With the 1997 recovery of Hong Kong before them, few Chinese
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had any sense of urgency about Taiwan's reunification with the

rest of China. None wished to tackle the politically unsettling

process of working out concrete political and military arrange-

ments for relations across the strait after Taiwan's reunification

with the rest of China. (Beijing's reunification proposals for-

swore the sending of mainland officials or soldiers to Taiwan,

but allowed Taiwan to retain its armed forces and invited offi-

cials from Taiwan to participate in government on the Chinese
mainland.) Most Chinese seemed content with Taiwan's contin-

ued de facto separation from them, as long as interaction across

the strait continued to advance and Taipei continued to deal

pragmatically with Beijing in ways that held open the possibility

of loose reunification at some later, perhaps much later, date.

Most Chinese remained ignorant of the historical and policy

factors that had produced Taiwanese success and of the changes

in the KMT that had facilitated it. Some, however, began to look

to the political as well as the economic precedent of moderniza-

tion of the Chinese society on Taiwan as a model for future

evolution toward free market-based democratic rule on the

mainland. A few saw the KMT's transformation from a Leninist

to a democratic political party as a model for the future evolution

of the CCP.

Almost no one on the mainland, however, understood, still

less sympathized, with the identity crisis history had imposed on

the Taiwanese. The nationalism and worldview of Chinese on

the mainland had been formed in the tumultuous events of

twentieth-century Chinese history—the fall of the Manchu
(Qing) dynasty; the establishment of the Republic of China; the

May Fourth movement; the rise and fall of warlords; the North-

ern Expedition; the struggle between the CCP and KMT; the

Japanese occupation of northeast China (Manchuria); the Long

March; the Japanese invasion of north and central China; the

anti-Japanese war; the Chinese civil war; the founding of the

PRC; the Korean War; Soviet tutelage; the Anti-Rightist Cam-
paign and the Great Leap Forward; the Sino-Soviet split; the Cul-

tural Revolution; the rise and fall of the "Gang of Four"; and the

rolling process of Deng Xiaoping's subsequent reforms. The

inability of Taiwanese to identify with a China formed by these

events, and inspired by memories of them, was incomprehensi-

ble to Chinese on the mainland. Few stopped to ponder the

implications of the fact that Taiwanese had not participated in

these formative events (except, to some extent, as members of

the Japanese armed forces in World War II).
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The increasing insistence of Taiwanese that Taiwan's unique

character and its economic and political achievements merited

international acknowledgment in the form of recognition of

I aiwan's independence was therefore greeted with angry disbe-

lief in Beijing. Most Chinese saw a foreign hand—a clumsy

American hand or perhaps a more subtle Japanese one—behind

the Tai wanese drive for recognition of a separate political identity

for their island. As Taiwan's 1995-1996 election season ap-

proached, however, growing appreciation of the fundamental

political forces at work on the island led to apprehension in

Beijing that the PRC might be forced to intervene militarily to halt

moves by Taiwan toward independence. This was a course of

action that virtually all Chinese understood would be disastrous

for themselves as well as for their relations with the Americans

and Japanese. It was also one that they saw no way of avoiding if

they were to remain true to the spirit of Chinese nationalism.

Japanese Memories Repressed

When Japan came out from its self-imposed isolation in the

Meiji period, it did not take it long to recognize the strategic

importance of Taiwan both to the defense of the home islands

and to the southward advance of the Japanese empire. The Japa-

nese seizure of Taiwan during the Sino-Japanese war of 1894-

1895 reflected both considerations. Unlike Korea, which was
administered by the Imperial Army, Taiwan was under the juris-

diction of Japan's navy, which pursued considerably more
enlightened policies of assimilation once initial resistance by Tai-

wanese had been suppressed. Japanese attributed the ease with

which Taiwanese assumed Japanese ways to the largely peasant

character of society in Taiwan and to the shallowness with

which higher Chinese culture had taken root there before 1895.

Japanese were flattered by Taiwanese acceptance of their cul-

ture. Assimilated Taiwanese were second-class subjects of the

Japanese emperor, rather like Okinawans, to be sure, but much
more accepted than Koreans. Taiwan was indeed, in a memora-
ble Japanese phrase later adopted by Americans, an "unsink-

able aircraft carrier," but it was also a southern island extension

of the Japanese homeland. The loss of Taiwan in 1945 was seen

by most Japanese not only in symbolic terms as the end of

empire but also as the poignant loss of a quasi-Japanese

population.

Fond Japanese feelings for Taiwanese persisted, even as they

were repressed by the policy exigencies of post-World War II
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and cold war politics. The ability of Taiwanese to speak Japanese
and the resumption of Japanese contact with Taiwan through
tourism and trade in the 1950s reinforced these feelings. Japanese
had no affection for their wartime KMT enemies (although con-

servative Japanese appreciated Chiang Kai-shek's anticommu-
nism), but sympathy for Taiwanese aspirations continued to be
an unspoken factor in Japanese policy toward Taiwan.

Japan's China policy was for long subordinated to the poli-

cies of Japan's American defenders. After the shock of President

Richard Nixon's sudden announcement, in July 1971, of the U.S.

shift toward a strategic opening to Beijing, Japanese policy grad-

ually took a more independent course. That course was dictated

by strategic realities, which required Japan to court and concili-

ate Beijing. Chinese attitudes toward Japan were pragmatic but

tinged with bitter memories of the tens of millions of deaths the

Japanese invasion of the China mainland had caused from 1931

to 1945. The Japanese government's policies toward Taiwan were
crafted with a view toward appeasement of Chinese on the

mainland but were carried out in such a way as to preserve Japa-

nese economic and other human ties to Taiwan. Japan was free to

carry out such policies because management of its strategic inter-

ests with regard to Taiwan was the responsibility of its American

protectors.

As Taiwanese assumed control of Taiwan's politics, latent

sympathy for them found increasingly open expression in Japan.

Many Japanese found the ROC on Taiwan's current president,

Lee Teng-hui, a culturally appealing figure. Lee, a former Japa-

nese national, was said to speak Japanese (as some mainlanders

on Taiwan sarcastically pointed out) better than Chinese Manda-
rin. Japanese policy with regard to Taiwan, however, continued

prudently to defer to the strategic imperative of avoiding the

hostility of the PRC. Japan sought to avoid the open renewal of

competition with China for political or military influence in Asia.

The history of Japanese involvement in Taiwan made it a point of

particular neuralgia in interaction between Tokyo and Beijing. To

the extent possible, therefore, Japanese policy continued to strive

to hide behind American policy toward Taiwan.

American Memory and Forgetfulness

American attitudes and policies toward Taiwan had, as noted

above, been the main determinant in Taiwan's post-World War
II relationships both with the China mainland and internation-

ally. Before World War II, the U.S. military, correctly as it turned
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out, had perceived the Japanese presence in Taiwan as a threat

to the Philippines and the rest of Southeast Asia. For other

Americans, Taiwan Was terra incognita. The United States

bombed Taiwan during the war and briefly contemplated invad-

ing it. A few Americans assigned to plan a U.S. occupation of

Taiwan studied the island's history. (Some of these Americans,

like Senator Claiborne Pell, later emerged as prominent sympa-

thizers with Taiwanese aspirations for self-determination and

independence.) In the end, however, U.S. forces massing to

invade the Japanese home islands bypassed Taiwan. The United

States assisted KMT forces from the China mainland to occupy

the island and raised no objection to Taiwan's reincorporation

into KMT China. When the KMT was forced to flee to Taiwan,

Washington made it clear that it would not act to prevent a PRC
conquest of Taiwan.

These policies of indifference toward Taiwan's fate had been

unsuccessfully resisted by General Douglas MacArthur's Tokyo
headquarters. Having assumed responsibility for the defense of

Japan, MacArthur had come to share traditional Japanese views

about the strategic importance of Taiwan. The North Korean
invasion of South Korea catalyzed Washington's acceptance

of policies toward Taiwan favored by the Tokyo-based U.S.

military.

Most Americans, however, saw Taiwan purely in terms of

anticommunism and the strategic and emotional imperatives of

the Korean War. The nasty U.S. debate about who had 'Tost

China" and the rising influence of Senator Joseph McCarthy
soon made it politically incorrect to withhold "positive loyalty"

to the cause of Chiang Kai-shek and his KMT. Escalating Ameri-
can involvement in Taiwan throughout the 1950s and early 1960s

ensured that many Americans became aware of the tensions

between Taiwan's mainlander and native Chinese populations.

The American focus on support for the ROC's position in the

"free world" beyond the realm of communism, however, led all

but a few Americans involved with the island to identify them-

selves strongly with its KMT rulers.

The absurd KMT insistence that it represented all of China,

despite its exile to Taiwan and irrelevance to developments on
the China mainland, made the Chinese representation issue and
the related question of Chinese recognition a zero-sum game. (In

1957, Chiang Kai-shek brushed aside an effort by U.S. Secretary

of State John Foster Dulles to persuade him to renounce the use
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of force against the mainland. His reasoning, which paralleled

that of the PRC then and in later decades, was that no govern-
ment of China could ever give an undertaking to a foreign gov-
ernment not to use force against other Chinese challenging its

sovereignty over Chinese territory.) The Vietnam War led to

much questioning by Americans of the basic assumptions of

long-standing U.S. policy in the East Asian and Pacific region.

Increasing numbers of Americans came to favor a switch in rec-

ognition and diplomatic relations from Taipei to Beijing. In their

debate over China policy, some Americans expressed concern
about the plight of mainlanders on Taiwan, but few considered
the impact of the decisions they advocated on Taiwanese. By the

1968 American presidential elections, all candidates had pledged
themselves, in the words of Richard Nixon, "to come urgently to

grips with the reality of China.
" l

The American officials who negotiated the February 28, 1972

Shanghai communique with Premier Zhou Enlai were aware
that a small group of Taiwanese dissidents in Japan and the

United States advocated 'Taiwan independence/' This aware-

ness came, however, from vociferous CCP and KMT objections

to the notion of a status for Taiwan distinct from "China/' rather

than from sympathy with the Taiwan independence movement.
No American official accepted the assertion of these dissidents

(which in fact may have reflected substantial opinion among Tai-

wanese) that "Taiwanese" were something other than "Chinese."

The issue for U.S. policy was not how to deal with self-deter-

mination by the island's inhabitants, but how to reconcile a con-

tinuing American relationship with the ROC on Taiwan with an

opening to the PRC dictated by cold war strategic consider-

ations. American policy dealt with this problem by endorsing

the legal fiction, asserted by both Taipei and Beijing, that there

was only "one China" and that Taiwan was "part of China." The

phrasing of the American statement in the Shanghai communi-
que—that the United States acknowledged that "all Chinese on

either side of the Taiwan Strait" stood for a single China of which

Taiwan was part—was intended to mollify the PRC without

destroying the ROC on Taiwan's bargaining position in future

negotiations between the CCP and KMT. It may, as subsequent

legal hairsplitting by Taiwan independence advocates sought to

suggest, have theoretically left open the possibility of a distinc-

tion between "Taiwanese" and "Chinese," but that was clearly

not its intention. On the contrary, if anything, it was intended to
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clarify that the United States saw no basis for questioning the

common position of Taipei and Beijing that no such distinction

was admissible.

In the English version of the normalization communique of

December 15, 1978, the same language, "acknowledging" the

Chinese position that Taiwan was part of China, was repeated in

abbreviated form. The Chinese-language version of the commu-
nique changed "acknowledge" (renshidao) to "recognize" (chen-

greri). No public notice of this change, which was seen in Beijing

as an important shift in the U.S. position, was taken in Washing-

ton, which learned of it only slightly before the communique
was released. The normalization communique's formula was
repeated in the August 17, 1982, communique that recorded the

revived U.S.-PRC modus vivendi on Taiwan arms sales.

The Tiananmen incident of June 4, 1989, dramatically

changed American views on China and placed human rights

concerns at the center of U.S. China policy. Later in 1989, with

the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Soviet empire in Eastern and Cen-

tral Europe collapsed. The subsequent disintegration of the

Soviet Union itself removed the strategic rationale for U.S.-PRC

relations. Americans welcomed Taiwan's transformation into a

democratic polity in the early 1990s, seeing this as part of a

worldwide trend toward democracy and respect for human
rights that had, tragically, bypassed the PRC. The issue of Tai-

wan's relationship to the China mainland came to be seen prima-

rily as a human rights issue, pitting Taiwan's prosperous

democracy against a repressive regime in Beijing determined to

deny Taiwan the place in international affairs to which its eco-

nomic and political achievements entitled it. Support for Taiwan-

ese aspirations for self-determination received a further boost

from significant campaign contributions from the increasingly

numerous, well-organized, and well-heeled Taiwanese-Ameri-

can community in the United States.

The ROC on Taiwan's policies were, meanwhile, shifting

under the pressure of electoral politics in Taiwan. Taipei no
longer claimed to be the capital of anything other than Taiwan.

The KMT had replaced its long-standing dedication to the princi-

ple of one China with lip service to the notion of Chinese reunifi-

cation sometime, somehow or other, in the future. The KMT had

joined with its DPP opponents in seeking to establish an interna-

tional personality for Taiwan as a democratic polity separate

from the China mainland. For Taiwanese, the issue was the

achievement of dignity commensurate with the economic
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strength and political virtue of the new democracy on Taiwan,
including membership in the UN. This position attracted over-

whelming sympathy and support in the U.S. Congress.

Members of Congress from both parties found an easy politi-

cal target in the blatant contrast between the Clinton administra-

tion's diplomatically correct relations with the undemocratic
regime in Beijing and its unwillingness to accord the democratic

regime in Taipei comparable honors. Most Americans had for-

gotten that the basis of the PRCs tolerance of the flourishing

U.S.-Taiwan relationship was a U.S.-PRC understanding that the

United States would endorse the legal fiction that China was
undivided (when manifestly it was divided into two competing
polities) and would trade changes in the form of U.S.-Taiwan

relations for the continuation, without disruption, of their sub-

stance. Many Americans who remembered this U.S.-PRC under-

standing asserted that the emergence of democracy on Taiwan
and the nearly simultaneous unmasking of the repressive nature

of the PRC had made Beijing's views no longer worthy of consid-

eration. Others, who had strongly endorsed the legal fiction of

"one China" when this worked to the advantage of anti-Commu-

nists in Taipei, had always rejected it when it appeared to serve

the interests of Communists in Beijing. Liberal members of Con-

gress concerned with human rights or Taiwanese self-determina-

tion therefore joined traditional, conservative supporters of the

KMT in pressing for an end to the ambiguity and contortions of

Washington's relationship with Taipei.

By the fall of 1994, the Clinton administration had been

forced by congressional pressure to announce a modest upgrad-

ing of American relationships with Taipei, including a restora-

tion of open ministerial-level contact. In May 1995 the Congress

sought virtually unanimously to overrule the administration's

previous refusal to allow President Lee Teng-hui to visit the

United States on the pretext of accepting an award from Cornell

University, where he had earned his doctorate. By the end of

May, the Clinton administration had capitulated to congressional

pressure and agreed to allow Lee's visit to go forward.

