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There is in Japan a custom by which a baby cloth known as an akai chanchanko (a “red sleeveless vest”) is given as a special birthday present to somebody on his or her 61st birthday. The day signifies the end of the first and the beginning of the second Chinese sexagenary cycle, while the red baby vest represents one’s determination to be reborn. The day is also related with a proverb, “Never forget the original intention”, which warns people not to forget the firm will they once had when making a fresh start in life. There is in one’s 61st birthday the determination to get back on the starting line to start a new life. 

It was in 1947, two years after the historic surrender of Japan ended World War II, that the country adopted its new constitution. This year, the constitution will celebrate its 60th birthday. The constitution was in part an expression of the original intention of the Japanese people who, filled with a sense of remorse for the militarism and the aggressive war they had waged, decided to devote themselves to peace, democracy and basic human rights. The 9th Article of the constitution was particularly important for them because it represented Japan’s official pledge to the entire world, and in particular to the Asia Pacific countries that had suffered enormous loss and damages as a result of Japan’s war of aggression. 

The constitutional clause recently faced a serious challenge when Shinzo Abe came to power in September of last year with a plan to revise the constitution under the slogan, “Freedom from the Post-war System”. The launch of his administration led to the upgrading of the Japanese Defense Agency to the Ministry of Defense, a Cabinet-level ministry, and repeated statements were made by his cabinet and party members in support of Japanese nuclear armament, actions which appear to stray far away from the early repentance for past wrongdoings. 

Abe was born the grandson of Kishi Nobusuke, who was elected as Japan’s prime minister in 1957. Kishi played a major role in building up the Japanese puppet state of Manchukuo, and had developed into a major political figure by the time Japan started the Pacific War, only to be prosecuted as a Class A war criminal by the Allies after the war. So, may it not be that what Prime Minister Abe never forgets is the original intention of his grandfather who propelled the war of aggression, rather than that of the ordinary Japanese people who chose the Peace Constitution? 

When I visited Washington DC last March to present a report on reconciliation in East Asia and certain related historical issues, I found that a resolution had been introduced to the US Congress calling for the Japanese prime minister to accept Japan’s historical responsibility and make a formal apology for the “comfort women” issue. The resolution was submitted on January 31 by Japanese-American lawmaker Mike Honda and six other members of Congress. Five of these lawmakers were representatives of the Pacific coast states and Guam, a US territory in the Western Pacific Ocean. I sensed from this fact that behind the resolution solidarity was forming between Americans originating from the Asia Pacific region.

It is commonly held that it was in 1968 that the term Asian-American began to be used in the USA. The vehement protests against the Vietnam War and the African-American Civil Rights Movement ignited further movements focused on abolishing racial discrimination and promoting civil rights and equal opportunities among Asian communities in the USA. The spread of the movement led to a common perception that Asia-Pacific Americans, who form one of several ethnic minorities in the US, needed to be united in order to secure their rights as American citizens. The perception eventually resulted in the coining of the term ‘Asian-Americans’ and, accordingly, the identity of Asian-Americans. 
There was, however, a huge obstacle to the unity of Asian-American people, namely imperial Japan’s war of aggression, which inflicted a serious wound on the people of the region. As such, recovery from this bitter history via an amicable settlement of the past is essential if we are to consolidate the Asia-Pacific communities in the USA. 
In the USA today, documentation on Japanese war crimes amounting to some 1.8 million pages has been collected by government agencies and made available to the public in compliance with the Japanese Imperial Government Disclosure Act. The draft act was submitted in 1999 by California Senator Dianne Feinstein, who stated that the purpose of the act is to deal with the issues that troubled people in the 20th century and bring peace and prosperity to the Asia-Pacific community of the 21st century. She added that to obtain that goal “we should handle the past fairly and sincerely.” The first step towards the goal was to find out the truth by opening up to scrutiny the war materials. 
In September 1999, the California State Assembly passed resolution AJR 27, which had been submitted by Assemblyman Mike Honda. The resolution called for the Japanese government “to finally bring closure to concerns relating to World War II by formally issuing a clear and unambiguous apology for the atrocious war crimes committed by the Japanese military during World War II, and to immediately pay reparations to the victims of those crimes.” 

The war crimes stated in the resolution include the inhumane treatment of the US military and civilian prisoners including forced labor, the Rape of Nanking, the forced labor and acts of violence imposed by the Japanese military upon the people of Guam and the Marshall Islands, the massacre of the inhabitants of the Andaman Islands, sexual slavery, the Manila massacre, chemical and biological experiments against US prisoners, and the enslavement - including sexual slavery - of citizens in the occupied and colonized territories. 

The passing of the “comfort women resolution” that took place when I was in Washington DC amazed me because it meant for me that the movement that had started in California in 1999 had continued to develop, finally reaching the US capital. Its progress had greatly relied upon the development of the Asia-Pacific communities in US society. I was quite impressed that people who share the same ethnic and cultural origins as us were able to work together to solve the historical questions, promoting their position in US society through their efforts as responsible members of that society and striving for a prosperous coexistence.

２

An international conference on the modern history of Japan was held in Beijing in July 2001. I participated in the conference and presented the Chinese organizer with a proposal made jointly with participants from both South and North Korea. It was a proposal to turn the conference into a regular academic event with the focus on the perception of history and the history education of each country, as an effort to develop East Asia into a peaceful regional community. 

At that point in time, Japan saw the appearance of a school history textbook written to glorify the war waged by Japan, drawing fierce opposition from Asian neighbors such as China and Korea. The immediate goal set forth in the proposal was related with the textbook issue, but ultimately it should be devoted to nurturing a historical perception among the younger generation of East Asians that would bring peace to the region and create a future that can be shared by all. The proposal led to the organization of the Forum on Historical Perception and Peace in East Asia (a.k.a. the Historical Perception Forum), the first of which was held in Nanking in March 2002. At this forum, participants highlighted the responsibility of the Japanese government in authorizing the revisionist history textbooks, and specifically pointed out that texts designed to obscure the relationship between wrongdoers and victims in the war would have a negative impact upon the effort to bring peace to Asia. It was also at this forum that three East Asian countries, Japan, China and Korea, agreed to the publication of a history textbook that could be used in all three countries.

Prior to today, five editions of the Historical Perception Forum have been held, and the sixth forum will be held in Seoul following today’s event. The common textbook for the three countries was published in May 2005 with the title, History Opening the Future – the Modern History of Three East Asian Countries, and has already begun to be used in schools. The book is significant in that it was published to celebrate “the sixty years after the war.” In the 4th forum held in Beijing under the theme, “Summary and Perspective of Historical Perceptions in the Sixty-year Postwar Period,” participants focused their discussions upon how to resolve the difficult issues left by the war of aggression. In both Koreas the discussion focused on how to overcome the national division and settle the legacy of Japanese colonial rule, while in China the main subject of discussion was how to bridge the national schism that occurred after the Chinese Civil War via a revaluation of the KMT’s role in the resistance against Japanese imperialism. In Japan, the remarkably low adoption rate of the controversial right-wing textbook indicates that most ordinary Japanese citizens are opposed to the attempt to glorify Japan’s last war of aggression. 

More importantly, it has been revealed that quite a few citizens in the three countries are keenly interested in the issue of how to convey a truthful record of history to the younger generation. That is why such issues as the infamous rightist history textbook and the prime minister’s visits to the Yasukuni Shrine have caused such serious concern among these people. In the meantime, the Korean civic movements have consolidated their collaborative relationship with the civic movements in Japan over the textbook issue. 

The situation also led Korean President Roh Muhyun to issue “a new doctrine on Japan” by which he “will closely cooperate with the international community as well as conscientious groups in Japan.” Similarly, the President of the PRC, Hu Jintao, mentioned in an address delivered on September 3 that many of the leading figures of Japanese society condemned Japan’s war of aggression, and stressed that we need the memory of history to take the right direction for the future.

Japan normalized its diplomatic relations with South Korea in 1965 and with China in 1972, but normal relations between Japan and North Korea have still not materialized. The legacy of the Cold War lingers on in East Asia. The normalization of relations between Japan and Korea and China took place in the Cold War era as a result of a high-level political judgment, and has accordingly caused various problems up until today. The priority has been to stabilize international relationships and secure economic development, while attempts to solve the problems regarding the past have involved political, rather than legal, means, thereby contributing to the growth of conflicts between governments and individual victims. The settlement of such conflicts, which developed into a huge political issue in each country during the 1990s, is now directly related with how we look at Japan’s colonial rule and the war of aggression. 
The quest for a solution to these conflicts is becoming ever more important as the peaceful development of East Asia becomes a common goal for the 21st century. No one can deny, however, that there is a limit to solving the conflicts only by an agreement between governments, since history tends to strongly involve the emotions and sensibilities of people. What is needed today, therefore, is to maintain persistent communication between civil communities and societies and to come face to face with history without concealment or distortion. Finally, I’d like to conclude my report with some famous words taken from the Bible: “The truth shall make you free.”

Thank you.

Keynote Report 
Origins of the Division of Korea and Peace in Asia

Joongseok Soe

Professor at Sungkyunkwan University 
1.

Many Koreans believe that the Allied countries handled their fate very badly and carelessly after World War II. During the Pacific War and the period preceding it, imperial Japan committed numerous atrocities in other Asian countries. However, Allied countries treated Japan generously, and it remained relatively stable after the war. In contrast, Korea, a victim of Japanese imperialism, came to be divided and underwent a vicious internecine war. They also point out that it was wrong that the U.S. adopted indirect rule and the policy of breaking the status quo in Japan, while enforcing direct rule and a policy of maintaining the status quo (e.g. the reappointment of Koreans who had cooperated with Japanese colonists in return for important government positions) in Korea. Some of them feel resentful about the ironic turn taken by history, namely that Koreans, having suffered under the colonial rule of imperial Japan for 36 years (1910-1945), came to be embroiled in the Korean War (1950-1953), while Japan, having caused the Pacific War, laid the basis for its future prosperity by serving as a supply base for the U.S. forces fighting in Korea during the Korean War, and also reequipped its own army again.
The 38th parallel, agreed to between the U.S. and the Soviet Union as the line dividing the Korean Peninsula into two for their respective occupation following the end of World War II, became a cause of bitter grief for Koreans, as their country had remained united as one for more than a thousand years. As a result of the ensuing confrontation between the two Superpowers, the line remained in place, and then the Korean War broke out, resulting in tremendous loss of both property and human lives. Since the truce agreement made in July 1953, the two Koreas have remained in a state of extreme confrontation with each other across the DMZ for half a century. The Peninsula remained as the arena of the struggle during the Cold War period. Even now, following the end of the Cold War, tension has not disappeared from the Peninsula. The truce line still threatens peace between the two Koreas and in Asia as a whole. 

2.

When Korea was liberated from Japanese colonial rule in August 1945, division of the homeland never entered the mind of the Korean people. However, the problem was that those fighting for independence, who would of course play a leading role in the establishment of a new independent Korean state, were scattered in various areas outside Korea and were thus associated with countries that had adopted different political or ideological systems from each other. In short, if there had been an organization leading national or independence movements from within the country, such as the National Council of India led by Mahatma Gandhi or Jawaharlal Nehru, Koreans could have established a single state based on their long tradition as a single nation state despite the presence of the U.S. and Soviet troops as occupational forces on the two sides of the 38th parallel. However, most of the Korean forces or organizations fighting for independence operated outside Korea. Such an example is almost unparalleled throughout the world, with the exception of a few organizations in exile. It requires considerable knowledge about imperial Japan’s colonial policy to understand how such an unprecedented example occurred in Korea. 
The restrictions imposed on Koreans by Japanese colonists concerning their assembly, association, expression and publication were much more severe than those adopted by the U.K., the U.S. or France in their respective colonies in India and Southeast Asia. Following the participation of a multitude of Koreans in the March First Movement, the colonists attempted to ease very slightly their iron rule with a conciliatory gesture. However, no outdoor assemblies were allowed. Indoor assemblies, only partially allowed, were kept under surveillance by the police. No political organizations existed. All newspapers, magazines and books were subjected to a pre-publication review. The basic rights that had been partially granted in the 1920s were withdrawn following the Manchurian Incident in 1931 and particularly after the Sino-Japan War in 1937. The colonists never accepted anything like the Legislative Assembly of India which existed under British colonial rule, the Filipino Assembly which as permitted under American colonial rule, or the Administrative Council in Indochina under French colonial rule. All demonstrations protesting against colonial rule, including the March First Movement, the June 10 Independence Demonstration, and the Kwangju student demonstrations, which were started on November 3, 1929 and spread nationwide, were mercilessly suppressed. Those engaged in underground independence activities within the country did not last long. Dignitaries who protested against the colonial rule were subjected to constant surveillance, house searches, and imprisonment. Their family members suffered various disadvantages when seeking admission to a school or getting a job, and so forth. This forced them to carry out systematic and continued activities outside of the country. The deprivation of opportunities to participate in political activities during the Japanese colonial period would have a great negative impact on politics in the liberated Korea. 

3.

The Korean independence movement was launched right after the Protectorate Treaty of 1905 for Japan’s annexation of Korea. Such activities were carried out chiefly in the Maritime Province of Siberia (particularly Vladivostok) and Manchuria (particularly Kando) until 1910, as well as within the country. A considerable number of Koreans lived in those areas. Following the March First Movement, Korean Independence Forces were engaged in brisk activities in Manchuria, China (particularly, Beijing and Shanghai), Japan and the U.S. In the mid-1920s and thereafter, only communists were allowed to engage in such activities in the Soviet Union. 
Imperial Japan’s invasion of Manchuria in 1931 gave additional stimulus to the Korean independence movements being carried out in foreign countries. The independence fighters thought that they should build up their capabilities and begin fighting against the colonists when Japanese entered wars with China, Russia and the U.S., even before imperial Japan’s annexation of Korea in 1910. They regarded the Manchuria Incident in 1931 as the commencement of such a war. They also changed their way of fighting the Japanese. With the Japanese Army controlling all of Manchuria, they began to engage in guerrilla warfare, as it was difficult for them to carry out regular military campaigns, like the battles fought at Pongodong (1920) and Ch’ŏngsanni (1920).
With the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War, Korean forces, such as the Korean Volunteer Corps led by Chosŏn National Revolution Party (1938) and the Korean Restoration Army of the Provisional Government of the Republic of Korea led by Kim Ku (1940), were launched in China. Towards the later 1920s, efforts were made to unite the various independence movement groups working separately in Korea, Manchuria and in mainland China into one. From 1931, such efforts were intensified. In Manchuria, Korean independence forces, partisans, and Chinese forces often formed a united front against the Japanese forces. The 6th Division led by Kim Ilsung indirectly joined forces with Ch’ŏndogyo followers in Korea. In mainland China, the Korean Independence Party and the Chosŏn Righteous Patriots Corps formed a joint front against the Japanese in 1932, and united themselves into one under the name of the Chosŏn Revolution Party in 1935. In 1942, the Provisional Government in Chongqing, China formed a coalition government by joining forces with various factions, including the Chosŏn National Revolution Party. 
Korean independence fighters in many areas around the world also made efforts to form a united front or integrate various groups into one, and stressed the need for solidarity with national liberation movements in other countries based on the principle of freedom, equality and mutual cooperation. The Chosŏn Revolution Party adopted a platform of “total consolidation of Koreans overseas” based on the belief that the maximum level of capability could only be produced once all Koreans were united as one. In 1936, the Korean Fatherland Restoration Association in Manchuria announced the need for the unity of all Koreans, regardless of their class, gender, position, faction, age and religion. In Korea, the Chosŏn National Construction League led by Yŏ Unhyŏng also made a proposal for unity to drive the Japanese imperialists out of the homeland. In 1942, the Korean Independence Union, formed in a Chinese Communist-controlled area, drew up a plan to expand the Koreans’ united front against Japan and form a revolutionary alliance with individuals and groups in Korea and the northeast provinces in China. State Minister Chang Kŏnsang of the Provisional Government in Chongqing sought an alliance with the Korean Independence Union, which in turn strived to form an alliance with Korean forces in the northeast provinces of China and groups with revolutionary ideas in Korea. Yŏ Unhyŏng made contact with the Korean Independence Union, the Korean Volunteer Corps, the Temporary Korean Government and armed Korean factions in Manchuria in an effort to form a united front for the liberation of the homeland. 
Korean organizations fighting for independence adopted similar platforms concerning a desired economic system and how to punish Koreans cooperating with the Japanese colonists (“Korean collaborators”). They advocated a society free of suppression and exploitation where freedom and equality is guaranteed. The Korean Independence Party launched in 1930 adopted a manifesto “of nationalization of all land and large-sized manufacturing businesses in a way that makes people live equally.” Other organizations adopted similar platforms. The National Revolutionary Party included the intention to seize the property of Korean collaborators in its platform, which move was shared by other organizations.
Despite such efforts for unity among the distinct groups fighting for independence, their structural restrictions made it difficult to achieve this aim. Manchurian partisans were stationed in Khabarovsk near the Soviet-Manchuria border. It was difficult to even send a message to them, let alone form a joint front with them, as the neighboring areas were occupied by Japanese troops. The situation was not much better for the Provisional Government located in Chongqing and the Korean Independence Union in Yenan. Another factor was that Korean independence fighters had to maintain close relations with those in power in their respective areas, whose systems and ideologies were different from each other. The Provisional Government was composed of nationalists (from both the right and the left), while the Korean Independence Union and the Independence Union in Khabarovsk were socialists. Many socialists engaged in underground struggles in Korea towards the end of the colonial rule were confined to solitary prison cells or were otherwise isolated from others for an extended period of time. As such, they could not form a proper view of what was happening throughout the world. With the liberation, the Provisional Korean Government joined the southern side occupied by the U.S. forces, while Manchurian partisans and the Korean Independence Union members joined the northern side occupied by the Soviet troops. Communists maintained their organizations in both sides. Internal factors for the division of the Korean Peninsula were already being formed prior to liberation due to the Japanese imperialists’ defining power. 
4.

