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Abstract

Since its publication in 2013, Park Yuha’s book Comfort Women of the Empire 
(Cheguk ŭi wianbu) has become a major point of contention for those concerned 
with the “comfort women” issue. However, while this book has been frequently 
cited amidst the recent maelstrom of Japan–Korea relations, the actual content of 
the book has received insufficient scrutiny. The aim of this article is to concretely 
examine the content and problematic aspects of Park’s book, building on research 
that has been carried out since the 1990s into the ‘comfort women’ issue and the 
question of post-war reparations.

Based on the assumption that the Japanese government does not have any legal 
responsibilities, Park’s book claims that: 1) the “comfort women” victims do not 
have any right to claim compensation for damages from the Japanese government; 
2) even if they did have such a right, the government of the Republic of Korea 
gave up all rights of claim at the Japan–Korea negotiations that concluded with 
the Treaty of 1965; and 3) the “economic cooperation” funds that the ROK received 
as a result of this Treaty were in fact a form of post-war reparations related to 
the Sino–Japanese War. However, Park has been unable to provide satisfactory 
grounds for these claims, due to the fact that her book Comfort Women of the 
Empire does not have an accurate understanding of the preceding research it uses. 
I argue that Park’s work contains serious methodological flaws, including a failure 

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF 

KOREAN STUDIES
VOLUME 19, NO. 1 (2019), pp. 201–227.



202 EUrOPEAN JOUrNAL OF KOrEAN stUdiEs, VOLUME 19, NO. 1 (2019)

to define core concepts, such as reparations; the existence of mutually contra-
dictory passages; the arbitrary selection of evidence to support her arguments; 
and the misuse of previous research. As a result, the book has critical flaws from 
the standpoint of its fundamental stated aim of promoting historical reconciliation.

Keywords: Comfort women; Japanese colonialism; Korea–Japan relations; 
historical revisionism; postcolonial justice

introduction

On August 30th, 2011, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Korea issued a 
significant ruling on the right of “comfort women” victims to claim damages. There 
had been a dispute between the governments of Korea and Japan in July 2006 over 
whether 64 victims of the Imperial Japanese Army’s “comfort women” system had 
the right to bring a claim for damages against the Japanese government. An appeal 
to the Constitutional Court was then lodged, claiming that the failure of the Korean 
government to take action to resolve the interpretive dispute had infringed the basic 
rights of the victims and was therefore unconstitutional. The court subsequently 
ruled in favour of the victims’ claims and concluded that the lack of effort by the 
ROK minister of foreign affairs and trade to resolve the dispute over interpretation 
with the Japanese government was unconstitutional.2 This decision led the ROK 
government to initiate negotiations with the Japanese government in order to 
find a diplomatic solution to the “comfort women” issue and was well received by 
the Korean public, winning first place in a public survey of constitutional court 
judgements held to mark the 30th anniversary of the court’s establishment.3

However, in the Korean edition of her book Comfort Women of the Empire, 
published in 2013, Professor Park Yuha made the following stringent criticism 
of this legal decision.

Since the majority of comfort women were certainly forced into severe circum-
stances where their human rights were suppressed, it is only right for them to 
receive an apology and compensation from people of later generations. However, 
the decision made by the Constitutional Court of Korea does not seem to have 
recognized a number of facts: firstly, it was the Korean government, not the 
Japanese government that deprived individual victims of their chance to receive 
compensation, and secondly, the Japanese government indeed issued compen-
sation in the 1990s, which a significant number of comfort women accepted.4

Professor Park, a scholar of modern Japanese literature, makes a particularly 
noteworthy claim in her book: that it was the Korean government that renounced 
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the individual right of claim of the so-called “comfort women” at the Japan–
Republic of Korea normalisation talks in the 1960s.

The main body of this paper will be dedicated to an examination of the validity 
of the claims made by Park Yuha. However, before that it is necessary to examine 
the actual claims made by Park in her book and the various responses to the book 
in Japan and Korea. Park’s book is certainly one of the most talked about books 
to have been published in recent times on the subject of the ‘comfort women’ 
and it would be no exaggeration to say that the response to the book from within 
Japanese intellectual circles was something of a phenomenon.

Park Yuha is a professor in International Studies at Sejong University in 
South Korea. She was born in Seoul in 1957 and after graduating with a degree 
in literature from Keio University in Tokyo she completed her doctoral degree, 
also in literary studies, at Waseda University. She has published a number of 
award-winning books in Japanese, including Beyond Anti-Japanese Nationalism 
(反日ナショナリズムを超えて Han’nichi nashonarizumu o koete) which received the 
Japan–Korea Cultural Exchange Fund Prize (Irhan munhwa kyoryu kigŭm sang) 
and For Reconciliation: textbooks, comfort women, Yasukuni, Tokto (和解のために
─教科書・慰安婦・靖国・独島 Wakai no tame ni—kyōkasho, ianfu, Yasukuni, Dokuto), 
which won the Osaragi Jiro Prize for Commentary.5

After publishing a series of works on historical issues between Japan and Korea, 
Park then began a full-scale examination of the ‘comfort women’ issue in her Comfort 
Women of the Empire. The book was published first in South Korea in 2013 and 
then in a Japanese edition the following year. Although the overall structure and 
fundamental purpose of the Japanese edition remained unchanged, it did contain 
some substantial revisions and modifications from the original Korean text and 
in fact it would be correct to say that it was actually a new edition of the book.

Comfort Women of the Empire interprets the conflict over the historical views 
between Japan and Korea as a divide between discourses surrounding “comfort 
women”: that is, between those who view them as “sex-slaves” and those view 
them as “prostitutes.” The author attempts to reconcile this conflict by proposing 
her own perspective, considering them as “comfort women of the empire.” 
According Comfort Women of the Empire, Korean “comfort women” were distin-
guished from “women from the areas under occupation or in the combat zones, 
such as China and Indonesia” and they were engaged in “supporting the war 
effort of the Japanese military.”6 They were “patriotic” supporters who helped 
Japan’s war effort and developed a “sense of comradeship.” Park continues that 
“love and peace could even exist,” albeit partially, within the military brothels and 
this was because “Korean comfort women and Japanese army basically shared 
common goals.” Hence the title of the book, Comfort Women of the Empire, can be 
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interpreted as meaning “Comfort women of the Japanese Empire” or “Comfort 
women as subjects of the empire.” In this article I will refer to Park’s claims about 
Japan’s “comfort women” as her “comfort women of empire theory.”