Most Americans saw the issue of Lee's visit as a simple case

of according due courtesy to the respected leader of a friendly

democratic society and felt that no third party, such as Beijing,

had the right to speak against this. There was virtually no public

discussion among Americans of the cost of such moves in terms

of their potential to buttress the growing view among Chinese on

the mainland, including China's highly nationalist younger
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generation, that the United States was a hostile, rather than

friendly, power. Nor was there any discussion at all of the impli-

cit ions of American policy changes for perceptions on both

Taiwan and the China mainland. Those perceptions increasingly

were that the United States was moving toward a Taiwan policy

disconnected from its China policy, a Taiwan policy that would
ignore or defy both Beijing and the legacy of Chinese national-

ism.

In this atmosphere, PRC president Jiang Zemin's conciliatory

gesture to the ROC on Taiwan of January 30, 1995, went virtually

unnoticed in the United States. Jiang's initiative was, however,

taken very seriously in Taipei, which responded with its own
conciliatory statement on April 8. Even as Beijing's relations with

Washington deteriorated over the Taiwan issue, its dialogue with

Taipei proceeded.

1996—A Year of Living Dangerously?

As 1995 unfolded, Chinese leaders in Beijing, while once again

extending an olive branch to Taipei, took a series of actions,

such as expanded exercises in the Taiwan Strait and military

redeployments opposite Taiwan, to signal their resolve to pre-

vent overt secession by Taiwan from the legal fiction of one
China. The U.S. Congress continued to press to deepen U.S. rela-

tions with and, implicitly, the U.S. commitment to Taipei. Some
DPP politicians on Taiwan continued to assert on the campaign
stump that the TRA in effect provided Taiwan with a blank

check that it could cash to protect Taiwan against the conse-

quences of a declaration of independence. These politicians

claimed that Americans could be invoked to defend Taiwan
against the PRC, regardless of the source of the conflict. As of

mid-May 1995, these assertions that the bill for a change of Tai-

wan's name and flag could be paid in American blood had met
no rebuttal from either the KMT on Taiwan or the administra-

tion in Washington.

Japanese, true to their traditional low profile on the Taiwan
issue, studiously avoided discussing it. Neither Americans nor

Japanese appeared to be concerned that decisions by Taiwan's

electorate, and Beijing's reaction to them, might provoke

renewed military confrontation or even an armed conflict in the

Taiwan Strait sought by no one. The dedication of the United

States to the ideal of self-determination would be tested by such

conflict, as would the credibility of the American defense com-
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mitment embodied in the TRA. The strategic interests of Japan,
as well as its affection for the Taiwanese, would be challenged.

An American decision to come to Taiwan's aid would
require Japanese acquiescence in the use of U.S. bases and facili-

ties in Japan. A war in the Taiwan Strait would thus force I
a pan

to choose between its alliance with the United States and its stra-

tegic interest in a non-hostile relationship with China. So unpal-
atable a choice would inevitably stimulate many Japanese to

seek to regain the right to pursue an independent defense of Jap-
anese strategic interests. Japan would distance itself from the

United States, while strengthening its own military capabilities.

On the other hand, a U.S. failure to respond to a PRC attack on
Taiwan would so devalue the U.S.-Japan security relationship

that Japanese would feel even more impelled to develop a mili-

tary capable of independent action to defend their strategic inter-

ests. Either way, conflict in the Taiwan Strait clearly has the

potential to produce major strategic realignments in Asia,

including attenuation of U.S. ties with Japan and the reemer-

gence of Sino-Japanese military rivalry.

As of today, both Washington and Tokyo seem more alert to

the extent to which their relations with China and with each

other, like the prospects for peace in the Taiwan Strait, may be

taken hostage by the Taiwan electorate. Decisions by the Taiwan-

ese electorate from November 1995 through March 1996 will

determine the extent to which Taiwan defies or continues to

tolerate the ambiguities of life within the legal fiction of one

China. These decisions about Taiwan's identity, and reactions to

them by Beijing, Washington, and Tokyo, have the potential to

determine much more than whether there is peace or war in the

Taiwan Strait. The Taiwan electorate may also determine

whether China enjoys peaceful and cooperative relations with

the United States and Japan, and whether the Japanese security

partnership with the United States will survive as a substitute for

an independent Japanese military role in Asia.

As all sides approach decisions on matters of great moment
to them, they do so as prisoners of their disparate and incompat-

ible memories of each other and of Taiwan and its history.

Notes

1. Richard M. Nixon, "Asia After Vietnam," Foreign Affairs, no. 1

(1967).



Remembering and Forgetting:

The Political Culture of

Memory in Divided Korea

Dong-bok Lee

Divided Korea: An Introductory Overview

On August 15, 1945, Korea was liberated from 35 years of Japa-

nese colonial occupation when Japan unconditionally surren-

dered to the Allied forces. However, Korea did not have time to

rejoice because the day of its liberation was also the day of its

territorial division. As the victorious United States and Soviet

Russian armies moved respectively into two zones, one to the

south, and the other to the north, they divided Korea at the 38th

parallel. At first, the partition was meant to be a temporary one,

primarily meeting the military objectives of accepting the Japa-

nese surrender and disarming the Japanese troops on the penin-

sula. 1 By then, however, the cold war between the United States

and the Soviet Union had already begun, turning the 38th paral-

lel, which cut across the peninsula at its waistline, into part of

the iron curtain that bisected the globe. Soon, the partition

turned into a systemic division between free democracy and
Communist dictatorship.

In 1948, the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the Democratic

People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) were established respec-

tively in the South and the North of the peninsula as two sepa-

rate but fully sovereign states.
2 The three-year Korean War

started by North Korea in 1950 ended with an armistice in 1953

at the cost of huge losses in human lives as well as property. The

war replaced the 38th parallel with a 155-mile-long demilitarized

zone (DMZ) as the new borderline and sowed the seeds of

mutual distrust, enmity, and hostility between the two sides to

such effect that what began as a territorial partition turned into a

national division. In the years that ensued, total isolation has

characterized the relationship between the two Koreas, leading

to an extreme degree of sociocultural heterogeneity between the

two Korean communities.

60
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Korea is marking a half century of territorial division against

the backdrop of sweeping changes in both its interna] and exter-

nal environment. Obviously, it is its international environment
that is by far the hardest hit by those changes. To begin with,

Korea's division was a by-product of the cold war that domi-
nated the era following World War II. But a half century later, the

bipolar world order that featured the East-West cold war con-

frontation is itself now history because communism has col

lapsed as a governing ideology in the global context. Only four

countries remain Communist states, at least in name. Of these,

experiments are under way in the People's Republic of China

(PRO and Vietnam for conversion from socialism to capitalism,

at least in socioeconomic practices if not yet in political systems.

Fidel Castro's hard-pressed Cuba is reported as desperately

looking for an opportunity to become a defector. By and large,

North Korea is now the only country in the world that remains

committed to being an orthodox Communist state of a brand

uniquely its own, a Juche socialism.

In the years following Korea's division into two states in

1948, the two Koreas have engaged in a protracted and costly all-

out campaign to claim legitimacy to an ultimate unification, each

on its own terms. The ROK in the South scored a decisive win in

1948 when the United Nations (UN) recognized it as the "only

such lawful government" on the Korean peninsula. 3 In its infa-

mous attempt to reverse the situation, North Korea began,

unprovoked, a full-scale war against the South in June 1950, only

to further deepen its diplomatic isolation by being branded an

aggressor by the UN Security Council when it continued hostili-

ties against the Allied forces fighting under the UN flag.
4

Since the 1960s, the two Koreas have fought diplomatic bat-

tles across the world, posing as "outposts" of the East and the

West in the larger context of cold war confrontation, trying to

outdo each other in winning recognition from world nations. The

inter-Korean diplomatic competition came to a virtual end, how-

ever, when the balance tilted decisively in favor of the South in

1991. In that year, the two Koreas simultaneously entered the

UN, which resulted in South Korea's diplomatic normalization

with all but one, Cuba, of those former Communist countries

that had previously had diplomatic ties only with the North.

This process culminated in the South' s normalization with the

Soviet Union in 1991 and the PRC in 1992. By 1993, the number

of nations with which South Korea had entered into diplomatic

relations was 174 against North Korea's 131.5 In recent years
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North Korea has been eager to offset some of these diplomatic

setbacks with attempts to normalize its ties with the United

States and Japan. But North Korea's diplomatic efforts to that

effect remain bogged down, largely over the international suspi-

( ion about its clandestine nuclear ambitions.

During the past half century, the relative national strengths

of the two Koreas have also undergone tremendous changes. At

the time of division in 1945, South Korea trailed in economic

strength far behind North Korea. Accounting for two-thirds of

Korea's total population, South Korea was a typical underdevel-

oped agrarian economy in the immediate wake of division,

whereas the North was left with most of the available industrial

base and natural resources at its disposal. According to statistics,

North Korea accounted for 98 percent of iron ore, 87 percent of

anthracite, and 98 percent of soft coal as well as 92 percent of the

power that Korea as a whole produced in 1945. 6 In 1964, the per

capita income of South Korea was $107, scarcely more than half

that of North Korea, which stood at $1947

But economic statistics a half century later show a spectacu-

lar reversal. In the early 1960s the two Koreas made momentous
choices for economic development and turned in opposite direc-

tions. When the South launched its first five-year economic plan

in 1962, it chose an open-door policy that featured international-

ization as a means to overcome its chronic shortages in

resources, capital goods, and industrial technology.8 In contrast,

the North, in launching its first seven-year plan in 1961, chose a

closed-door policy featuring an economic autarky that placed

emphasis on self-reliance for mobilization of its indigenous

resources.9 In 1962, North Korea's leader Kim II Sung promised

that, by the time his first seven-year plan came to completion in

1969, the people of his country would be assured of "steamed

rice, meat soup, silk garments, and tiled-roof houses." In fact,

North Korea's first seven-year plan was never completed. 10 Nor
were any of North Korea's subsequent multiyear economic

plans. 11 In his New Year Address on January 1, 1992, Kim II Sung
revisited the four staples he had promised his people, assuring

them that supplying these goods still remained his "unfulfilled

aspiration."

As of the end of 1993, South Korea's gross national product

(GNP) was 16 times as large as that of North Korea, while its per

capita income was 8 times that of the North. In trade volume,

South Korea was 63 times larger than North Korea; in power
generation, 6.5 times; in crude oil imports, 56 times; in car
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ownership, 205 times; in the number of ships owned, 66 times; in

steel production, 18 times; in production of cement, 12 times; in

production of fertilizer, 3 times; in textile production, 32 times;

and in fiber manufacture, 30 times. 12 In contrast North Korea

had recorded negative growth for the previous four years, caus-

ing its economy to contract by 20 percent, 13 and as of the end of

1993 had amassed an outstanding foreign debt of $10.3 billion in

the aggregate. 14 In the strictest sense of the word, North Korea's

national economy, called a "people's economy," has been nearly

bankrupt for a long time.

Military muscle is probably the one area where North Korea

retains an edge, at least in quantitative terms if not in quality.

According to the Defense White Paper 1993-1994 published by

South Korea's Ministry of National Defense, North Korea clearly

leads the South in military strength. The North, for example, has

1.03 million men under arms against the South's 0.65 million.

In hardware, North Korea outnumbers the South in most cat-

egories:

• In ground equipment, North Korea possesses 3,800 tanks,

2,500 armored vehicles, and 10,300 artillery pieces against

the South's 1,800 tanks, 1,900 armored vehicles, and 4,500

artillery pieces.

• North Korea's navy includes 434 assault ships, 310 auxilia-

ries, and 26 submarines against the South's 190 assault

ships, 60 auxiliaries, and 1 submarine.

• In air power, North Korea has 850 tactical aircraft, 480 sup-

port aircraft, and 290 helicopters against the South's 520

tactical aircraft, 190 support aircraft, and 600 helicopters.

To help offset the North, the United States maintains 36,000

soldiers in South Korea equipped with 163 tanks, 311 armored

vehicles, and 250 tactical aircraft.
15

North Korea has 60 percent of its military muscle forward-

deployed close enough to the DMZ to seriously reduce warning

time should it actually decide to wage a renewed war. The AN-2
light transport aircraft, high-speed hovercraft, and SCUD mis-

siles in North Korea's arsenal are worrisome additions to its

capability to mount a blitzkrieg against the South. What is more,

North Korea reportedly has amassed biological and chemical

weapons in addition to its suspected nuclear weapons develop-

ment program. 16
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Shadows of the Past—Contradictory Memories

1 [aving remained divided since the end of World War II, Korea

is a country that even today continues to be obsessed more by

memories of the past than visions for the future in addressing

its public issues. It is a country that remains shackled, to a great

extent, by many legacies of its bygone cultures—monarchy,

isolationism, failed attempts at opening and modernization,

colonial occupation, struggle for independence, national libera-

tion (given but not earned, ending up in a long-lasting national

division), bloody ideological conflicts followed by a tragic fratri-

cidal war, a military coup d'etat that spawned political authori-

tarianism amid phenomenal economic growth, and ever-

intensifying mutual isolation between the two Korean societies,

characterized by the ever-present threat of war and ever-deep-

ening enmity. To cap it all, the two sides have waged an all-out

competition in the context of survival of the fittest system—the

South's pluralistic democracy based on a capitalist market econ-

omy versus the North's class dictatorship based on a Commu-
nist planned economy.

As a divided country, Korea is unique as it relates to memo-
ries of the past in that, in a world where a half century of the cold

war confrontation has by and large receded into history in a glo-

bal context, it remains an island of the cold war. In the case of

North Korea, ideology still plays a dominant role as a determi-

nant not only in the shaping of memories but also in their appli-

cation to current issues. This dominance of memory by ideology

makes it inevitable that, more often than not, the two Koreas

wind up with contradictory memories of the same events of the

past.

Given its total isolation from the rest of the world and its

Orwellian control of its population within, North Korea's public

memories are extremely difficult to identify. In North Korea,

most public memories are distorted to the point of sheer fabrica-

tion to serve the political aim of glorifying the late Kim II Sung
and his family while bolstering the North's claim to greater legit-

imacy than the South in presiding over the process of unification.

It is therefore futile to attempt to assess these memories based on

the same paradigm as used in the South. Being in North Korea is

like traveling into a history filled with grossly forged memories,

where the clock obviously stopped ticking sometime in the 1940s

and where the people are still forced to emulate "anti-Japanese
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partisans'' in all their doings day in and day out, be it "work,"
"study/' or "living." It is a country under the spell of Juche,

which, as a pseudo-ideology, is a concoction of many odd bedfel-

lows—communism of a Marxist-Leninist brand, Confucianism,
Christianity, and monarchy.