It would have been difficult for Koreans to take care of State affairs on their own immediately after liberation on August 15, 1945, if they had no independence fighter organizations in Korea with a nationwide network, due to the geographical distance of those operating in foreign countries. In such a case, the U.S. position would have made more sense in that the country required a certain period of trusteeship due to its political immaturity. 
On the day of liberation, the Committee for the Preparation of Korean Independence (“CPKI”) (Chairman: Yŏ Unhyŏng / Vice Chairman: An Chaehong) led by the National Construction League (“NCL”) started its activities. At Yŏ Unhyŏng’s demand, political prisoners were released the following day. Civil police squads were abruptly formed as CPKI-controlled organizations. The number of CPKI chapters increased to 145 nationwide by the end of August. The NCL comprised all sorts of members. The positions of the CPKI’s executive members were filled by a roughly equal number of rightists and leftists, thus keeping the balance. In the South, the CPKI’s chapters were established in the form of a coalition between rightists and leftists. In the North, they were occupied by nationalists, who aligned with the Communists. The general public felt that the liberation was for real, seeing the activities of the CPKI and the civil police. The CPKI did what it needed to do to maintain order and security and property. 
Towards the end of August, rumors spread that the U.S. troops would take over the South in early September. Many rightists left the CPKI. Yŏ Unhyŏng abruptly took steps to establish a people’s republic, accepting the suggestion of Park Hŏnyŏng, a communist. In September, rightists led by the Korean Democratic Party and representing the bourgeois, including landowners, started demanding the establishment of a government led by the Provisional Government in Chongqing, while leftists led by the Communists sought the establishment of a people’s republic. The U.S. forces established a military government for direct rule of the South and reinstated many Korean collaborators who had served as police officers during the Japanese colonial rule, in the expectation that they would be as loyal to them (U.S. forces) as they had been to the Japanese colonists. The reinstatement of Korean collaborators, many of whom had long lorded it over other Koreans, reduced the significance of liberation and left an indelible stain on the nation’s modern history. The U.S. forces protected, and provided positive support to, rightists, and suppressed leftists. 
The issue concerning the Korean Peninsula was discussed at the Meeting of Foreign Ministers of the U.S., the U.K., and the Soviet Union held in Moscow in December 1945, four months after Japan’s unconditional surrender. They agreed to launch the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission to discuss the establishment of the Provisional Government in consultation with political parties and social organizations in Korea, as well as enforcement of trusteeship for not longer than five years. Trusteeship was not something that could be accepted by Koreans, who wanted the immediate independence of their homeland. National leaders, including Kim Ku and Syngman Rhee, and leading organizations such as the Korean Democratic Party, launched a determined struggle against trusteeship. Communists both in the South and the North supported the decision made at the Three Ministers’ Conference in Moscow, including trusteeship. National leaders, such as Kim Kyushik, Yŏ Unhyŏng, An Chaehong and Kim Pyŏngro, said that Koreans should cooperate with the Allied Forces concerning the establishment of the Provisional Government for fear that the nation might be divided into two if the decision at the Moscow Conference was not honored, but that trusteeship should be avoided. The only agreement made by Allied Forces on the issue of the Korean Peninsula served as an occasion to sharpen the confrontation between rightists and leftists. However, major political factions in both camps were not in complete dissent about the decision made at the Moscow Conference. On January 7, 1946, the Korean Democratic Party, Nationalist Party, Chosŏn People’s Party and Korean Communist Party made a joint announcement, saying, “We fully support the spirit contained in the decision of the Moscow Conference concerning the guarantee of Korean independence and the provision of support for its democratic development. However, the matter of trusteeship should be settled by our government, which must be established on the principle of national independence.”
A session of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission assigned the duty of launching the Provisional Government of Korea was held in March 1946, but was adjourned in May, having failed to reach an agreement on whether to accept the political parties and social organizations engaged in the anti-trusteeship struggle as parties to the negotiations. The U.S. welcomed rightists who were on the offensive against leftists in the battle of ideology, but saw their anti-trusteeship struggle as an obstacle to its handling of the issue of the Korean Peninsula in collaboration with the Soviet Union. Those engaged in the anti-trusteeship struggle were rightists friendly to the U.S., but remained adamant in their position, thus causing sour relations with the U.S. The Soviet Union was only cautious about the anti-Soviet or anti-Communist activities of those engaged in the anti-trusteeship struggle, and was never interested in the Koreans’ desire to form an independent state immediately. Communists both in the South and North blindly supported the Soviet Union’s position. 
Seeing that the nation was likely to be divided into two with the adjournment of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission, moderate national leaders such as Yŏ Unhyŏng and Kim Kyushik launched a campaign for a coalition of rightists and leftists with the support of the U.S. Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK). The moderates judged that the Provisional Government of Korea should be a coalition of rightists and leftists as long as U.S and Soviet troops were stationed on each side of the 38th parallel. As the decision of the Moscow Conference shows, the Allied Forces’ proposal for the settlement of the issue of the Korean Peninsula could only end in failure if either side of the ideological divide tried to seize the political power alone. The moderates thought that a grand coalition of the Korean nation was necessary, considering the geopolitical factors of the peninsula, among other reasons. The peninsula was the point at which northern (continental) powers met with southern (oceanic) powers. As such, the leading countries had a great stake in it. The moderates thought that the nation could have a say in the international community and utilize aid from other countries, if it made self-reliant efforts to turn its geopolitical situation into unique advantages.
In 1947, hostility between the U.S. and the Soviet Union was deepening. In May of that year, another session of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission was held, but Koreans could not expect the establishment of their government for the entire peninsula due to the hostility that had broken out between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. With the transfer of the issue of Korea to the UN in September of that year as proposed by the U.S., the establishment of separate governments across the 38th parallel was becoming a reality. When the members of the United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea (UNTCOK) came to Seoul in January 1948, Kim Ku and Kim Kyushik insisted that the two sides should reach an agreement. They proposed a meeting between representatives of the two sides to discuss the future of the nation pursuant to the belief of the majority of Koreans that division should be avoided at all costs. 
As a nation that had existed as a single centralized nation state for more than a thousand years, division was unthinkable, and most Koreans thought that the nation could only develop a self-reliant economy by remaining unified, given that the nation’s industrial bases were distributed in the South and the North. It is also noteworthy that voices were raised for a negotiation between the two sides, which they said was required to avoid a war. Already in 1946, concerns were prevalent about a war started by either side of the camp with support from the Soviet Union or the U.S. At that time, most of the published articles (including the seven political leaders’ announcement on March 12, 1948) asking for a South-North negotiation pointed to the possibility of a civil war as a prelude to a world war between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, if the 38th parallel became the national border.

5.

Now, it is worth looking at how internal and external factors led to the division of the Korean Peninsula. A powerful structural factor in the nation’s division and the ensuing confrontation between the two sides arose because the Korean independence fighters inevitably had to carry out their activities in many separate regions both in and out of the country due to the colonists’ merciless policy, and consequently they sought alignment with those in power in regions whose prevailing systems and ideologies differed from each other. 
Given that the Koreans constituted a single nation, the Japanese colonists adopted a policy aimed at dividing classes of people, namely by placating the upper classes and treating commoners harshly, rather than employing the kind of “divide and rule” tactics designed to exploit religious and ethnic differences within a given country. The bourgeois, including landowners, of Korea were not rich enough to compete with their Japanese counterparts. They were also spiritually and morally weak. Many of them collaborated with the colonists. As for the socialists, their long-term imprisonment and isolated underground struggles made it difficult to expand their populistic basis and led to their ideological radicalness, resulting in their excessive reliance on the Soviet Union. Extreme rightists and leftists basically lacked an attitude of compromise and generosity and could not properly cope with the delicate and complicated changes in the situation.
Japan’s colonial rule also played a considerable part in the division of Korea. The impact of its policy over the colony on the formation of the characteristics of independence fighters, landowners and socialists is described in the foregoing paragraphs. Korean collaborators took the lead in the division of the homeland after liberation. During the period of colonial rule, they were engaged in the campaign to encourage other Koreans to become subjects of the Japanese king and support Japan’s war of invasion. Their deeply ingrained attitude in support of imperial Japan’s militarism led to the extreme anti-communism or cold-war ideology that became prevalent after the liberation.
Imperial Japan’s militarists colonized Korea, invaded Manchuria and started the Sino-Japanese War and the Pacific War, which led to U.S. and Soviet participation in the war. Under the influence of fascism, Japan adopted an extremely inhuman military ideology and refused to surrender to the last minute, which compelled the U.S. to drop atomic bombs on two cities in the Japanese homeland, while Soviet participation in the war led to their intervention in the future fate of Koreans, including the division of their homeland. In May 1945, the Japanese Army Headquarters transferred the right for operation in Seoul and areas north of Seoul to its lower unit, the Japanese Kanto Army: This also became a factor that led to the division of Korea along the 38th parallel.
Allied forces acted as a defining force in the division of Korea. The division of Korea was a devastating mistake made by Allied Forces after the end of World War II. The division of the Korean Peninsula along the 38th parallel for occupation by the U.S. and Soviet troops served as the most influential factor in the ultimate division of the peninsula into two Koreas. The peninsula was the only place in the world where only the troops of the U.S., which represented capitalism, and those of the Soviet Union, which led the socialist countries, were stationed following the end of World War 2. Few contacts were made between the headquarters of the foreign troops stationed on each side of the 38th parallel. No joint discussions were held about economic or traffic matters which required cooperation between the two sides. Gradually, crossing the 38th parallel to visit the other side became more difficult. Each headquarters in the South and the North provided support for those friendly to it. Only four months after the liberation, Allied Forces reached an agreement on the issue of Korea at the conference held in Moscow. From 1942 or so, the U.S. revealed its intention to put Korea under the international community’s control or trusteeship. Even at the Three Ministers’ Conference held in Moscow in December 1945, the U.S. proposed that idea. Even though the agreement they made concerning trusteeship stipulated that the imposition of such a status should be made by the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission in consultation with the Provisional Government of Korea, Koreans stiffly resisted the idea of trusteeship. 
The U.S. supported a coalition of rights and leftists following the adjournment of the first session of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission. The prevalent situation would have been quite different if the U.S. troops had taken a more flexible attitude toward the CPKI and the People's Committee and displayed a more cautious attitude about Korean collaborators. The U.S.-Soviet Joint Commission was dominated by military officers, despite the need for the exercise of a high level of political skills. The USAMGIK had a very limited number of civilians, compared to its counterpart in Germany or Japan. Ultimately, the Allied Forces pushed ahead with the procedure to establish separate governments that would control each side of the 38th parallel amid the ever worsening relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, with no proper consideration of the future of the country and what course events would take on the peninsula. 

6.

A war broke out less than two years after the establishment of a government on each side. President Syngman Rhee and his aides had often talked about the need for unification by military means. On June 25, 1950, North Korea started a war with the support of the Soviet Union and China. The Korean War ended on July 27, 1953, with the signing of the armistice agreement, after inflicting tremendous loss of human life and property on both sides. The Korean War Armistice Agreement, Article IV (Recommendations to the Governments Concerned on Both Sides) stipulates that, “within three (3) months of the Armistice Agreement being signed and taking effect, a political conference of a higher level of both sides should be held by representatives appointed respectively to settle through negotiation the questions of the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, and the peaceful settlement of the Korean question.” Thus, a meeting was held in Geneva in April 1954, but no substantial development was made. The two sides have ever since then confronted each other across the truce line. 
On July 4, 1972, the two Koreas, under the influence of the then détente between the U.S. and China, agreed on the following three principles for unification: 1) independence from foreign interference; 2) peaceful means; and 3) national unity transcending differences of ideology and system. However, those in power used the status of division and the joint communiqué announced on July 4, 1972 to stay in power longer. The two sides hovered on the brink of war on several occasions. The continuation of the status of division for an extended period of time and the use of such a status by those in power even led to the appearance of the term “the system of division.” 
The changes that occurred in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union at the end of the 1980s and in the early 1990s resulted in the collapse of the Cold War system. In September 1991, the two Koreas joined the UN simultaneously. In December 1991, the Prime Ministers of the two Koreas signed the South-North Basic Agreement, including a non-aggression pact and an appeal for the implementation of inter-Korean cooperation. However, the tension between the two sides still did not dissipate. With the North’s nuclear weapon development program, the danger of a war on the Korean Peninsula and in Northeast Asia loomed larger than ever. 
A giant step was taken towards the easing of tension on the peninsula and unification at the South-North Summit held in P’yŏngyang on June 15, 2000. Changes in North Korea-U.S. relations have made it possible to hold some hope for the peaceful settlement of the North’s nuclear program. More substantial progress is expected to be made in the relations between the two Koreas with the second South-North Summit in October 2007, and there will be greater possibility for progress regarding the issues of peace agreement and arms reduction recommended in the Armistice Agreement made back in 1953. 
Finally, it is necessary to point out that abrasive relations between the North and Japan pose a threat to peace in Northeast Korea. The normalization of bilateral relations, which have remained uneven since the end of World War II, will finally put an end to the Cold War in Asia. The process is closely associated with Japan’s attitude concerning the wrongdoings it perpetrated on its neighbors in the past. Japan’s unapologetic attitude continues to put a damper on the peace issue in the region. 

　

Bear History in Mind, Treasure Peace
By Li Zongyuan
Researcher, Lugouqiao War Memorial

Ladies and gentlemen,

My name is Li Zongyuan and I am a deputy director at the Memorial Museum of the Chinese People's War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression.

This year marks the 62nd anniversary of the victory of the world anti-fascist wars, the 70th anniversary of the full outbreak of the Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war, and the 70th anniversary of the Nanjing Massacre.

The war of aggression launched by Japanese militarism seven decades ago was a tragic nightmare for the Chinese people, for the other Asia-Pacific countries that suffered from the aggression of Japanese militarism, and also for the Japanese people.

For decades, historians and other social circles from around the world have reflected on how to understand this war and have drawn lessons from it from different perspectives, reaching similar or divergent conclusions.

Today I would like to take this opportunity to present how China understands this war and how it deals with post-war problems.