On June 16, 2014, nine former “comfort women” under the Imperial Japanese 
Army, who were now based at a nursing home in South Korea called the House of 
Sharing, brought a case against Park due to the claims made in the book.7 They 
filed a criminal suit for defamation of character as well as a civil suit requesting 
compensation for damages they suffered, as well as a publication ban and a 
restraining order. The group of victims took legal action against a key claim of 
the “comfort women of the empire theory” which described comfort women as 
“comrades” to Japanese soldiers and “supporters” of the war effort.

On February 17, 2015, Seoul Eastern District Court acceded to the demands of 
the plaintiffs and issued a provisional injunction on publication, unless revisions 
were made on 34 sections of concern. This led to the publication of the second 
edition of the book in South Korea in June 2015, with 34 sections removed.8 Also, 
on November 18, 2015, the Seoul Eastern District Public Prosecutors’ Office, 
Criminal Division, First Section issued an indictment without detention to Park 
Yu-ha for defamation of character. On January 13, 2016, Seoul Eastern District 
Court ordered Park to pay compensation of 10 million won to each plaintiff.9

The lawsuit attracted public attention to Park’s publication both in Japan 
and Korea, which also triggered a heated controversy over the book’s content. 
On November 26, 2015 54 intellectuals, including Nobel Prize-winning Japanese 
novelist Oe Kenzaburo, published a statement protesting the charges against Park 
Yuha.10 Many Japanese intellectuals also praised Park’s book. This was particularly 
true of self-described liberals, who were enthusiastic in their opinions of Comfort 
Women of the Empire. The writer Takahashi Kenichiro (高橋源一郎), for example, 
acclaimed the book saying, “From now on, [Park’s book] will be the unshakeable 
axis in all depictions of the ‘comfort women’, whether they agree with her or 
not.”11 Meanwhile, the political scientist Sukita Atsushi (杉田敦) praised the book 
in the Asahi Shimbun saying, “[her] effort to deal with a complex issue with the 
utmost impartiality is remarkable.”12 We can tell that Sukita’s assessment of the 
book was conscious of the judgement made by the South Korean court from his 
comparison of Park Yuha with Hannah Arendt, noting that Arendt was “isolated 
from Jewish society” because “she raised the issue of a section of Jews who 
cooperated with the Nazis.”13

Park’s book also won a number of celebrated academic prizes in Japan. In 
October 2015 the book was awarded the 27th Asia-Pacific Award Special Prize, 
which is run by the Mainichi Shimbun’s Asia Research Committee. According to a 
member of the selection committee and scholar of international politics, Tanaka 



ChONG thE JAPANEsE MiLitAry ‘COMFOrt WOMEN’ issUE 205

Akihiko (田中明彦), “[In terms of its] comprehensive, empirical and rational 
[approach]… there is no other book that has examined this issue in such a rational 
way from every possible angle.”14 In December of 2015 the book also won a prize 
in the cultural contribution section of the Ishibashi Tanzan Memorial Journalism 
Award, awarded by Waseda University. Kamada Satoshi (鎌田慧), who was a 
member of the selection committee for the prize, commented that the book was 
a “historic work” which “had gone deeply into the issue of what happened to 
human psychology within the framework of ‘imperialism’ rather than focusing 
on relations between ‘comfort women’ and the army.” He also noted that the 
selection committee had decided unanimously to award the prize to Park.15 As 
I will explain later, when you consider the fact that both the conservative press 
and Japanese intellectuals have heaped praise on the book, we can see this as 
an indication that the whole of Japan’s intellectual circles have given the book a 
positive reception.

In South Korea responses were divided between those who were for and those 
against Park’s book. On the one hand, in December 2015 191 Korean scholars 
signed a statement opposing the indictment against Park Yuha.16 Meanwhile, 
a group of scholars and activists connected with the “comfort women” issue 
released a statement on December 9, 2015 under the title “Our position on the 
Comfort Women of the Empire situation.”17 In the statement they argued that while 
it was necessary in principle to exercise caution with the application of libel law, 
this case should not be approached solely from the viewpoint of “freedom of 
academic expression.” They argued instead that it was necessary to focus on the 
fact that “the book had caused pain to the victims by offering a narrative that had 
insufficient scholarly evidence to support it.”

I myself examined Park’s claim in my 2016 publication, “Reconciliation” 
for Forgetting: Comfort Woman of the Empire and the Responsibility of Japan,18 
pointing out that Park’s book does not convey a full understanding of previous 
studies on Japan’s “comfort women” system and that it uses the victims’ testimony 
in an arbitrary manner to fit her own claims.

This paper particularly focuses on the compensation issue surrounding the 
“comfort women” of the Imperial Japanese Army. It will also discuss the lack 
of historical understanding demonstrated by Park’s book, and explore why—
given these deficiencies—it was welcomed with such high praise by the Japanese 
press. As the quotation above indicates, Park claims that “it was not the Japanese 
government but the Korean government that deprived individual victims of their 
chance to receive compensation.” Such claims by Park regarding the Japan–ROK 
negotiation of post-war reparations are the key to understanding why this book 
was received with such approval in Japan.
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the 1965 system

The judgment by the Constitutional Court of Korea which Park criticizes was made 
on August 30, 2011. As discussed above, one of the points of dispute in the appeal 
lodged with the Constitutional Court was whether the “comfort women” victims 
had the right to make a claim for compensation against the Japanese government 
or whether article 2 of the “Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning 
Property and Claims and on Economic Cooperation between Japan and the 
Republic of Korea” concluded by the Japanese and ROK governments in 1965 
(at the same time as the Treaty on Basic Relations which normalised diplomatic 
relations between the two countries) had in fact negated such a right to claims for 
compensation. The Constitutional Court indicated in its ruling that the individual 
right of claim of former “comfort women” may still be valid. In response to this 
judgment, the then President of the Republic of Korea, Lee Myung-bak, proposed 
to the then Japanese Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda at talks in December 2011 
that they work to resolve the “comfort women” issue, which reintroduced the 
matter as an important subject for discussion. Park criticizes the decision by 
the Constitutional Court and claims that the Korean government had already 
renounced the “comfort women’s” individual right to compensation claims during 
the Japan–ROK Talks. Moreover, Park maintains that the Japanese government 
issued “compensation” or “reparations” to the Korean government, based on 
the agreement between the two countries. If this claim is true, the commonly 
understood history of the Japan–South Korea relationship has to be significantly 
amended. What are the grounds behind such a claim? Before examining the 
author’s understanding of “compensation” and “reparations” in Comfort Women 
of the Empire, let us revisit recent developments in “the 1965 system.”

