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Errata

Takabatake Kashd, “My skin was like Jade when I left my
country”; Yamauchi Hideo, young hero of the “Song of the
Mounted Bandit.” Reproduced with permission of Yayoi Art
Museum, Tokyo, Japan

In recent issues Yan Zhenging’s BAEL M name was mistakenly
given as EA{EIH due to a change of fonts. We apologise for
this error.

In the previous issue of East Asian History (No.29), in the
article “In Search of Smokers” by Xavier Paules, the caption on
Figure 4, page 120, should read “Occupation of the population
of Cantonese adult males in 1928.”
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FROM PUSAN TO FENGTIAN: THE BORDERLINE
BETWEEN KOREA AND MANCHUKUO IN THE

1930s

,9‘2 Suk-Jung Han 3213 (#8550

In his inaugural speech in February 2003, South Korean president Roh With special thanks to Alexis Dudden. I am

Moo Hyun expressed his desire for Korean products to reach Europe via
Russia and the People’s Republic of China—in particular via the north-
eastern region of the latter, so-called Manchuria, or nowadays Dongbei
#t, which abuts the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea—by using
the phrase “from Pusan % |l] to Paris.” In fact, the Korean peninsula was
once linked to the west in precisely this way—in the 1930s, a moment that
is significant in comparison with its long secluded status during the Cold
War era.

Pusan is the largest harbor in Korea, at its southeastern tip, and in
the 1930s this city was the pivotal point linking Japan and Europe over-
land. More specifically, it connected Japan with northeast China, the region
which, between 1932 and 1945, became the empire’s breakaway state of
Manchukuo #¥HEJ. At that time Pusan was known as the “Gateway to
East Asia.” “Pusan to Paris” was achieved at that time in a very real sense,
and—critically—it was realised through a route that led via “Pusan to Man-
churia.”

Manchukuo, a classic puppet state built by the Kwantung Army 5
& after its 1931 revolt that drove out the Zhang Xueliang 5522 B regime
without any directive from the Japanese government or Army (in the so-
called “Manchurian Incident”), has been long and purposefully forgotten
among East Asians. Once it had collapsed along with the Japanese empire
in 1945, it was something of a nightmare for Chinese, who “religiously
affixed the prefix wei (false) to the very word.”! Its utopian justifications
were remembered by some Japanese, but it was totally ignored by their
government.
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grateful for the support of the Dong-A Uni-
versity Research Fund (2003).

I Gavan McCormack, “Manchukuo: Con-

structing the Past,” East Asian History 2
(1991): 106.
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2 For instance, see Kobayashi Hideo, Dai-
téakyeeiken no keisei to hokai [The form-
ation and collapse of the Greater East Asia
Co-prosperity Sphere] (Tokyo: Ochanomizu
Shobo, 1992).

3 Korea, Japan and China are here referred to
as they were before 1945, except when such
spedfic markersas “post-liberation” and “after
1945” are used. Hence, “Korean government”
denotes the government-general.

# Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
2000), p.31.

5 Linda Weiss, The Myth of the Powerless State
(Ithaca, NY.: Cornell University Press, 1998),
p.170.

6 Globulisation here denotesthe phenomenon
of the circulation of capital, labor and
information extending its volume since at
least the eighteenth century, though not
necessarily subsuming the whole world.

K Sugihara Kaoru, Ajiakan béeki no keisei
to kozo [The formation and structure of
Pan-Asian Trade] (Kyoto: Minerva Shobo,

1996).

SUK-JUNG HAN

Curiously enough, Manchuria has seldom appeared in Korean histori-
ography, except with the predictable theme of anti-Japanese resistance
(largely before 1932). There was likewise no space for the relationship
between Korea and Manchukuo in major works on Japanese imperialism,
which have tended to focus on the relationships between the metropole
and its respective colonies. The Korea-Manchukuo nexus did not belong
anywhere in the segregated field of East Asian studies.

Despite its oblivion after 1945, Manchukuo was an inalienable part
of the social imagination in Korea.? There was a constant flow of people
and goods between Japan’s two discrete colonial spheres. Transport con-
ditions were revolutionized between Japan and Manchukuo via Pusan.
Quite a number of Korean intellectuals visited or decided to live in Man-
chukuo, often boarding the express train Nozomi S at one of its stops
between Pusan and Fengtian =K (present-day Shenyang #4:f5) or Xinjing
# il (present-day Changchun E#), the largest city and the capital of
Manchukuo respectively. Such flows were not without bounds, however,
sometimes human and material transfers were blocked. This article will
explore this cross-border flow (which has so far been veiled) and the pos-
sible reasons for its intermittent interruption.

