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Abstract

This study of the relationship between Korea and Japan debates whether Korea’s frustration with Japan is justified or not.  The investigation scrutinizes expert historical and political evaluations in its examination of Japan’s past military exploits; current textbook controversies, territorial disputes, and defiant visits to Yasukuni Shrine; and its gradual move toward re-militarization.  After careful review of these factors, the writer concludes that Japan’s historical revisionist tactics are at the root of the frustration, distrust, and animosity that Koreans feel toward Japan.  To rectify this situation, Japan should offer sincere apologies for its wrongdoings; overhaul its methods of teaching history; drop its territorial claims with Korea; and reassure Korea that its eventual re-militarization will not pose a threat to its security.

Korea’s Frustration with Japan
Since the end of World War II, scholars, historians, and diplomats have been waging a continuous debate concerning Japan’s acknowledgment or lack of acknowledgment of the suffering its past military exploits have inflicted upon its neighbors—especially Korea.  Some believe that Japan has shown enough remorse.  Others counter that a serious flaw seems to tarnish the otherwise magnificent culture of Japan, and this flaw—its teaching of history—hinders Japan tremendously in its relations with Korea.  Supporters of this argument claim that Japan’s historical revisionist tactics continually rub Korea the wrong way and are at the root of the frustration, distrust, and animosity that Korea feels toward Japan.

This writer agrees.  By examining the military exploits of Japan throughout its history and the lack remorse and empathy that Japan has shown Korea, including emphatic territorial demands and defiant visits to Yasukuni Shrine, this writer aims to show that Koreans are justified in their frustration with Japan—for the most part because of Japan’s historical revisionist tactics.
The current generation’s distrust of Japan reaches at least as far back as the late sixteenth century.  Dr. Immanuel C. Y. Hsü (1995), Emeritus Professor of History at the University of California at Santa Barbara, notes that Toyotomi Hideyoshi took advantage of continuous in-fighting and court intrigue in Korea, and invaded the peninsula in 1592 in an attempt to conquer Ming China.  Emperor Wanli’s Chinese forces engaged Hideyoshi’s forces in Korea and prevented Hideyoshi from reaching China, but the fighting devastated the entire country of Korea.  His first attempt having stalled, Hideyoshi invaded Korea a second time—in 1597—with the more modest goal of occupying Korea.  This attempt failed, also.  Hideyoshi’s forces finally retreated in 1598 after suffering a stinging naval defeat at the hands of Admiral Yi’s armored “turtle ships” (p. 321).
Donald S. MacDonald (1990) of Georgetown University adds that on their return to Japan, Hideyoshi’s forces abducted many of Korea’s best artisans and craftsmen.  Korea’s resentment and hatred of Japan began with that war and those abductions and has really never subsided (p. 34).
After the Meiji Restoration in 1868, Tokyo dispatched a delegation to Korea to establish modern political relations.  Contemptuous of Japan’s imitation of the West, Korea’s leaders rejected the delegation.  Japan answered by sending a punitive expedition, whose rallying cry was “Avenge Hideyoshi!”  The Japanese incredibly held a grudge against Korea for foiling their invasion attempts over two and a half centuries earlier (Hsü, 1995, p. 328). 

Korea was ruled by Japan from 1910 to 1945.  Japan started interfering with Korean politics beginning with the Treaty of Ganghwa in 1875.  In 1895, the Japanese assassinated Korean Empress Myeongseong and installed a puppet government (Hsü, 1995, p. 331-32).

Yokohama City University president Bruce Stronach (1995) explains that Japan’s victory over Russia in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05 and the subsequent signing of the Taft-Katsura Agreement between the US and Japan paved the way for Korea to fall into Japanese hands.  The 1905 Eulsa Treaty and the 1910 Annexation Treaty completed the process.  (Both were eventually declared null and void by the 1965 Treaty on Basic Relations between Japan and South Korea.)  Japanese control of Korea finally ended in 1945 with the surrender of Japan to Allied forces aboard the USS Missouri. The legacy of the occupation lives on in the form of bitter disputes between Japan and the two Koreas (p. 8).

Lee Ki-Baik (1985), Professor of History at Sogang University in Seoul adds that anti-Japanese rallies, such as a nationwide student uprising in November 1929, led to intensification of military rule in 1931.  Japanese authorities dealt severely with alleged rebellion.  On more than one occasion, when villagers were suspected of hiding insurgents, entire villages were massacred.  In the village of Cheam-Ni near Suwon, for instance, twenty-nine people were herded inside a church and then burned alive (p. 344).