The 14-year war of aggression launched by Japan against China was a national catastrophe for the Chinese people. Nevertheless, during that difficult anti-Japanese war, the Chinese people showed their spirit of self-renewal in defying violence and humiliation, their solidarity in united struggle with one heart and with self-sacrifice, their resolve to resist aggression fearlessly, and their toughness to fight to the very end. We now call this spirit the spirit of the anti-Japanese war. The victory of the anti-Japanese war was a great victory in the independent revolutionary war of the Chinese nation and the world anti-fascist wars, a great victory for the patriotism-centered spirit of the Chinese nation, a great victory of the anti-Japanese national united front based on the cooperation between the Kuomintang and the Communist Party, a great victory of the people’s war, as well as a great victory of the unremitting struggle of the Chinese people for the great rejuvenation of the Chinese nation and the noble cause of the development of world peace. In view of the historical understanding, we deem it imperative to bear history firmly in mind and treasure peace.
I myself am a researcher of the anti-Japanese war history and a museum worker, so I would like to elaborate on China’s understanding of and attitude towards this war from one particular perspective based on a concrete introduction of our work at this museum.

I. The influence of the anti-Japanese war and the initiative to establish the Memorial Museum of the Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression. 
Up to the present and in the foreseeable future, World War II will be considered the most influential and far-reaching major historical event, with great repercussions for the world today and even for every country. In particular, the inhumanity and unprecedented destructiveness of the war - especially the war of aggression - shocked the whole world and drove the concepts of equality, independence, and peace deep into the hearts of the people. The Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war was critical to the world anti-fascist wars, was the Chinese people’s first thorough victory in the national revolutionary war to resist foreign aggression, and was the turning point in the rejuvenation of the Chinese nation. As the ancient Chinese sayings go, “Reading history makes men wise” and “Forgetting history amounts to betrayal”, so we shall study and understand history and draw on historical experience and lessons so as not to repeat past mistakes. As a major historical event of far-reaching influence, the anti-Japanese war is worthy of a special museum in commemoration of it. After the victory of the anti-Japanese war in 1945, the country had no time either to reflect on the war or tackle historical problems properly, mainly as a result of the civil war that broke out between the Kuomintang and the Communist Party, and the many twists and turns of social development that occurred after the founding of New China. It was not until the 1980s that China came to fully appreciate the great significance of the war. Historians in China took the initiative in carrying out research on the war so as to draw the attention of all society to this issue, which eventually led to the establishment of a special museum devoted to a comprehensive narrative of the war.

Of course, the establishment of the Memorial Museum of the Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression was not built in a day. From the end of the anti-Japanese war up to the 1980s, China as a country remained relatively poor and weak. After the founding of the People’s Republic of China, the nation invested all its limited funds in its modernization drive, with no resources to spare for establishing a special anti-Japanese war museum. However, the Chinese government and people never forgot this war. In the mid 1980s, the plan to build a museum to fully reflect the history of the Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war, on the original site marking the full outbreak of the war of Japanese aggression against China, came into being. Despite the unfavorable financial conditions of that time, the country invested in building the Memorial Museum of the Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression on the original site of the outbreak of the July 7 Incident, and opened it to the public on July 6, 1987. So far, more than 200 museums in commemoration of the anti-Japanese war have been built across China, most of which were constructed in the 1980s and 1990s with the same background as this museum.
II. Holding exhibitions for educational purposes on the basis of respecting history is the basic task of the Chinese anti-Japanese war museums
The common and immediate basic task of all museums, exhibition halls, and memorial halls is to stage exhibitions that provide a visual demonstration of history to viewers for their appreciation and appraisal. However, an extremely important factor in their establishment is that the exhibitions should conform to the fundamental principles of objectivity and factuality. Exhibitions lacking a strong factual basis run the risk of misleading the public’s understanding of historical facts. Being true to reality is something which, in itself, offers greater educational value. This is the fundamental principle underlying the exhibitions held by the Chinese anti-Japanese war museums. The history of the Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war belongs to both China and the world because the war is closely connected with the world anti-fascist wars and has been imprinted deep in the memory of the people of the world. Therefore, the factuality and quality of the Chinese anti-Japanese war museums should be able to withstand the critical appraisal of both Chinese and foreign viewers. After 20 years of practice, I think that we may confidently announce that the Chinese anti-Japanese war museums can fully withstand the test in terms of holding exhibitions that accurately reflect the historical truth. On the other hand, we may also say that, in all events, our practice and standard in upholding the historical truth is beyond the arbitrary denials and vicious attacks of those few people with ulterior motives.

This year marks the 20th anniversary of the establishment of our museum. In the past 20 years, we have respected history, reflected history objectively, and staged one soul-stirring exhibition after another through our unremitting and concerted efforts. As such, we have successively organized three large-scale basic exhibitions and more than 50 themed exhibitions to fully demonstrate this chapter in history with a considerable number of historical materials such as photos, files and objects, and have declared to the whole world that the Chinese people oppose wars of aggression and are committed to maintaining friendship and peace. Particularly in 2005, the large-scale themed exhibition entitled “The Great Victory” caused a great sensation in Chinese society. Guided by the conception of “bearing history in mind, treasuring peace, and creating a bright future” as put forward by the Chinese president Hu Jintao, “The Great Victory” won extensive praise from all circles both at home and abroad. Visitors and viewers from all circles of Japan, including the former prime minister Mr. Tomiichi Murayama, spoke highly of the exhibition, believing that it reflected the history truly and objectively and fully embodied the fundamental principle of the Chinese government and people to “keep in mind the past and look towards the future”.

So far, the basic exhibitions held by us have received a total of over 14 million visitors, including scores of national leaders and over 200,000 personages of all circles from over 80 countries and regions, who paid high tribute to the Chinese people for their struggle in surviving the national catastrophe and for their elevated national spirit in fighting against the Japanese invaders.

While organizing the exhibition held in 2005, we assimilated the latest research results and emphatically reflected the history, properly addressing the following seven points in order to tackle the problems associated with the right approach to understanding this period of history. Thus, we need to:
a. Properly address the relationship between activity and passivity, highlight the exhibition’s theme of commemorating the “great victory”, and center on carrying forward the “anti-Japanese spirit” vigorously. 
b. Properly address the relationship between the partial anti-Japanese war during the first six years and the full anti-Japanese War during the last eight years, and strengthen the concept of a 14-year anti-Japanese war.

c. Properly address the relationship between the frontline battlefield and the enemy’s rear battlefield and comprehensively reflect the history of the united anti-Japanese war fought by the whole nation.

d. Properly address the relationship between the 50-year anti-Japanese struggle of our Taiwanese compatriots and the 14-year anti-Japanese war of the mainland, and grasp the overall situation of the cross-straits fight against Japanese aggression.

e. Properly address the relationship between the Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war and the world anti-fascist wars, and stress the historical role and great contribution of the former.

f. Properly address the relationship between patriotism and narrow-minded nationalism, and promote the righteous spirit of the Chinese nation.

g. Properly address the relationship between the majority of the Japanese people and a handful of militaristic war criminals, and look to the future.

Over the past 20 years, the Memorial Museum of the Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression has successfully held touring exhibitions across the country and in Hong Kong, Macao, and Taiwan, as well as in 61 Japanese cities and 10 U.S. cities.
III. Objective and rigorous scholarship and academic research are the foundation of all our work. 
History is not a piece of white paper and should not be interpreted and distorted arbitrarily. A period of history must leave marks and traces to be tracked by later generations. Any form of distortion or cover is merely self-deceiving and valueless, and can withstand no challenges. Moreover, the anti-Japanese war was so recent in time that it has left behind large numbers of documents, files and objects. So, rigorous scholarship is both the premise and prop for studying and demonstrating the history of the Anti-Japanese war at this museum. In the 20 years since its establishment, the researchers at the museum have dedicated themselves to historical research and published many research works with a practical, precise and diligent attitude and spirit. Moreover, the museum has pooled a collective wisdom by establishing close relationships with Chinese and foreign scholars and experts engaged in research on the anti-Japanese war and other relevant fields, all of whom provide intellectual support for our work. Additionally, we have built an academic platform to press ahead with research on the history of the anti-Japanese war by sponsoring and undertaking more than 100 academic seminars, symposiums and forums. We have also made painstaking efforts to collect, select and protect cultural relics of the anti-Japanese war period so as to increase our reservoir of cultural relics year by year, both in terms of quality and quantity. These cultural relics are the most telling witnesses of the anti-Japanese war history. So far, the precious historical data and objects collected by us have amounted to over 10,000 pieces.
Furthermore, we have intensified our investigations of war survivors such as the Chinese laborers conscripted by force to work in Japan and investigations into war damage, with the primary aim of obtaining first-hand materials for research as well as providing reliable data for exhibitions.
IV. Carry out extensive exchanges with friendly societies and personages from other countries in order to forge bonds of unity, friendship, peace and cooperation deep in the hearts of the people. 
The Memorial Museum of the Chinese People’s War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression may be considered a war museum. Like all its counterparts in the world, the museum’s main purpose in commemorating the war is actually to reflect on war and advocate peace. This is the common wish and demand of the whole world. In the past 20 years, the museum has served as an important window for understanding the history of the Chinese people’s anti-Japanese war for the people of the whole world, and as a bridge for promoting unity and friendship between the peace-loving people of the world. So far, the museum has received scores of foreign national leaders and over 200,000 visitors from over 80 countries and regions for the purpose of visit and exchange. Also, we have established close relationships with the museums, memorial halls, civil societies, and related personages from such countries as the USA, Japan, Korea, Singapore, Russia, and Germany, and established deep ties of friendship with them through frequent exchanges. They have offered great support to our holding of exhibitions and attending meetings in the above-mentioned countries, and made significant contributions in publicizing the Chinese anti-Japanese war. They did all the above because they share the same hopes as us, namely, to prevent the repetition of the war tragedy and work for the perpetual peace and development of the world.

In the past 20 years, our museum has frequently organized delegations to visit and engage in exchange with countries such as Japan, USA, Russia, Germany, Korea and Singapore as well as Hong Kong, Macao and Taiwan, and has established extensive and close relationships with the relevant museum circles, academic circles and friendly societies and personages so as to strengthen understanding, deepen friendship, and expand cooperation. 

Of course, there are two persistent phenomena in China: one is the narrow-minded view of history brought about by considering history irrationally, mainly reflected in the thoughts of a small number of youngsters on the Chinese mainland; the other is the glorification of the war of aggression launched by Japanese militarism, which is mainly reflected in Taiwanese separatists’ way of thinking, for political purposes. The existence of the two views of history is also an issue left over from history and shall be treated seriously.

Today, we review this war with the aim of preventing the repetition of the historical tragedy as well as treasuring peace and development. I think it is also our common desire. I would like to take this opportunity to invite all of you present to visit our museum, and I hope that the museums in China, Korea, Japan and other countries that commemorate World War II can strengthen exchanges and cooperation for a better understanding of this history among the people in East Asia and all over the world.
In conclusion, I would like to express my gratitude to the sponsors for the time and energy they have devoted to this conference!
War and Memory, Peace and the Future: A Filipino Perspective

Bernard Karganilla

Chair, Social Sciences Department, and Special Assistant to the Dean for External Linkages
World Domination


War erupted in Asia-Pacific because Japan, fancying itself an empire, had schemed to conquer the Orient.


Japan tangled with China in 1894-95, grabbing Formosa, the Penghu Islands, and the Liaodong Peninsula in the aftermath. Ten years later, it precipitated hostilities with Russia.


Both the First Sino-Japanese War and the Russo-Japanese War erupted with a sudden, unannounced Japanese attack.

In 1908, it was the turn of the United States of America to confront Japanese aggression. Although the Root-Takahira Agreement gave Japan a free hand in Manchuria in exchange for non-aggression in the Philippines, characters like Major General Inouye, Chief of the Intelligence Section of the General Staff of the Japanese Imperial Army, still had the gall to demand blanket permission from Major General William P. Duvall, commander of the Philippine Division of the U.S. Army, to inspect American combat units and installations. No wonder that within the year Homer Lea published The Valor of Ignorance, arguing that a state of war already existed between the U.S and Japan.

Two years after, Tokyo formally annexed Korea as a dominion of the Japanese emperor.


These first steps to make Japan a dominant power in East Asia were mated with Japanese occupation of the Mariana, Caroline, and Marshall islands in the Pacific which were Tokyo’s share of the Allied booty during World War I.


Moreover, Japan was far from content with its take-over of the German holdings in China, imposing its infamous "Twenty-One Demands" on the Yuan Shih-kai government in Beijing.

The nationalist and socialist revolutions in China and Russia, respectively, did not dampen Japanese expansionism.


Between 1918 and 1922, Japan sought to capture the Soviet Far East, but failed. Then in 1928, the Japanese General Staff planned a war to seize the Soviet areas east of Lake Beykal, while the Kwantung Army plotted to create an incident in Manchuria.


The Mukden Incident of September 18, 1931 ignited the Second Sino-Japanese War.

By 1933, Japanese belligerence was unstopped by the League of Nations but matched by the fascist counterrevolution in Europe.


Year by year, Japan and the fascist powers brought the world closer to a generalized war: Italy invaded Ethiopia, 1935; Spanish Civil War, 1936; Rape of Nanjing, 1937; Anschluss, 1938; Lake Khasan Incident, 1938; Germany annexed Czechoslovakia, March 1939; Italy overran Albania, April 1939; Nomonhan Incident, May 1939.


Finally, in September 1939, the German blitzkrieg in Poland triggered the European phase of World War Two.


In 1940, Japanese forces moved into northern Indochina, and Tokyo entered into a Tripartite Pact with Berlin and Rome, giving birth to the Axis.

The Pacific phase of World War II exploded in December 1941 when Japan “made surprise attacks on territories of the United States of America at Pearl Harbor, of the British Commonwealth of Nations at Singapore, Malaya, Hong Kong and Shanghai, of the Commonwealth of the Philippines, and of Thailand.” [Annex 6, Appendix A, Section 9, Judgment of the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (1948): The United States of America, the Republic of China, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Commonwealth of Australia, Canada, the Republic of France, the Kingdom of the Netherlands, New Zealand, India, and the Commonwealth of the Philippines against ARAKI, Sadao, DOHIHARA, Kenji, HASHIMOTO, Kingoro, HATA, Shunroku, HIRANUMA, Kiichiro, HIROTA, Koki, HOSHINO, Naoki, ITAGAKI, Seishiro, KAYA, Okinori, KIDO, Koichi, KIMURA, Heitaro, KOISO, Kuniaki, MATSUI, Iwane, MATSUOKA, Yosuke, MINAMI, Jiro, MUTO, Akira, NAGANO, Osami, OKA, Takasumi, OKAWA, Shumei, OSHIMA, Hiroshi, SATO, Kenryo, SHIGEMITSU, Mamoru, SHIMADA, Shigetaro, SHIRATORI, Toshio, SUZUKI, Teiichi, TOGO, Shigenori, TOJO, Hideki, UMEZU, Yoshijiro]

Good versus Evil


Japan was a malignant influence in the world in the early part of the 20th century.


In the span of nearly three decades, Japan “pursued a systematic policy of weakening” Asians, Pacific islanders and the residents of the region by “atrocities and cruelties, by force and threats of force, by bribery and corruption, by intrigue amongst local politicians and generals, by directly and indirectly encouraging increased production and importation of opium and other narcotics and by promoting the sale and consumption of such drugs among such people.” [Annex 6, Appendix A, Section 4, “Methods of Corruption and Coercion in China and Other Occupied Territories,” Judgment of the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (1948): The United States of America, the Republic of China, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Commonwealth of Australia, Canada, the Republic of France, the Kingdom of the Netherlands, New Zealand, India, and the Commonwealth of the Philippines against ARAKI, Sadao, DOHIHARA, Kenji, HASHIMOTO, Kingoro, HATA, Shunroku, HIRANUMA, Kiichiro, HIROTA, Koki, HOSHINO, Naoki, ITAGAKI, Seishiro, KAYA, Okinori, KIDO, Koichi, KIMURA, Heitaro, KOISO, Kuniaki, MATSUI, Iwane, MATSUOKA, Yosuke, MINAMI, Jiro, MUTO, Akira, NAGANO, Osami, OKA, Takasumi, OKAWA, Shumei, OSHIMA, Hiroshi, SATO, Kenryo, SHIGEMITSU, Mamoru, SHIMADA, Shigetaro, SHIRATORI, Toshio, SUZUKI, Teiichi, TOGO, Shigenori, TOJO, Hideki, UMEZU, Yoshijiro]


In contrast, the Allies and the original United Nations fought for the values of international democracy, as enumerated in the 1940 Atlantic Charter.


The people of the Philippines, which was then a Commonwealth under the protection of the U.S., adhered to territorial integrity, general disarmament in a situation of peace, and the six other principles of the Charter.