In 1965 Japan and the Republic of Korea signed the Treaty on Basic Relations 
along with four other related agreements. Among these, the “comfort women” 
issue is linked to the “Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning 
Property and Claims and on Economic Co-operation between Japan and the 
Republic of Korea” (henceforth referred to as the Agreement on the Settlement). 
Article II, Section 1 of the Agreement on the Settlement reads, “[t]he Contracting 
Parties confirm that [the] problems concerning property, rights and interests of 
the two Contracting Parties and their nationals (including juridical persons) and 
concerning claims between the Contracting Parties and their nationals, including 
those provided for in Article IV, paragraph (a) of the Treaty of Peace with Japan 
signed at the city of San Francisco on September 8, 1951, are settled completely 
and finally.” Japan and Korea have long developed their bilateral relationship 
based on this agreement which states the problem “is settled completely and 
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finally.” The Japan–ROK relationship with the Agreement on the Settlement as its 
foundation is referred to as “the 1965 system.”

“The 1965 system” has been an insurmountable obstacle for post-war compen-
sation lawsuits since the 1990s, including those related to the “comfort women” 
issue. Although Japan’s judicial system turned down the demands for reparation for 
a variety of reasons, such as the absence of state liability, the statute of limitations, 
and expiry of rights, the Agreement on the Settlement functioned as the ultimate 
justification since it declared that the issue “is settled completely and finally.”

The legal question here is whether or not through inter-state treaties a state 
can renounce the right of claim of individuals. The position of the Japanese 
government was that it was not able to extinguish the individual right of claim. 
Thus, on August 27, 1991, at the budget committee of the House of Councillors, 
the director of the treaty department at the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Yanai Shunji, stated the position that while an agreement on claims did entail the 
mutual relinquishment of each state’s right to diplomatic protection it did no mean 
the extinction of the individual’s right to claim under domestic law.19

Behind the Japanese government’s adoption of this interpretation lay the 
claims for compensation lodged by Japanese citizens.20 Article 19(a) of the Treaty 
of San Francisco, concluded on September 9, 1951, had stated that “Japan waives 
all claims of Japan and its nationals against the Allied Powers and their nationals 
arising out of the war or out of actions taken because of the existence of a state 
of war.”21 As a result of this Japanese citizens who had suffered damages due to 
Allied actions such as the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki or 
the incarceration of Japanese soldiers in Siberia lodged claims for compensation 
against the Japanese government under article 29 of the Japanese constitution 
which stipulates that “The right to own or to hold property is inviolable.”22 In 
response to these lawsuits the Japanese government claimed that in the Treaty of 
San Francisco it had only relinquished the right of diplomatic protection while the 
individual right of claim had not been extinguished and thus, it insisted, those who 
had suffered damages were able to address their claims for compensation directly 
to the governments in question. So in fact this interpretation of the treaty was 
originally a position intended to evade compensation claims against the Japanese 
government. As a result the Japanese government had no option but to recognise 
that the legal rights to claim compensation of the Korean and Chinese victims had 
not been extinguished.23

During the 1990s Korean victims made claims against the Japanese government 
and Japanese corporations by lodging their lawsuits in the Japanese courts. These 
courts were unable to deny the individual right to claim itself but, as mentioned 
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above, in these lawsuits it was the Agreement on the Settlement that became the 
final line of defence put up to block the victims’ compensation claims.

For this reason, victims who sought post-war compensation requested the 
disclosure of documents from the Japan–ROK Talks in order to uncover the 
actual content of the discussions. In October 2002, a hundred Korean victims 
of forced overseas mobilization brought a lawsuit, demanding the disclosure 
of the documents from the Japan–ROK Talks and the court ordered that a part 
of the requested documents must be disclosed (this disclosure took place in 
January 2005).24 The Roh Moo-hyun administration decided to fully disclose the 
documents related to Japan–ROK Talks, publishing, in August 2005, the 36,000 
pages of documents in the possession of the Korean government. Meanwhile, “the 
Citizen’s Group for Full Disclosure of Japan–ROK Normalization Documents” was 
formed in Japan in December 2005. This group filed a lawsuit against the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs of Japan, requesting the disclosure of the documents. Prompted 
by the decision by Tokyo District Court in October 2012 regarding the disclosure of 
the said documents, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan started to gradually 
disclose the documents on the Japan–Korea Talks and on the right of property 
and claims.25 Thanks to this disclosure, research into the Japan–ROK Talks and 
post-war reparation lawsuits entered a new phase, where it became clear that 
the “comfort women” issue had hardly been discussed in the Japan–ROK Talks.

These developments in the study of Japan–ROK Talks are one of the factors 
behind the Korean judicial system giving a series of decisions in the 2010s 
suggesting the desirability of rectifying the “1965 system.” The Constitutional 
Court of Korea, on August 30, 2011, upheld the existence of “a dispute over inter-
pretation” between Japan and Korea regarding whether the former “comfort 
women’s” right of legal claim had “expired or not,” and decided that “the 
negligence on the part of defendant who failed to resolve the matter according 
to Article III of the Agreement is unconstitutional.”26 In response to this, South 
Korea proposed to Japan that they hold a conference with the aim of resolving the 
“comfort women” issue. Also, on May 24, 2012, the Constitutional Court of Korea 
found that the individual right of claim against inhumane and illegal acts by the 
state of Japan is not included in the issues that are defined as “settled completely 
and finally” (Article II, Section 1) in the Agreement on the Settlement of 1965, thus 
re-evaluating Japan’s colonial rule as “illegal and forced occupation.” These shifts 
in Korean judicial decisions called for a fundamental review of the “1965 system,” 
or at least in the accepted Korean interpretation of the Japan–ROK Agreement.27

Nevertheless, Park Yu-ha gives a rather negative assessment of such shifts 
in Comfort Women of the Empire. Park is especially negative about the ROK 
Constitutional Court’s decision since “the subsequent attempts to resolve the 
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matter diplomatically only caused Japan–Korea relations to deteriorate.”28 This 
attitude can also be observed in another publication of hers, For Reconciliation: 
Textbooks, Comfort Women, Yasukuni Shrine and Liancourt Rock, where she takes a 
dissenting view against the desirability of renegotiating the Japan–ROK Agreement, 
stating “it would not only be a one-sided argument to demand a renegotiation of 
the Agreement or a reparation on the grounds of the insincerity of Japan–ROK 
Agreements, but also be a sign of irresponsibility to oneself.”29

The “1965 system” did silence many of the victims of Japan’s colonial 
occupation and war of aggression through the “agreements” between the Japanese 
and Korean governments. If, as Nakazawa claims, Park’s work conveys “a sharp 
observation that grasps the issues from a wider scope, taking colonialism and 
imperialism into account,” then the author would be in favour of the renegotiation 
of the 1965 system. Instead, Park only argues against the Constitutional Court’s 
decision and claims it was the Korean government that willingly renounced the 
right of claim of former “comfort women” at the Japan–ROK Talks. Park’s work, 
therefore, can be understood as a counter-reaction against new developments in 
the “1965 system.” Let us begin by examining Park’s criticism of the judgment by 
the Constitutional Court of Korea.

the Problematic Understanding of Post-War reparation in 
Comfort Women of the Empire

Misinterpretation of the Constitutional Suits and Aitani’s Paper
In Chapter 4 of Comfort Women of the Empire, “Reading the decision of the 
Constitutional Court of Korea,” the author entirely dismisses the decision of the 
Constitutional Court (henceforth referred to as “the decision”). Park’s argument 
is summarized in the section from the book quoted below.