Yuko Matsumura (2004) of the University of Tokyo acknowledges that Koreans view the period of Japanese colonization as a period of cultural genocide.  The colonial government suppressed Korean culture and language in an attempt to root out all elements of Korean culture from society (¶ 6).
Some proponents of Japanese nationalism and Japanese imperialism have tried to justify Japan’s actions during the colonial period (1910-45), though, by citing industrial advances made during that time.  Michael Roemer (1979), former Executive Director of the Harvard Institute for International Development, makes the controversial claim that during the occupation, the Japanese government tried to completely integrate the Korean economy with Japan’s.  “The Korean economy grew steadily under Japanese rule and the base of modern capitalism introduced by the Japanese to Korea later became a part of the foundation of the modern Korean economy.”  Roemer adds, “They introduced many modern economic and social institutions and invested heavily in infrastructure, schools, railroads, and utilities.  The Japanese also created many Korean firms and thereby transferred modern managerial technology to the Koreans” (p. 134).

Japanese apologist, Professor Emeritus Han Seung-Jo of Korea University, wrote in the Japanese right-wing magazine Seiron that “The colonial rule of Korea by Japan was actually a stroke of good fortune, and instead of hating them for it, the Japanese should be thanked.  There is no reason to rebuke, denounce or make criminals of the pro-Japanese activities of thirty-five years of cooperation without opposition.”  In a later interview, Han opined that “If Japan hadn’t taken over Korea, Russia would have, and if that had happened, the Korean people would have been scattered under Stalin’s racial dispersion policy.  I see Japan’s colonial rule as having been an opportunity for the strengthening of the Korean people’s awareness” (Choe, 2005, ¶ 2).
If there truly were any constructive features of the colonial period for Korea, the harmful aspects negated them.  Professor Emeritus of Political Science Rudolph J. Rummel (1999), of the University of Hawaii, notes that in 1939, Imperial Decree 19 on Korean Civil Affairs directed all Koreans to surrender their Korean family names and adopt Japanese surnames. With the onset of World War II, Japan began to experience labor shortages.  About 5,400,000 Koreans were conscripted into forced labor in Korea, Manchuria, and Japan from 1939 to 1945.  The death toll of Korean forced laborers in Korea and Manchuria for those years is estimated to be between 270,000 and 810,000.  Of the approximately 670,000 workers who were taken to Japan, about 60,000 died, mostly to exhaustion or poor working conditions.  Those who were taken to Karafuto Prefecture (modern-day Sakhalin) were trapped there at the end of the war, stripped of their nationality and denied repatriation by Japan (p. 89).

Yoshiaki Yoshimi (2002), Professor of modern Japanese history at Chuo University in Tokyo, notes that many in Korea are demanding compensation for “comfort women” who worked in military brothels during World War II for Japanese soldiers.  Yoshimi adds that as the few surviving comfort women continue to struggle for acknowledgment and an apology, the Japanese court system continues to reject such claims due to the length of time that has elapsed.  The Japanese government has been consistently stating that any claims of damage caused by the Japanese occupation to the people of Korea have been settled by the 1965 Treaty on Basic Relations between South Korea and Japan (p. 33-34).
Foreign scholars, as well as many Japanese historians, have criticized the political slant and factual errors of many of the history textbooks used in Japanese schools.  Terri Seddon (1987) , of Macquarie University’s School of Education, reports that in June 1982, the Japanese Ministry of Education “watered down” Japan’s aggression and war-time atrocities in its high school social studies textbooks.  “For example, Japanese atrocities in Korea in 1919…were described as a ‘response to local resistance’” (p. 215-16).

Kenneth Pyle (1983), Professor of History and Asian Studies at the University of Washington, describes a textbook controversy that occurred during 1982 over the revision of Japanese secondary school social studies textbooks.  The Founding President of the National Bureau of Asian Research explains that the Ministry of Education revised unfavorable historical treatments of Japanese imperialism and wartime cruelties.  “For example, deportation to Japan of hundreds of thousands of Koreans to do forced wartime labor was described as ‘implementation of the national mobilization order for Koreans.’”  Widespread anti-Japanese demonstrations broke out in South Korea, where protesters accused the Japanese government of shamelessly trying to hide Japan’s sordid past from its young schoolchildren.  “Official Japanese envoys sent to explain government policy were refused entry into the country [South Korea]” (p. 298).