Philippine History: Thread of Freedom


When the fascist Japanese crashed against the Filipinos in the 1940’s, the Philippines was already a hallowed ground of defenders of liberty.


The Philippines is a network of 7,108 islands that matured from a free association of self-governing bands, tribes, barangays (villages), kingdoms, and sultanates to a modern republican nation-state.


Although the pre-Magellanic social formations in the Philippine Archipelago had been trading quietly with the neighboring civilizations, the shogunate in Japan manifested menacing behavior in the Spanish Colonial Period of Philippine History (1565-1898).


As early as 1582, Japanese pirates had begun to threaten Luzón, which is the largest island in the Philippine Archipelago. In a letter to Felipe II (King of Spain), Gonzalo Ronquillo de Peñalosa, a high-ranking Spanish official in the Philippines, opined, “The Japanese are the most warlike people in this part of the world.” [The Philippine Islands, 1493-1803. Explorations by early navigators, descriptions of the islands and their peoples, their history and records of the catholic missions, as related in contemporaneous books and manuscripts, showing the political, economic, commercial and religious conditions of those islands from their earliest relations with European nations to the beginning of the nineteenth century. Volume V, 1582-1583. Edited and annotated by Emma Helen Blair and James Alexander Robertson. May, 1903. www.gutenberg.net]


Gomez Perez Dasmarinas, governor and captain-general of the Spanish forces in the Philippines, in a letter to his sovereign, dated June 11, 1592, told of emissaries from Japan who delivered a parchment of their ruler that contained “the demand for recognition and obedience, made with the arrogance and barbaric haughtiness,” an attribute purportedly of Hideyoshi, the shogun. [The Philippine Islands, 1493-1898. Volume VIII, 1591-1593. Edited and annotated by Emma Helen Blair and James Alexander Robertson. October, 1903. www.gutenberg.net]


The trajectory of the 1580’s reached the 20th century. The Philippine natives for three centuries had sided with the Spaniards in safeguarding their islands, but the Hispanic colonial regime that was quartered in Manila in the 1890’s maliciously linked Japan’s imperial agents with the Filipino nationalist revolution.


In 1896, the first national and native Republic of the Philippines was born when the Revolutionary Filipinos under the leadership of the Katipunan proclaimed their separation from Spain, recovering their sovereignty from foreign colonialism, and elected their first general, popular and indigenous government.

The Filipino War of Independence broke out in just a year after the First Sino-Japanese War, and Tokyo was indeed an interested observer in the Anti-Spanish War. 

Be that as it may, the Filipino republicans relied on domestic support and did not receive any substantive material or moral assistance from Japan’s imperial agents.


In 1898, the Philippine provinces that were already liberated from Spanish rule sent representatives to the Revolutionary Congress based in Malolos, and by 1899, the Revolutionary Government re-inaugurated the Republic, also in Malolos.


The Republic of the Philippines, which was the first of its kind in Asia-Pacific, was governed by a Constitution. It had a parliamentary government, with three tertiary-level educational institutions, an Army, a Navy, and a judicial branch.


The functioning Republic was attacked in February 1899 by the United States Army, sparking a second war in the Philippines.


The Filipino republicans battled the invading Americans up to 1914.


In place of the Republic, the U.S. implanted in the Philippines a series of rival regimes: martial law, military government, colonial commissions, collaborationist native assemblies.


Since the Filipinos adhered to the value of national liberation, American rule in the Philippines was never secure. The Yankee colonizers had to legislate home rule and promise to grant independence. Hence, in 1935, the Commonwealth of the Philippines was inaugurated, with Manuel L. Quezon as President.


President Quezon was almost certain that war with Japan was inevitable and immediate in view of the announced Greater East Asia policy of Japan and Tokyo’s policy of attacking first-class powers without previous declaration of war. He also suspected that the Philippines would have to stand alone, fearing that no help could come to Filipinos from the United States.


But he did not doubt the eagerness of the Filipinos to fight. Subsequent events would prove him correct.

In 1936, as the First Regular Division of the Army of the Philippine Commonwealth was being organized, Japan was building the world's biggest battleships (the Yamato and the Musashi).


In 1940, as the European element of what became World War II rolled onto its first year, the Philippine High Command prepared the Commonwealth for the coming confrontation with Fascism.


The highest-ranking Filipino military official had already instructed by May 24, 1941 the War Plans Division of the Philippine Army to draw up a complete plan of mobilization. General Vicente Lim emphasized the agitation of the Philippines over the German invasion of Europe, the great danger from the Far East and the possible entrance of the United States into the war. The Filipino top brass had already decided how Philippine military assets were going to be used in conjunction with the American army.


The situation deteriorated in the second half of the year.


On the seventh month of 1941, the Japanese moved troops into Indochina, an action that Acting U.S. Secretary of State Sumner Wells characterized as endangering the safety of other areas of the Pacific, including the Philippine Islands.


The July 24 Wells press statement was bolstered by the July 26 activation of the United States Armed Forces, Far East (USAFFE) for the specific purpose of organizing the defense of the Philippines.


On the eighth month of 1941, Tokyo was urging its consul in the Philippines to obtain information "regarding the camouflage and distinguishing marks of the American naval and military aeroplanes in Manila." Meanwhile, USAFFE Commander Lt. Gen. Douglas MacArthur inducted on August 15 the Philippine Air Force into the service of the United States.


On September 1, 1941, twelve Filipino infantry regiments were sworn into American federal service. A prudent stroke since the Japanese held an 11-day war plans conference at the Naval War College in Tokyo that month.


On the tenth month of 1941, Philippine Communist leaders considered the likelihood of a guerrilla war in the event of a Japanese invasion, and in Japan, General Hideki Tojo’s team replaced the Konoye Cabinet on October 17.


In the first week of November 1941, the American Ambassador in Japan cabled warnings of the possibility of sudden Japanese attacks that might make war with the United States inevitable, the Japanese Navy promulgated to all fleet and task force commanders the Combined Fleet Top Secret Operation Order No. 1 (which included detailed plans for the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor), and the South Luzon Force of the USAFFE was organized (with Brig. Gen. George M. Parker Junior as commander) in order to prevent enemy landings in the Philippines.


On the eve of the Feast of the Immaculate Conception, students at the University of the Philippines were in a dance party, while at the Manila Hotel, American servicemen, including 1,200 personnel from the 27th Bombardment Group, celebrated the birthday of U.S. Army Brigadier General Brereton. It was December 7, 1941.

Pacific War: First 30 Days for the Philippines


December 8, 1941, 0340H Manila time, Sunday: Douglas MacArthur received a long-distance telephone call from Washington, informing him of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.


The same day, between 5 and 6 AM, President Quezon in Baguio City received a long-distance call from Jorge B. Vargas, his Executive Secretary, in Manila regarding the outbreak of war.


From 7:30 AM to 1 PM, from Basco, Batanes in the north to Clark Air Field in Central Luzon, Japanese machines and men employed violence on Philippine civilian and military facilities and personnel. There was never a declaration of war from Tokyo.


From Canada in North America to the Netherlands in Europe, from Australian Prime Minister John Curtin to Governor General Van Starkenborgh Stachouwer of the Dutch East Indies, responded to Tokyo’s disregard of law, taking up arms against the expanding Hirohito empire.


Quezon, who foresaw the war’s early probability ever since Japanese Foreign Minister Matsuoka started speaking of the co-prosperity sphere in public events, told the lady reporter of the Philippine Herald at breakfast time on December 8, 1941 that “The zero hour has arrived. I expect every Filipino to do his duty.” It would be a tough time for Quezon’s constituents.

From December 9, 1941 to January 11, 1942, Japanese bombs fell on Pasay and Manila, Aparri (Cagayan), Vigan (Ilocos Sur), Legaspi (Albay), Canacao Naval Hospital in Cavite, and Abucay-Mauban (Bataan).


Quezon’s first term expired on December 30, 1941, and he opened his second administration with the following vow: “Ours is a great cause. We are fighting for human liberty and justice, for those principles of individual freedom which we all cherish and without which life would not be worth living. Indeed, we are fighting for our own independence.”


The President took his oath of office outside Malinta Tunnel on Corregidor Island where his War Cabinet, the Vice President, the Philippine Supreme Court Chief Justice, the United States High Commissioner and the Supreme Commander of the United States Army Forces in the Far East were billeted. Across the bay, the bulk of the USAFFE was positioned to defy the 65th Brigade, the 16th Division and the 48th Division of the Japanese Imperial Army.

All units in Luzon were to have been withdrawn to the peninsula of Bataan in accordance with the December 23, 1941 announcement of the USAFFE headquarters, which activated the U.S. War Department’s War Plan Orange-3 (WPO-3) for the defense of Manila.

On January 11, 1942, the Battle of Bataan began with the Japanese night attack on the Allied forward position.

Filipino War against Fascism


The Filipino part in the Second World War took three phases: Philippine Defense Campaign (December 1941-May 1942), Philippine Resistance Movement (May 1942-October 1944), and Philippine Liberation Campaign (October 1944-September 1945).


President Quezon set the tone with his January 3, 1942 proclamation for the Philippine Army, whose bulk was in Bataan: “Your duty – our duty – is to fight and resist until the invader is driven from our land.” [Manuel Luis Quezon. The Good Fight. New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc., 1946, p. 243]
Japanese Occupation


No right-thinking Filipino has fond memories of Japanese rule.

Victory conditions


An Allied victory, as of February 7, 1942, meant the “complete and thorough overthrow of the entire Axis system and the governments which maintain it,” according to a message by U.S. President Roosevelt to Quezon. [Manuel Luis Quezon. The Good Fight. New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc., 1946, p. 273]
Filipino Positions on Issues
Filipinos do not look kindly on Japanese pilgrimages to the Imperial Palace, the Meiji Shrine and the Yasukuni Shrine because these were the three focal points of worship in Tokyo during World War Two. These centers of worship “reflected the determination of the Japanese to fight for final victory in the war.” [Domei, dispatch from Tokyo, “Nippon pilgrims greet New Year,” The Tribune, January 3, 1944, p. 2]
The End of the Second World War: its historical meaning to Malaysians
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When the news of the Japanese defeat at the hands of the Allied Forces broke out on August 15th 1945, marking the end World War Two, the general reaction of the people of Malaya then was one of excitement and jubilation. For most of the people, the return of the British meant the end of the Japanese occupation that had seen sufferings and miseries for people of all races in multiracial Malaysia.  But the end of the Second World War also meant that the country would return to British control. In this respect not every one in Malaya was happy to undergo the prospect of British re-colonization of the country. British wartime planning had also brought changes in war-torn Sabah and Sarawak which brought a different kind of reactions from the people.

Malaya on the eve of the Second World War was already a multiracial country. The population of Malaya then consisted of the indigenous Malays and the Orang Aslis, the Chinese and Indians who were largely immigrants before the war, had no claim to Malayan citizenship, and other minorities, including Eurasians and Europeans. Because of nature of British imperialistic designs in Southeast Asia in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, colonial rule in Malaya began with the occupation of Penang
 in 1786, followed by the acquisition of Singapore (1819) and Malacca (1824) which later became known as the Straits Settlements. On the pretext of ‘intervention’ in the Malay states the British were able to extend their imperialistic design by procuring agreements from the Malay Sultans to have the British administer their states for them through the so-called colonial system of indirect rule, beginning 1874. 

Treaties signed by the British and the Malay sultans, nonetheless, did not give the former the rights to annex the Malay states. But under the pretext of acting as ‘advisers’ to the Malay Sultans the British were able to exploit the economic resources of Malaya by developing the tin mining industry and introducing large-scale cultivation of rubber that developed into a viable capitalist enterprise which enabled the British to undertake development for the whole country, thus bringing about modernization, as manifested in the growth of towns, schools, roads, ports, and telecommunications throughout Malaya until the country was overrun by the Japanese in 1942. 

As a result of the rapid development undertaken by the British especially in the expansion of mining activities and rubber plantations and consequent to British implementation of a liberal immigration policy Malaya was, towards the last quarter of the 19th century,  swarmed by Chinese immigrants who were lured by the tin mines and Malay agricultural lands containing tin-ore; the period also saw the importation of Indian labour whose services were badly needed for the plantations  and road building. Indeed, the so-called development for Malaya was carried out at the expense of the Malays who, because of. their economic poverty, the nature of their feudal system, the paucity of their educational attainment and the different value system that they held vis-a-vis the immigrant races, were very much left in the lurch, unable to compete in the so-called progress charted by British colonial rule. Despite the existence of the Malay Sultanates, the Chinese community in Malaya had never been subject to Malay rule to any significant extent.

So rapidly was the Chinese thrust into Malaya taking place that by 1901 the Chinese formed 65% of the total population of Selangor, a tin-mining Malay state, and 45% of the total population of Perak, also a rich tin-mining Malay state.
  The rise of towns and urban centres in the tin-mining districts such as Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, Taiping and Seremban also witnessed the emergence of Chinese triad societies in these towns so much so that these places came under the rule of Chinese triad society leaders.
 

At the time when the Second World War began, the Malay population in all the Malay States stood at 1,968,301, compared to the combined Chinese
 and Indian populations of 2,051,106. In the Straits Settlements the figure for Malays was 309,051 compared to the combined population figure of 1,071,086 for both Chinese
 and Indians, meaning that by 30 June 1941, the immigrant races in the whole of Malaya which totaled 3,122,192 (or 57.8 %) had exceeded the number of Malays by 844,840 or 15.6  percent; the Malay percentage being 42.2 % only.
 It was this position of being a minority in their own country that awakened the Malays to political consciousness that was to linger on through the period of the Japanese occupation.

In discussing the meaning of the Second World War to Malaysians, the experience of the West Malaysians (i.e. Malaya) under Japanese military occupation is one that brings painful memories. However, while it is unanimously agreed that the war had brought unpleasant memories and traumatic experiences to all the racial groups in Malaysia, such as the forced labour recruitment by the Japanese in the infamous “death railway” from Siam to Burma,
 undertaken between 1942 and 1943, the forced conscription of troops to be sent to various parts of Southeast Asia to as far as new Guinea, and the summary killings of people accused of waging an anti-Japanese movement, it cannot be denied that the period of Japanese occupation is perceived differently today by the different segments of the population in Malaysia. Indeed, the Japanese occupation of Malaya meant different things to the three major races making it almost impossible to derive a common argument to say that the Second World War had a similar impact on all the races.

For the majority of Malays the war was seen as between the British and the Japanese. Japanese propaganda
, plus the fact that there was general unhappiness over British policies pertaining to large-scale immigration of non-Malays into Malaya, had in fact created, on the eve of the war, a kind of enthusiasm among Malay nationalists who looked forward to being liberated by an Asian nation from European domination. But the reality was that the Japanese never did entertain the nationalistic goal of the Malay nationalists during the Occupation. 

Nevertheless, immediately after the Japanese surrender Ibrahim Yaacob had had the blessing of individual Japanese officers, to work out a plan to bring independence to Malaya in a Greater Indonesia union (Melayu Raya) even though, officially, the Japanese government had never promised independence for Malaya on its own as they did to Indonesia. But Ibrahim’s  plan for an independent Malaya was compounded by his failure to get the cooperation of the Malayan Communist Party (MCP) and the Malayan People’s Anti-Japanese Army (MPAJA) to fight the British, and added to this was the fact that unlike the nationalists in Indonesia, the leaders of the radical Kestauan Melayu Muda (KMM or Young Malays Association)  were ineffective in mobilizing the youth groups to fight for Malaya’s independence. The reality of Malaya being a multi-racial country where the non- Malays could never have agreed to work for an independent Malaya within a Greater Indonesia framework was also a major setback for Ibrahim Yaacob and the pro-Indonesia nationalists in Malaya.

  But in 1941, the KMM had indeed collaborated with the Japanese intelligence officers just before the Japanese inflicted defeat on the British.
 It is worth noting that one of the grouses of the KMM before the war was that British policies had turned the country from a Malay nation to a colony of foreign immigrants. Because of the pro-Japanese attitude demonstrated by the Malay nationalists, and due to the skilful manner the Japanese manipulated their discriminatory policies by claiming that they had launched the war to rescue the indigenous people from Western colonialism
, the anti-Japanese feelings of Malays in general, were not as intense as Chinese hatred of the Japanese during the Occupation.   