The basis for this lawsuit [the constitutional appeal made by former ‘comfort 
women’], as suggested at the beginning, lay in Japan’s violation of ‘the 
International Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Women and 
Children’. […] However, it was individual entrepreneurs that were responsible 
for the human trafficking. If Japan as a state had any responsibility at all, it is 
in the fact that Japan practically […] tolerated the trafficking […] while publicly 
prohibiting it. Also, it was the Korean government that nullified ‘the right’ [the 
right of claim for compensation against Japan], as I will discuss later.

In fact, on nullification, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Korea 
strongly asserted that it was not a responsibility of the state to ensure that 
compensation was issued by Japan; therefore, the government was not in 
breach of the Constitution.30
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Park maintains that the trafficking was practised by “individual entrepre-
neurs” or “brokers,” and that Japan does not assume its legal liability, based on 
which she criticizes “the decision” as above. Park writes: “Japan is only liable 
for creating the demand for (and occasionally tolerating) trafficking, which 
means that the compensation request assuming the state’s legal liability is all but 
impossible.”31

As we have seen, Park’s criticism of “the decision” is characterized by her 
denial of Japan’s liability, even at the level of basic facts, for Japan’s “comfort 
women” system. This claim, I argue, is based on an erroneous interpretation of 
the constitutional appeal in discussion.

To begin with, the constitutional appeal did not aim at assessing Japan’s 
liability for the “comfort women” system, but at deliberating “the negligence” 
of the Korean government in not undertaking measures toward resolution as 
prescribed in Article III of the Agreement on the Settlement. Park, however, denies 
Japan’s liability altogether by blaming the brokers as the main culprits. As we 
have already seen, Park takes a stance that Japan is merely liable for “creating 
the demand” for trafficking and “tolerating” it, and that it is impossible to hold 
the state legally responsible for these actions. This means that the author refuses 
to recognize the claimants’ right of claim for reparation.

This argument is Park’s own, not even aligned with that of the Korean 
government as the claimee. Park states “at the end of a five-year-lawsuit, the court 
ended up siding with the claimants, agreeing with the idea that Japan is solely 
liable in this matter,”32 contending as if the opinion of the Korean government 
was in accordance with hers, while Korea in fact did not make such a claim. 
The government merely stated that the diplomatic relations of the Korea did not 
interfere with the claimants’ fundamental human rights. The quote above from 
Park’s work gives the impression that the statement by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade supported her argument; yet the discussions in these two 
paragraphs are not related at all.

As “the decision” made clear, Korea took the view that the Agreement on the 
Settlement had not yet resolved the “inhumane and illegal acts” conducted by the 
state, including those by the Japanese government and that “Japan is liable for the 
matter” (statement by “the Joint Government-Public Commission” on August 26, 
2005). Park quotes the judge’s statement discussing the minority opinion on “the 
decision” as supporting evidence for her argument that the claimants do not have 
the right of claim for reparation;33 however, the judge did not deny the claimants’ 
right of claim but merely discussed the obligation of the Korean government.

Furthermore, Park cites Kunio Aitani’s paper34 in an attempt to refute the right 
of claim for reparation, saying: “even if the trafficking had been a state-led project 
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operated by Japan, it would have been impossible to demand compensation for 
damage from Japan” and “there is no evidence after all to support the reparation 
suit by the Korean Council.”35 This claim by Park, however, does not address the 
point of Aitani’s paper. According to Aitani, the claimants of “comfort women” 
lawsuits argued for the illegality of the system on the grounds of the “International 
Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Women and Children,” on the 
basis of which “it was incontestable that the ‘comfort women’ system violated 
international law.” He continues that while the International Convention supports 
the illegality of the system, “it is also true that this Convention cannot provide the 
grounds for the right of claim for compensation.”36 It is this last part of Aitani’s 
argument that Park quoted as a supporting her contention that “it is impossible 
to request compensation for damage.”

Park therefore referred to Aitani’s paper to support her contradictory 
argument, disregarding the actual conclusion of that paper. Aitani says that the 
grounds for the compensation demand must be sought in other laws because 
the International Convention only provides the evidence for the illegality of the 
“comfort women” system. In fact, he discusses in the paper that although inter-
national law previously did not support the individual right of claim, it is now 
common practice to grant international legal subjectivity to individuals, ‘“hanks to 
the recent developments in human rights treaties.”37 Japan has rejected requests 
for reparations that are based on the Hague Convention and the ILO Convention, 
arguing that individuals are not given legal subjectivity under international law. 
Aitani criticized this reasoning as a deviation from the recent advancement of 
international law.

In response to the criticisms of her misrepresentation of Aitani’s paper, Park 
replied that she quoted Aitani because she agreed with his point that the request 
for reparations cannot be fulfilled because the International Convention “cannot 
be the grounds for the illegality of ‘comfort women’ system.” She also says that she 
never intended to use his paper as supporting evidence for the absence of liability 
in the state.38 This justification only reveals that Park does not fully comprehend 
the point of my criticism. Aitani mentioned the precedents of reparation suits 
based on the Hague Convention and the ILO Convention, because the International 
Convention can only be the grounds for the illegality, not for compensation 
requests. Aitani did not argue that the International Convention “cannot be the 
grounds for the illegality of ‘comfort women’ system” as Park claims.
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Did the Korean Government “Renounce” the Right of Claim of 
“Comfort Women” Victims?
As already discussed, Park maintains that it was the Korean government that 
renounced the right of claim of former “comfort women.” She claims that Korea 
abandoned their right of claim at the Japan–ROK Talks.