The British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) reported in April of 2001 that the draft of another Japanese textbook described the “unopposed” annexation of the Korean peninsula as “necessary for Japan’s security” (BBC, “Angers,” ¶ 1).

The BBC reported in May of 2001 that a panel of South Korean officials and experts spent the previous month analyzing junior high school textbooks which were due to be used in Japan beginning April 2002. One book described the “unopposed” annexation of the Korean peninsula as “necessary for Japan’s security.” Another book suggested that “Japan’s 1910-45 colonization of Korea benefited the Korean people by leading to the construction of railways and irrigation systems.”  It said, “The annexation was unopposed.  The Japanese Government considered it necessary for Japan’s stability and for the defense of Japan’s interests in Manchuria” (BBC, “Demands,” ¶ 1).  

In July of 2001, South Korea’s Deputy Prime Minister Han Wan-Sang spoke out on the textbook issue.  “Despite the fact that Japan inflicted physical and mental suffering on the Korean people, Japan claims the textbook issue is a domestic matter.  Japan should acknowledge its wrong-doing and teach its children properly.” He urged the international community not to tolerate what he called Japan’s “violence-justifying history textbooks” (BBC, “Honour,” ¶ 5).   
Meanwhile, South Korean protesters continued to show their anger at Japan for refusing to amend history textbooks that glossed over wartime atrocities.  Some of the protesters were former “comfort women,”  who were frustrated with the failure of the Japanese books to mention their experiences and those of thousands of other Asian women.  Kang Il-Chool, a seventy-three year old protester, lamented, “The Japanese are just waiting until all the women die so that there is no living evidence” (BBC, “Honour,” ¶ 7-8).   

Miwa Suzuki of Agence France-Presse (AFP) reported in April of 2005 that South Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman Lee Kyu Hyung expressed anger over newly authorized Japanese textbooks, labeling them as ‘‘justifying and beautifying’’ Japan’s imperialist past.  ‘‘Our government expresses regret that some of the authorized Japanese textbooks...still justify and beautify past wrongdoing.’’  Lee also lashed out at textbooks that include Japan’s claim to Dokdo.  ‘‘Japan’s claim…amounts to an attempt to justify its colonial invasion and to negate the history of our liberation,’’ Lee said.  One book ‘‘added a picture of (the islets) with a caption that says South Korea is ‘illegally occupying’ (the islets) in addition to a text description that the rocky islets were historically and legally Japanese territory” (Suzuki, 2005, ¶ 1).  
Purdue University Professor of Political Science Michael A. Weinstein (2006) notes that both South Korea and Japan claim a small chain of volcanic outcroppings known as “Dokdo” (“Takeshima” in Japanese).  The islets lie in the sea between the two countries, slightly closer to South Korea.  The Guggenheim and Rockefeller Foundation Fellowships recipient advises that politicians on both sides have exploited and enflamed the dispute with nationalist rhetoric (¶ 22).
Both sides present elaborate legal and historical arguments to support their arguments.  South Korean claims stem from sixth century Unified Silla period records and a 1900 Korean Empire ordinance which officially incorporated Dokdo into modern Ulleung County.  Japanese claims stem from seventeenth century records and the 1905 Eulsa treaty (Weinstein, 2006, ¶ 3).  

The islands are currently uninhabited, except for a South Korean fisherman and his wife who moved there in support of Seoul’s claim to the territory.  South Korea has built a radar station and helicopter landing pad on the islets, enabling it to track foreign naval vessels.  Police stationed there serve as armed guards (Weinstein, 2006, ¶ 9).
Koreans and Japanese have exploited the fishing grounds surrounding the islets for centuries.  In addition, now both value the seabed around the islands for their potential natural gas (an estimated 600 million tons of partially frozen natural gas hydrates) and mineral reserves.  Both Tokyo and Seoul claim overlapping Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) in the waters that surround the islets (Weinstein, 2006, ¶ 17).

The San Francisco Peace Treaty of September 8, 1951, treaty was meant to resolve all Japanese World War II territorial issues, but the treaty failed to mention Dokdo; hence the lingering dispute.  Japan would like to try the case in international court.  South Korea considers the case closed and contends that Japan’s nagging obsession with the islets is evidence that “Japan has a social and cultural inclination toward militarism” (Roy, 2004, p. 91).