The Transnational Impact of Japanese Empire

During the last decade of the twentieth century, globalising trends
had a great impact on world history, impressing commentators who en-
visioned a whole new world. These trends have frequently been con-
sidered in their relationship with sovereignty or with the predicament (or
even the end) of nation-states. Some claim that a new global form of sover-
eignty without a territorial center of power or fixed boundaries had already
emerged in the second half of the twentieth century.4 Yet it has also been
pointed out that the contemporary world is in a number of ways far less
internationalised in terms of trade, investment and capital flows than it
was in the period prior to World War 1.> This earlier globalisation is often
overlooked in the current literature.® In the East Asian context, Japanese
colonialism was the first serious transnational flow in the twentieth cen-
tury. It broke open the former barriers between polities through the revo-
lutionization of transportation by land and sea. It was an immense force in
an infrastructural sense. This revolutionization had its effects on the “pan-
Asian divisions of labor.”” It also diffused imperialist but transnational
discourses such as: “Racial harmony” (minzoku kyowa EWE#FI); the
“Harmony of five races” (gozoku kyowa FFEWH I, after Manchukuo was
founded); the “Rise of Asia” (koa BaR); the “Unity of Manchuria and
Korea” (mansen ichinyo i E—40); the “Unity of Japan and Korea” (nissen
itai, with the Sino-Japanese War of 1937); and, finally, the “Greater East
Asian Prosperity Sphere” (daitoakyoeiken F R T L4, around the time
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of the Pacific War).

One is tempted to view these phenomena through the lens of the
current globalisation literature, that is in terms of the rise of transnational
force at the cost of nation-states and a weakening of their boundaries.®
One problem with this approach, however, would be the tendency to
treat Manchukuo as a mere colony of Japan, without paying attention to
its “sovereign” state form. The state form, often queried by state theorists,
is not a simple decoration. It can restrain a blunt capitalist or alien rule.
According to some sociologists, for instance, the democratic state form
of modern states makes capitalist rule problematic.” In this way the
independent state form of Manchukuo unexpectedly had some real func-
tions, including a more or less sovereign stance vis-d-vis Tokyo, particularly
in its early stages.'” The form of the state also exercised restraints upon the
outright privileges of Japanese settlers in Manchukuo. And Chinese had to
be represented in high positions of government and in the business world
in this “sovereign” state, which adopted Chinese as its official language (in
the early period). Priority was given to “Manchukuoans” (mostly Chinese)
in several realms, and not to others who were excluded from the category
(such as Korean settlers).

It is seldom discussed that a colonial state has its own logic that is dif-
ferent from that of settlers or missionaries from its metropole.!! As Berman
and Lonsdale aptly put it, it possesses “factors of cohesion” regulating the
conflicting interests of various groups, including the settlers and indigen-
ous people.'? As a social system, it would potentially have “autopoietic”
traits, which, according to Luhmann, “define its own specific modes of
operation”;!? hence it sometimes refuses to be a docile branch of its home
government.

There were several colonial states and puppet states in the extensive
Japanese empire. In China alone there were three other puppet states in
the 1930s: the Jicha %% Government and the Jidong ¥ Autonomous
Government in central China from 1935, and the Wang Jingwei 75
Government in Nanjing # &% from 1937. These were aimed at denying a
sole and sovereign China (promoting what is called bunji 5375, divided
rule).** Some of them collided with each other or with the metropole owing
to confusing command channels and disunities inside the ruling bloc of
civilian leaders and the military, or between the army and navy in Japan.!®
The behavior of Manchukuo was the most cantankerous, often conflicting
with Tokyo.16 Its leaders set up a quasi-independent border. Manchukuo’s
tariff barriers, for instance, would not move in spite of vociferous demands
from businessmen in Japan and Korea. Manchukuo refused to be a simple
source of cheap labor or a commodity market for them. The Manchukuo
Government sometimes stopped material flows from Korea when required,
in a manner reminiscent of contemporary sovereign states.!” In a sense,
according to Duara, its state builders tried to build legitimacy as custodians
of the timelessness and sanctity of the frontier peoples and regions (what
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8 See Masao Miyoshi, “A Borderless World?
From Colonialism to Transnationalism and the
Decline of the Nation-State,” Critical Inquiry
19 (1993): 744; Saskia Sassen, Losing Control?
Sovereignty in an Age of Globalisation (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1996).