Is it truly the case that Korean government “deprived the individual [former 
‘comfort women’] victims of their chance to receive compensation?” If it is, without 
any doubt it is a discovery of outstanding importance in research on the Japan–ROK 
Talks. This is because it has not yet been revealed whether the issue of former 
“comfort women” was discussed in the Talks, while the definition of “property, rights 
and interests […] and concerning claims between the Contracting Parties and their 
nationals” has constituted an important topic in this area of research. The recently 
disclosed documents regarding the Japan–ROK Talks did reveal that a Korean 
committee member in the 1953 Talks mentioned “some Korean women were sent 
to the southern countries occupied by Japan’s Navy, such as Singapore, and returned 
home, leaving their money and property behind” in the context of the discussion on 
Korean returnees’ “deposits;” however, the details are yet to be known.39

The evidence Park relied on in her work is a paper by Kim Chang-rok, “The 
Korea–Japan Treaty of 1965 and the rights of Korean individuals” (henceforth 
referred to as “Kim’s paper”).40 Kim’s paper explores “how the rights of Korean 
individuals were handled” in the 1965 Korea–Japan Treaty and other agreements,41 
and also “what was ‘agreed’”42 between the two countries, with the documents 
disclosed by Korea as the main source of information.

According to Kim, none of the documents disclosed by Korea directly clarify 
these questions, but some of them provide “a key” to further our understanding,43 
one of which is the conversation in the preliminary discussion and the Sixth Session 
in 1961 over the treatment of Korean “forced labourers.” Prior to the preliminary 
discussion, the Korean side presented “the Outline for the Claims of the Republic 
of Korea against Japan” in which they proposed five items as “the compensation 
claims for settlement.” In regard to the “accrued wage of Korean forced labourers,” 
the Japanese government proposed that it be (1) “resolved case by case,” (2) after the 
normalization of bilateral diplomatic relations, and (3) within the limits of Japanese 
laws (including the National Requisition Ordinance, the Factory Act, and the Relief 
Act). Meanwhile, the Korean side demanded (1) the payment to be made to Korean 
government in its entirety, (2) before the normalization of bilateral diplomatic 
relations, and (3) based on “a new foundation” rather than on Japanese laws.44

It was this discussion that Park adopted as the basis of her argument that it 
was “Korean government that deprived individual [former ‘comfort women’] 
victims of their chance to receive compensation.” She claims that “if the Korean 
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government had accepted Japan’s proposal and secured the individual right 
of claim for compensation, then other victims could have also benefited from 
‘legitimate’ compensation for damage. Yet, the Korean government did not, and 
that is the very reason why former ‘comfort women’ and other victims have lost 
in most of the reparation lawsuits up to the present day.”45

What made such an interpretation possible? The subject matter discussed in 
Kim’s paper is the “accrued wage of Korean forced labourers,” not the former 
“comfort women” issues. Above all, as Kim suggests, the intention of Japan’s 
proposal in this negotiation was to keep the compensation “within the limits 
of Japanese law” and to nullify “the compensation for the mental and physical 
suffering of Korean forced labourers” which Japanese laws did not assume.46 Kim 
analyses that “this argument was an attempt to render the compensation issues 
practically non-existent, given that many of the relevant documents had been lost 
and that Koreans would face difficulty in undertaking legal procedures in Japan 
to receive payment.”47

Recent research based on the documents disclosed by Japan also found that, in 
regard to both victims of forced overseas mobilization and military and civilian 
personnel, the Japanese side rejected the reparation demand by Korea, based on 
the lack of “legal grounds.” limiting the payment and investigation to “accrued 
wages” and “pensions” for military and civilian personnel.48 Considering that 
former “comfort women” were not defined as military or civilian personnel 
according to Japanese law, they would not have been able to receive compen-
sation, thus contradicting Park’s supposition.

Rather, Kim’s paper discusses an occasion where the Korean side strived to 
secure the right of claim regarding the issues that were not discussed in the Talks. 
The Korean side proposed in the Sixth Session, in relation to the Outline, that 
the right of claim for the issues that are not included in the five items of the 
Outline can be exercised after the Talks are concluded. In which case, the statute 
of limitation must be suspended until diplomatic relations are normalized.” The 
reasoning behind this proposal was that “it would be problematic for the right of 
claim of individuals to be negated, when the issues are not given consideration 
at the Talks. Therefore, individual claims and legal actions must be allowed for 
those cases, regardless of the outcome of the Talks.”49 The Japanese side, however, 
firmly maintained that the right of claim issues must be fully settled within the 
framework of the Talks.

Despite the comment on the proposal by the Korean side to secure the right of 
claim for the undiscussed issues, Kim’s paper was utilized by Park to reinforce her 
contradictory claim: that the Korean government willingly renounced the right of 
claim of “comfort women.” Park responded to this criticism, saying:50
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As Kim commented, it was the ‘accrued wages of Korean forced labourers’ that 
was discussed then; and ‘accrued wages’ were only a concern in the discussion 
over comfort women at that time, as pointed out by Chong Young-hwan. 
Nevertheless, now that the documents that describe comfort women as ‘civilian 
personnel’ have been discovered, the Japanese government may recognize 
comfort women as ‘civilian personnel’, following my line of the argument. 
While there was a ‘law’ that granted compensation to Korean members of the 
Japanese Army, there was no equivalent ‘legal protection’ for comfort women. 
My argumentation was that such recognition could justify the comfort women’s 
claim for ‘reparation’.

Park seems to contend that ‘comfort women’ can be discussed under the issue of 
the “accrued wages of Korean forced labourers” because they were in fact civilian 
personnel; however, there are three flaws in her argument.

Firstly, I did not comment that the “‘accrued wages’ were only a concern in 
the discussion over comfort women;” rather, I argued that the accrued wages of 
Korean forced labourers was discussed in the Talks, while the issue of “comfort 
women” was not.

Secondly, the Japanese government has not yet recognized “comfort women” 
as civilian personnel as of today at least, nor did they in Japan–ROK Talks. There 
is no evidence that suggests comfort women be included as a part of the issue 
of “accrued wages of Korean forced labourers.” Park herself must not have 
considered “comfort women” as civilian personnel in the first place, since she 
contends the “comfort women” system was state-regulated wartime prostitution 
operated by private brokers at request of the army. If so, the status of “comfort 
women” is clearly not that of civilian personnel. This counterargument only adds 
further confusion to her point.