Despite Japanese brutalities, and the chronic shortages of basic necessities such as food and clothing
, that many Malays, regardless of their social background, experienced, there were many among them who, after the war, perceived the ‘Japanese period’ as having “ushered in the birth of patriotism among ordinary Malays as the Japanese had always reminded them of their rights in their own country”
. The Japanese, so they claimed, had opened their eyes of the Malay masses to the evils of colonialism. This is in stark contrast to Chinese feelings towards the Japanese, whose blatant discriminatory policy during the war was much abhorred.

As pointed out by Prof. Wang Gungwu, to the Chinese, the Second Word War as it happened in Malaya was “an extension of the war in China”.
 

The Sino-Japanese war can be said to have started as far back as 1931 with the invasion of Manchuria, or if one were to go further back, the struggle over Shandong province during World War I, and even right back to the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95, with the cession of Taiwan to the Japanese empire. The relationship between the two peoples was so deep-rooted and intense that it had a special kind of aura for both the Chinese and the Japanese. To that extent, the Chinese as victims in Malaya were a qualitatively different kind of victim. They were victims not Japan’s war in Malaya, but much more of Japan’s war in China.
  

Indeed, throughout the Occupation the Chinese became the targets of the harshest treatment
 as compared to Indians and Malays. It was an era that witnessed the Japanese as practising a conscious policy of discrimination towards the community. Many Chinese were arbitrarily slaughtered and reports of Chinese’ heads being decapitated by Japanese swords and then exhibited on pikes or Chinese being made to drink soap water by force was quite a common sight at several places both in Singapore and Malaya in. Take for example the case of the massacre of Chinese at Tanah Merah in Singapore, where the victims were made to wade out to sea. When they reached the position where the water was chest-high they were shot with machine-guns on orders of the Japanese Kempei Tai.
 Such cruelty where hundreds of Chinese were brutally massacred was part of the bitter memories of the occupation. The well-known Sook Ching incident in which scores of Chinese in Singapore were murdered by Japanese soldiers immediately after their  victory in early 1942 was one instance of the numerous cases of Japanese killings of Chinese in various parts of Malaya that left bitter memories of the Occupation among Malaysian Chinese who went through the period. 
 Neither could people in Malaya and Singapore forget the massacres of about 200 staff and patients at the Alexandra Military Hospital in Singapore just two days before Singapore fell.

Immediately after the Japanese defeat in the war, the political situation in Malaya was tense and potentially explosive. During the immediate aftermath of the war, the largely Chinese Malayan Communist Party was the most powerful political organization in Malaya. But the unusually slow action of the British in moving in their troops had resulted in the absence of civil control between the time of the Japanese surrender in mid-August and the arrival of British occupational forces in September. This vacuum gave the MCP, short of seizing full control of the country, the opportunity to usurp authority of the whole Malay peninsula, when it virtually held complete control in the rural areas of Malaya.
 

For the first few weeks before the British Military Administration was instituted, Malaya was to witness racial clashes between Chinese and Malays on an appalling scale, when the MCP-controlled Malayan People’s Anti-Japanese Army
 soldiers entered Malay villages and also tried to occupy the main towns. They carried out acts of vengeance by slaughtering Malay officials in the villages who were suspected of having collaborated with the Japanese.
 For Many Malays the arbitrary action of the MPAJA in taking reprisals against rural Malay officials was perceived as an attempt by the Chinese to instill fear among Malays through a reign of terror which, long after the war, created Malay distrust of Chinese in general. The Malay response which was in the form taking revenge on the Chinese led to an outbreak of Sino-Malay clashes that lasted until the early weeks of September when the British Military Administration (BMA) was finally established.
 The BMA were at first obliged to collaborate with the MPAJA while making plans for their disarmament. It expected the communists to accept British orders under the military occupation. 

It was with this background of Malay antagonism towards what they claimed as Chinese demonstration of political might that the British policy makers at Whitehall, London, introduced the Malayan Union on April 1, 1946. But the Malayan Union scheme was not conceived because of Malay opposition to the Chinese. It was the end result of the wartime planning, hatched by the colonial planners between mid-1942 and mid-1945, for in their anticipation of the end of the war, the British had no plans to restore anyone to power but to themselves when they returned.
 Malaya’s two chief commodities, natural rubber and tin were, beside the strategic factors for Britain in Southeast Asia, important considerations in ensuring British rule in Malaya especially in view of the need for rehabilitation of the British economy after the war.   

It was late in 1943, while the war was going on, that the British Malayan Planning Union was formed which gave the wartime planners in London the opportunity to make a clean break with the past for Malaya by planning to re-negotiate the old treaties with the Malay Sultans with a view towards creating a centralized government whereby the Malay rulers would be surrendering their sovereign rights to the British crown in order to create unification of the Federated Malay States, the Unfederated Malay States and the Straits Settlements into a new constitutional arrangement, the Malayan Union.
 Through the Union, Britain expected the problem of the large immigrant population,
 in Malaya especially the Chinese, would be resolved by giving them rights to become citizens. A common citizenship granted on liberal terms to all who were born in Malaya or had resided in the country for a relatively short period was envisaged. The British realized that the presence of such economically strong immigrant communities, who in fact, by the early 1930s, had already outnumbered the Malays, needed to be given due attention, especially in regard to extending political rights to them, as the British owed it to the immigrant races for the economic achievements of the country. In other words, the British wanted to create a multi-racial united Malayan nation for the future. 

Unforeseen by the British colonial planners though, when the White Paper for the implementation of the Union was made public, the British scheme, which was in fact conceived in secrecy, received a shocking response from the Malay community whose leader Dato’ Onn Jaafar was able to galvanize Malay opposition to the Malayan Union to such an extent that pan-Malay political consciousness was finally whipped and the United Malays National Organization was born on May 11th, 1946, to be led by the traditional, western educated elite. 

Despite its principal aim of opening the way for the immigrant Chinese and Indians to gain Malayan citizenship, the Malayan Union received only lukewarm support or rather slow reaction from the non-Malays, including those in the Malayan Communist Party;
 this was partly due to the fact that the strong ties that the majority of Chinese and Indians had with their home countries, and the general perception that the issue of constitutional change was more of a Malay concern. But not all non-Malays felt the same way. The British Straits Chinese in Malacca, Penang and Singapore were already since the thirties demanding equal rights with the Malays. Their spokesman, Tan Cheng Lock had many a time expressed this feeling of the Chinese who wished to be a part of Malaya. These demands for citizenship and other rights by these self-styled “Malayans” in the country of their birth if not of their culture heightened Malay fears which provoked the radical Malays of non-aristocratic origins to found the Kesatuan Melyu Muda or Young Malays Association in 1937 which advocated for Malaya’s independence through the formation of Melayu Raya or Greater Indonesia.

 But the recurrence of Chinese demands for political rights continued during the Japanese occupation, even though they were made outside Malaya. As if he had read the minds of the wartime British policy planners for post-war Malaya, Tan Cheng Lock, as early as November 1943, when he was in exile in India, had already demanded the British to grant self-government to the country. He wrote,
As soon as the war is over and Malaya recovered, His Majesty’s Government may proceed to appoint a commission to examine the whole question with a view to the formulation of a complete constitutional scheme providing for a suitable measure of self-government for Malaya … The best way of treating the Chinese is to trust them and to give an opportunity to those of them, who have resided in Malaya, especially if they have done so with their families, for a sufficiently long period and have become domiciled in the country , to acquire the right of Malayan citizenship by naturalization, so as to enable them to identify themselves completely with the interests of the land of their adoption …
 

When the plan for the Malayan Union was announced, Malays of all classes were quick to notice it as a British colonial scheme intended to deprive the Malays of their claim as the true ‘owner’ of the Malaya. It didn’t  take long for them to recognize the fact that the Malayan Union marked a reversal of the pre-war British policy. The Malays in UMNO, thus took strong exception to the issue of taking away the sovereignty of the Malay rulers by the British crown and the liberal citizenship policy that was to be adopted in the new Malayan Union constitution.

The unprecedented protests by Malays and their supporters in England
 compelled the British Colonial policy makers to rethink about the idea of the union and started to renegotiate with UMNO and the Malay sultans which led to the introduction of the new constitutional proposals, namely the Federal constitution. But the agreement reached by  both the British and the Malay sides to implement the Federation of Malaya constitutional framework received strong opposition from the Malay left and the non-Malay radicals who worked through the multi-racial coalition of Malay and non-Malay parties under their umbrella organization, PUTERA-AMCJA (Pusat Tenaga Rakyat or Centre for People’s Power - All Malaya Council of Joint Action). In 1947, the joint co-operation of this anti-colonial coalition resulted in the drafting of the so-called People’s Constitution which among others, expressed the aim of the radicals to institute a democratic system of government in Malaya (inclusive of Singapore) and to declare that rights of citizenship should be extended to all those who wanted to make Malaya their permanent home and the focus of their loyalty.

However, the coalition of left-wing parties which had the backing of the MCP failed not just because the partners in the coalition were a minority voice but also due to their being ignored by the British policy makers. Moreover, the pro-Indonesia stand taken by the radical Malay Nationalist Party (the real backbone of the PUTERA) did not go well with the British especially the party’s long term political goal of trying to bring Malaya into the fold of Greater Indonesia or ‘Melayu Raya’. In the end it was conservative UMNO’s voice that carried the day. 

As the final stage of Federation negotiations was reached UMNO’s leader, Dato Onn  became weary of Chinese criticisms against the Federation scheme and also their more overt claim to political predominance.
  Nonetheless, for the British, the decision to implement the Federation of Malaya without Singapore did not mean that the plan to create a multi-racial Malaya, by giving citizenship rights to the non-Malays as envisaged by the Malayan Union scheme had been abandoned. Key-features of the Malayan Union plan were retained albeit with slight modification in the constitution of the Federation of Malaya.
  As noted by MacMichael, the man responsible for forcing down the throats of the Malay sultans into accepting the Malayan Union scheme, even though it had been rejected by the Malays, “As to some 75 percent of the two coincide … unification under one name or another [i.e. ’Malayan Union’ being replaced by  Federation of Malaya] has been achieved and the principle of common citizenship was accepted: the rest is of secondary importance.
  

Indeed, what the Malays failed to see was that while British classic diplomacy had seemingly returned political supremacy to the Malays, it had also laid the foundation for nation building through a framework that was set up for future Malayan constitutional and political evolution. For, after the establishment of the Federation of Malaya on 1st  February 1948, initiatives were undertaken to coax the Malays to make further concessions to the non-Malays on the issue of citizenship. 

Meanwhile, by early 1948 the MCP had clearly expressed its disappointment over the failure of the British to implement the expected constitutional reforms promised. Being the most powerful party the MCP could claim to have the support of the whole Chinese community in Singapore and the Federation of Malaya added together. It was in almost complete control of the labour movement and had sponsored numerous Chinese schools in both places. By 1948 the Chinese had constituted 45 percent of the total population compared with 43 percent Malays. Between 1946 and 1948 many strikes were launched by the trade unions, some of which were sponsored by the MCP. Under the leadership of Chin Peng in 1947 the party was effective in organizing strikes that sometimes used violence and intimidation in their demand for better treatment of workers. In April 1948 a general strike sponsored by the MCP-backed Singapore Federation of Trade Unions (SFTU) was held with over 50,000 workers participating. Encouraged by the good response, the SFTU planned to organize a  May day rally that would see 100, 000 from the labour unions participating.
 

The rally was to be followed with a long procession. But tough measures taken by the police had induced the organizers to call off  the whole demonstration of strength. Fearing that the MCP would take complete control over the running of the labour movement by infiltration of its cadres in the unions the government decided to act in June 1948 by restricting the office holder of a union, except Secretaries, to one who had had at least three years’ experience in the industry or trade concerned. People who had been convicted for extortion, intimidation or for any similar crimes were disallowed from holding union posts. No federation of trade unions would be allowed to register except on an industry or occupation basis. 
 These three conditions, imposed just days before the State of Emergency was declared, were so effective that it had caused the leaders of two de-registered Federations to flee into the jungle and join the MPAJA, which by then had been re-named Malayan People’s Anti-British Army (MPABA).  Following the declaration of the Sate of Emergency in mid-1948 both Malaya and Singapore were to see a long- drawn guerrilla warfare undertaken by the MCP against the British government.  

It was the Emergency, nonetheless, that facilitated the British to find an excuse to widen the opportunities for Chinese and other immigrant races to obtain Malayan citizenship. Six months after the State of Emergency was declared in June1948, British officials began to show a growing sympathy towards Chinese who wished to become loyal citizens of Malaya.
 The right to citizenship was dangled to the Chinese community with the hope of dissuading them from giving support and assistance to the MCP. In fact even Malay reserved lands were taken to build new villages for the settlement of Chinese squatters, much to the chagrin of the Malays. To undercut further Chinese support for the MCP the founding of a Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) was encouraged.
  Taking cognizance of the post-war Sino-Malay antagonism, and the obvious need to foster Malay-Chinese goodwill, Malcolm MacDonald, the Commissioner General for Southeast Asia, took the initiative of founding the Malay-Chinese Goodwill Committee in January 1949. Using his powers of friendly persuasion he first approached Dato Onn, UMNO’s president, to initiate a meeting of Malay and Chinese leaders. Through Dato Onn sent an invitation was sent to ten prominent Chinese leaders to meet ten of his Malay colleagues in his house at dinner. 

With Malcolm MacDonald sitting between Dato Onn and Tan Cheng Lock the Malays and Chinese leaders sat facing each other on opposite sides of the long table. Tan Cheng Lock talked about Chinese and Malays having lived together for generations like friends or brothers; the Malay leaders expressed their concern about giving political power to the Chinese when they had already possessed the economic power. They also said that they would have no objection to the Chinese forming the Malayan Chinese Association if it was to establish cooperation with UMNO and not for the purpose of opposing it. Soon other meetings were held and through his clever and persuasive diplomacy MacDonald was also able to placate Malay leaders in UMNO to talk with the Chinese which helped to ease Sino-Malay tension. 

 Under MacDonald’s influence the committee’s members expanded to include other community leaders from the various races who were persuaded to sit on the committee that was later renamed the Communities Liaison Committee (CLC).
 Through this committee, over a period of time important issues such as citizenship, education and elections for the Federal Legislative Council and the problem of Malay economic backwardness were discussed. By a gentle pressure from the British, the Committee especially its Malay members was persuaded to review the Federation Agreement and have it amended to facilitate more non-Malays to obtain citizenship based on the principle of jus soli. The Malays were also persuaded that in exchange for the liberalization of the citizenship policy they would be granted a greater share of the economic wealth.

However, British attempts at ensuring their concept of creating a multi-racial Malaya would be accepted by UMNO and Chinese demand for the granting of citizenship rights through jus soli did not go down well with several quarters in Malay society.
 They were very concerned that in the end the Malays were going to lose their country to the immigrant races. In April 1950 Onn’s support on an agreement reached by the CLC to amend the Federation Agreement in order to enable some 250,000 non-Malays to acquire citizenship rights was vehemently opposed by the Malay students of the University of Malaya in Singapore who were also supported by the Malay Graduates Society.
 They accused Dato Onn of having sold Malay interests to the non-Malays. They argued that while it was easy to give away citizenship rights, by a stroke of the pen, to the immigrant races whose loyalty was still suspect, it remained uncertain as to how Malay  economic welfare which had long been neglected by the British could be elevated in a short span of time.  

Likewise, in the UMNO general assembly of 20 - 21 May 1951 its members also criticized the CLC’s proposal to amend the Federal Constitution, so bitter was the criticism regarding the issue of citizenship for non-Malays that the chairman of the meeting was prompted to postpone the debate on another date. On 10th and 11th  of June  1951 when UMNO’s special meeting was re-convened Dato Onn was severly criticized for supporting the motion put forward by the CLC. This prompted Onn to tender his resignation from UMNO.
 It was only after much persuasion that he agreed to withdraw his resignation. But even so, it didn’t take him long to make his final decision to leave the party in late August 1951 in order to found the multiracial Independence of Malaya Party.
 But, unfortunately, despite his willingness to found a multiracial political party, which was supposed to mark a clean break with the tradition of racial separation in Malaysian politics, Dato Onn failed to secure wide support from the Chinese for his stand on multiracial politics in Malaya.
 