Juche was originally introduced as a derivative of Stalinist

communism, allegedly developed through a "creative applica-

tion" of Marxist-Leninist communism to North Korea, 17
to serve

primarily as an ideological foundation for a monarchy in the

making characterized by a dynastic political succession for the

transfer of power. Juche today, however, is more a quasi-religious

dogma than a political ideology, bordering on a pseudo-Chris-

tianity complete with a "trinity" of a kind in which Kim II Sung,
Kim Jong II and the Korean Workers' Party loom as "Holy
Father," "Holy Son," and "Holy Spirit." In the wake of Kim II

Sung's demise in July 1994, North Korea was notably busy pro-

moting his image from that of a godly figure into a god. In addi-

tion, after Kim II Sung's death North Korea tried to make use of

"filial piety," a central theme of the Confucian heritage, in ratio-

nalizing the indefinite delay in filling the two top posts in the

North Korean power structure—the office of the president of the

state and that of the general secretary of the Party.

In South Korea, in contrast with the North, memories thrive,

with the memory of the country's division topping the rest to the

point of obsession. According to a public opinion survey con-

ducted in January 1995 by the Joong-Ang Ilbo, a leading daily

newspaper published in Seoul, 24.8 percent of the respondents

cited the Korean War of 1950-1953 as the single event that had

most affected Korea's modern history. Other events in order of

importance were the siege of Kwangju of May 1980 (22.2 per-

cent); 35 years of Japanese colonial occupation (14.5 percent); the

student uprising of April 1960 (11.3 percent); the March 1 inde-

pendence movement of 1919 (10.8 percent); the military coup
d'etat of May 1961 (10.6 percent); and the democracy movement
of 1987 that led to the restoration of a direct vote for presidential

elections (3.8 percent). The survey also cited unifying the coun-

try (31.8 percent) as the issue topping the rest of Korea's public

issues, followed by rich-poor disparity (23 percent); political

democratization (16.1 percent); regional sentiments (13.1 per-

cent); ideological conflicts (7.5 percent); legacies of the Japanese

colonial occupation (5.1 percent); and residues of the "military"

culture (3.3 percent). 18
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Unification—Two Bedfellows with Different Dreams

South Koreans have regarded unification largely as an issue

with two faces, one emotional and the other rational. To many
South Koreans, unification has usually appealed more as an

emotional issue, addressed in the context of a "return to the sta-

tus quo ante that preceded division" and based on the simplis-

tic argument that "since Korea was one before division," it

would take "being one again to be reunified." This was particu-

larly the case with the families of those who fled Communist
North Korea either before or during the Korean War and who
make up about one-fifth of South Korea's total population today.

Reunification pursued within the context of a status quo ante

required a prototype of a reunified Korea to which the two
Koreas could return to be "one again." However, no such proto-

type existed in Korea at the time of division: Korea was divided

in 1945 when it was being liberated from Japanese colonial rule,

and the "last unified independent" Korea to exist before Korea

became a Japanese colony in 1910 was under the Yi dynasty. It is

beyond doubt that neither a colonial Korea nor a monarchical

Korea could qualify as a prototype of a reunified Korea. Without

such a prototype, reunification pursued as an emotional issue in

the context of a status quo ante was bound to come to a dead
end, giving way to unification pursued as a rational issue that

required a "new unification."

When it came to unifying a divided country, the bitter mem-
ory of the Korean War barred the use of force under practically

all circumstances for South Korea. Barring the use of force, the

only other contemporary models for unification were a negoti-

ated marriage of expediency, as happened in Yemen, or the col-

lapse of one side for absorption by the other, as in the case of

Germany. Neither, however, qualified as an ideal model for suc-

cessful Korean unification. On the one hand, Yemeni unification

had backtracked to a renewed military showdown in a matter of

years, ending in a reversed Vietnam-style unification by force.

On the other hand, German unification, often incorrectly referred

to as "unification by absorption," lacked applicability to Korea

because neither of the two Koreas gave any sign either of collaps-

ing or of electing to be "absorbed" by the other any time soon.

Realizing the need for an altogether different route to unifi-

cation, South Korea ultimately came up with a strategy that pur-

sued unification more as a process than as a finished product:

The two Koreas would now accommodate an interim stage of
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accepting each other as sovereign states, institutionalizing a

peaceful coexistence between them through "government-to-
government" negotiations within the framework of a "special

inter-Korean relationship" of a dualistic nature—that is, intnuni

tional between them, while being international in their mutual
relations with other countries, complete with international cross-

recognition of the two Koreas.

Short of political integration, the two Koreas could take
gradual steps to reduce tensions between them, minimize the

inconveniences and suffering of the people on both sides caused
by the prolonged state of national division, and narrow the gap
between the two Korean communities. The "Agreement on Rec-
onciliation, Non-Aggression, Exchange, and Cooperation" (here-

after referred to as the Basic Agreement) that the two Koreas
signed and put into effect in 1992 provided them, in fact, with a

framework for such a "special relationship." 19

In the meantime, North Korea has an entirely different

approach to unification characterized by the concept of "One
Korea." This approach pursued unification as a "revolutionary"

issue, regarding the division of Korea as a case of "half-com-

plete" liberation. North Korea argued that it was "fully liber-

ated" in 1945 but that South Korea's liberation was a "failed"

one, limited to replacing one "colonial master," Japan, with a

new one, the U.S. "imperialists." North Korea's "revolutionary"

approach to unification now had two stages—first, "liberation"

of the South from American "colonial occupation" and, then,

unification achieved in a merger between the "already liberated"

North and the "newly liberated" South. 20

,
For North Korea, "liberation" of South Korea required two

things. One was the overthrow of the South's anti-Communist

system, which it branded a "military fascist dictatorship,"

together with the SouhYs "colonial government of the U.S. impe-

rialists," replacing them with a Communist, or pro-Communist,

regime—a "people's democratic regime." The other was a diplo-

matic campaign to drive a wedge through the security ties that

had existed between the United States and South Korea since the

cessation of the Korean War in 1953. The goal was to replace the

1953 Armistice Agreement with a "peace treaty" concluded bilat-

erally by North Korea with the United States to the exclusion of

South Korea, withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea, and

an end to all types of joint U.S.-South Korea military exercises,

including, but not limited to, the much publicized Team Spirit

Exercise.21
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Nor did liberation of the South as pursued by North Korea

rule out the use of force as its means. Describing "revolutionary

violence" as the "sole means" to bring about a "South Korean

revolution" (North Korean jargon for a Communist takeover of

the South that North Korea regarded as an indispensable interim

goal en route to unification), North Korea ruled out as "fantasy"

both a "parliamentary route" and a "peaceful transition" as

means to the interim goal. 22 To North Korea, "peaceful unifica-

tion" could be attained only after a Communist takeover of the

South by means of "revolutionary violence." Alternatively, unifi-

cation would have to be realized through "non-peaceful" means,

a veiled but unmistakable reference to war.23

According to the Northern unification scheme, the govern-

ment of South Korea, as a "puppet" of a foreign force, had no
role to play in the larger picture of peace and security on the

Korean peninsula. Negotiations could only take place bilaterally

between the United States—the "master" of South Korea—and
North Korea. Nor was the government of South Korea qualified

as North Korea's counterpart in any inter-Korean negotiation. At
best, North Korea would regard the Southern government as one

of the "political parties and social organizations" of the South

merely qualified to be invited to nongovernmental gatherings of

"political and social figures" to discuss unification only on terms

laid down by North Korea. It was no wonder that North Korea

insisted on referring to a projected meeting between Presidents

Kim Young Sam and Kim II Sung in July 1994 as a "meeting at

the highest level of authorities," obstinately refusing to allow it

to be referred to as a "summit meeting."

It is worth remembering that, in an earlier stage of national

division, South Korea, too, advanced a version of the "One
Korea" concept, which was characterized by "unification by
recovery." The concept was based on the UN's recognition in

1948 of the ROK as the "only lawful government" on the Korean
peninsula following North Korea's secession from a unified

Korea by boycotting a UN-mandated all-Korea election; North
Korea, therefore, was lawfully required to be "restored" into the

ROK by means of a UN-supervised election in the North. It was
in line with this concept that, in 1948, South Korea's Constituent

Assembly was organized with 100 seats left vacant pending

"recovery" of North Korea.24

By the 1970s, however, prompted partly by the worldwide

trend leading to an East-West detente and partly by the surging

sense of confidence that resulted from its success in outrunning
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the North in economic development, South Korea began aban-
doning its version of "One Korea." The South's approach to uni-

fication was now replaced by a "Northern policy," which was
fashioned to a great extent on West Germany's Ostpolitik, seek-

ing an acceptance by both Koreas of the reality of "Two Koreas"
pending unification. The current South Korean unification policy

is a manifestation of its new thinking on unification in that it

offers three phased stages: first, reconciliation; second, confeder-

ation; and third, unification.25

Political Democratization—An Unending Ordeal

The findings of the Joong-Ang Ilbo poll in January 1995 were a

grim reminder of the agony to which many South Koreans
thought they had been subjected as the country fought its turbu-

lent way toward democracy. The turbulence had been particu-

larly acute during the months that preceded the advent of the

Fifth Republic in 1980 led by a general-turned-president, Chun
Doo Hwan, as he filled the vacuum created by President Park

Chung Hee's assassination in the preceding year. Next only to

the Korean War, 22.2 percent of the poll's respondents cited the

Kwangju incident of May 1980, together with the military show-

down in December 1979 in which Chun was able to make him-

self the winner, opening the road toward the Kwangju incident,

as one of the top events that had most affected Korea's modern
history. Altogether, almost half of the respondents, 47.9 percent,

cited events associated with past struggles by citizens against

"military dictatorships" as having most influenced the course of

South Korea's modern history.
v

It was notably this negative memory of past "military

regimes" held by many South Koreans that, in fact, lent credence

to the claim of the government of President Kim Young Sam,

coming to power in 1993 without any military background, that

it was the "first fully civilian government" in South Korea since

the military coup d'etat of 1961.26 Basing its actions on this

position, during the first two years of a five-year presidency the

government confined itself largely to measures to correct mis-

deeds of the past regimes rather than addressing future-oriented

issues.

There was no question that regimes preceding President

Kim Young Sam's undoubtedly had achievements of their own
to claim. With President Park Chung Hee leading the pack with

his 18 years in power (1961-1979), joined by Chun Doo Hwan
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(1980-1988) and Roh Tae Woo (1988-1993), the three generals-

turned-president were responsible for South Korea's remarkable

economic progress as well as diplomatic expansion. After years

of an annual average economic growth of 9 percent,27 South

Korea's economy suffered a serious setback in one year, 1980, as

the country weathered the political crisis that followed President

Park's assassination. In that year, South Korea recorded a nega-

tive growth of -3.7 percent.28 But the country showed a strong

economic comeback during the Chun Doo Hwan and Roh Tae

Woo presidencies, with annual average growth rates of 9.7

percent29 and 7.7 percent,30 respectively, not to mention the suc-

cessful hosting of the 1988 Summer Olympics in Seoul.

But the failure of these presidents to allow political democ-
racy and economic justice to play a larger role in national devel-

opment, in addition to the lingering memory of Kwangju in

connection with the process of their almost "coup-styled" rise to

power in 1980, was deeply regretted by the citizens. The fact that

he was himself elected in a direct vote in 1987 notwithstanding,

President Roh obviously concluded in 1990 that, with the specter

of his military associations continuing to haunt him, he did not

have a good chance to be succeeded by someone from his own
party, the Democratic Justice Party (DJP). Consequently, he put

together a three-way merger of political parties: the DJP, the

Reunification and Democratic Party (RDP), and the New Demo-
cratic Republican Party (NDRP). In the subsequent political

drama Roh chose Kim Young Sam, with a record of many years

of antigovernment struggle, as the candidate of the new ruling

party, the Democratic Liberal Party (DLP), to succeed him. 31

The memory of Kwangju, however, refuses to go away even
with Kim Young Sam's election as president. The door is there-

fore left open for his political arch-rival, Kim Dae Joong, to make
one more attempt to gain power in 1997, despite his publicly

declared retirement from active political life in 1991 following his

third unsuccessful bid for the presidency. As a native of Cholla

Province, the hotbed of undying regional sentiments, of which
Kwangju is the provincial capital, Kim Dae Joong remains a sym-
bol of the political culture of "han," a Korean euphemism for an

unfulfilled desire. And it is this that continues to obsess him with

temptations to return to the political ring.

Demographic Changes and Secondhand Memories

In assessing memories in South Korea, it is extremely important

to take into account the sweeping demographic changes that
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have taken place over the last five decades in the makeup of the
population by age. According to Korea's Statistical Yearbook 1994,

of South Korea's total population of 44 million as oi the end of

1993, 33.4 million, or 76.1 percent, were born after 1950, the year
when the Korean War broke out. And 36 million, or 81.6 per-

cent, were born after 1945, the year of national liberation. To put
this the other way around, only 23.9 percent of the total popula-
tion were born before the Korean War and 18.4 percent before
national liberation. These statistics say something quite reveal-

ing. They show that the time has come when most South Kore-
ans have no firsthand memories of many of the major events
that they believe have affected Korea's modern history most. To
take one example, only 11 percent of the Joong-Ang Ilbo poll

respondents said they had firsthand memories of the Korean
War. As a result, the perceptions of most South Koreans today
on many important issues have been formulated based on their

secondhand memories of historical events. For example, 50.1

percent of the Joong-Ang Ilbo poll respondents said that they had
learned of the Korean War in school classes while 15.5 percent

cited their parents or other people of advanced age as sources

of their knowledge about the war.

The sweeping scope of demographic changes notwithstand-

ing, some of these past events, regardless of being remembered
mostly at second hand, simply refuse to recede into history,

retaining a sufficient sense of real-time urgency to influence the

shaping of many current issues and public responses to them.

The events that took place during Japanese colonial rule remain

one such example. To go back to the Joong-Ang Ilbo poll, a stag-

gering 79.3 percent of the respondents said that, in their view,

"liquidation of the legacies of Japanese colonial rule" remained

"incomplete." As a symbolic gesture to "purge the national

psyche of memories of Japanese occupation," President Kim
Young Sam, always sensitive to his popularity, reacted to this

public mood with his decision to tear down a building in Seoul

put up by the Japanese in 1926 to house their colonial govern-

ment.32

It is doubtful, however, if the purge will become complete

with the removal of the old colonial government house, particu-

larly at a time when there is a mounting need for improved

regional cooperation between Korea and Japan. Post-liberation

Koreans refuse to "forget" their secondhand memories of many
past Japanese cruelties, which included, among other things,

attempts to eradicate Korea's own culture and language, com-

pulsory assumption of "Japanized" names, forced mobilization
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of millions of Korean youths into battlefields as well as danger-

ous work sites, ,\nd violent suppression of the Korean people's

strenuous struggle for independence, sometimes with extreme

brutality. The cases of the 'comfort women" and distorted text-

hooks are other reminders of these undying memories.