Finally, it is unclear what Park means by the compensation granted to Korean 
military and civilian personnel in the Japanese army. It is widely known that the 
Pension Act and the Act on Relief of War Victims and Survivors both have the 
Nationality Clause and the Family Register Clause, which define as ineligible those 
who are originally from former Japanese colonies and lost their Japanese nation-
ality upon effectuation of San Francisco Peace Treaty on April 28, 1952. In 2001, the 
Law for the Relief Payment to the Surviving Family of the War Victims in Former 
Colonies was enacted for the former military and civilian personnel from former 
Japanese colonies and their surviving families who are permanent residents in 
Japan. However, the payment made according to this law was not reparation 
but condolence money from a humanitarian point of view. Again, this does not 
successfully corroborate Park’s claim that “it was not Japanese government but 
Korean government that deprived individual victims of their chance to receive 
compensation.”
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Was “Economic Cooperation” a Form of “Post-War Reparation?”
More erroneous interpretations can be found in Park’s discussion of the Japan–
ROK Talks and agreements. The Treaty on Basic Relations between Japan and 
the Republic of Korea and the related agreements do not contain any acknowl-
edgement of guilt or words of apology on Japan’s colonial rule, nor any mention 
of “damages” “caused by colonial occupation.” Park comments on the background 
which gave rise to such a “limitation in Japan–ROK agreements” as follows:

Curiously enough, the demands [by the Korean government] regarding human 
damage were made only for forced labour and requisition during the Sino–
Japanese War starting in 1937, mainly on monetary issues, such as uncollected 
payment obligations due to the abrupt termination of the war. That is, the 
demands were made regarding the forced overseas mobilization after 1937, 
not for the human, psychological, and physical damages caused by 36 years of 
Japan’s colonial occupation since 1910 (although Japan effectively ‘ruled’ Korea 
since 1905 when they commenced ‘the protection’). […] [This is because] the San 
Francisco Peace Treaty on which the Japan–ROK Talks were based was intended 
literally for ‘post-war process’, that is, to clean up the residual problems derived 
from the war. […] The reparation was paid to the Korean government who 
distributed the grants according to individual requests.51

This section of Park’s work shows that the author recognizes “economic cooper-
ation” as a form of “reparation.” According to the first clause of the first article 
of the Agreement on the Settlement, Japan would provide the Republic of Korea 
with Japanese goods and services worth US$300 million for free while a further 
US$200 million would be provided in the form of long-term low interest loans. 
The clause also stipulated that “The aforesaid supply and loans must serve the 
economic development of the Republic of Korea.”52 Whether or not this ‘economic 
cooperation’ constituted a form of ‘compensation’ has been one of the key points of 
contention in the subsequent interpretations of the Agreement on the Settlement. 
However, Park Yuha also claims that “despite the large amount of compensation 
paid by the Japanese government, the Treaty on Basic Relations does not mention 
‘colonial occupation,’ ‘apology,’ or ‘compensation.’ While the money effectively 
functioned as compensation, it was practically paid under the rubric of other 
purposes.”53 This confirms that Park considers this “economic cooperation” as 
equivalent to “reparation” or “compensation.”

In fact, the then-Korean government in 1965 adopted the idea that “economic 
cooperation” was “effectively a form of compensation.”54 According to Kim’s paper 
quoted earlier, the interpretation by the Korean government of “economic cooper-
ation” as “compensation” is related to their understanding of Article II of the Basic 
Treaty. Article II reads “[i]t is confirmed that all treaties or agreements concluded 
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between the Empire of Japan and the Empire of Korea on or before August 22, 
1910 are already null and void,” and based on which the Korean government 
considered the Japan–Korea Annexation Treaty also null and void (although the 
Japanese government had deemed it valid). This “economic cooperation,” which 
was made with annexation nullified, can be understood as a form of reparation, 
according to the Korean government. Meanwhile, the Japanese government 
maintains that the Annexation Treaty was concluded legally; hence the “economic 
cooperation” cannot be seen as “reparation” by any means. Considering that Park’s 
work likewise takes the stance that “the Japan–Korea Annexation Treaty” was 
legally agreed upon, it would create a conflict if the author adopts the same inter-
pretation as that of the Korean government.

What makes it possible for Park to argue that “economic cooperation” was a 
form of “reparation?” For Park, there was no word of “apology” in the Basic Treaty 
or the Agreement on the Settlement because “the Basic Treaty was ‘post-war’ 
reparation, not part of ‘post-colonial’ reparation, at least in terms of human 
damages.”55 And by “‘post-war’ reparation.” Park means “reparation made for 
the war damage” after 1937.

However, “economic cooperation” based on the Agreement on the Settlement 
is, in fact, not “‘post-war’ reparation.” As has been often discussed, the Japan–ROK 
Talks were held outside the compensation negotiation over the war between Japan 
and the Allies. Indeed, the Japan–ROK Talks are highly relevant to San Francisco 
Peace Treaty. Article IV, paragraph (a) noted that the disposition of “the claims” 
between Japan and its nationals, and the authorities and the nationals of “the 
areas referred to in Article II” (the areas to which Japan renounced any right 
or title, such as Korea, Formosa, and Sakhalin) “shall be the subject of special 
arrangements” between Japan and such authorities. Nevertheless, this negoti-
ation over “the claim” in Article IV, paragraph (a) was not equal to the negotiation 
over the damages in “the war.” This is because, as Osamu Ota suggests, Article IV 
merely stipulates that “the claims must be dealt with by Japan and Korea outside 
the context of the Allies, and moreover, it did not prescribe the settlement of the 
damages and suffering caused by the colonial occupation and the war.”56

On the basis of what evidence did Park state that “the reparation” demand 
was made “regarding the forced overseas mobilization after 1937?” Park relies 
almost entirely on the work by Chang Pak-chin for the discussion in the said 
section.57 Chang’s work is voluminous, extending across 548 pages, and explores 
the reason why the settlement issues had to “dissolved” through the Japan–ROK 
Talks, mainly critically analysing the negotiation strategy of Korea and its interna-
tional relations. Park’s argument relies on Chapter 6, Section One, where Korea’s 
concept of settlement of the past prior to the Talks is scrutinized.
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In this section, Chang analyses The Protocol for the Claim against Japan 
(henceforth referred to as The Protocol) drawn up by the Rhee Syngman admin-
istration in September 1949. The Protocol found the justification for the claim in 
that “this occupation of Korea by Japan from 1910 to August 15, 1945 was single-
handedly enforced by Japan against the free will of the Korean people;” therefore, 
previous studies considered that The Protocol asked for compensation, questioning 
the colonial occupation as a whole (unlike the stance taken by Korea thereafter).