 After Korea broke free from Japan at the end of World War II, both North and South Korea demanded official apologies for Japan’s harsh and unjustified occupation of the Korean Peninsula.  Normalization negotiations between Tokyo and Seoul dragged on for over fourteen years.  South Korean President Syngman Rhee adopted a confrontational approach toward Japan.  Successive Japanese administrations paid little attention to Rhee’s demands for an apology and compensation (Manyin, 2003, p. 16).
Then in 1961, Park Chung-Hee came to power.  To achieve his primary economic goal of rapid industrialization, Park eagerly solicited Japanese economic assistance and adopted a much more conciliatory stance than Rhee on almost all outstanding issues (Manyin, 2003, p. 16).

On June 22, 1965, South Korea and Japan signed a Treaty of Basic Relations, which finally normalized relations between the two countries.  As part of the settlement, Japan agreed to pay South Korea $800 million (approximately 3.8 billion in 1999 dollars).  This consisted of a $300 million grant, a $200 million loan, and $300 million in private credits from Japanese banks and financial institutions.  The terms of the treaty enraged many South Koreans.  Opposition parties charged that the agreement amounted to a sellout and boycotted ratification in the National Assembly.  The Park government imposed martial law to suppress violent anti-government protests that had erupted throughout the country (Manyin, 2003, p. 16).

Japan has often stated that the 1965 treaty settled the apology issue, but nevertheless, since then has offered many more apologies for its past military transgressions to the people and governments of North and South Korea.  Here are a few, but certainly not all of them:

On August 24, 1982, during a press conference on historical revisionism in Japanese textbooks, Prime Minister Zenko Suzuki stated, “I am painfully aware of Japan’s responsibility for inflicting serious damages [on Asian nations] during the past war.  We need to recognize that there are criticisms that condemn [Japan’s occupation] as invasion” (NYT, 1982, ¶ 1). 
On August 26, 1982, Chief Cabinet Secretary Kiichi Miyazawa stated, “The Japanese people are deeply aware that acts by our country in the past caused tremendous suffering and damage to the peoples of Korea and China, and have followed the path of a pacifist state with remorse and determination that such acts must never be repeated.”  Miyazawa went on to say, “This spirit should also be respected in Japan’s school education and textbook authorization. Recently, however, Korea, China, and others have criticized some Japanese textbooks.  Japan will pay due attention to these criticisms and make corrections” (Stokes, 1982, ¶ 1).
On September 6, 1984, Emperor Hirohito told South Korean President Chun Doo Hwan, “It is indeed regrettable that there was an unfortunate past between us for a period in this century and I believe that it should not be repeated again.”  The next day, Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone added, “There was a period in this century when Japan brought to bear great sufferings upon your country and its people. I would like to state here that the government and people of Japan feel a deep regret for this error” (Time, 1984, ¶ 1).
On May 24, 1990, during a summit meeting in Japan, Emperor Akihito told South Korean President Roh Tae Woo, “Reflecting upon the suffering that your people underwent during this unfortunate period, which was brought about by our nation, I cannot but feel the deepest remorse.”  The following day, Prime Minister Toshiki Kaifu added, “I would like to take the opportunity here to humbly reflect upon how the people of the Korean Peninsula went through unbearable pain and sorrow as a result of our country’s actions during a certain period in the past and to express that we are sorry” (Weisman, 1990, ¶ 1).
On January 16, 1992, during a dinner speech in South Korea with South Korean President Roh Tae Woo, Japanese Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa proclaimed, “We Japanese must bear in mind that your people experienced unbearable suffering and sorrow during the past because of our nation’s act.  I would like to once again express my sincerest apology to the people of your nation.”  The next day, Miyazawa added, “Recently the issue of the so-called ‘wartime comfort women’ is being brought up.  I think that incidents like this are seriously heartbreaking, and I am truly sorry” (NYT, 1992, ¶ 2).
On July 6, 1992, Chief Cabinet Secretary Koichi Kato stated, “The Government again would like to express its sincere apology and remorse to all those who have suffered indescribable hardship as so-called ‘wartime comfort women.’  As I listen to many people, I feel truly grieved for this issue” (MOFA, 1992, ¶ 3).
On August 4, 1993, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yohei Kono commented on the result of the Japanese government study on the “Comfort Women” issue, “Undeniably, this was an act, with the involvement of the military authorities of the day, that severely injured the honor and dignity of many women. The Government of Japan would like to take this opportunity once again to extend its sincere apologies and remorse” (MOFA, 1993, ¶ 2).
On August 11, 1993, in his first press conference after inauguration, Prime Minister Morihiro Hosokawa admitted, “I myself believe it [World War II] was a war of aggression, a war that was wrong” (Strom, 1994, p. 488). 