Onn’s departure from UMNO nevertheless saw Tunku Abdul Rahman Putra, a Kedah Malay prince, taking over the party’ leadership. Under his leadership UMNO was to witness the implementation of the 1952 Ordinance that enabled 1,200,000 Chinese (about 60 percent of the Chinese population) and 180,000 Indians to acquire Malayan citizenship.  UMNO’s willingness to collaborate with the Chinese was also marked by the unexpected joint declaration of the Selangor branches of UMNO and the MCA to  contest in the Kuala Lumpur Municipal Council elections together in a common front. The birth of a coalition of two communal parties marked the beginning of consociational politics or “inter-racial bargaining” which, until today is still being practised in Malaysia. The Alliance Party’s victory in the 1952 Kuala Lumpur elections led to further consolidation of inter-communal party politics when the Malayan Indian Congress decide to leave Dato Onn’s party, the IMP, and joined the Alliance in 1954. 

On their part the British by this time were satisfied to see their objectives making good progress. Committed as they were in their plan to create a multi-racial Malayan nation, and pressured by the need to win the Emergency war against the communists, the British did not try to impose serious obstacles when the Alliance under the leadership of Tunku Abdul Rahman bargained its way for constitutional reforms which in a relatively short period led to Malaya’s independence. Their insistence that only when a united Malayan nation had been achieved would self-government be given had paid off.
 Through the Alliance Party, the Tunku (prince) was able to secure victory in the first General Elections held in 1955, which eventually led to Malaya’s achievement of independence on 31 August 1957 and later, also with full British approval and support, the formation of Malaysia on 16 September 1993. But the inter-communal understanding reached between the Malays and the non-Malays rested upon the so-called “social contract” arrived at by the pioneering leaders of the Alliance Party.

Conclusion

From the above discussion one could see that for West Malaysians the end of the Second World War was a benchmark for the birth of a nation - a multiracial one - that until today is still in the making. For the Malays in particular, the history of the Second World War and its aftermath, marked the failure of their struggle to re-claim Malaya as a nation of their own. Before the Second World War, they had claimed that they were the rightful owner of Malaya. The birth of radical Malay nationalism in 1937, had failed to bring about independence for Malaya despite the collaboration of its leaders with the Japanese during the Occupation period. This failed nationalism took a different turn after the war when a different kind of Malay elite took the initiative to defend Malay rights and sovereignty by opposing the Malayan Union but they too failed in their real objectives.  Although the return of the British after the Second World brought relief to not only Malays but to all the races in Malaya, the Malay aristocratic leaders realized that they could never have shaken the determination of their colonial masters to change the status quo of pre-war Malaya and to implement their scheme of making Malays share their country with the immigrant communities. 

Malay resistance to British imperialistic designs was proven to be futile because the British, since wartime, were fixed to the idea of bringing about the fusion of Malay and Chinese nationalisms “into a Malayan nationalism which will have its object the building of a Malayan nation of different races”.
 Given the nature of Malay society in the face of the might of British imperialism it was impossible for Malays to assert their claim after the Second World War that Malaya was theirs only. Even after the formation of Malaysia the race factor in Malaysian politics still remains a major problem in nation-building. The bid by Malays for building up their economic position in the country is still on-going. Attempts by them to assert the so-called Malay dominance in present-day Malaysia, however, have led to a growing inter-communal conflict which in the eyes of Malaysians in general, as expressed by a non-Malay leader from the opposition party, as leading the country to be more divided and the people “less Malaysian and more Malay, more Chinese, more Indian …”.
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From the Spirit of ANZAC to the Treaty of ANZUS
:  Australia and New Zealand after World War II

Kenneth Wells

Professor, Australian National University

World War II marks the principle and in some respects the only real transition in Australia and New Zealand’s sense of their place in the world in the twentieth century.  Whereas during and after World War I the focus of their foreign policies was Britain and Europe, by the end of World War II they saw their future in relation to the United States of America and Asia.  We might call it a shift from the Atlantic to the Pacific.  But it was also a cultural transition, from the ANZAC spirit to the ANZUS treaty.  The spirit of ANZAC entailed a sense of belonging to proud, effective, but dutiful members of an international order centred on the British Empire and West European civilisation.  The Treaty of ANZUS left Britain out:  it was a pragmatic, realistic response to a changing international order, but also a matter of weakening cultural ties to Britain, strengthening sense of independence, and burgeoning awareness of the large Asian neighbourhood to the north.

The ANZAC Spirit


ANZAC stands for Australian and New Zealand Army Corps, a term first applied to Australian and New Zealand troops in April 1915, when they were sent to Gallipoli to spearhead the disastrous, British-led campaign against Turkey during the First World War.  Some 10,000 New Zealand and 20,000 Australian men fought together and died.  A visit to the Gallipoli Peninsula, scene of this terrible battle of eight months’ duration, has been described by one New Zealander as an “emotional ambush.” (Shadbolt, 1988, p. 8)  It is indeed a haunted battlefield:  at ANZAC Cove are buried 3000 New Zealanders and 7,500 Australians.  More than twice as many more were wounded.  In this single campaign, New Zealand lost more able-bodied adult males in proportion to its population of less than two million than Belgium suffered during the whole of World War I.  

The Gallipoli campaign has bequeathed the nations of Australia and New Zealand an ambiguous tradition.  It is commemorated in both countries with a national holiday on 25 April, known as ANZAC Day, commencing with a “dawn parade” of returned servicemen, politicians and public figures.  It is considered their finest hour, a time when they stood tall, refused to bend, and showed the sterling stuff of which they were made.  In New Zealand, there grew up almost a cult of ANZAC, which consisted of an emphasis on “dominionism,” which meant that as citizens of a dominion in the British Commonwealth of Nations, New Zealanders were “Better Britons,” fired by patriotism for the empire. Nationalism signified a convergence of New Zealand and British interests and values.  (Belich, 2001, pp 116ff)  New Zealand gained a reputation as the staunchest supporter of the empire, and its people were imbued with an almost mystical devotion to the empire.  There was almost no hesitation among the men to volunteer, and “no troops in the history of the world ever travelled further to fight a war.” (Shadbolt, 1988, p. 101).  The Prime Minister at the time, William Massey, was a British Israelite, convinced that British subjects were God’s chosen people. (Belich, 2001, p. 118)  In Australia, there also arose a legend of Gallipoli, of the heroism of the “troops from the south,” which inspired much poetry and myth.  The grim statistics that reflected the carnage of the campaign actually hardened both official and popular resolve to support the war effort to the end.  (Macintyre, 1986, pp 151ff)

But the experience of Gallipoli and of the whole of the First World War had another side to it.  If Gallipoli was their finest hour, it was also the troops’ cruellest hour.  The campaign is now acknowledged without dissent to have been one of the greatest failures of high command in the history of warfare.  The high command was British.  In the only meagre success of the eight-month campaign, 800 New Zealand soldiers were ordered to launch an assault on Chunuk Bair – and only 70 of them survived.  Many of them had been killed from the rear by “friendly fire” from the British troops who were supposed to be backing them up. (Shadbolt, 1988, p. 9) But the worst was to come.  In 1917, the year of the infamous Battle of the Western Front, a frightful number of Australian and New Zealand soldiers were killed.  Out of 150,000 Australian troops, 20,000 were killed and 50,000 wounded.  By the end of the war, New Zealand had lost 19,000 troops, the highest number per capita of any nation.

Hence many of the soldiers who survived Gallipoli and the rest of the war harboured extremely negative opinions of the British command and a fierce pride as people who were not British.  Among the Australians especially, whose population included far more people of Irish descent than did New Zealanders, an anti-British nationalism was not far below the surface.  Although support for the war remained strong, there was enough dissent among members of the Australian Labor Party, backed by the feminist Women’s Peace Army, to defeat a national referendum on the introduction of military conscription, despite the government’s strong support for it. (Macintyre, 1986, pp 171ff)  But the idea of a “crimson thread of kinship” with the Mother Country was still widespread, and Australian nationalism was contained within a strong commitment to the empire overall.  In New Zealand, the anti-British sentiments of returned servicemen and of many of the bereaved families, were suppressed. Official censorship of discordant voices, and self-censorship by the media, continued even into the late 1980s.

All in all, the Australian and New Zealand view of the international order following the First World War retained much the same focus on Britain and Europe that had applied before the war.  When in 1931 the British government passed the Statute of Westminster, whereby the dominions, including Canada, Australia and New Zealand, were granted complete autonomy in their foreign as well as domestic policies and their parliaments were put on an equal footing with the British parliament, neither the Australian nor New Zealand governments bothered to ratify it. New Zealand’s refusal to ratify the Statute stemmed from its continuing sense of belonging to the British world.  One Member of Parliament stated that “he would rather be a ‘British subject’ than a ‘national of the British Commonwealth.’” (King, 2003, p. 366)  The Australian reason for refusing to ratify the Statute was somewhat different:  in the opinion of their leading political figures, the Statute was irrelevant and changed nothing, since Australia already enjoyed the autonomy and status it offered. (Macintyre, 1986, p. 206)  Both countries did ratify the Statute later, Australia in 1942 and New Zealand in 1947, but by that stage their views of their place in the world had undergone the beginnings of a transition.

World War Two

The Australian declaration of war on 3 September 1939 “was known to involve the fate of the nation, as part of the fate of the Empire.”  (T. B. Millar, 1991, p. 95)  The national consensus was that this declaration was a necessary moral judgment on Hitler’s aims, and was supported by even those Labor Party members who had opposed Australia’s involvement in the First World War and had suffered imprisonment for their opposition.  By the end of 1941, following Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbour, it was recognised that Australia was fighting the war not only for the empire but also for Australia’s own survival.  When in February 1942 the Japanese air force bombed the northern city of Darwin, killing 240 people, Australia’s leaders desired a greater say in the operations of the war and began to smart under Winston Churchill’s refusal to consult them on important decisions affecting their own participation in the war.  Yet the position Australia found itself in was the “penalty for twenty years of neglect of international relations, twenty years of substantial acquiescence in British foreign policy decisions.” (Millar, 1991, p. 113)

This neglect was no longer allowable.  Japan’s entry into the war on the side of the Axis powers decisively broke Australia’s sense of territorial insulation from the theatre of war.  In quick succession, Japan took a dozen countries in the Pacific, including British Malaysia, Singapore and Burma, and Dutch Indonesia, the main source of petroleum for Australia and New Zealand.  The question now was, World War Where?  Was it the Mediterranean theatre, or the air wars over Europe, or the South Pacific? (Belich, 2001, pp 280ff) John Curtin, Prime Minister of Australia, strongly believed it was now in the Pacific that Australia’s war effort must be concentrated and accordingly he lobbied his British counterparts for the reassignment of Australian divisions in the Mediterranean to the Pacific.  Relations between Curtin and Churchill soured seriously, and in the end Australia independently withdrew the divisions from Europe and they fought alongside American forces in the Pacific.  The argument also had a negative affect on relations between Australia and New Zealand. (Millar, 1991, pp. 110ff)

New Zealand entered the war in 1939 with much the same alacrity and sense of defending the empire as it had in 1914.  By 1943, over half the adult male population was participating in the war effort, and its contribution was, proportionately, greater than that of Australia, Canada and the USA.  Initially, Japanese war operations following Pearl Harbour did not lead New Zealanders to believe that Japan was planning any invasion.  Even so, the government considered the possibility of a Japanese strike against Fiji as a stepping-stone to New Zealand, and sent considerable reinforcements to Fiji in January 1942.  Matters turned more serious after the US sustained heavy losses in Guadalcanal in August 1942 and warned New Zealand to prepare for its defence against a Japanese attack.  (Belich, 2001, p. 283)  Nevertheless, New Zealand’s Prime Minister, Peter Fraser, turned out far more compliant with the wishes of Churchill than his Australian counterpart, and declined John Curtin’s request to withdraw troops from the Mediterranean in order to show a united stand by Australia and New Zealand and protect their interests in their own region.  Instead, he allowed New Zealand divisions to be engaged in the Italian campaign.

There were a number of reasons for New Zealand’s refusal to take Australia’s lead in concentrating on the Pacific theatre of war.  The usual reason given is the continued sense of a common identity with Britain shared by Fraser and most New Zealanders at the time.  But this must not be overstated, for there arose a very serious division in the government over Fraser’s decision.  In the end it might have been strategic reasons that decided the matter.  For Fraser did actually suggest removing troops to the Pacific and only withdrew his proposal when US President F. D. Roosevelt backed Churchill’s argument that the US forces in the Pacific were sufficient and that the experience and acumen of New Zealand troops in the North African and European campaigns were greatly valued and needed.   But yet another factor was the curious power that the New Zealand forces on the ground had over military decisions. New Zealand troops developed a very strong collective identity during the Second World War, an identity far stronger than that of the British troops. The Second New Zealand Division, which was the main division of ground troops in the war and which trained and fought together for five years, “came to exist in a space between the British high command and the New Zealand government.  It sometimes used each to increase its autonomy from the other….  The extreme example of this sense of autonomy was the collusion of the division’s leadership with the British high command in dissuading the New Zealand government from withdrawing the division to fight the Japanese in the Pacific.”  (Belich, 2001, pp 279 & 287)  The Australians, needless to say, were greatly displeased.

The ANZUS Treaty

Up to the Second World War, despite a shared ANZAC tradition, the Australian and New Zealand governments were more in contact with London than with each other on matters of foreign policy and trade.  For the most part, the relationship between the two countries rested not on defence and trade but on cultural affinities.  But the signing of the ANZUS Treaty in 1951 marked the degree to which both countries had changed and now saw commonality in terms of security in a changed international environment.  But the move to chart an independent and Pacific-centered course came earlier and more strongly from the Australian side.

In January 1944, Australia and New Zealand signed the ANZAC Pact (referred to in New Zealand usually as the Canberra Pact).  The Australian Prime Minister, John Curtin, and his Foreign Minister, Herbert Evatt, were eager proponents of provisions that ensured vital participation by Australia and New Zealand in decisions on armistice agreements and in shaping the new post-war international order.  In particular, Australia and New Zealand were to have full responsibility for the Southwest and South Pacific, as a regional defence zone. New Zealand was not so enthusiastic, but agreed in principle.  On this basis, both countries undertook a great deal of research on the possible roles smaller nations around the globe could play to ensure the development of a new and safer international order.  As a consequence, they were very well prepared for the United Nations Conference in San Francisco of 23 April to 26 June 1945, to which they contributed far beyond their size and relative global importance.

Herbert Evatt in particular pressed his ideas on economic and social justice, opposed the voting process that the Great Powers had decided upon for themselves at the Yalta Conference of February 1945, and with great energy demonstrated that the British dominions “were not political dependencies or adjuncts of the United Kingdom.”  (Millar, 1991, p. 117)  Canada and New Zealand took their own initiatives, but generally backed Evatt’s agenda.  Australia was elected to the 14-state Executive Committee and to the Coordination Committee, which was entrusted with the composition of the final draft of the UN Charter.  Evatt became a key figure in setting the procedural rules of the UN, and ensured that the Permanent Members of the Security Council were made more accountable than they themselves wished to be.  One of his major accomplishments was the elevation of the status of the Economic and Social Council to that of one of the principal organs of the UN.  (Millar, 1991, p. 119)  Evatt managed to enlarge the scope and powers of the General Assembly and in 1948 was himself appointed President of the UN General Assembly and presided over the composition and passage of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

In September 1945, Australia became one of the signatories of the Japanese surrender, and an Australian and a New Zealand judge were included among the nine judges that presided over the International Military Tribunal for the Far East in Tokyo.  In March 1946, Evatt stated the change in perspective on Australia and New Zealand’s interests:  “Australia is directly affected by events in Europe.  But our stake in the Pacific is paramount.” (Millar, 1991, p. 127)  This was generally accepted throughout Australia.  What it meant in concrete security terms, was a deliberate, calculated alignment, not with Britain, but with the USA.  Only the USA, it was decided, could secure Australia against a major hostile power.  This conviction, the lesson of World War II, “has determined the bases of Australia’s foreign and defence policies in all the succeeding years.” (Millar, 1991, p. 122)

The turn from Britain to the USA in New Zealand was a little less pronounced than in Australia at the government level, where the mood and foreign policy remained attuned to Britain as the Home Country up to 1949 at least.  Identification with Britain was also strong among the people, who voluntarily sent an average of 800,000 food parcels, that is, two parcels per family per year, to the United Kingdom from 1946 to 1949.  (It should be noted, however, that the Australian government donated 35 million pounds sterling to Britain after the war, with the support of the entire populace.)  Nevertheless, World War II had brought considerable change domestically and internationally, and a shattered world could not simply return to the system that used to be in place.  In 1947, New Zealand ratified the Statute of Westminster and the following year enacted a law giving New Zealanders separate citizenship from Britain.  And between 1945 and 1949, its Prime Ministers Fraser and Nash played an active part in the formation of the United Nations Organisation.