However, despite such explanations of the basic protocol, Chang calls attention 
to the fact that The Protocol actually limited the claims to “human and physical 
damages as a result of combat during the Sino–Japanese War and the Pacific War.” 
According to Chang, the Korean government limited the claims because reparation 
in the Peace Treaty was expected to be dealt with as a matter of post-war process 
between Japan and the Allies. Chang continues that “this fact signifies that the 
Korean government did not intend to comprehensively question Japan’s respon-
sibility in its colonial occupation from the start of negotiations.”58

This is the summary of the analysis on which Park’s argument regarding “the 
forced overseas mobilization after 1937” is based. Clearly, Chang discusses the 
negotiation protocol of the Korean government in 1949, not the “economic cooper-
ation” bilaterally agreed between Japan and Korea in 1965. Rather, as Chang 
mentions with frustration in his discussion, once the Japan–ROK Talks began, the 
Korean government did not fully claim even for the war damage caused since 
the beginning of the Sino–Japanese War. Chang surely does not contend that the 
“economic cooperation” in the Agreement on the Settlement was equivalent to 
“the reparation” for “the forced overseas mobilization after 1937.”

In fact, Chang strongly criticizes the interpretation by the then-Korean 
government that the “economic cooperation” was “effectively a form of compen-
sation,” saying that Korea never expressed such an opinion in the negotiations. 
Chang contends that the discussion in the Japan–ROK negotiation itself proves the 
explanation provided by the Korean government was untruthful and that “the 
Korean side also accepted the inconsistent logic that the grant provided by Japan 
would settle the claim issues, when the payment was not in reality made on the 
basis of such claims.”59 He concludes: “there was no room for the interpretation 
that the [economic cooperation] grant was offered in response to Korea’s claim 
against Japan and therefore settled the issue’ and that ‘the issue of the right of 
claim was merely ‘dissolved’.”60

In short, Park’s argument—that the “economic cooperation” offered by Japan 
based on the Agreement on the Settlement was “the reparation” in response to 
“he claims” related to “the forced overseas mobilization after 1937”—is a fallacy 
derived from her lack of understanding of the sources. Moreover, Park arbitrarily 
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combined her misinterpretation with the actual points made in the source 
materials (the concept that the grant effectively functioned as reparation). The 
frequent occurrence of eccentric “new theories” in Park’s work is derived from 
this academically unethical methodology that she employs.

Now let us turn to Park’s responses to the criticism detailed above. Park disap-
proves of the “misunderstanding” of her work on my part. Firstly, Park denies 
having written that the economic cooperation based on Japan–ROK Agreements 
was “post-war reparation.” Even so, Park’s work clearly says “the Basic Treaty 
was ‘post-war’ reparation, not part of ‘post-colonial’ reparation, at least in terms 
of human damages”61 As I have repeatedly pointed out, Park introduces such key 
concepts for the argument without providing basic definitions, even frequently 
using pretentious quotation marks, which is nothing but confusing for the reader. 
If “‘post-war’ reparation” happens to mean something other than “post-war “in 
a usual sense, then the distinction should be explained by her in her book. It 
is highly problematic to juxtapose such concepts as “‘post-war’ reparation,” 
“post-war reparation,” and “reparation according to the post-war process” without 
any explanation, and claim that they respectively signify separate notions.

Secondly, Park also claims that she never described the grants offered by the 
Agreement on the Settlement as “reparation for the war damages.” Her book, 
however, reads “[i]t is because ‘the claims’ by Korea are limited to forced overseas 
mobilization after 1937. The reparation was paid to Korean government who 
distributed the grants according to individual requests.”62 The Korean edition 
also contains a comment noting that, “it was not for the human, psychological, 
and physical damages caused by 36 years of Japan’s ‘colonial occupation’ since 
1910 that the reparation was paid in the end, […] but for the forced mobilization 
after the start of the Sino–Japanese War.”63 From these passages, it is evident that 
Park does call the economic cooperation based on the Japan–ROK Agreement 
“reparation” or “compensation.”

In any case, Park fails to respond to the point of my criticism. When Chang 
states that the Korean government only claimed reparation for damages in forced 
overseas mobilization after 1937, he refers to the compensation claim protocol 
of the Korean government of 1949, not the economic cooperation in 1965. This 
is the reason why I argue Park’s interpretation of the Japan–ROK Agreement is 
completely erroneous, an argument which Park has not responded to at all.

two-fold historical revisionism

Let us summarize the discussion thus far. Starting from the premise that the 
former Japanese army had no legal liability, Park makes three arguments in 
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Comfort Women of the Empire. Firstly, she claims former “comfort women” did 
not have the right of claim for damages against the Japanese army in the first 
place. Secondly, she argues that even when they had the right of claim, their 
individual right of claim was renounced by the Korean government at the Japan–
ROK Talks. And finally, she maintains the “economic cooperation” money which 
the Korean government received instead from Japan was in fact “reparation” for 
damage caused by the war after the start of the Sino–Japanese War. These three 
arguments, however, are poorly supported, and it is evident that Park used other 
studies which express contradictory opinions as her “evidence.” Park’s demon-
stration of the arguments is already clearly fallacious even before undertaking 
an examination of the validity of the arguments themselves. Why then was such 
a faulty piece of work welcomed with applause in the Japanese press?

For one thing, “comfort women of the empire” discourse had an affinity with 
the conservative historical views already prevalent in Japanese society. Katsuhiro 
Kuroda, who long served as the Seoul bureau chief of Sankei Shimbun, points to 
the fact that in Korea, “Korean ‘comfort women’ and Japanese army (officers) are 
portrayed as completely hostile and all incidents are described as ‘forced.’”’ Kuroda 
continues that “it was seen as ‘cooperation’ from the viewpoint of the ‘history of 
Japanese people,’ and therefore, as I discussed earlier, ‘gratitude and comfort’ 
come into the discourse.”64 The image of former “comfort women” as “patriotic” 
comrades to the Japanese army depicted by Comfort Women of the Empire overlaps 
with the “comfort women” as envisaged by the Japanese conservatives.

Yet, this alone does not explain why Park’s work was also welcomed by liberals 
in Japan. Another reason for the book’s popularity can be found in the affirmative 
acknowledgment of Japan’s post-war history in this work.

According to Park’s reading of Japan’s “post-war history,” the Japanese 
government made reparations for the damage in the Japan–ROK Agreement, 
although within the framework of “post-war reparations.” Japan also responded 
to “the issue of colonial occupation” with the Kono Statement in the 1990s, and 
issued an apology and compensation to “comfort women” through the Asian 
Women’s Fund. Therefore, Park describes Japan’s “post-war history” as a process 
through which the country sincerely faced up to its responsibility for the wars 
and colonial occupation of the past.

Therefore, Park appeals to Japan as follows:

Emperors and prime ministers of Japan have made apologies for the colonial 
occupation, although they might have sounded ambiguous. As for the comfort 
women issue, Japan issued compensation as well as an apology—it can be 
said that among all the former colonial powers ‘the apology for the colonial 
occupation’ made by Japan was the most concrete.
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However, as I have discussed earlier, the process itself was considered to 
be a ‘post-war process’ (even an unnecessary one), which made ‘apology and 
reparation’ over the comfort women issues disconnected from the ‘post-colonial 
occupation process’. The relevance was not established nor recognized.