In 1%5, South Korea and Japan normalized their diplomatic

ties, with Japan offering South Korea a financial package of $300

million in grants and $300 million in commercial loans in "com-

pensation" for the 35 years of colonial rule. And, in recent years,

two Japanese emperors, in addition to several Japanese prime

ministers, have taken advantage of visits to Japan by three suc-

cessive South Korean presidents—Chun Doo Hwan, Roh Tae

Woo, and Kim Young Sam—to express "regret" (Hirohito, 1984),

"remorse" (Hirohito, 1990), and "repentance" (Akihito, 1994),

respectively, for past Japanese misdeeds.33 According, however,

to a public opinion survey conducted in 1994 by a publishing

house in Seoul of young people between the ages of 15 and 19,

although 61.3 percent of the respondents said that they now had
"things to learn" from Japan, 13.3 percent replied that Japan still

"owed Korea a deeper apology."34 In the normalization talks

between North Korea and Japan, North Korea is reported as

asking that Japan compensate it not only for the colonial days

but also for the "losses" that Japan allegedly inflicted on North
Korea by remaining "unfriendly" during the five decades

following the end of World War II in 1945.

A Century of U.S.-Korea Ties—A Matter of Trust

The relationship between the United States and Korea is no
exception in being haunted by its own past. Many South, if not

North, Koreans old enough to remember the troubled years that

immediately followed national liberation in 1945 still have a

fond recollection of a four-line rhyme that circulated exten-

sively by word of mouth as the country was being divided.

When translated literally into English, the rhyme reads as

follows

:

35

Do not trust Americans,

Do not let Russians deceive you,

Japanese will rise again,

Koreans, watch your steps.

Interestingly, the rhyme did not mention China. But when
viewed against the far-reaching changes that have taken place in
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Korea's relations with the United States, Russia, and Japan in the

decades since then, the rhyme could not possibly have been
more prophetic.

Korea's relationship with the United States is a case in point.

Few Americans realize that Korea's security ties with their coun-
try began, in a way, in the late nineteenth century, when Korea
was engulfed in saber rattling by powers, led by Imperial Japan,
that were vying for supremacy over it. In 1883, King Kojong, the

Yi dynasty's penultimate king, personally asked the United
States to provide his country with "American military advisers"

as a means to ensure its security. Thanks, to a large extent, to the

way early American missionaries had explained America as a

nation to him, King Kojong believed that the United States was
the only country in the world that did not harbor any colonial

ambitions.36

It took six years for a reluctant United States to respond to

King Kojong' s request. In 1889, four civilian "military instruc-

tors" were sent to Korea, headed by Maj. William McEntyre Dye
(Ret.), a brevet brigadier general during the Civil War as Gen.

Philip Sheridan's West Point classmate, to train King Kojong'

s

palace guards. Upon arrival in Korea, Dye was appointed by
King Kojong as one of his "vice defense ministers." In 1895, Dye
was an eyewitness to Queen Min's murder in her palace quarters

by armed Japanese bandits supported by the Japanese army
mobilized by Goro Miura, chief Japanese legate to Korea at the

time. Dye was instrumental in foiling the Japanese plot to dis-

guise the killing of King Kojong's queen as an act perpetrated by
disgruntled Korean soldiers.

37

From the beginning, however, it was not the official U.S.

position to ensure Korea's security against Japan. The U.S. posi-

tion was rather one of taking sides with Japan in most cases. In

1905, the United States and Japan produced a secret "Taft-Kat-

sura Memo" that endorsed Japan's exclusive interests in Korea,38

an advance blessing for Japan's annexation of Korea five years

thereafter. In March 1919, the Korean people staged a nationwide

peaceful demonstration declaring Korea independent, now
remembered by Koreans as the "Samil (March 1) Independence

Movement." The main impetus behind the demonstration was

the principle of "self-determination" proclaimed by U.S. presi-

dent Woodrow Wilson in his Fourteen Points,39 and the demon-

strators were not without hope that, as the author of the

principle, the United States would support them. The United

States, however, turned its back on the Korean independence
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struggle/ continuing to turn a deaf ear to Korea's provisional

government operating in China and its diplomatic campaign to

win U.S. recognition and support as Korea's "government-in-

exile."
40

Toward the end of World War II, a series of Allied summit
talks were held in Cairo,41 Tehran,42 Yalta,43 and Potsdam44

to dis-

cuss the war's aftermath, including the fate of Korea as it was
being liberated from the Japanese colonial occupation. Surpris-

ingly, it was Joseph Stalin of the Soviet Union who, in the course

of these summits, championed the idea that Korea would be

granted immediate independence upon liberation. In contrast,

U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt, citing U.S. experience in

the Philippines, argued that Korea needed "at least forty years of

international trusteeship" before becoming independent. It was
an irony that, in Korea's early years as a divided nation, public

perception in Korea reversed these positions, holding the Soviet

Union responsible for the idea of trusteeship, while the United

States was mistakenly painted as the advocate of outright inde-

pendence.

In the years that preceded the outbreak of the Korean War,
the United States withdrew its troops from South Korea not only

prematurely but also without making any provision to fill the

vacuum created by the withdrawal.45 With North Korea gearing

up at full steam for invasion, South Korea's repeated requests to

the United States for modest military assistance continued to fall

on deaf ears and were roundly derided as a case of "crying

wolf."46 In January 1950, Dean Acheson, the U.S. secretary of

state, literally gave North Korea carte blanche for invasion by
excluding South Korea from the U.S. line of defense in Northeast

Asia.47

North Korea invaded the South, unprovoked, five months
later. President Harry Truman promptly took military as well as

diplomatic steps to repel the aggression,48 which led to the estab-

lishment of a United Nations Command (UNO to coordinate

overall operational control over the troops of the 16 Korean War
allies plus South Korea.49 But in July 1953, under pressure from

the United States, the UNC concluded, in the face of South

Korea's opposition, an armistice agreement with the North

Korean and Chinese armies.50 Two years thereafter, Adm. C.

Turner Joy (Ret.), the UNC's principal negotiator on the armistice

agreement as its chief delegate to the truce talks in Panmunjom,
gave a post mortem of his own in a memoir when he wrote that

there "should not have been a Korean armistice such as was
accepted." 51
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Outlook on the Future—A New Question of
"Identification Friend or Foe"?

Now that the negotiation between the United States and North
Korea has entered yet another critical phase in the implementa-
tion of the Agreed Framework—the deal that the United States

cut with North Korea in Geneva in October 1994 on ways to

resolve the North Korean nuclear issue—the relationship

between the United States and South Korea is again being pro-

jected against memories of the past. It is the memory of past

U.S. involvement that continues to haunt many South Koreans

as they watch to see how the United States will remain involved

in Korea. They are mindful that there were moments in the past

when they saw the United States either playing into the hands
of their adversaries by accepting "half-baked" settlements of

outstanding issues for the sake of consummating a negotiation

or blatantly taking sides with their adversaries in the name of

larger issues with perceived global or regional implications.

It is questionable whether the current rounds of bilateral

negotiation between the United States and North Korea over the

North Korean nuclear issue will develop into a major turning

point in relations not only between the two Koreas but also

among other regional powers in the area. Assuming that the

Agreed Framework is honored, it is the stated U.S. goal to "bring

North Korea into a relationship with the rest of the world where

we can feel safe, secure, and not constantly threatened," with the

hope that "North and South Korea can finally work out a peace-

ful relationship with each other so they do not remain a threat

any longer."52

It is indeed a hope shared by its proponents that the Agreed

Framework will serve as a "structure for a productive U.S.-North

Korea relationship" leading to a "lessening of tension on the

peninsula" and "better relations between the North and the

South," 53 while bringing North Korea out of its "permanent iso-

lation" into a "relationship with the rest of the world."54 There

are even hopes that, given time, the Agreed Framework might

lead North Korea on a path toward "opening," hopefully in the

Chinese style, followed by "mellowing." These hopes are alleg-

edly based on the assessment that North Korea's "opening" was

a decision made personally by Kim II Sung shortly prior to his

own demise and willed to his dynastic successor, Kim Jong II.

It remains dubious, however, whether such an assessment is

supported by facts. Kim Jong II was heard on numerous occa-

sions in recent years speaking to the contrary as he emerged as
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heir to his father. Both prior to, and after, his father's death, Kim

[one II was on record as emphasizing his inflexible defense of his

father's legacies and attributing the collapse of communism in

the former Communist countries of the world to the fatal mis-

Likes that communists of those countries had made in "making

concessions on, and retreating from, socialist principles, yield-

ing to pressures from imperialists/,55

It is still open to question whether the aim of North Korean

negotiators, when they cut the deal with the United States in

Geneva in October 1994, was really to resolve the North Korean

nuclear issue or even to use the deal as a tool to open North

Korea's door and improve its ties with its brethren in the South.

Although normalizing ties with the United States was clearly at

the top of the Northern agenda as it used its nuclear card for

leverage in the negotiation, North Korea could have been pursu-

ing normalization with the United States more as a smoke screen

for the opportunity to drive a wedge through the traditional

U.S.-South Korea security ties.

Ultimately, North Korea is clearly committed to a campaign
to take advantage of the current round of negotiation with the

United States to twist the trilateral relationship among Washing-
ton, Seoul, and Pyongyang. Traditionally, this relationship has

been characterized by a security alliance between Washington
and Seoul against Pyongyang. Now North Korea hopes to force

Washington to perform a balancing act between Seoul and
Pyongyang. Once again, it may end as a question of identifying

friend or foe.
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The Inheritance of War: Japan's

Domestic Politics and International

Ambitions

William Lee Howell

The struggle of man against power is the

struggle of memory against forgetting.

—Milan Kundera,

The Book of Laughter and Forgetting

In June 1995, close to 60 students were arrested in Seoul, South

Korea, for attacking a Japanese cultural center with Molotov
cocktails, and hundreds more took to the streets in protest. The
incident was triggered by a statement by Michio Watanabe, a

former Japanese foreign minister and Liberal Democratic Party

(LDP) faction head. Before constituents in Utsunomiya,

Watanabe not only characterized Japan's 36-year occupation of

Korea as valid under international law, but also argued that it

should not have been labeled as colonialism. Watanabe went on
to say that the 1910 treaty that permitted the Japanese annex-

ation of Korea was signed "amicably/
7

which, based on his inter-

pretation, implied that Japanese rule was by invitation and not

through aggression. 1 Amid the uproar in South Korea, Prime
Minister Lee Hong-koo reacted by calling the statements

"beyond common sense and [causing] considerable problems in

building up future-oriented ties between Korea and Japan."
2

International fallout from a seemingly innocuous small-town

political speech would, in the West, be dismissed as an unantici-

pated side effect of the modern media age. In the case of Japan,

however, this recent incident is indicative of a continued, and
profound, political debate over that country's history. The year

1995, the 50th anniversary of the end of World War II in the

Pacific, became the Janus of Japanese politics and foreign policy. 3

The Apology Issue

Japan's past military activities in Asia continue to shape the

national, regional, and global perception of the country's role in

82
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maintaining peace and security. 4 Yet the recent debate over
Japanese history has been confined within narrow domestic
political parameters while the debate over Japan's future inter-

national role has been shaped by broader assumptions about
the post-cold war environment in Asia/1 Although in June 1

CW
a final draft of a resolution condemning World War Q-related
aggression and pledging to "never again" repeat such acts

eventually reached the Diet and was approved/ 1 the prolonged
debate within the ruling coalition served only to increase the

political marginalization of a Socialist prime minister, Tomiichi
Murayama. 7 Days before adopting the proposed resolution,

Murayama was reported to have threatened—to deaf ears

—

to break up the coalition government if LDP conservatives

persisted in holding up the resolution. 8 Protests from the right

continued unabated. Speculation was high that the coalition's

self-imposed legislative deadline, initially set for June 18, when
the Diet adjourned, would be moved closer to August 15, a date

that marked the anniversary of the end of the Pacific War and
also happened to fall after the July 23 elections of half the

members of the Upper House of the Diet. In the end, the

approved resolution was viewed as "more a triumph of care-

fully crafted ambiguity than a sincere apology, and unlikely to

reassure Japan's Asian neighbors." 9

The 1995 debate over Japan's war guilt did not resemble the

"Schlussstrich" debate that is still taking place in Germany. 10

Instead, it was depicted as a clever political ploy—a tool by
which some in the LDP sought the removal of the Socialists

from government leadership. How the process of collective self-

examination was dragged into a domestic political controversy

is best explained by the analysis of both a post-World War II

Japanese political environment devoid of ideology and a

national sentiment marked by victimization through and after

the war.

In early January 1996, however, the instinct for political self-

preservation prevailed. Faced with a worsening financial crisis

involving jusen lenders and increasing criticism from the public

and opposition parties, Murayama stepped down and the presi-

dent of the LDP, Ryutaro Hashimoto, became the new head of

government. Yet no new elections preceded this transfer of lead-

ership—the Socialists remain in the current coalition. Asia would

once again have to contemplate the ephemeral nature of Japan's

apology.
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Political Change

In 1993, the formation of a non-Liberal Democratic Party gov-

ernment in the wake of the collapse of the Kiichi Miyazawa
government was seen by most observers of Japanese politics as

an epochal event. Although the LDP took heavy losses in the

general elections following the breakup of the Miyazawa gov-

ernment, the net effect was that conservatives gained seats at

the expense of the Socialists. With two conservative parties now
forming the largest political blocs, Japan's politics, already

crowded at its center, saw the fabric of its ideology begin to

fade. The decline in political ideology accelerated with the for-

mation of the Murayama government in July 1994. The current

coalition government, formed by traditional Socialists and con-

servative Liberal Democrats, was viewed as both incredible and
untenable. Yet despite persistent rumors of its imminent
demise, the Murayama government remained for more than a

year, in large part because historically divisive issues—such as

defense and international affairs—were resolved by the Social-

ist leadership's willingness to divorce themselves ideologically

from important policy positions of the past (for example, by
accepting the constitutionality of the Self-Defense Forces and by
abandoning their opposition to the dispatch of unarmed Self-

Defense Forces personnel to United Nations [UN] peacekeeping

missions).

Despite both the resolution over an interpretation of a long-

standing political-military issue and the perception that self-

interest would gloss over most political differences, the settle-

ment of a key Socialist demand for entering into a coalition—the

passage of a Diet resolution formally apologizing for Japanese

actions during World War II—remained a source of bitter dispute

among coalition members. However ironic, it was Japan's past,

and not a vision of its future, that severely strained intragovern-

ment relations. The willingness of Japanese politicians to forsake

ideological differences and instead harangue one another over

historical interpretation reflects the importance of understanding

the political culture of memory in modern Japan.