9 See Bob Jessop, The Capitalist State (New
York: NewY ork University Press, 1982), pp.91,
99;and Bob Jessop, State Theory (University
Park, Penn.: Pennsylvania University Press,
1990), pp.206-7.
10gee Suk- Jung Han, “The Problem of Sover-
eignty: Manchukuo, 1932-37,” positions. east
asia cultures critique 12.2 (2004): 462-3.

Ll John Comaroff, “Images of Empire, Con-
tests of Conscience,” in Tensions of Empire,
ed. Frederick Cooper and Ann Laura Stoler
(Berkeley, Calif: University of California
Press, 1997), pp.179-81.

12 Bruce Berman and John Lonsdale, Un-
happy Valley: Conflict in Kenya and Africa
(Columbus, Ohio: Ohio University Press,
1992), p.94.

13 Niklas Luhmann, Social Systems, trans., John
Bednarz (Stanford, Calif : Stanford University

Press, 1995), p.34.

Y4 Gendai shi shirye: nitchii sensae,

[Contemporary historical materials: the Sino-
Japanese War], ed. Shimada Toshihiko, vol.1
(Tokyo: Misuzu Shobo, 1964), pp.368-71.
15 gee Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 1991); Sadako
Ogata, Defiance in Manchuria: The Making
of Japanese Foreign Policy, 1931-32 (West-
port, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1964);
Robert Butow, Toje and the Coming of War
(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press,
1961); and James Crowley, fapan’s Quest for
Autonomy: National Security and Foreign
Policy, 1930-38 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1960).
16 A lvin Coox, Nomonhan: Japan against Ruis-
sia, 1939(Stanford, Calif., Stanford University
Press, 1985), pp.61-2; Nakagane Katsuji,
“Manchukuo and Economic Development,”
in The Japanese mformal Empire in China,
1895-1937, ed. Peter Duus, Ramon Myers,
and Mark Peattie (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1989), p.142.
17 The Manchukuo government was run by
Japanese and its final decision-maker was the
Kwantung Army. Although the ratio of Japan-
ese officials in the government was /OVER
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/3040 per cent (45.8 per cent in 1935,
with 30.5 per cent in the public sector in
1940), they were put in important posts.
Yamamuro Shinichi, Chimera: Manshukoku
no sheze [Kimera: a portrait of Man-
chukuol, suppl. (Tokyo 2004), pp.114-15;
Kangde ginian linshi guoshi diaocha: zai
Manzhouguo Ribenren diaocha jieguobiao
—quanguopian (1940 temporary national
strength surveyreport, hereafter 1940 census
(on Japanese)] (Xinjing: Manzhouguo Zong-
wuting, 1940), pp.61-71, 281-7.

8 Prasenjit Duara, Sovereignty and Au-
thenticity: Manchukuo and the East Asian
Modern (New York: Rowman and Littlefield,
2003), pp.29-32.

19 gee Louise Young, Japan’s Total Empire
(Berkeley, Calif.: University of California
Press, 1998), pp.55-75.

20 pusan had the highest ratio of Japanese
settlers in Korea in the 1920s and 1930s: 38.4
percent in 1925 and 31.3 per cent in 1935. See
Chosen setokufu tékei nenpo [The statistical
annals of the Korean Government-Generall
(hereafter Chasen setokufu) (Seoul: Chdsen
Sotokufu, 1937), pp.23-9.

2! pavid Abernethy, The Dynamics of Global
Dominance: European Overseas Empires,
1415-1980 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 2000), p.116.

22 Liu Jianhui, “Manshi genso no seiritsu to
sono shatei” [The formation of the Manchu-
rian illusion and its rangel, Ajiaryigaku 44
(2002): 15-17.

SUK-JUNG HAN

he calls the “regime of authenticity”), not to be contaminated by Han-
Chinese (agrarian) or Japanese (capitalist) encroachment.'®

Against the background of Manchukuo as a quasi-state I will first
describe the advent of the transnational era in East Asia in terms of the
view from Pusan harbor; I will then contend that colonialism is a Janus-
faced phenomenon of transnational flows and the establishment of quasi-
sovereignties, of blurring and reproducing boundaries inside the empire.