The move from the hot war of 1939-1945 to the new Cold War thereafter pushed both Australia and New Zealand to the ideological right.  (But for some very fine work by Evatt, the Communist Party would have been outlawed in Australia.)  So when the Korean War broke out in 1950, both countries immediately sent troops to join the US-led UN forces against North Korea.  During this war, in 1951, the ANZUS Treaty was signed, bringing Australia, New Zealand and the USA together in a long-term security alliance.  Britain, by now, was not considered relevant to the needs of Australia and New Zealand in the post-WWII era.    

But it was not only the sense of their needs but also of their place in the world that had changed.  For the move from the Atlantic to the Pacific entailed a move from Europe to Asia.  For the first time, Asians were seen as neighbours and not as “Asiatics,” and in foreign affairs and trade, the geographic location of Australia and New Zealand in the region of Asia took precedence over their cultural connections with Europe.  The Cold War meant tension between the USA and PRC and with the Russian Far East and North Korea.  The participation by Australia and, to a much lesser extent, by New Zealand in the Vietnam War was a function of the ANZUS Treaty and a demonstration of their worth as allies.  To the Australian and New Zealand political and defence leaders, ANZUS was and remains a kind of insurance policy, and joining the Vietnam War and allowing US army bases on Australian soil are the premium of the insurance policy.  As it happens, ANZUS is still an insurance policy that neither Australia nor New Zealand has ever had to call upon.

But with the surrender of Japan at the close of World War II and the containment of North Korea after the Korean War, the idea of needing protection from Asia has been replaced more and more with the idea of living together with Asia. Australian exports to Britain declined from 42% in 1948 to a miniscule 3.5% in 1988.  (Millar, 1991, p. 149)  For the same period, exports to Asia rose from 16% to 50%.  But the sense of living with Asia has opened the two countries increasingly to Asian cultures as well as its markets, and has correspondingly weakened the dependence on European culture (although ties and identification with American culture are strong.)  This change has affected the content of education in Australian and New Zealand schools and universities.  Whereas formerly the more promising students were saddled with the study of Latin, and history courses centred on the United Kingdom, the Commonwealth and Europe, by the 1960s such students could opt for Japanese, Chinese and other Asian languages, and the history of Asia had been included in high school and university curricula.

Conclusion


The close of the Second World War marks several major shifts in the foreign and domestic policies of Australia and New Zealand.  Both countries shifted their foreign affairs focus from Britain and Europe to the USA and Asia, from the Atlantic to the Pacific.  In terms of trade, a shift began from dependence on the British market to an integration into the Asia-Pacific economic region. In both nations, the erstwhile cultural identification with Britain began to weaken and in time became replaced by a readiness to study, understand and identify with the large variety of cultures that comprise their Asian neighbourhood.  At the end of the Second World War, Australia was known for its White Australia policy;  by the end of the century, it had become one of the most multicultural and pluralistic societies in the world.  New Zealand was, in the 1940s, a regulated economy under a somewhat authoritarian polity;  in the year 2000, it was deemed to be one of the least regulated of the world’s economies and politically the freest society on earth.
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      International politics are by nature dynamic rather than static, although the solidity of established structures of power vary greatly over time.  In 1945 in northeast Asia the established structure came tumbling down.  By year’s end a new one had begun to emerge.  While that structure did not solidify until the early 1950s, and while Koreans actively sought to influence its development, its basic nature was determined first by the United States and the Soviet Union and then by those two powers plus an emergent China.

     With the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, the politics of northeast Asia, especially regarding Korea, once again appeared ripe for adjustment.  With South Korea far outdistancing its North Korean rival in economic development and international prestige, the American objective, in place since 1945, of a unified, independent country friendly to the United States seemed more likely of fulfillment than at any time except for a brief period during the fall of 1950.  Yet, as in 1950, China now at minimum a regional superpower, maneuvered to prevent that result.  In addition, and in sharp contrast to 1945, Korean parties now possessed the capacity to project power well beyond their own land.  Most alarming, one of them, North Korea, saw as a key to its own survival the development of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, which could destabilize not just the region but the entire global system of containing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  

From an American perspective, the most important task in northeast Asia as 1945 dawned was to defeat Japan.  That nation had attacked the United States in 1941 seeking its elimination as a Pacific/Asian power.  Now, over three years later, the United States had the military initiative.  Yet the objective of unconditional surrender, deemed essential both to destroy the enemy empire and to occupy the home islands so as to reform Japan’s militaristic regime, was a good distance from achievement.  U.S. planners anticipated that the cost of achieving this objective would be extraordinarily high, given Japan’s fanatical resistance, and feared that a weary American public would lose its will in the face of mounting losses of life and treasure.  These concerns led American leaders to continue to seek assistance from the Soviet Union in subduing Japan.

     Soviet premier Joseph Stalin appeared willing, but at a price, namely the restoration of Russia’s position in northeast Asia prior to the Russo-Japanese war early in the century.  That price proved acceptable to the United States, although with China weak and divided by conflict between the Nationalists and Communists concern grew that the Soviets would expand uncontested into Manchuria and Korea and thus dominate the region. Washington gave serious thought, once the atomic bomb became available in mid-July, to rushing troops to continental northeast Asia to contain or even preempt the Soviet advance.

     The option was rejected, however, in part because the Soviets declared war before Japan surrendered and immediately began moving its ground forces into Manchuria and Korea and in part because the Americans remained uncertain about the reception of their troops upon occupying Japan’s home islands.  As a result the United States made no effort to override agreements on China made at Yalta earlier in the year and proposed a joint Soviet-American occupation of Korea, quickly accepted by Moscow, divided roughly equally at the 38th parallel.

     Speculation aside about might-have-beens had the United States anticipated the total acceptance of defeat and occupation by the Japanese people, four facts stand out regarding the situation in northeast Asia at war’s end.  First, given its position in Korea and Manchuria—and despite its recognition of the Nationalist government as the sole legitimate authority in China--the Soviet Union possessed great potential to influence developments on the continent.  Second, the United States, in possession of the most powerful naval forces in the area and  refusing the Soviet request for an occupation zone in Japan, clearly held the dominant position offshore.  Third, the Korean people, who had been promised independence “in due course,” had played no role whatsoever in their liberation from Japan or in determining their circumstances in the immediate postwar period.  Fourth, the United States was assuming an involvement in the region far beyond what any American leader had ever imagined prior to December 1941, and the occupation of half of Korea represented the most extreme manifestation of that involvement.

     In showing how these facts played out in producing the Cold War system in northeast Asia, let me begin by elaborating on the last two.  From the American perspective during the war and its immediate aftermath, Korea was incapable of self-government without a period of tutelage.   The peninsula had been rent by decay and instability at the turn of the century, which was critical in producing great power conflict in the region.  Japan’s subsequent rule of Korea had left the country without leaders or bureaucrats experienced in the art of government, and the extreme disarray of independence forces in exile reinforced the view that the land could not simply be left to its own devices after the war.  A multipower trusteeship, through which the great powers could protect their interests while preparing the Koreans for self-rule, seemed to be the fairest and most practical approach to the problem.

     Yet before the end of the war Korea received little attention among the allies.  Although at Yalta in February 1945 the Soviets and Americans agreed in general terms on a multipower trusteeship, no details emerged.  As events moved rapidly toward Japanese surrender in August, therefore, all that was possible was an agreement on occupation zones between the two powers with major forces in the area.  Specific arrangements regarding the length and nature of the joint occupation and the process by which Koreans would be prepared for independence awaited subsequent negotiations.

     As things turned out, these negotiations took place in the context of the general deterioration of Soviet-American relations.  Most Koreans proved adamant in opposing trusteeship.  The dominant leaders among them quickly became polarized on the Left and Right and attached themselves to one or the other of the occupying powers rather than working for peaceful unification.  Moscow and Washington proved unable to agree on a path to independence, so in 1948 they created indigenous governments in their own zones led in each case by people totally antagonistic to the other.

     By this time, with expenditures abroad on an upward spiral, the United States was anxious to decrease its burden in Korea, which was not deemed vital to its interests.  The upshot was American withdrawal of its last occupation forces in June 1949, despite the protests of Syngman Rhee, the president of the rather unstable republic recently constructed in the South.  The United States also resisted the temptation to intervene directly in the civil war in China as the Communists, initially aided indirectly by the Soviet presence in Manchuria, advanced by leaps and bounds against their Nationalist foes.

     By the end of 1949 the Communists dominated mainland China and the Communist regime of Kim Il-sung in North Korea waited impatiently for a green light from Moscow for a military campaign to reunite the peninsula.  With the Communists in control of China and determined to align themselves with the Soviets, and with the Americans well ensconced in Japan but reluctant to commit themselves to military action on continental Asia, Stalin finally gave Kim the go-ahead in the spring of 1950.  Thus were put in motion a series of events that, ironically, solidified Korea’s division for the indefinite future.       

     In the face of an all-out North Korean military attack across the 38th parallel in June 1950, the United States, still with four army divisions in Japan and concerned about the psychological impact there and elsewhere of the success of such a blatant act of aggression, rushed to South Korea’s defense.  U.S. intervention saved the South, but China’s intervention in the fall prevented Korea’s reunification.  By the time an armistice was concluded in July1953, the United States had negotiated a peace settlement with Japan that included American military bases there on a quasi-permanent basis, had intervened with naval forces to protect the Nationalist Chinese government on Taiwan, and had promised South Korea a security pact.  Communist China and North Korea, in turn, were closely allied to each other and the Soviet Union.  A relatively stable structure had emerged, but at great cost to Koreans.

     Although by the time the armistice was signed the United States had a commitment to the defense of the Republic of Korea (ROK) in the South, Washington hoped that the cost of protecting its interest there could over time be drastically reduced.  The scheme that emerged from the U.S. State Department and was endorsed by President Dwight Eisenhower was for the peninsula’s neutralization under one government, the ROK.  The carrot, it was thought, that might prove attractive to the Soviet Union was the stipulation that unification would be accompanied by a withdrawal of all foreign forces from the country.  The Pentagon, however, never liked the idea and Rhee was opposed to anything but unification by military means.  For their part the Soviets had always rejected United Nations involvement in Korea, a key feature of the U.S. plan.  Moscow was not about to sacrifice an allied government, with all the implications that would have for its relationship with China and other Communist regimes and movements throughout the world.  The reality was that stability had been achieved in Korea through division, and neither of the superpowers was willing to risk much to alter that outcome.

     That reality would hold for the remainder of the Cold War.  If anything the Sino-Soviet split and the eventual rapprochement of the United States and Communist China made Moscow more firm than ever in its commitment to a separate North Korea.  As for Beijing the evolving relationship with Washington represented a calculated strategy of countering Soviet power on China’s periphery.  Any effort to undermine the North Korean regime in its standoff  with the ROK would merely push the former into total dependence on the Soviets.  For their parts, the two Korean regimes postured about unification and advanced elaborate plans for such, especially from the early 1970s onward.  Occasionally they even talked with each other.  These maneuvers, however, were public relations ploys, pure and simple.  Neither had any interest in unification unless it meant the spread of its own authority over the entire country.

     The end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union brought only limited change to northeast Asia.  To be sure, the Soviet Union stopped providing aid to North Korea and established formal relations with the ROK, policies continued by Russia.  The United States removed its nuclear weapons from Korea, reduced slightly its troop presence, greatly increased its contacts with North Korea, and worked successfully with China and the Soviet Union to admit both Koreas as members of the United Nations.  At the end of 1991, North and South Korea signed the “Agreement on Reconciliation, Nonaggression and Exchanges and Cooperation” in which they recognized that their relationship was not one between states, but rather “constitute[d] a special interim relationship stemming from the process toward unification.”  Guidelines for this relationship included recognition of each other’s system and an end to hostile acts against the other from propaganda to military force.  Confidence building measures were to be implemented, including economic, cultural, and scientific exchanges.  Finally, in 1992 China (PRC) established full diplomatic relations with the ROK and a flourishing trade soon emerged between the two.

     The rub was twofold.  First, North Korea was in a decidedly inferior position to the ROK and the expansion of a relationship between the two was bound to further undermine the former.  That is, economic conditions were steadily worsening in the North, which was already decades behind the South in living standards.  Extensive interaction between the two peoples, except at the elite level, could not help but diminish the status of the North Korean government in the eyes of its own population.  Even a substantial and prolonged relaxation of tensions between the two governments could weaken the Pyongyang regime’s ability to impose continued misery on its people.  North Korean leaders had immediately before them the example of the collapse of German communism a generation after ostpolitik had reduced tension between the two Germanys and produced extensive interaction between them.  Kim Il-sung and his underlings liked being in control in North Korea and had no intention of placing themselves in an untenable position if they could help it.

     And they could help it, largely because of China.  Although China had turned its economy toward capitalist development, established diplomatic relations with the United States and South Korea, and pursued ever-expanding commercial ties with the West, it remained under an authoritarian regime dominated by the Communist party.  With the Soviet threat diminishing on its borders but a new challenge emerging from within in the form of dissent over corruption and the Communist monopoly on political power, Chinese leaders forcefully suppressed demonstrations at Tiananmen Square in Beijing in the spring of 1989.  The United States was led at the time by a Republican, President George H. W. Bush, a realist with strong personal ties to Chinese leaders.  Had there not been a Congress controlled by the opposition Democrats and strong human rights organizations in the private sector, he might have been able to manage the Sino-American relationship gracefully through the stormy waters of the Cold War’s end and the Tiananmen Square incident.  As things turned out, he was forced to impose economic sanctions.  Even then, he faced attacks from his Democratic opponent in his reelection campaign in 1992 for not being tough enough on the Chinese government.  His opponent, Bill Clinton, won the election and, once in office gradually backed off from his campaign rhetoric.  Yet considerable damage had been done to the Sino-American relationship.

     The Chinese leadership, now totally relieved of Soviet pressure in the north and despite flowering relations with the ROK, focused on the dangers it would face if that U.S. ally, a budding democracy, suddenly found itself in control of all of Korea just as the Federal Republic had in Germany only a few years before.  To China North Korea was at best an awkward and irritating dependent, but its survival was, for the moment at least, a vital interest.  While Beijing had a strong incentive to prevent Pyongyang from developing a nuclear capability, as this would greatly increase the possibility that South Korea--and far more alarmingly Japan and Taiwan--would do the same, regime-survival remained a mutually reinforcing bond.

     Unlike in 1945, when a weak and divided China lacked the wherewithal to influence the outcome in Korea, it now possessed the capacity to prevent the peninsula’s unification.  Also in contrast to 1945, Korea possessed two well-established regimes, both of which had survival as their prime objective.  Since barring extreme circumstances the United States was unwilling to employ force to impose unification, China retained the capacity to prevent that result by continuing to provide crucial assistance to the North Korean regime.  In the mid-1990s many North Korea-watchers in the United States believed the Kim Jong-il government unlikely to survive to the turn of the century.  By 2000, however, such optimism had diminished.  The Clinton administration in Washington and the Kim Dae-jung administration in Seoul now cooperated on a strategy that sought stability on the peninsula and in the region through cultivating relations with the North.  The immediate objective was to contain North Korea’s nuclear program; for the  long term the hope was to engender interaction that would fundamentally alter or even end the nation’s division.  As Clinton left office in 2001, the prospects for this approach seemed promising, at least for those with a sense of the drawbacks posed by the alternatives.