On May 4, 1995, prior to this much-contested Diet resolution,

Tomiichi Murayama, then the Japanese prime minister, traveled

to the Marco Polo Bridge on the outskirts of Beijing. After visit-

ing the site, which precipitated the Japanese invasion of China in

1937, Murayama stated, "I recognize anew that Japan's actions at

one time in our past history, including aggression and colonial
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rule, caused unbearable suffering and sorrow for many people in

your country and other Asian neighbors." 1

' This near-apology
did not satisfy the Chinese or lessen regional sensitivity toward
Japan's past behavior. From both the regional ,md Western per-

spectives, the continued sputtering progression toward an "offi-

cial" apology did not pay any real dividends in terms of Japan's
intraregional and international relations. In fact, it has merely
heightened cynicism about Japan's sincerity. Moreover, from a

domestic political perspective, the motives behind the "apology"
posturing have been attributed to both the constituent politics

that influences the right, that is, pressure from veteran and fam-

ily groups affected by the war, and the continued renunciation,

by the left and pacifists, of Japanese militarism. 12 For many in

both quarters, Murayama's apology proved an embarrassment
when China resumed its nuclear weapons testing less than a fort-

night after his state visit. From an Asian perspective, the timing

of the nuclear tests was a severe 'loss of face" for Japan.

Indeed, the irony became richer as Japan's conservatives,

while advocating both the removal of the "enemies" language in

the UN Charter and the pursuit of a permanent seat for Japan on

the UN Security Council (UNSC), strongly resisted any Socialist

initiative that might have contributed to improving the likeli-

hood of success for either initiative. Clearly, more complex stra-

tegic and legal issues remain as larger obstacles to these goals.

Nevertheless, such an obvious disconnect in policy approaches

forces observers from outside the region to ask whether Japan's

political leadership "has indeed seen the trees but not the forest."

Or, more to the point, does Japan understand the intrinsic value

of showing remorse as opposed to allowing the perception that it

is simply ashamed of past acts? Or are current frustrations, both

inside and outside Japan, simply reflecting the difficulty in advo-

cating greater individual moral responsibility in a part of the

world that is still attached to notions of collective accountability?

Japan and Its Past Role in Asia

Understanding the Japanese aversion toward an outright apol-

ogy requires examining the Japanese "standard for civilization"

during the war years. 13 The Japanese perception of what consti-

tutes civilized and uncivilized behavior in international rela-

tions has evolved significantly in this century. Today, Japan's

acute sense of national inferiority has resulted in awkward

attempts at introspection that in turn have been perceived in the
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region as simply a form of narcissism. 14 In fact, the Japanese

public's perception of how the rest of Asia feels about Japan

Joes not reflect the reality in the region. A July 1994 Asahi Shim-

bun poll revealed that

• one-third of Japanese felt Japan had earned the trust of

their Asian neighbors, while 53 percent said it had not;

and
• 72 percent felt that Japan had done too little to compensate

Asia for wartime suffering. 15

Yet a May 1995 Yomiuri Shimbun poll of six Asian countries

(Malaysia, Thailand, Indonesia, Vietnam, China, and South

Korea) reflected favorable feelings in the region toward Japa-

nese investment, and many Asians thought relations with Japan
would improve over time; with the exceptions of China and
South Korea, the rest of the countries saw Japan as the single

most important country in the world. 16 Such results may seem
encouraging to those who are opposed to any apology and who
continue to rationalize Japanese actions in Asia up until the U.S.

decision to drop two atomic bombs. For some Japanese, and a

vocal minority in the West, the use of atomic weapons by the

United States redefined the notion of war-related guilt. Japan's

memory of the war vis-a-vis the atomic bomb, however, does not

carry any real credibility with its Northeast Asian neighbors. But

it is clear to most Japanese that a different standard for analysis

should be applied to different periods in Japanese history. In a

country where calendars are based on the emperor's reign, it is

important to make the fundamental distinction that "the Chinese

live in the realm of space, the Japanese in time." 17

The Meiji Experience and Japanese Sentiment

When a prominent political leader such as the current prime

minister, Ryutaro Hashimoto, has expressed "doubts" about

whether World War II was a Japanese war of aggression, as he

did before the Diet in October 1994 when he was the head of the

Ministry of International Trade and Industry, and yet concedes,

in the same speech, not only that there were clear cases of

aggression but that the occupation of Korea was, in fact, colo-

nialism, the true meaning in his statement becomes lost in its

absurd context; Japan was indeed both aggressive and imperial

but should not be made a scapegoat for following the interna-
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tional norms of that period. This line of reasoning explains, in

part, Japan's current policy in its current bilateral row with
South Korea over the Liancourt Rocks (Tok-Do islands in

Korean and Takeshima in Japanese). Japan seized the islands
during the 1904-1905 Russo-Japan War; it bases sovereignty on
a related 1905 treaty. South Korea, which reclaimed the rocks
immediately following the country's liberation from Japan in

1945, has maintained a small coast guard contingent on the

islands since the 1950s. The issue emerged during a sensitive

period in South Korean domestic politics, which, predictably,

led to populist and bellicose rhetoric from the leadership in

Seoul. The roots of Hashimoto's interpretation not only lie in

his domestic political base, but reach back to the Meiji era of

Japanese history. 18

Despite Japan's initial success in pursuing diplomatic means
to put an end to its "unequal treaties," the continued reliance on
the threat, and use, of force by the tripartite powers in the late

nineteenth century convinced the Japanese that diplomacy
served only to veil militaristic intentions. The tripartite interven-

tion of France, Russia, and Germany in the Sino-Japanese War of

1894-1895 (a war that resulted in the Japanese conquest of Korea,

Taiwan, and the city of Port Arthur in China) demonstrated that

military force was the true equalizer in international relations;

"might makes right" had once again been demonstrated to be a

truism. 19 This realization served to justify Japan's vigor in pursu-

ing colonial expansion and its later attempts to generate empa-
thy among Western colonial powers for its new cause. But it was
this type of moral relativism (although Japan would argue this

point in geostrategic terms) that failed to redress the grievances

of Japan's oppressed Asian neighbors and that continued to

offend modern notions of international civility held by the global

community. In his chapter entitled, "No Sense of an Absolute

Good," the Japanese writer Taichi Sakaiya explains:

Because of their habit of believing in multiple religions at

once, Japanese do not have one absolute set of divine teach-

ings or an unchanging set of commandments. They must

rely on "everyone's opinion." In other words, the majority

view of the people gathered at the particular time and place

is the correct opinion."20

If "everyone's opinion" is extended externally so as to apply

to Japan's actions at the dawn of twentieth-century imperial-
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ism—and if "everyone" is taken to mean those nations actively

maintaining the global balance of power during that period

—

then Japan's belated attempt at Asian colonialism is closer to

approaching a kind of historical justification. As applied to cur-

rent circumstances, however, Sakaiya's observation would imply

that "internal" opinion (that held by the Japanese community)

,\nd not "external" opinion (that held by the international com-
munity) is the correct opinion for determining Japan's moral cul-

pability over its World War II actions. Indeed, as reported in the

Economist, more than 5 million people and a quarter of the mem-
bers of the Diet signed a petition blocking the apology resolution

in August 1995.21 The result, therefore, is that Japan continues to

ask the world to accept the unacceptable—that there are separate

ethical standards that apply to the origin and to the end of the

Pacific War. Yet if Sakaiya's sister premise with regard to Japan's

morality
—

"since Japanese feel only a relativistic sense of values,

they can rapidly change their ethical views in a short period of

time"—is also correct,22 then how can it be that a prime minister

can apologize but the nation as a whole will not follow his lead?

Moreover, how does one explain the fact that, as early as May
1995, 61 percent of Japanese felt that "Japan hasn't done enough
to take responsibility for its role in World War II"?

23
Is it that the

body politic is somehow not in tune with the national psyche of

Japan?

Second, beyond their newfound awareness of the hypocriti-

cal nature of international relations, the Japanese openly

resented Western prejudice based on ethnicity.
24 The perception

that Japan was treated differently because of its ethnicity further

fueled an inclination toward "heroic anarchy" that had as its

basis a complex notion of national honor. Although Japan would
later come to share a similar ethnicity-based bias about other

Asian cultures, a sense of honor came to symbolize Japan's dis-

tinctiveness from the countries of both Asia and the West. It

would also serve to justify many of the cruelties the Japanese

inflicted upon the citizens, particularly prisoners of war, of vari-

ous countries.25

The perception that it was being held to a different "standard

of civilization" from Western colonial powers, and the suspicion

that much of this was based on race, intensified Japan's "victim

mentality," or higaisha ishiki (sense of being a victim), which has

been described to this day as "an extremely important underly-

ing component of the Japanese mentality . . . which does not refer
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to a temporary sense of grievance but to the sense that one's own
social position is itself that of a victim." 2 '1

It will be interesting to

see whether the issue of "comfort women" (discussed below)
will eventually challenge Japanese notions about honor <md vic-

timization. This sense of being a victim may account for fapan's
heightened sensitivity toward its own recent history. It fails,

however, to account for Japan's own insensitivity toward its

Asian neighbors. Although homogeneity and familism instilled a

sense of national pride in many Japanese, these same qualities

also made them less empathetic with the outside world. This
also explains in part why Japan remained oblivious to, or will-

fully disregarded, foreign reaction to the domestic political

debate over its history. As a European scholar succinctly put it,

a more negative derivative of the all-embracing national Jap-
anese particularism that is constantly nurtured by a great

deal of internal sensitivity—that is, sensitivity vis-a-vis fel-

low Japanese—is a corresponding lack of sensitivity toward
outsiders. . . . Japan's national particularism has resulted in

a greater degree of self-centeredness than one would find

elsewhere.27

An example of this particularism was the November 1994

apology made by the Foreign Ministry to the Japanese people for

the Japanese embassy's bungled delivery of a diplomatic warn-

ing to the United States during the Pearl Harbor attack. The fail-

ure to give clear warning of Japan's intention to declare war
permitted, from the viewpoint of the Foreign Ministry, the

United States to announce that Pearl Harbor was a "sneak

attack." Such an apology seems to turn the Western notion of

guilt on its head, but as one of Japan's leading psychiatrists has

noted, "what is characteristic about the Japanese sense of guilt,

though, is that it shows itself most sharply when the individual

suspects that his action will result in betraying the group to

which he belongs." 28

Yet for Japan, questions of guilt and notions of higaisha ishiki

apply only tangentially with regard to the history of the Pacific

War. Instead, guilt and victimization have become the themes

that most Japanese feel comfortable with when examined in the

context of two momentous events—the dropping of atomic

bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
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The Atomic Bomb as a Political Symbol

From 1 Eiroshima and Nagasaki onward, Japan's collective mem-
ory begins to show some confusion over the moral dimensions

of World War II. The difficult issues surrounding the end to the

Pacific War were further complicated by the start of the cold
29war.

It is unfair, however, to interpret Japanese efforts in 1995 to

commemorate the two nuclear bombings as an attempt to white-

wash Japan's wartime past. It would be just as unfair to con-

demn those Japanese who visit the Yasukuni shrine to pray for

the souls of Japan's war dead. Pilgrimages to the three sites per-

mit the Japanese to reflect on the sorrow and human loss associ-

ated with modern warfare. Hiroshima and Nagasaki, however,

are the most poignant of such undertakings, because they force

the onlooker to recall the suffering of innocent civilians and to

recognize the actual horrors of the atomic age. In the case of the

Yasukuni shrine, it is understandable for families to continue to

mourn the loss of fallen Japanese soldiers and pray for their

souls, but the collective memory of Asia still burns with images

of Japan's military actions. Mourning, much like memory, has an

unavoidable political dimension—the Association of Bereaved

Families understands this all too well. In an age when Asian

nations still expect political acts of contrition—going beyond
reparations—from its past aggressor, Japan will continue to find

it difficult to mourn in peace.

With regard to Hiroshima and Nagasaki, annual observances

in both cities have become political symbols. Yet in Asia in

general, there is very little debate over the appropriateness of

harnessing the global nonproliferation agenda to the tragedy

associated with the two cities. Is this, therefore, a tacit acceptance

of these symbols by the rest of Asia? Despite recent develop-

ments in North Korea, the successful conclusion of the

conference on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and the

announcement of a Southeast Asia nuclear-free-zone agreement

have reduced somewhat the likelihood that an Asian nuclear

arms race will begin soon. Yet attributing these developments

directly to lessons learned from the horror of Hiroshima and

Nagasaki would be, at a minimum, naive. For the rest of Asia, the

atomic bomb was the deus ex machina that changed the course of

history for the entire region, and it did so for the better. Japan,

moreover, by refusing to express contrition for its past behavior,

elicits very little sympathy for its own suffering. Japan's failure at
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contrition has unfortunately diminished its moral standing vis £

vis the nuclear issue in the rest of Asia. Ironically, given the level

of suspicion in Asia about Japan's military intentions, [apan
could in fact find itself acting as the catalyst for a regional arms
race. A greatly expanded regional security role for japan's Selt-

Defense Forces or the repeal of article c
) of the Japanese constitu-

tion may increase tensions throughout Asia. Therefore, when
considering Japan's security objectives—regional peace and
security for the coming century—its current reluctance to apolo-
gize for its wartime aggression can only be described as either

counterintuitive or shortsighted.

Hiroshima and Nagasaki will always maintain their allegori-

cal value, but it is the domestic political dynamic that has appro-
priated the memory of the atomic bomb. As Geoffrey White has
accurately observed, "whereas the atomic bombings of

Hiroshima and Nagasaki are critical international events, partic-

ularly in regard to U.S.-Japan relations, debates about how to

remember them have been almost entirely a national affair.'
730 As

evidenced by the controversy surrounding the Enola Gay exhibit

at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C., the United

States too, was not immune to a domestic political maelstrom. 31

The Smithsonian controversy is best summed up by a question

posed by White: "How could an intensely international story

—

the sacrifices of America's veterans and the suffering of Japan's

atomic bomb victims—be represented in an intensely national

site?"
32 The heated Smithsonian debate and subsequent articles

in American journals questioning the use of the atomic bomb
have served to confirm the Japanese public's steadfast belief that

the moral aspects of the Pacific War were not as black and white

as the West has led the world to believe.

In Japan, the manipulation of the memory of the bomb by
domestic political actors has been much more oblique. On July

23, 1995, Japan's much-anticipated elections for the Upper House
of the Diet were finally held. As expected, the Socialists suffered

the greatest decline, and despite repeated calls for a general elec-

tion, the Murayama coalition government was able to stay in

power. Although voter turnout was an anemic 44 percent, the

results of the July election were seen as critical to forecasting the

possible outcome in the more significant Lower House elections.

The next Lower House elections, mandated to occur no later

than 1997, would be the first general election held under Japan's

new electoral reform laws—the single-seat electoral district

being their key feature.
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I he days leading up to the Upper House elections were

understandably tense for the political world. The election of two
ex-comedians as governors of Tokyo and Osaka on April 9, 1995,

was acknowledged as proof of an ever-increasing public frustra-

tion with the political status quo. Both candidates were indepen-

dents, and neither mounted a traditional campaign. At the time,

the governorships appeared to be a lock for opposition party

candidates. When the main opposition party, the Shinshin-to, or

New Frontier Party, could not clearly separate its policy platform

from the current left-right coalition government, voter interest

shifted toward personality (i.e., individual candidates) and away
from party lines. Governors Yukio Aoshima and Isamu Yamada
became the first wave of Japan's new "politics of personality."