Also, the apology was both ambiguously and informally made, partly 
because there was no official platform for such an apology. Due to its unofficial 
nature, there was no chance for this apology for the past to be remembered 
by the Korean people.65

Thus, a revision is made to the “post-war history” of Japan by Park: post-war 
Japan, which actually lacked an anti-colonial stance, is rewritten as a country 
which took the lead internationally in postcolonial issues by issuing an “apology 
for colonial occupation.” Park tells her Japanese readers that the ongoing “comfort 
women” issue is not the result of a fatal flaw in Japan’s “post-war democracy,” 
which has never managed to overcome the continuity with its former empire, 
and failed to embrace anti-colonialism. Rather, it is because Korea misunder-
stands both the progress “post-war Japan” has made in reflecting upon colonial 
occupation and the true intention of the Asian Women’s Fund. Japan must take 
action for the Korean Council and the victims who concealed their memory of 
being “comfort women of the empire” and are obsessed with “anti-Japan nation-
alism” due to their traumatic past.

This is precisely the reason why Park objects to the idea of renegotiating the 
Japan–ROK Agreement and repeatedly questions the decision of the Constitutional 
Court of Korea. In response to arguments in favour of renegotiating the Japan–ROK 
Agreement, Park expresses opposition: “Re-negotiating the Japan–ROK Agreement 
as some scholars suggest would overcomplicate the matter. Such negotiations 
would inevitably consist of nothing but academic, legal, and political discussion, 
which would fundamentally change the current bilateral relationship and be 
likely to result in the further deterioration of that relationship. Adhering to the 
existing agreement has more importance than the matter of formality between 
the countries.”66 In the Korean edition of her book, Park argues that “[with re- 
negotiation] the trustworthiness of the states would collapse. As discussed before, 
the Annexation Treaty of 1910 promised to incorporate Korean nationals as 
Japanese nationals, which would then make it impossible to discuss forced mobili-
zation of ‘comfort women’ as a ‘legally’ problematic matter.”67 The author artic-
ulates in the Korean edition her opinion against the desirability of re- negotiating 
the Japan–ROK Agreement, referring to the illegitimacy of the Annexation Treaty, 
since it would damage Japan’s “trustworthiness as a state.”

The weakness in Park’s argument is revealed when it is juxtaposed with “the 
decision” of the Constitutional Court of Korea as quoted below.
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The Korean government might not have directly violated the fundamental 
human rights of comfort women victims under the Imperial Japanese Army. 
However, the current difficulties they are facing in settling their claims against 
Japan and in recovering their dignity and worth as human beings partly 
derived from the fact that the Korean government signed the Agreement, which 
contained a general concept of “any claims” without scrutinizing the right of 
claim. Considering this responsibility of the government, it is undeniable that 
the claimee [the Korean government] has a concrete obligation to take action 
to resolve the difficulties.

“The decision” by the Constitutional Court of Korea held the Korean government 
responsible for the current situation, and therefore, the government also has a 
“concrete obligation” to protect the fundamental human rights of those excluded 
from the Agreement. Of course, while holding the Korean government respon-
sible, the Constitutional Court did not state that the Agreement on the Settlement 
renounced the right of claim of the claimants. Rather, it admitted some issues were 
hardly discussed in the Japan–ROK negotiations and acknowledged the existence 
of those who still maintain that they had the right of claim. The Constitutional 
Court recognized there is sufficient evidence regarding these matters, and 
thus, held the Korean government liable for resolving the issues arising from 
the Agreement. While Park maintains it would be irresponsible to criticize the 
Agreement which the Korean government had signed, the Constitutional Court 
of Korea holds the government responsible for “resolving the difficulties” that 
derive from problematic agreements they signed up for. Without any doubt the 
latter position represents a more “responsible” judgement.

Therefore, the reason why Park’s Comfort Women of the Empire was received 
positively in the Japanese media is two-fold. Not only does it have a clear affinity 
with the historical revisionist interpretation of the “comfort women” system 
supported by Japanese conservatives (i.e. historical revisionism on the pre-war 
history of Japan), it also has much in common with the trend of historical 
revisionism on the post-war history of Japan, which depicts the Japan’s post-war 
years as a period of critical introspection.

So Kyong-sik once condemned Park’s previous work, For Reconciliation, 
writing that: ‘“author argues as if the main obstacle to reconciliation were the 
demands of the victims,” which is “a form of violence under the name of recon-
ciliation,” “requiring the victims to compromise and surrender,”68 He also wrote 
that Park’s work was well received in Japan “because it aligns with the hidden 
desire of Japanese liberals” “who would like to retain both their pride as a rational 
democrat and their privilege as a national of a former colonial power.”69 The 
infrastructure for the distribution and consumption of Park’s book is therefore 
also inseparable from “the hidden desire of Japanese liberals” according to So. 
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This book indeed satisfies “the desire” to reject criticism of colonial occupation, 
while retaining “pride” as a “democrat.”

The recent developments in legal judgments, urging a re-consideration of the 
1965 system are, as Abe Koki has suggested, in a similar vein to the judgments in 
Italy and Greece regarding illegal acts committed by Nazi Germany during World 
War II. During the 2000s domestic courts in Greece and Italy recognized the illegality 
of Germany’s actions in relation to Nazi forced mobilization, forced labor and 
massacres during World War II and ordered that compensation be provided to the 
victims.70 The decision of the ROK constitutional court therefore reflects the global 
trend towards placing greater emphasis on the rights and humanity of individuals 
than on the traditional interests of the sovereign nation. It is also, as Abe Koki 
suggests, a manifestation of “the trend to summon the past,” which understands 
that “the twenty-first century can only be built upon reflecting on the legacies of 
colonialism … in order that the twenty-first century does not regress into ‘another 
nineteenth century’ but rather becomes a new century that truly deserves to follow 
the twentieth century.”71 While Comfort Women of the Empire, at first glance, seems 
to take the stance that Japan must pursue its responsibility for colonial occupation 
and associated crimes, it actually attempts to prevent any disturbance to the 1965 
system and to prevent it from being affected by the global trend to re-examine the 
painful legacies of colonialism. Park bemoans the diplomatic relationship between 
Japan and Korea since the constitutional court’s decision, saying that it “only caused 
a deterioration in Japan–Korea relations.”72 Yet, I argue that it is the author herself 
who has caused a deterioration of these issues, denying the right of claim of the 
victims by misrepresentation, producing additional confusion with logical flaws 
in her arguments, and making clear factual errors in her work.
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