     Enter George W. Bush, the first person to achieve the American presidency since the late 19th century without even a plurality of the popular

vote.  However shaky his legitimacy, Bush was determined to reverse many of Clinton’s policies, including those toward Korea.  Bush abruptly halted the momentum built up over the last year to engage North Korea.  He insisted on talking to Pyongyang only in a multilateral framework, a potentially useful approach but one which often seemed to be primarily an excuse to avoid any negotiations at all.  In fact, regime change in the North appeared to surge to the top of the hierarchy of Washington’s objectives, and without the support of the two key regional players, South Korea and China.   The upshot was that the Geneva Framework of 1994, designed to bring the North Korean nuclear program to a halt, collapsed, Roh Myun won the presidency of the ROK on what was essentially an anti-American platform, and Kim Jong-il moved aggressively toward the development of a stockpile of nuclear weapons and a delivery capability, both short and long range, that would at minimum deter the United States.  Only North Korea’s successful test of a nuclear device last fall, combined with the ongoing military stalemate in Iraq and the continuing threat of terrorism to the United States, persuaded the Bush administration of the virtues of a flexible negotiating posture.

     Unfortunately, conditions in northeast Asia today are less promising than they were in early 2001.  The Bush administration could have chosen at the start to work quietly and patiently within a multilateral framework to discipline Pyongyang on the nuclear and other issues.  It could have relegated reunification to a process extending over decades through a series of small steps, as envisioned by the then ROK president Kim Dae-jung.  Had Bush followed this course, it is unlikely that North Korea’s nuclear program or delivery systems would be as far advanced as they are today, that the U.S.-ROK alliance would be nearly as shaky as it has become, or that the prospects for a destabilizing nuclear proliferation would be remotely as great.  Since the late 19th century, when China, Russia, and Japan struggled for control of the peninsula, the only road to dominance has been through the application of overwhelming force.  Japan succeeded in following that route in the early 1900s, but then squandered its position by overreaching elsewhere.  In 1945 the Soviet Union and the United States resisted the temptation to seek total control, although their determination to prevent domination by the other produced a tense division.  In 1950 each one in turn adopted a risky course in attempting to end the division, but ultimately retreated in the face of the prospect of another world war.  The result was the perpetuation of two regimes in Korea determined, first and foremost, to survive.  The great powers learned the lesson that force was not a reasonable option in altering that circumstance.  

     As the Cold War ended the first Bush, as well as his ROK counterpart, Roh Tae-woo, well understood this, just as they did the necessity for patience and regional reconciliation if Korea’s division was to be overcome.  Regrettably, while the second Bush probably grasped the limited prospects for resolving the Korean issue through military force, he clearly failed to recognize the implications of that fact.  His learning curve eventually leveled off, but the North Korean nuclear genie may already have leapt too far out of the bottle to be retracted.  What’s more, ongoing tensions in the U.S.-ROK alliance, combined with growing impatience in the United States with American overcommitment abroad, could produce a further reduction in U.S. forces in Korea in a manner that would escalate regional tensions and threaten a dangerous arms race.  With important elections on the horizon in both the United States and South Korea, prospects are by no means certain that cool heads will prevail.  Even with the continuing presence of American forces, the military buildup of China combined with the growing uncertainty of its trade relationship with the United States could make it more difficult for the two most influential powers in the region to cooperate regarding North Korea.

     Still, negotiations during 2007 have shown that some hope remains of containing North Korea’s nuclear program and the six-party framework, for which the Bush administration deserves considerable credit, looks to be a viable institutional apparatus for managing the issue both in the present and down the road.  Pyongyang has been put on notice that its counterfeiting, illegal drug, and weapons-sales activities represent extremely risky enterprises and Beijing now understands that it must take a more active role in disciplining its ally.  Washington also grasps two key facts, namely that even the threat of military force to bring down the North Korean regime is a non-starter and that only a patient, multilateral approach holds the potential for a beneficial outcome.

     All things considered, the best prospects for stability looking forward rest less in transformation on the peninsula than in the careful management of evolving conditions through the flexible six-power framework constructed in Beijing.  The existence of that framework represents a giant step forward over 1945 or even 1990.  Yet institutions do not function without people, so much will depend on the leadership of the two most powerful nations of the region.  The two Koreas carry a weight today that was hard to imagine in 1945, but they would have great difficulty resisting over time a China and a United States moving steadily in the same direction. 

Differences between Japan and Asia in their Perception of World War II and its Results

Hisao Ishiyama
Chairman, History Educationalist of Japan

The two major issues focused on at this symposium concern the fact that there is no common understanding throughout the Asia-Pacific region regarding the meaning of the Second World War and its end, and that there is no common understanding of the problems it has brought to the region. I agree with the views and at the same time I have no choice but to accept that there exists a contradiction between Japan’s perception of such matters and that of other Asian countries. In this thesis, I will discuss all the questions raised within Japan regarding these issues by focusing on the origins of such contradictions. 
１. The Japanese Perception of the End of World War II

The following figures show how many Japanese were killed during the war initiated by the Japanese imperialists. 
The following are the numbers of Japanese people sacrificed in those areas annexed by Japan as its colonies.

Chosŏn > Military: 27,000; Civilian: 27,000 

Taiwan > Military: 39,000; Civilian: 3,000
Sakhalin and Kuril Islands > Military: 11,000; Civilian: 13,000
Total > Military: 77,000; Civilian: 43,000
These colonial areas suffered comparatively fewer direct battles with the Allied Forces up until the end of the war, mostly because the colonial administrative system continued to work, if not in a perfect manner. Accordingly, the number of war victims was lower than in other areas.

Mainland China > Military: 502,000; Civilian: 209,000
Japan initiated a war of aggression against mainland China in 1931, but failed to gain control of all China due to the fierce resistance put up by anti-Japanese fighters across the country. That may explain in part why a much larger number of Japanese troops and civilians were killed here compared with the other areas under Japanese control. However, Japan was able to maintain control over a considerable area of mainland China even after its defeat in the war. Japan sent more troops to China than to Southeast Asia and other parts of the Asia-Pacific region, but actually suffered considerably fewer casualties in China. 
The Pacific Region and Southeast Asia > Military: 1,280,000; Civilian: 19,000
This is the area that Japan invaded and temporarily occupied even before starting a war against British and US forces, only to be driven out by the fierce counter-offensive of the Allied Forces. The area is marked by the lowest number of civilian deaths due to a lack of Japanese settlements in the region, but the number of military casualties recorded is the highest. Japanese military casualties were particularly high in the Philippines, the Mid Pacific Islands, Burma and New Guinea. Many of these casualties were the victims of starvation following the failure of the food supply system and the prohibition of surrender. (2)

The Japanese mainland including Okinawa and the Ogasawara Islands > Military 209,000; Civilian: 602,000
As expected, the loss of civilian lives was particularly high on Japanese territory. The figure includes the victims of air raids on the Japanese mainland and the Battle of Okinawa, as well as the victims of the two atomic bombs.

The above figures for Japanese victims of the Second World War show that the largest damages suffered by Japan were inflicted by US forces during the battles which took place in the Pacific region, the A-bomb attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the air raids on the Japanese mainland, and the Battle of Okinawa. What influence have these tragedies had upon the Japanese people’s perception of World War II, then? History seems to have led the Japanese people to believe that Japan lost the war as a result of the material superiority of the US. In other words, they seem to believe that it was not the resistance of Asian people that led to Japan’s surrender. Even today, many Japanese people tend to disdain their Asian neighbors out of a sense of misplaced pride that originates from the experience of successful invasions and colonial rule. Their ultimate defeat in World War II has not created an opportunity for Japanese people to look at other Asian communities from a different point of view or to acquire a sense of guilt and sincere regret for the huge damage they inflicted upon almost all the Asian peoples. Similarly, it was not easy for them to perceive the end of the war as the end of the colonial period and as the beginning of an era in which all countries and peoples would henceforth be treated equally. 
(1) 1945, the 20th Year of Showa, edited by Fujiwara Akira (Shogakukan, 1995). The figures for Japanese military casualties cited in this book include soldiers recruited from colonized areas.

(2) Fujiwara Akira,『餓死した英霊たち』(Aokishoten, 2001)

2. The Influence of the US Occupation of Japan upon the Japanese Perception of World War II 
It is a well known fact that Japanese imperialist leaders were most keenly interested in the “protection of national polity” (国体護持) or, more precisely, the maintenance of the emperor system, once they decided to accept the Potsdam Declaration. For the US, the priority was to have a plan to establish hegemony in post-war Asia and, as part of that effort, to occupy Okinawa and establish a form of government that would remain cooperative with the US strategies for Asia throughout the post-war period. That is why the US decided not to prosecute Emperor Showa at the Tokyo War Crimes Tribunal despite the opposition from other Allies. Emperor Showa, for his part, tried to fully meet the US expectations and relied on the US to maintain his position. He even sent a letter to the US wherein he suggested, even though he had already lost his traditional political rights as a result of the new constitution, that he wanted the US to directly rule Okinawa for 25 to 50 years. The US Army of Occupation did not just allow the emperor to keep his position but brought the pre-war conservative leaders back into power and suppressed pro-democracy and labor movements, thereby going against what had previously been agreed between the Allies through the Potsdam Declaration. The restoration of the emperor system was thus fully implemented in a joint initiative undertaken by the US and the Japanese ruling class.

The result, of course, exerted a strong influence upon the Japanese people’s perception of the war. New policies drawn up under such circumstances made it difficult to determine with whom the responsibility for the war and colonial rule should lie, thereby obscuring in no small measure the responsibility of the Japanese people for the wartime atrocities. The significance of the situation is significant enough in that the decision seriously impeded the Japanese people’s perception of the emperor’s responsibility for the war. It has also blocked the way to establishing a common perception of responsibility among Japanese people by clouding the truth about the atrocities that Japanese imperialists committed against the Asian peoples. 

This tendency became further accelerated with the emergence of the Reverse Course, a rightist political movement that eventually consolidated the tendency even before the Treaty of San Francisco officially acknowledged the independence of Japan. Consolidation of the government’s control over education and the textbook authorization system further distanced the Japanese people from a sense of remorse and responsibility for the dire situation they had caused, reinforcing the tendency to keep any record of the Japanese invasions and the cruel colonial domination of their Asian neighbors out of school history textbooks. Unlike the relationship between Germany and its European neighbors, most Asian countries that had suffered Japanese invasion and colonial rule could not afford an opportunity to directly criticize Japan regarding the atrocities it had inflicted upon them until the early 1980s, thereby contributing to the creation of a favorable situation for the Japanese ruling class. The obscurity surrounding responsibility for the war led the Japanese government to refuse to pay any compensation to its war victims in Asia. In the 1990s, a number of lawsuits demanding compensation for individual victims began to draw the attention of the Japanese people to the issue, but the Japanese court rejected most of the compensation claims even though it acknowledged the majority of the claims filed by the plaintiffs. The Japanese government has made several official apologies for the invasions and colonial rule, as shown by the 1993 Kono Statement and various joint summit statements made between Japan and China and the two Koreas, but such apologies have never translated into compensation. On the contrary, Japan’s current Prime Minister, Shinzo Abe, and some of the ministers in his cabinet have made repeated statements disclaiming the Kono Statement, a tendency that has aroused serious concern in the US Congress, which eventually passed a resolution on Japan’s wartime press-ganging and abuse of sex slaves. The post-war compensation issue has continued to attract the attention of the Japanese public, as a flurry of lawsuits have been filed for compensation for Japanese war victims including A-bomb victims and Japanese orphans deserted in China after the war. The latest lawsuits, which have also generated a lot of public attention in Japan, include those filed by the victims of the Tokyo Air Raid and the Bombing of Chongqing.

3. Japanese Perception of the World and the War under the Cold War Structure

While few Japanese people perceived the true impact of Japanese imperialism upon their Asian neighbors, the US occupation of Japan had a strong influence upon their post-war perception of the world. For the Japanese people in the post-war period, the world was controlled by two superpowers, the USA and the USSR, and Japan existed within the USA, which they believed was the stronger of the two powers. In other words, most Japanese people of the period regarded it as right to place themselves within one corner of the Cold War structure and look at the world from that frame.
That is to say, most Japanese people of the post-war period came to regard the treaty as something deserving their prior attention. But it soon developed into a major controversy with regard to the political situation surrounding Okinawa. The island had developed into one of the USA’s major strategic points in Asia in its rivalry with the USSR in the post-war period. It had been under direct US direct control for 27 years until 1972 when it was returned to Japan, but even after that it continued to be one of the most important US military bases in Asia, accounting for almost 75% of the US military camps concentrated on Japanese territory. The island remains at the heart of the controversy over the US plan to reorganize and consolidate the US forces based on it, and the islanders have waged fierce civic campaigns in opposition to the US plan to reinforce its military forces in Okinawa. Many Japanese are now beginning to doubt whether Japan should continue to treat the US-Japan Mutual Security Treaty as a top priority.

Even today, the way of thinking formed within the cold war structure thrown up by the US-USSR stand-off casts its shadow upon the Japanese people’s view of the war. The issue is that today’s world cannot be measured by military competitions alone. According to their new way of thinking, they cannot avoid a war or an arms race if a state is always in a state of tension and in preparation for military conflict against its neighbors. For those in this position, it is hardly understandable why South Korea tries to create and maintain communication channels with North Korea or why ASEAN countries eager for peace in Asia. It is this lack of perception about today’s Asia, one may conclude, that supports the cold war mindset.

There has been a good bit of controversy recently about what happened in Okinawa in the last phase of World War II. The event in question involved the mass suicide of Okinawan civilians in compliance with an order issued by the Japanese military following the landing of US forces in the Battle of Okinawa in 1945. To the dismay of the Okinawan people, however, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) urged the authors of school textbooks to state that there was no military order behind the mass suicide. The MEXT’s decision, however, faced fierce opposition from the Okinawa Prefectural Assembly, which passed a resolution to refuse the decision of the central government.

For those who want to correct the ‘standard’ historical accounts, the essence of the matter involved an appeal for critical reflection upon the war and the abuse committed by military forces through the knowledge of the tragedy of the forced mass suicide. But their effort collided head-on with the policy of the central government (MEXT), which sought a positive reflection of the war and the Japanese military forces, even to the extent of removing or hiding all negative accounts in history. The civil movement that arose in opposition to the MEXT’s decision took place outside Okinawa, too, but the difference in ardor between the Okinawan people and those in the rest of Japan was all too apparent. This shows that there has been a wide gap in the perception of World War II and the defeat of Japan, and not just between Japan and Asia but also between Okinawa and other regions in Japan. 

The cold war between the USA and the USSR ended some time ago, but our world is still at war. In the meantime, a movement to construct lasting peace and remove nuclear weapons, on the basis of a common perception of World War II and the termination of the war that goes beyond the cold war structure, has begun to emerge on the Korean Peninsula and in the ASEAN Region. ASEAN is playing a major role in the construction of peace in Asia. Nuclear-free zones now cover the entire southern hemisphere and part of the northern hemisphere. In Japan, similarly, criticisms are arising about the Japanese government, which remains heavily dependent on the US for security. The Japanese people are required to take part in the worldwide effort to build peace by sharing the just and right perception of the reality of post-war Asia and the world.

4. For a Peaceful Asia-Pacific Region 

As I mentioned earlier, Japanese people need to pursue a number of actions in order to share a common perception of history with other Asian peoples. They need to:

(1) Acquire a clearer perception of the historical facts that affected Asian peoples during and after the Second World War.

(2) Understand what really happened in the history of modern Japan, deeply perceive the impact of the Japanese invasions of Asian countries and colonial rule, and extend apologies and compensation to the victims of Japanese imperialism.

(3) Overcome the attitudes of looking down upon or ignoring their Asian neighbors.

(4) Deeply perceive the wartime sufferings of Japanese people that occurred as a result of, for instance, the Battle of Okinawa, the A-bomb attacks, and the allied air raids, and solve problems therefrom. 
(5) Clearly identify who was responsible for the Japanese invasions and colonial rule.

(6) Acquire a correct understanding of the actions of Asian people in their efforts to achieve peace, democracy and a better way of life by overcoming numerous military and political conflicts following World War II, and form a partnership on equal terms for peace.

Currently, Japanese society and politics are going through a turbulent period. What is required of the Japanese people is to choose their future on the basis of a correct understanding of their history. One of the specific responsibilities placed with them is to keep and observe Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution unswervingly, and this will be a necessary condition if Japan is to become a responsible partner regarding the efforts of the Asian peoples to bring peace to their region. 
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