Having missed a golden opportunity, the New Frontier

Party understood the necessity of creating a greater cleavage

between itself and the coalition government before the July

Upper House elections. In reality, the party, composed mostly of

former LDP members, would be pressed to find itself differing

from its LDP counterparts on that many issues. In the 50th anni-

versary year of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, however, Japan's politicos would receive a much-
needed boost from the most unexpected of sources—France.

On June 16, 1995, the newly elected French president,

Jacques Chirac, announced France's intention to resume nuclear

testing at the Muroroa atoll in the South Pacific. Protests erupted

worldwide, particularly in Australia and New Zealand. Japan,

on the other hand, was reserved in its response. In the weeks
leading up to the July elections, however, the Japanese press

began to run articles critical of Japan's weak response to French

nuclear testing.33 On July 14, Toshifi Kaifu, the former LDP
prime minister and current New Frontier Party leader, called for

a Japanese boycott of French goods. By July 18, five days before

the election, the LDP-Socialist coalition leadership had agreed to

seek a Diet resolution protesting France's decision. 34 On July 20,

Prime Minister Murayama announced that Japan would ask the

UN to adopt a resolution condemning all nuclear testing and
had his chief cabinet secretary deliver a stronger protest to the

French ambassador. 35 Not to be outdone, Masayoshi Takemura,

then finance minister and leader of the Sakigake (Harbinger)

Party, became the most vocal member of the cabinet in support

of a boycott of French goods. Surprisingly, the boycott was
picked up by some retailers and consumer groups, and the effect

on overall trade was greater than expected.
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To imply that Japan's recent exhortations about French
nuclear testing was pure politics might appear excessively cyni-

cal; but the timing of the protest, or rather the convergence of

various historical events, proves otherwise. Within a three-

week span, between late July and early August, fapan experi-

enced a major election campaign and observed the anniversaries

of the more significant events in its modern history. France, as a

non-Asian nation, definitely invited Asia's enmity by announc-
ing, in the same year as the 50th anniversaries of Hiroshima ^nd
Nagasaki, its intention to conduct nuclear tests outside its own
borders. Compared to Japan's lower-profile response to a May
1995 decision by the People's Republic of China to resume
nuclear testing, the Japanese reaction to French testing appears,

from an outside perspective, overdone and marked by politics.

France stopped its testing at the end of 1995 and has declared its

intention to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in

1996. The official Chinese response to Japan's decision to freeze a

portion of its foreign aid was nothing short of indignant. China,

on the other hand, appears likely to continue its nuclear tests in

1996 and has been cryptic about its intention to sign on to the

CTBT. In all likelihood, Japan's political leaders will face popular

pressure to confront China on this issue further. Once again,

Japan's political leadership has demonstrated a remarkable

inability to utilize the symbols of its past constructively for the

legitimate goals of the present.

The Political Necessity for Reconciling Japan's Past Behavior

The 1995 Diet resolution expressing remorse over Japan's

Pacific War activities may partially assuage Asian resentment

toward Japan's interpretation of its history, but the public and

intense nature of the political debate has diluted any perception

that Japan was sincere. Moreover, the history book is not yet

closed for Japan—there are still other sensitive war-related

issues that require attention.

In November 1994, the International Commission of Jurists

insisted in a report that Japan had a legal, and moral, duty to

compensate the "comfort women" of Asia.36 An announcement

by the Murayama government that it would fund $1 billion in

exchange programs and "vocational training" was labeled insuf-

ficient. Japan's own special commission was criticized for gov-

ernmental inaction on the issue. This case is significant because it

involves the testimony of survivors who suffered from Japanese
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acts thai are beyond any political or moral justification. Just

prior to the July Upper House elections, then-Prime Minister

Murayama issued a public and formal apology to all those who
suffered as comfort women at the hands of the Imperial Army.

He also announced the formation of a private foundation that

would collect funds to compensate the roughly 1,000 survivors.

Although Murayama was often criticized as lacking vision and

as only the nominal head of state, it is all the more disappointing

that the very politicians who offered themselves as a better alter-

native could never have made such an announcement.

In February 1996, a UN human rights lawyer urged in a

report that Japan should accept full legal responsibility and
make financial restitution for the abuse of Asian women by the

Imperial Army during the World War II. The report was the first

major condemnation by the UN in half a century. Prime Minister

Hashimoto and other officials reacted quickly to the report by
stating their intent to refute the charges and to refuse further

compensation.

August 1 5—The End of Memory

On August 15, 1995, Kim Young Sam, the president of South

Korea, presided over a crowd of roughly 50,000 cheering people

in Seoul as a wrecking crew began to tear down the immense
South Korean National Museum, built originally to headquarter

the Japanese Imperial Army and colonial government. The pop-

ular decision to tear down the building had been made two
years earlier by the newly elected president. Despite the fact

that there is no replacement site ready to house the National

Museum's wares, the decision to destroy the building had
strong public support. On the 50th anniversary of the end of the

Pacific War, South Korea chose to erase its past. The destruction

of the building has become yet another intersection between

politics and memory in Northeast Asia.

In Japan, on the same day, Prime Minister Murayama went

beyond the language of the earlier Diet resolution and gave a

direct apology to those countries that suffered Japanese wartime

aggression:

So that we do not go wrong in the future, I humbly acknowl-

edge this undeniable fact of history. Once again, I express

my deep remorse and heartfelt apologies.37
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Given that Murayama has had strong pacifist beliefs for

some time and that the majority of the public advocated a more
forceful apology, his statement was nothing less than sincere and
certainly most appropriate for this particular occasion. 1 lis state-

ment is, however, associated with an unfortunate contradiction.

Many Asians, having previously witnessed the incredible rancor
in the Diet over the apology resolution, believe Murayama's
apology reflects only the emotions of a private individual and
does not represent the national sentiment. There comes a point,

however, when one wonders if certain nations would simply
prefer conversion over contrition. 38 In October 1995, South
Korean politicians voiced strong protest against Prime Minister

Murayama's remark before the Japanese Diet that the 1910
Annexation Treaty was, under international law and the prac-

tices of that period, a legally valid treaty. This uproar in Korea
came despite the fact that Murayama had offered the first clear

apology for Japan's colonization of Korea in his official statement

of August 15, 1995, during the commemoration of the 50th anni-

versary of the end of the Pacific War.

Memory and Its Political Future

Japanese politicians, in setting the course for the country's

future, can no longer act as if they were beyond the reach of the

region's history. Yet it would be just as unwise for the rest of

Asia to raise the political stakes even higher whenever Japan

attempts to assume greater regional, and international, responsi-

bility. Forgetting is an essential, but difficult, part of the political

culture of memory. Some things, however, can never be forgot-

ten, but only recognized and excused. As Japan increasingly

tugs at its domestic leash to free itself to explore greater global

responsibility, it will continue to face political hurdles that are

anchored in its past.

The debate continues, for example, in Japan and abroad, over

Japan's proper role, earned or deserved, on the UN Security

Council. Careful analysis of Japan's future role in the UN
involves examining several important aspects of the issue that

are unrelated to the political culture of memory. Indeed, there

would first have to be a change in the geopolitical attitudes of

current UNSC members, as well as the members of the UN Gen-

eral Assembly. And, of course, Japan would need to conduct the

necessary revision of the Japanese constitution, make modifica-

tions to Japanese laws, and change government procedures to
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allow itself the full range of actions expected of a permanent

member of the Security Council. Yet an organization set up by

the victors of World War II, whose charter until 1995 had

embedded in it negative references to both Germany and Japan,

cannot ignore the forces of past memory scripted into the formal

language that mandates its current roles.

Under article 108 of the UN Charter, a charter revision would
take place in the General Assembly. The key issue—whether

Japan can lobby enough General Assembly support to grant it

permanent Security Council membership—is as yet unclear. But

in failing to address issues from the past with its regional neigh-

bors, Japan has been forced to depend on its foreign economic

policy to generate support for its political objectives. Although

Japan is the largest provider of overseas development assistance

in the region,39 its ambassador to the UN, Hisashi Owada,
expressed concern in October 1994 that not one minister of the

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) had brought

up Japan's bid for a permanent Security Council seat during

speeches before the General Assembly.40 In that same week,

Hang Sung-joo, then South Korea's foreign minister, in a speech

to the General Assembly, proposed a third category of council

membership that would not have veto power. Although Japan
was not mentioned explicitly, it was clear that South Korea did

not want Japan to have this power. The public outcry over the

apology issue in South Korea made it virtually impossible that

Korea would support Japan's bid for the council anytime in the

near future.41

Unfortunately, those studying the geopolitical ramifications

of an expanded Japanese role in the UN often assume that Asia is

predisposed toward fully integrating itself into international

regimes. The same historical bias and suspicion that has pre-

vented any revamping of the UN Security Council in Japan's

favor may eventually return to erode regional confidence in

international law. The 1982 UN Convention on the Law of Sea,

expected to be ratified by the Japanese Diet in 1996, has added to

regional tensions. Beyond the Tok-Do/Takeshima islands issue,

Japan will have to deal with Chinese claims over the Senkaku

Islands. China also intends to ratify the convention in 1996, but

bilateral relations could spiral downward much as they have

with South Korea. Although the Convention on the Law of the

Sea permits a country to establish an exclusive 200-nautical-mile

economic zone off its coast and incorporates various measures

to resolve disputes, it does not compensate for weak political
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leadership bent on exploiting territorial issues for domestic
political gain or national enrichment. Any resolution of interna-

tional law issues remains difficult so long as Asia is reluctant to

abandon completely its pre-1945 notion oi sovereignty and its

nineteenth-century method of regional diplomacy.

Conclusion

The hoped-for UN reorganization for its 50th anniversary failed

to materialize, and so Japan has resigned itself to seeking a non-
permanent seat on the UNSC for the 1997-1998 term. Suffice it

to say that it would be in Japan's interest, both domestically

and internationally, to revamp its public diplomacy efforts

toward its regional neighbors. A key first step for such an effort,

in the wake of the June 1995 Diet resolution, would be for the

government to proceed to develop a coherent and consistent

policy position for some of the more emotional, and still out-

standing, issues from the war such as resolutions for comfort

women.
Second, Japan must be proactive in approaching its war-

related history. It has failed utterly in all its previous attempts at

"spin control" with regard to these issues. The process of official

denial, slow acknowledgment, and forced apology (which was
the case for the comfort women issue) comes at too high a diplo-

matic cost. Japan should come forward with a clear and more
objective educational agenda with respect to its past that antici-

pates its neighbors
7

anxieties and expectations, but also reflects

their contending forms of memory.

And third, Japanese leaders must develop a vision for

Japan's future that not only reflects post-cold war ambitions, but

also acknowledges pre-World War II debts to the region; any

new confidence-building initiative will be predicated on

addressing issues from the past. Prime Minister Ryutaro

Hashimoto, although strongly opposed to any Japanese apology

in 1995, may prove more successful than his predecessor at the

difficult task of improving regional relations. Many in Japan

characterized Murayama as an ardent Socialist and therefore

read any apology as reflecting his personal ideological and polit-

ical leanings; for Asia, Murayama was not a true reflection of

either Japanese society or its leadership. The region may respond

more positively to a conciliatory message delivered by a conser-

vative and popular leader such as Hashimoto (although Asia

would have to acknowledge that it, too, has a responsibility for
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eventually moving beyond the past). A well-conceived and sin-

cere diplomatic initiative led by the Japanese prime minister

would be one of the more significant Asia-related confidence-

building measures in recent history. Failure to manage the

remaining historical issues will only deepen enduring regional

suspicion with regard to the prospects for peace and security in

East Asia.
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An Unassimilable Past and the

Diplomacy of the Future: International

Relations in East Asia Fifty Years On

Anne Simone Kleinman

As East Asia becomes a zone of prosperity—its parts increas-

ingly webbed by business ties—enduring historical conflicts

threaten to obstruct continued economic integration. Resolution

of these conflicts is imperative for improving the regional pic-

ture and the chances for charting a common regional direction.

Economic and military measures alone will not suffice.

The conflicts that have divided parts of East Asia for the past

50 years remain in force: the competing claims of sovereignty

between mainland China and Taiwan; past Japanese militarism

and colonialism in the region; the division of Korea into two
ideologically opposed states; the question of war guilt; territorial

disputes; and the legacy of colonial rule.

Memories of the events that gave rise to these conflicts are

contested. Key to working through these memories, both within

nations and between nations, is the dialectical process of remem-

bering and forgetting. This process will deeply influence interna-

tional relations in the region into the next century.

Paradoxically, burgeoning regional economic integration

has enhanced awareness of the abiding national differences that

are thwarting the process of convergence. The unfinished busi-

ness of the past is alive in East Asia, limiting the prospects of

regionalism. 1

In this period of remembrance, marked by commemorative

anniversaries as well as expanding economic ties and regional

cooperation, important momentum has been generated for

addressing these enduring national differences. Will genera-

tional change and openness be enough to overcome them, or are

they too cemented by time? Can we change national memories?

Do we want to? What role should remembrance serve in work-

ing through national differences? What knowledge does it offer,

and what questions does it resolve? What are the advantages

and hazards of historical memory? To what extent do the dialec-

tical processes of remembering and forgetting become obstacles

103
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to relations between states? To what extent do they become tools

for improving these relations?

Remembrance is part of the language of diplomacy. As such,

it can be strategically deployed—at certain points to diplomati-

cally remember, at others to tactically forget. Memory in turn

enables certain remembrances to gain currency. Power—politi-

cal and economic—is shifting the nature of national memory in

East Asia. East Asian power and the new strategic arrangements

there authorize debates that would not have been possible 20

years ago. New claims are now being made. They include those

of "comfort women" forced to serve as sexual slaves for the

Japanese Imperial Army during World War II, as well as those of

Taiwanese who endured the island's occupation and reannex-

ation by Nationalist forces retreating from defeat by the Commu-
nists in mainland China. 2

Remembrance as a form of diplomacy can be a transforma-

tive force that reanimates interregional relations. It has the

restorative quality to reconcile and redeem (through apology or

compensation), to offer the promise that repeated histories will

cease repeating themselves. Admittedly, there is also a certain

comfort in divesting a country of its past; to confront it can instill

doubt and uncertainty, threatening political unity.

How nations remember is bound up in the question of gov-

ernance and political power. The organization of national mem-
ory—which goes to the heart of questions of regime legitimacy,

national identity, and nationalism—is a matter of political sur-

vival. This is equally the case between nations as within them.

Contesting memories at this second, subnational level include

remembrance in mainland China of the 1989 democracy move-
ment at Tiananmen and in Taiwan of the February 28, 1947,

Taiwanese uprising against the brutality of Nationalist rule.
3 A

national memory of these formative events legitimizes the politi-

cal elite that issued from them. As a result, these elites are deeply

invested in the preservation of national memory. To question this

memory is to challenge the political system itself and their stake

in it.