On August 31, 1994, Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama stated, “Japan’s actions in the past claimed numerous victims here and elsewhere with scars that are painful even today.  These acts of aggression, colonial rule, and the like caused such unbearable suffering, that Japan’s future path should be one of making every effort to build world peace” (MOFA, 1994, ¶ 2).
On June 9, 1995, the House of Representatives, National Diet of Japan, proclaimed in a resolution to renew the determination for peace on the basis of lessons learned from history:

On the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the end of World War II, this House offers its sincere condolences to those who fell in action and victims of wars and similar actions all over the world.  Solemnly reflecting upon many instances of colonial rule and acts of aggression in the modern history of the world, and recognizing that Japan carried out those acts in the past, inflicting pain and suffering upon the peoples of other countries, especially in Asia, the Members of this House express a sense of deep remorse (MOFA, “Resolution,” 1995, ¶ 3).
On August 15, 1995, the fiftieth anniversary of the end of World War II, Japanese Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama stated, “During the not-too-distant past, Japan, through its colonial rule and aggression, caused tremendous damage and suffering to the people of many countries, particularly those of Asia.  I regard these irrefutable facts of history, and express my deep remorse and heartfelt apology” (MOFA, “Statement,” 1995, ¶ 5).
On August 28, 1997, Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto stated, “Japan will not become a military power in the future.  Still, however clear this may be to us, we must continue our persistent efforts so that China and the other nations of Asia have no reason to doubt us” (MOFA, 1997, ¶ 46). 
On October 8, 1998, Japanese Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi advised South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung that he humbly regarded the historical fact that Japan caused tremendous damage and suffering to the people of the Republic of Korea through its colonial rule, and expressed his deep remorse and heartfelt apology.  President Kim accepted the apology with sincerity and expressed his appreciation.  He expressed his view that the present calls for both countries to overcome their unfortunate history and build a relationship based on reconciliation and cooperation (Kristof, 1998, ¶ 2).
On April 22, 2005, Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi stated, “Japan squarely faces these facts of history with feelings of deep remorse and heartfelt apology.  Japan has resolutely maintained since the end of World War II, never turning into a military power, its principle of resolving all matters by peaceful means, without recourse to force” (Bonner, 2005, ¶ 2-3).
On March 26, 2007, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, under fire for denying that Japan forced women to work as prostitutes during World War II, offered a fresh apology, but stopped short of clearly acknowledging Japan’s responsibility for the establishment of brothels for soldiers.  Abe told a parliamentary debate, “I express my sympathy toward the comfort women and apologize for the situation they found themselves in.  I apologize here and now as prime minister” (Onishi, 2007, ¶ 6). 

On the surface, it would seem that Japan has apologized enough and shown enough remorse for its past military transgressions.  Many Koreans, however, believe that the Japanese leaders have simply been paying insincere lip service because, despite their apologies, Japanese leaders continue to make visits to a national shrine that honors fourteen Class-A war criminals.
Yasukuni Jinja is a Shinto shrine located in Tokyo and dedicated to the kami (spirits) of those who died fighting on behalf of the Emperor of Japan.  In October 2004, its Book of Souls listed the names of 2,466,532 men and women, including 21,181 Koreans, who died fighting for Japan during wartime (Ueda, 2007, ¶ 19).

The shrine is a source of considerable controversy.  A total of 1,068 people convicted of war crimes by a post World War II are enshrined at Yasukuni, including the aforementioned fourteen convicted World War II Class-A war criminals.  The shrine’s history museum contains an historical revisionist account of Japan’s actions in World War II (Sturgeon, 2006, p. 87).
Visits to the shrine by cabinet members have been cause for protest at home and abroad. China, the two Koreas, and Taiwan have protested against these visits since 1985.  Despite the controversy, former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi made annual visits from 2001 to 2006.  As a result, Japan’s relations with its neighbors declined to their worst state since the end of World War II.  Koizumi accused his neighbors of meddling in Japan’s internal affairs.  For Korea and others, the fact that the shrine includes Class-A war criminals made the Prime Minister’s visits to the Shrine, official or not, an issue of international concern (Sturgeon, 2006, p. 87-90).
By visiting the Shrine, Koizumi demonstrated his insincerity toward post-war reconciliation efforts with his neighbors.  While Japan has officially apologized for its actions in World War II, for Japan’s neighbors, visiting the shrine was a visible sign that Japan was not really sorry (Sturgeon, 2006, p. 95-96).