There is an important personal dimension to memory; the

past is ultimately worked through at the level of the individual,

among survivors and succeeding generations. This inquiry cen-

ters, however, on national memories, which are collective though

by definition unevenly distributed.4 Memory at the subnational

level is not distributed or "forgotten" across the society in the

same fashion. Abiding anguish, anger, and resentment can resist,
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and often do, national forms of remembrance as embodied in

memorials, museums, and official apologies

National remembrance, as explored here, is organized on
three levels: as it relates to political power and national identity
(in both Taiwan and mainland China); as it influences the con
duct of diplomacy (between Japan and its neighbors); and as it

changes the way policy, both in and toward East Asia, is thought
about in strategic terms (ultimately shaping the way the United
States relates to the region and its parts). Each of these modes of
remembrance is discussed in the context of a single case study.
However, each may apply alike to other cases in the region, and
this inquiry is meant to provide a general framework within
which such other examples might also be considered.

Remembrance, Political Power, and National Identity:

Memory at the Margin versus at the Center

Competing claims for sovereignty are the centerpoint of official

memory in the mainland and Taiwan, with their source in polar-

ized accounts of the Chinese civil war. Forty years have passed
since the formation of the distinct political systems on mainland
China and in Taiwan, but the two have yet to negotiate a formal

truce or (for the mainland) to renounce the possibility of a use

of force to assure reunification.

Mainland China has been the counterweight against which
Taiwan has defined itself since the Nationalists assumed power
in 1949. Paradoxically, for many in Taiwan increased economic
integration has reinforced a sense of legitimacy for the island dis-

tinct from the mainland and centered on interdependence with

the global forces of a market economy and democratization. Tai-

wanese president Lee Teng-hui's speech at Cornell University in

June 1995 affirmed the singularity of the 'Taiwanese experience"

as a model of political reform and economic development. "I

only hope that the leaders in the mainland are able one day to be

similarly guided/' Lee remarked, "since these achievements in

Taiwan can most certainly help the process of economic liberal-

ization and the conditions of democracy in mainland China/75

Antithetical memories have fixed the civil war in the political

life and identities of both Taiwan and the mainland. They form a

kind of double reflection integral to how the two political entities

relate to each other. For many in Taiwan, the symbolism of the

civil war affirms the island's separateness from mainland China.

For those on the mainland who lived through that period of deep
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( Leavage, it evokes a time of internal weakness and national divi-

sion. Reconstructing itself as a great power has only intensified

the mainland's ambition for political unity and the reintegration

of its parts. In January 1995, Chinese president Jiang Zemin artic-

ulated an eight-point plan for reunification. Appealing for politi-

cal unity across the strait, Jiang invoked the 40-year Japanese

occupation of Taiwan. 'The Chinese people/' he claimed, "will

never forget this humiliating chapter of their history." 6 By hark-

ing back to the period of Japanese colonial rule, President Jiang

evoked a memory shared by Chinese on both sides of the strait

instead of the contested memory that emerged out of the civil

war between Nationalists and Communists.7

How does Taiwan, in its uncertain interaction with the main-

land, maintain its commitment to past images as current ones are

transformed? Will recent economic convergence mean that Tai-

wan will have less leverage in defining the terms of its interac-

tion with the mainland, and eventually of reunification? Will this

interaction accentuate the commonalities of the two sides or their

differences?8 Are their disputed memories of the past so polar-

ized that they cannot accommodate one another?

In Taiwan, official remembrance is divided at two visible lev-

els: first, at the international level concerning mainland China,

and second, at the subnational level concerning the mainlander

ruling elite and the Taiwanese, who make up the vast majority of

the population (up to 85 percent). The mainlanders' suppression

of opposition by the island's inhabitants enforced the division

between newly arrived mainlanders and long-time residents.

Driven by the fear that without political unity Taiwan would be

"washed with blood," 9 invaded, and lost to the Chinese Commu-
nist Party, the Nationalists imposed rigid controls on the popula-

tion while they consolidated their political power. Nor did they

tolerate dissent. The mainlander/Taiwanese division deepened
in the subsequent decades; many natives of Taiwan were forced

to speak Mandarin and punished for using the local language,

and their own culture was suppressed.

The February 28, 1995, unveiling of a plaque in Taipei New
Park (now renamed 2-28 Peace Park) to memorialize the Febru-

ary 28 Incident 48 years earlier aimed to reconcile these internal

divisions within Taiwan. At the unveiling, an apology was deliv-

ered by Taiwan's first president born on Taiwan, Lee Teng-hui.

"From now on," President Lee stressed, "the incident is no

longer a distressing memory or a lingering shadow, but a
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reminder for all people living on this land to work hand in hand
to create a brighter future for the nation." 10

Accommodation of the population's memory of protest

against earlier Nationalist rule began not at the political center

but at the margin, as local governments run by the opposition

party began erecting monuments and museums to memorialize

the event. 11 This peripheral vantage point permitted issues to be
raised that could not be addressed by the center until the politi-

cal conditions permitted. Indeed, until the lifting of martial law

in 1987, any mention of the February 28 Incident was taboo in

Taiwan. Some in the leadership still oppose recognition of the

event for fear that invoking its memory will only intensify the

internal divisions in Taiwan. Lin Tsung-yi, a distinguished psy-

chiatrist and the son of an academic killed during the Incident as

well as the representative who accepted the president's apology

on behalf of the victims, has said, 'There are people in the mili-

tary and in the KMT [Kuomintang] who are afraid of losing their

grip on Taiwan, but they know the wind is blowing against them

and their sun is setting/' 12

Overt recognition of Taiwanese resistance to mainlander rule

would not have been possible a decade ago. Mainlanders held a

monopoly of political power (even if the Taiwanese held eco-

nomic power) and controlled the political self-definition of Tai-

wan. No alternative discourses were permitted. Only recently

—

since 1987—has a competitive party system been introduced in

Taiwan, with the opposition party, the Democratic Progressive

Party (DPP), able to attain positions of power. Political democra-

tization in Taiwan has in this way brought about a kind of

democratization of memory as well.
v

Meanwhile, the way that memory has been resolved inter-

nally between mainlanders and Taiwanese may have created

greater tension in the island's relations with mainland China.

Taiwan's unresolved past was never a problem for the mainland;

it did not imply independence. A politically more unified Tai-

wan, however, is now a challenge and a threat to Chinese sover-

eignty as the island works out competing ambitions for

independence or eventual reunification with the mainland.

Cross-strait tensions are further heightened because of the

shift in perspective on its past and on its prospects for reunifica-

tion with the mainland that has paralleled Taiwan's shift in polit-

ical structure. As soon as Taiwan's power base changed, so too

could the national memories and outlook. Once the political
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system became more open and pluralistic, it was able to accom-

modate alternative histories that had earlier been regarded as a

critique of Nationalist power.

On the mainland, will the Communist Party ever be able to

tii) likewise, reconciling its own internal struggle with how the

1 989 democracy movement at Tiananmen is remembered? At

present, China's leadership is immobilized by remembrance of

Tiananmen. The regime is as fragile as it was in 1989—divided

over how to address the crippling forces of corruption, inflation,

and a "delegitimation crisis" and profoundly uncertain about

who will assure China's political unity. 13 The uncertainty is per-

haps even more pronounced because of instability as political

authority passes from Deng Xiaoping and his revolutionary

comrades to a new generation of leaders.

In the years following the Tiananmen incident, ideological

emptiness has become a central political question in mainland

China. The Chinese Communist Party appears to be covering up
questions about its legitimacy by giving increased attention to

economic solutions. Yet remembrance of Tiananmen cannot be

resolved economically. 14 There is, consequently, a real paranoia

within the Party surrounding Tiananmen. No public commemo-
ration of the anniversary of the event is permitted. Official

remembrance, which casts the democracy protesters as counter-

revolutionaries and the Party as the sole institution standing

between China and turmoil, has enforced a silence among critics

of the state.

Employed in such a way, official memory of Tiananmen
becomes a fiction appropriated to serve the political and ideolog-

ical purposes of the Communist Party. The Party's treatment of

Tiananmen is also immobilizing: the leadership cannot break

ranks with their account of events, yet they shut themselves off

by not accommodating demands to redress the past. Conse-

quently, unofficial memories of Tiananmen have become "secret

histories" that cannot be shared. 15 Fear foremost keeps Chinese

from sharing them. These secret memories at the margin (like

those of many survivors of the February 28, 1947, uprising in

Taiwan) keep resistance to the political center alive.
16 By chal-

lenging faith in the political course, they can ultimately under-

mine regimes. With no outlet, no means of being externalized or

resolved, they operate just beneath the surface.

In such unofficial forms of remembrance, Tiananmen—as a

site of memory—becomes powerfully charged and potentially

politically dangerous. 17 For the state, it is the locus of triumph
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over internal forces of division that raised the specter of chaos;
for the millions who participated in the movement, and for tin-

hundreds of millions who were silent witnesses to the tragedy, it

is the locus of hope deferred.
18 For the events oi 1989 exist in

another stratum of memory that is neither official nor secret.

Tiananmen unfolded before a world audience. With no oppres-
sive political controls inhibiting their speech, international voices

became carriers of their own memories of Tiananmen. I lence,

any memory of the 1989 event made to conform to an official

account can meet with resistance at not one, but two levels: from
both inside and outside China.

With no legitimate critic outside the government in China,

political unity becomes based on the absence of public protest. In

the case of Taiwan, it has become a point of policy to accommo-
date subnational memories to break the cycle of internal division

and alienation. By appealing through memory to Taiwan's ear-

lier experience of Nationalist rule, the Nationalist Party has

allowed for the possibility of incorporating different forms of

remembrance, ultimately transforming official memory itself.

The resolution of subnational divisions in both Taiwan and
mainland China will set the conditions for national reunification.

A more politically unified Taiwan may resist integration, adopt-

ing a more assertive policy even without declaring indepen-

dence. A politically unstable China, meanwhile, may be more
assertive in its approach to reunification, throwing itself into an

external adventure in order to affirm an uncertain internal politi-

cal unity.

Diplomacy and the Organization of National Memory

The formation of a national consensus on competing percep-

tions of the past has an impact beyond national borders on how
nations interact with one another. Remembrance can be a form

of diplomacy, a strategy. At certain points different modes of

remembrance can become a diplomatic tool for resolving cen-

tral conflicts in East Asia. What are the limitations of memory-

based diplomacy? How do states speak about memory so that it

will be liberating, not confining? How can they confront the

depth of victims' anger and resentment without being con-

sumed by it? How do they move beyond the sentiments of vic-

timization or triumphalism?

The role of memory in diplomacy is powerfully illustrated

by the inheritance of the past in Japan's current foreign relations,
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especially with its Asian neighbors. Japan uses remembrance of

World War II to stimulate a powerful sense of its own victimiza-

tion because of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and

Nagasaki. Yet Japan's neighbors feel that they—not the Japa-

nese—were the victims in the war. Indeed, these neighbors are

still wary of Japan's intentions. This wariness is fueled by

Japan's reluctance to apologize for the brutality of its wartime

behavior, including such atrocities as medical experiments on
prisoners of war, the enslavement of comfort women to serve the

Japanese army, and the massacre of hundreds of thousands of

civilians in mainland China and elsewhere in the region. 19

Whether Japan chooses to address the colonial era or defi-

antly avoid it, the country's past and future are indivisible.20

Although Japan is deeply invested economically in Asia, if it is to

forge stronger ties with its neighbors (commercially as well as

diplomatically) and gain greater international stature, it must
reexamine the past. This reexamination has become the measure
of the country's acceptability as a partner in the region and a

power in the world.

Why has admission of the past been so difficult for Japan?

What will move the country from denial to acceptance of its war-

time responsibilities? Are there ways of compelling redress (e.g.,

political pressures or pressures on the part of victims them-

selves)? Is atonement required for Japan to take on international

political and military leadership that will match its economic
power? Will the international community accept Japan as a per-

manent member of the United Nations Security Council or adopt

a strategy of keeping it out? Fifty years on, these questions con-

tinue to shape Japan's national identity and its prospects for a

greater regional and global role.

The depth of remorse that Japan conveys to its neighbors is

widely felt to be inadequate, even insincere, and driven prima-

rily by domestic political motivations. Even Japanese prime min-

ister Tomiichi Murayama's unmistakable "heartfelt apology" for

Japanese wartime aggression, pronounced on the 50th anniver-

sary of Japan's surrender, sounded hollow to foreign observers

given that it was immediately followed by visits by members of

parliament to honor Japanese war dead exalted at the Yasukuni
Shrine.

Thus entangled in internal political interests and agendas,

the debate about Japan's past has become locked into the same
logic of remembrance that dictates that those who died in the

war on behalf of the Japanese nation must not—at all costs—be
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dishonored. This national interest is promoted by families of the
war dead, who represent an interest group with considerable
political influence in Japan. 21

It is also a perspective advanced by
mainstream politicians in the Liberal Democratic Party (I I )P) as
well as neo-rightists and other ultranationalist groups for whom
the defeat in the Pacific is still, 50 years later, an open wound.

The imagery of the atomic bomb, and in particular the site of

Hiroshima, is the centerpoint of Japanese official remembrance
of World War II. Powerfully ingrained in Japanese national mem-
ory of the war, Hiroshima is used to enforce political identity in

Japan, in particular the sense that the country has been unfairly

judged. This memory casts Japan, and the Japanese, as innocents,

"more sinned against than sinning." 22
It also challenges the logic

of Japan's neighbors and the Allied forces who fought in the

Pacific theater. Japanese war apologists still ask why Japan alone
should be made to apologize for its war crimes. If Japan's own
claims are not being accepted (namely, that the United States

apologize for dropping the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki), why should those of its neighbors?23 After all, they

reason, was not Japan's advance into East Asia liberating, fought

on behalf of those Asian countries that it freed from European
colonial rule? So long as such internal voices in Japan persist

—

however disputed—its neighbors in the region as well as the out-

side world will continue to question how genuine Japanese apol-

ogies for past colonialism and militarism are and how prepared

Japan is to reengage the region politically and militarily.

National memory is manipulated by those political interests

in Japan seeking to avoid apologizing for the past. It is also

appealed to by neighbors to force concessions from a once-

defeated Japan or to forward their own domestic political agen-

das.24 Unsettled scores of the past can become a form of diplo-

matic leverage used to make continuous demands on the

Japanese. The Chinese government, for example, uses China's

wartime suffering to argue for more favorable terms on debt

rescheduling, trade and investment issues, and ties with Taiwan.

Although the Chinese government surrendered any further

claims to reparations in its 1972 treaty with Japan, it has permit-

ted citizens to advance individual claims that are not covered by

the accord, among them comfort women, wounded civilians,

and other victims of the war.25

The Japanese government seems unable to relinquish its

inflexible posture that it has apologized sufficiently for the past.

Official remembrance of the war in Japan begins with its end: the
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dropping of the atomic bomb on Hiroshima. Details surrounding

the event, meanwhile, are scarcely explored.26 This kind of half-

memory limits Japan's role and acceptability as a regional and

international power. The constraints of 50 years ago still block

Japan's ability to play a flexible global role and its emergence as

,\\\ international power (with political and military dimensions).

Japan finds itself in a paralyzing dilemma: to transform its

international image, it needs the consent and trust of its neigh-

bors, yet its actions are taken with only its own population in

mind as audience and, even then, only with reluctance. Will

Japan apologize by concession, without a challenge from out-

side? Or is admission of moral responsibility for its war crimes

impermissible—politically impossible and culturally alien?27

There is a bitter irony to a Diet debate locked in battle over

the use of a term and the degree of remorse that it conveys, not

its historical implications, and that irony extends to apologies

meant for a domestic audience and not for the victims to whom
they should be directed.28 In mid-1995, Prime Minister

Murayama expressed "humble apologies" to comfort women
(800 to 1,000 of whom are alive today and will receive a written

apology as well as cash and medical care). Timed to coincide

with the national election for the Diet's Upper House, the deci-

sion appeared motivated by political convenience—by a desire

to extend the political life of the ruling coalition, rather than by
any real concern to accept moral obligation for atrocities of the

past. Used in such a way, the unexamined past can provide reas-

surance to those in power. "For the less you confront it [the

past]," the political analyst Timothy Garten Ash argues of the

post-Communist countries of Central Europe, "the more you live

in conscious or unconscious continuity with it."
29

In leaving the colonial era unexamined, the Japanese govern-

ment may have assured continuity with the past, but it has con-

sequently put diplomatic relations with its neighbors on ice at

their prewar stage. This also freezes the Japanese in feelings of

national shame, rather than providing them with an opening for

justifiable pride in their country's subsequent accomplishments

in the region. The image that Japan wants to promote of itself

and its achievements is constrained by the unrelenting memories
and bitterness of its neighbors. The unmasterable shame associ-

ated with Japanese wartime brutality forces Japan to abdicate

authority on many important issues, including responsibility for

regional initiatives.
30
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Its actions thus circumscribed, Japan must rely almost exclu-

sively on its economic power to advance its objectives, enforcing
a loss of confidence in its role and uncertainty about its achie
ments. "Without that rehabilitation [in Asia]/' the Japanese
author Kenzaburo Oe writes, "we shall never be able to eradicate
the ambivalence in our attitude toward our neighbors, the feel-

ing that our relationships aren't real." 31
In such a climate of lack

of national assurance, an apology would be an important
advance for Japan, enabling it to adopt a tone of affirmation and
hope, not one of continued escapism.

Memories (and forgettings) of World War II have profoundly
shaped Japan's sense of national identity, an identity seemingly
centered around economic success. But Japan's failure to come to

terms with its national memory leaves it no alternative but to

fixate on the period prior to 1945, diminishing its international

stature. Why, therefore, is Japanese political leadership silently

resigned to suppressing the past, or at least the version it is not

comfortable with?

Perhaps Japan appears so unrepentant in large part because

so much of Japanese society turns on social responsibility—the

individual's underlying commitment to the group that extends

directly to the nation (what Masaru Tamamoto refers to as the

"familial national polity" 32
). To admit to the crimes of war would

be to undermine the very notion of duty in Japan. It is as if conti-

nuity with the past (assured by keeping the emperor and

national bureaucracy in place following the war) somehow
absolved the Japanese of the responsibility and self-examination

associated with defeat.

National Remembrance and U.S. Diplomacy
in East Asia

How mainland China and Taiwan, Japan and its neighbors, and

North and South Korea work through their enduring differ-

ences to negotiate a common future is of immense strategic con-

cern to the United States. It will reshape how East Asia's parts

relate to one another and, as a result, how the United States

relates to the region. Whether the United States faces an East

Asia fragmented into competing national components, or an

East Asia with regional or subregional solidarity, will be influ-

enced by how these differences are resolved. Deepened divi-

sions in East Asia might require the United States to redraw its
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commitments there; a rapprochement between its parts, mean-

while, might pressure the United States on issues ranging from

trade policy to human rights. How issues of remembering and

forgetting are resolved politically also holds dangerous security

implications. Those issues risk being played out as military solu-

tions in a region still in search of a security structure to manage
such conflicts, as for example in overlapping security claims in

the Sea of Japan and the East China Sea.

One need only consider the Beijing-Washington-Taipei trian-

gle to see how issues of remembrance in East Asia have a bearing

on U.S. policy and security ties in the region. The United States

does not have formal diplomatic ties with Taiwan. Recently,

however, there has been a drive in the U.S. Congress to expand
relations with Taiwan, as evidenced by congressional pressure

that forced the Clinton administration to extend a visa to Tai-

wanese president Lee Teng-hui to allow him to travel to the

United States for an alumni ceremony at his alma mater, Cornell

University. Similar pressure could be brought to bear on the

administration in the future to address Taiwan's bid to rejoin the

United Nations (where it lost its seat to mainland China in 1971),

possible future visits by Taiwanese officials to the United States,

or mandatory legislation concerning Taiwan in Congress.

Decisions on these issues would draw the United States further

into the diplomatic and military entanglements implied by one-

China, one-China /one-Taiwan, or two-China cross-strait scenar-

ios. The perception that the United States is promoting relations

with Taiwan as a way of weakening or encircling mainland
China—rebalancing its diplomatic commitments to the Three

Communiques and Taiwan Relations Act—has increasing cur-

rency among the Chinese leadership.33 This has fueled stronger

rhetoric on their part about the use of force to assure reunifica-

tion and provided justification for renewed Chinese military

maneuvers.

Even though it is not the intention of U.S. policy to resolve

the conflicting claims of Taiwan and mainland China, it appears

that the United States has been drawn into doing so. The United

States, therefore, needs to define what its real interests are in

order not to play into the colliding strategies of the two and,

similarly, those between Japan and its neighbors and North and

South Korea.

U.S. appreciation of such enduring histories—differently

understood by their partisans—and of how they shape current

political debates illuminates fundamental questions. These
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questions challenge the United States to understand in what
ways East Asia is transforming today, who the actors are who are
prompting this change, what it is that fuels memory (making it

more important or less intense over time), what the possible
future conflicts in the region might be, and whether these
changes are stressing commonalities or differences. Ignorance of,

or inattention to, these regional issues could be costly.

How does memory as a form of diplomacy change the way
the United States thinks about policy?

• As a matter of policy, the United States should be sensi-

tized to the realities on the ground in East Asia and careful

about locating the bottom line in calculating the response
of East Asian nations.

• Redefining policy with respect to national identity would
let the United States consider what is most highly valued
by those states it is interacting with. From the perspective

of Tokyo, Taipei, Beijing, Pyongyang, or Seoul, what are

the important questions? Such understanding, grounded
in indigenous realities and motivations, would sensitize

the United States to what is at stake for its interlocutors in

the region.

• If it was mindful of disputed national memories, the

United States could look at regional conflicts differently,

taking a dilemma view of conflict: it could allow two
different positions, perhaps unresolvable—neither right

nor wrong—to coexist.

• An appeal through memory to some other dimension

of diplomacy would allow the United States to talk

about things important to East Asia, namely, continuities

and transformations. National memory, after all, is about

both.

• The United States should be aware that discussion of

national remembrance brings people into the debate and

demonstrates how individuals are taken up into the col-

lective and appealed to.

• If the United States pays attention to these conflicts it will

see how power is shifting in East Asia today. This inevita-

bly leads to the subject of the sources of nationalism,

national identity, and cultural uniqueness. The United

States fought three wars in Asia not adequately aware of

the forces of nationalism and what was at stake for the

countries against which it fought.
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Examination of the role of memory in diplomacy is also

important to the United States' own enduring conflicts that have

their origins in East Asia. The controversy surrounding the Enola

Gay exhibit at the Smithsonian Institution's National Air and

Space Museum illuminates the power of national remembrance

in shaping the United States' own current debates. The contro-

versy centered around veterans' groups deeply bitter about the

proposed account of the U.S. role in World War II, which they

found inaccurate and too forgiving of the Japanese. This dispute

led to the scrapping of initial plans to explore any political moti-

vations that might have been behind the dropping of the bomb
and the devastation it produced. By reducing the exhibit to just

the forward fuselage of the Enola Gay (the B-29 bomber that

dropped the atomic bomb on Hiroshima) and a firsthand

account by its American pilots, national memory is presented as

a physical artifact, embodied in a mechanical "gadget." 34 The
U.S. decision to drop the bomb is thereby presented unambigu-
ously as a fact, a physical reality unstirred by divisive debates

about the number of Japanese who would die on the ground, the

number of American lives spared by not launching a ground
invasion, and the political, economic, and strategic motivations

for authorizing the bomb.
The deliberately bland simplicity of the final exhibit resulted

from the collision offstage of two forms of memory: the official

memory that defends the act of dropping the bomb as well as the

honor of the American veterans who died during the war, and
those countermemories that question the bomb's use, presenting

the uncertainties surrounding the decision and the remorse and
regret over the human loss it entailed. In the case of the Enola Gay
exhibit, these two forms of remembrance neutralized one
another, preventing the exhibit's statement from either being

substantive or carrying a human dimension.

Yet, just as East Asian national memories affect those

nations' external policies, national memories built by the United

States affect its policies toward East Asia.

Are the dark and unassimilable parts of the past—both Japa-

nese and American—to be buried, or elevated as a warning, or

should they reinvent themselves in new forms?35 The hazard of

official memory is that it privileges only one version of history,

that which serves the nation. So constructed, remembrance
becomes a matter of upholding national honor. Historical revi-

sion and simplification of events remove the uncertainties that

are part of decision-making. They efface sensibility to the tragic
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human loss that total victory (of the sort the United States

enjoyed in the Pacific) implies.

After all, in remembering the atomic bomb, the commemora-
tion of U.S. victory is also that of Japanese suffering. Thai the

moral connection between victory and suffering was not com-
municated in the Enola Gay exhibit conveys the tendentious
nature of national memory, even (perhaps especially) 50 years

later. If Hiroshima is about how the Japanese want to project an
image of themselves in the world, the Enola Gay is about the way
the United States wants to project its image, an image in which
the power of technology conveys the power of the nation. Ironi-

cally, because each view denies the other, these strikingly differ-

ent national memories share a similar burden. The failure of each

to acknowledge the other's claims assures that the policies of the

two countries will continue to be influenced, albeit partially, by
an unnegotiable past.

Exhibits like the Enola Gay are a particularly important gauge
of how the past is made present in current debates and is used to

privilege certain perspectives over others—perspectives that go

on to structure relations and actions. The transmission of

national memory in museums, memorials, and textbooks takes

on increasing importance at this time, as the events of 50 years

ago recede in time and the last generation of survivors to directly

experience them passes on. What will become of these memories

without survivors and witnesses to produce them? Soon,

commemoration and the writing of history will be the principal

means of making that past real for those who cannot access it

by experience.

Conclusion

Official remembrance allows a powerful set of national interests

that are too often buried or denied to be brought into diplo-

matic play. It engages fundamental policy questions, giving

access to a different angle on diplomacy. Official remembrance

can also become part of a strategy for improving international

relations.

How is diplomatic strategy or potential advanced by bring-

ing memory into the policy equation? How do we put in place

processes that encourage memory to be worked through in a

restorative way? Preoccupation with one's own memories,

forgetting the memories of the other side, can close off the

possibility for reconciliation. A diplomatic strategy to affirm the



/ 18 An Unassimilable Past and the Diplomacy of the Future

memories of both sides, accommodating the memory of the

other (not necessarily agreeing with it, but acknowledging it),

frees countries from the sentiments of victimization or

triumphalism.

Certain modes of remembering and forgetting constrain the

process of working through national differences. National mem-
ory, for example, can be worked through too easily: As soon as

the power base changes, so, too, do the memories. It can, like-

wise, be paralyzing. As in the case of Japanese remembrance of

the war, remembrance can be a kind of enduring constraint that

cannot be broken out of, that coerces all other aspects of how a

country relates to its fellows. This kind of unappeasable memory
is so absolute in its requirements that nothing can satisfy it. It

contributes to the intensification of hate and revenge. 'To privi-

lege memory excessively," writes the French historian Jacques Le

Goff, "is to sink into the unconquerable flow of time."36

Some kinds of forgetting make it possible to work out con-

flicts over time. Other kinds of forgetting, as in the case of

Tiananmen, are dangerous because they discard fundamental

aspects of society without which there can be no national pur-

pose. Relations between and within nations cannot be founded
on papering over profound differences. Nor can policy be orga-

nized to avoid these differences if it is to be successful.

It is a political myth to think that a nation is wholly unified

behind a single, unchanging memory. Memory is plural, and it is

elastic.
37 Subnational memories challenge the uniformity of offi-

cial remembrance, a uniformity more possible when mobilized

against a threat to the idea of the nation.

The organization of national memory is a mobilizing tech-

nique. As a way of making sense of the past, of making it bear-

able, official remembrance makes national unity of purpose more
compelling. As long as these memories persist, they provide a

rationale for those in power. This explains in part why, to reaf-

firm the common purpose of a nation, national differences are

sometimes magnified and subnational ones buried. This also

suggests that for official memories to change, for reconciliation

to really hold, requires a willingness to seek national unity in

ways other than through opposition to a rival. What will happen
if these conflicts dim? Are rivalries necessary for cementing

national purpose and identity? Without them, in what ways will

former adversaries relate to each other? to themselves? Is the

state free to challenge the past in such a way? Or is the state by

its very character and mandate required to validate the past (or
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the version it is comfortable with), manipulating the articulation
of memory always in its own defense? Perhaps, therefore, it is

the non-state actors who occupy a space at the margins uncon
strained by official policy—who are most able to confront and
work through the past and thereby to craft a different future.

This is not to say that reconciliation oi national differences is

always certain. Not everything can be explained or forgotten.
Some things are unsolvable, unforgivable; they are part of the
condition of living. In the case of Japan and the United States,

neither nation can allow itself to be affected by the opposing
memory. If after 50 years such memories are still unassimilable,
think how powerful they must be and will continue to be if left

unresolved into the next century.

Nor is the effect of national remembrance always deliberate.

Much about its shape and shaping influence—whether it atro-

phies or intensifies, is embellished or suppressed, remains fixed

or is made malleable by the passage of time—is accidental. The
production of national memory is a blending of imponderables,
among them domestic political arrangements, shifts in diplo-

macy, and the always uncertain interplay of the memories of sur-

vivors and succeeding generations.

The ongoing cultural processes of remembering and forget-

ting run particularly deep in East Asia, where the past is an

inheritance, not something to be broken with. Why, therefore,

should anyone expect mainland China and Taiwan, Japan and its

neighbors, and North and South Korea to relate to each other dif-

ferently in the future? Or are the economic stakes and the logic of

economic self-interest now so great in East Asia as to be beyond
threat from other diplomatic considerations? Put differently, will

the desire for political stability and continued economic growth

provide the impetus for regional integration? Are the old forms

of remembrance—as political fictions fixed in time—at last to be

overshadowed by the illusion of a future emptied of a past?

Under the threat of globalized forces that intensify old antago-

nisms and nationalistic memories, is there a means by which old

memories can be made to engage each other so that new memo-
ries of an internationalized future can be forged?
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