This issue may be thawing out somewhat.  Koizumi’s successor, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, visited the shrine before he took office, but since then stayed away.  He advised that he would not visit “as long as the issue remains a diplomatic problem” (BBC, “Shuns,” 2007, ¶ 6).
Still, many problems remain.  Japan’s perceived unreasonableness in its relations with the two Koreas stems partially from the fact that sometimes Japan becomes frustrated with Korea, too.  An example is the North Korean abduction issue.  From 1977 to 1983, North Korean government agents kidnapped Japanese citizens and brought them to North Korea against their will.  The reasons are still a matter of speculation, but it is believed that some were abducted to teach Japanese language and culture at North Korean spy schools.  Some may have been snatched because they happened to witness North Korean espionage activity in Japan.  Others may have been seized to obtain their persona, but these abductees are believed to have been killed immediately.  Some women may have been abducted to become terrorists’ wives.  Japanese nationalists are using the North Korean abduction issue as ammunition for their drive to revise the constitution (Manyin, 2003, p. 7). 
Less than two years after its World War II surrender, on May 3, 1947, Japan implemented a new constitution—what has come to be known as the “Peace Constitution.”  Article 9 of Chapter II “Renunciation of War” of the constitution proclaims:

Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes.  In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized (NDL, 1946). 

On November 22, 2005, then Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) released a draft of the new constitution which proposed making changes to Article 9 which would expand Japan’s military roles in international affairs.  Although the draft retains the “no-war” clause, it modifies the sentence forbidding maintenance of “land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential” to permit development of a military force that will defend the nation and participate in international efforts such as the Global War on Terror and United Nations Peacekeeping Operations.  “This new draft uses the term gun (army or military)—a term that the current constitution purposely avoids” (Asahi, 2007, ¶ 9-10).

The BBC reported in July 2007 that the draft fanned the Article 9 debate.  Opposition came from grassroots Japanese organizations, Asian governments, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) the world over.  Former Prime Minister Shinzo Abe vowed to push aggressively for constitutional revision before he recently resigned.  He managed to pass a bill to allow for a national referendum in April 2007, but by then “public support for changing the constitution had waned.  The referendum has been postponed until 2010” (Hogg, 2007, ¶ 29).
Most Koreans view this debate to revise the constitution with suspicion of a possible re-militarization.  Many Koreans hope that Japan will take the cooperative, rather than competitive, approach, as it restructures its national security policies.  They suggest that Japan should focus on enhancing regional and global security by assuming leadership roles in multilateral institutions such as the United Nations, World Trade Organization, and the ASEAN Regional Forum.  It should maintain the same defense posture it has held for the past sixty years.  In their eyes, the end of the Cold War does not give Japan license to worry its neighbors by rebuilding its military.  It should continue to use its military forces for self-defense purposes only.

Alexei Senatorov (2004), Senior Researcher at the Russian Academy of Sciences Institute for Far Eastern Studies, believes that Japan is, in fact, gradually liberating itself from the image of “single-country pacifism.” This writer agrees.  As Senatorov notes, opinion from inside the country is being voiced with increasing frequency that Japan should “step up its military cooperation with the US, expand the roles for its self-defense forces, change the constitution to permit the use of war, elevate the National Defense Administration to the status of a ministry, strengthen and expand intelligence organizations,” and so on (p. 74).
It seems to this writer that all of the issues discussed here—Japan’s past military exploits, textbook controversies, territorial disputes, defiant visits to Yasukuni Shrine, and its gradual move toward re-militarization—point toward the inevitable conclusion that Koreans are justified in their frustration with Japan—for the most part because of Japan’s historical revisionist tactics.
To rectify this situation, Japan should, 1) admit and offer sincere, official apologies for its wrongdoings during its sixteenth and twentieth century occupations of Korea; 2) overhaul its methods of teaching history so that its history textbooks reflect the whole unsavory truth about its wrongdoings; 3) drop its territorial claims with Korea and remove all nationalistic insinuations and editorials about those claims from its history textbooks; and 4) reassure Korea that its eventual re-militarization (which seems inevitable) will not pose a direct threat to Korea’s security, but help bolter regional security in Northeast Asia.
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