The Advent of the Transnational Age

With the establishment of Manchukuo came a great transnational wave
in modern Korean history. In Pusan, one sensed that the empire was
broadening into a new horizon, as Pusan itself became a central point link-
ing frontiers. The founding of Manchukuo brought great excitement to the
citizens of Pusan, particularly its Japanese settlers, just as the Manchurian
Incident (which had swept the whole of Japan with imperial jingoism) had
done in the previous yealr.19 Businessmen—mostly Japanese—in Pusan
had high expectations of exporting goods and traveling to Manchukuo.?°
There was a flood of lectures on the “Man-Md %% [Manchuria-Mongolial
problem” by Japanese businessmen, war veterans and tourists who visited
the two regions. There was also a special column in a Pusan newspaper,
with topics broadly covering investment, exports, coal mining, Korean
migration, security, transport and so forth. Businessmen solicited for the
establishment of a Manchukuo consular office in Pusan.

Manchuria fever was fanned by the Man-Mo Exhibition in spring 1932
(which was held after the International Colonial Exposition, representing
the apex of European power, took place in Vincennes, outside Paris, in
1931).2! It was sponsored by several institutions: the Japanese government
Department of the Army, Navy, and Colonization; the Japanese army in
Korea; the Kwantung Army; the Fusan nippo I H# (Pusan Daily);
Kyongnam BEFd province; and, Pusan city. It was planned to last for a
fortnight but was extended for ten more days, and it attracted tens of thou-
sands of spectators from all over the southeastern part of Korea.

Several kinds of tourist groups bound for “New Manchukuo”—students
from high schools, colleges and the Army College, and war veterans—
came to Pusan from Japan. Althougth tourism to Manchuria (as a site of
war memorials) had been officially sponsored by the Japanese govern-
ment after the Russo-Japanese War, it exploded after the founding of
Manchukuo.?? The number of tourists reached into the tens of thousands
during summer 1932. Ferries between Pusan and Shimonoseki T were
full from March. Adventurers seeking to reach Manchukuo by automobile
or bicycle or on foot, and some boys seeking to “join the Manchurian
bandits,” went up to Fengtian, Xinjing, and even further to Harbin 5%
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& even in winter, overcoming the continental cold. Some bar hostesses
in Japan and Pusan also joined in the exodus. Manchukuo was as attrac-
tive as the prospect of a great mountain covered with perpetual snow is
for climbers.

Northbound cargo, from Pusan to Manchukuo, also increased dramatic-
ally. The freight from Japan to Manchukuo via Pusan in 1932 rose to nine
times that of the previous year. The “special transit” trade between them
(which was not processed by the customs office in Pusan) in the late
1930s was five times the amount of “normal” exports from Pusan to Man-
chukuo.?? By train or ship, Pusan was connected not only to Japan and
Manchukuo, but also to other northern regions of the Korean peninsula
that had hitherto been isolated.

The demographic and physical expansion of Pusan corresponded
exactly with the founding of Manchukuo. For a decade from 1925 to
1935, the increase in population in Pusan was the highest in Korea (at 74
per cent).?* Every year the number of passengers of railways and ferries
broke records.?’> The harbor met the hellish traffic without adapting to
the sudden increase. When 3,000 passengers at once landed in Pusan at
the beginning of spring in 1939, the pier became the site of “murderous
congestion,” hence the promise of the colonial government to build the
“Number One harbor in Asia” there.?® Although the main infrastructure
of Pusan was industriously built up during the whole colonial period,
construction after 1932 surpassed that of the previous period in terms of
speed. The newspaper kept pressing for the construction of the “Number
One harbor” in order that the astronomic budget required be obtained
from the colonial government. Numerous projects for the “great harbor
true to the name of ‘Number One harbor” in the 1930s grew inexorably.
They included the reconstruction of piers, the reclamation of the Pusanjin
Z21Li## area, the paving of main streets, the construction of tram lines and
railways from Pusan to Haeundae £ % beach to Joachun /|, Pusan
Great Bridge (nowadays Yongdo 8 & Bridge), the city hall and suchlike.
The bridge, raised seven times a day, became the symbol of the “Gateway
to East Asia.”

The advent of Manchukuo gave Pusan an exotic flavor as a transit
port. Chinese opium smugglers were sometimes arrested in Pusan’s
Chinatown. About ten thousand foreigners from 30 countries—including
royal families, VIPs, and envoys of Japan, Manchukuo, Germany, and Italy
—passed through Pusan every year.?” “Super-large” vessels (six to nine
thousand tons) bound for Europe and the USA passed through Pusan,
bringing it the status of an international harbor. It also became a gateway of
fashion. Young women arriving in western clothing with hats and parasols
became targets for photographers from local newspapers. Mountains of
Japanese magazines were piled high at the pier.

Above all, Pusan’s citizens were urged to direct their gaze toward
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3 ee Haeju, “Singminji ch'iha @i Pusan
kyongje” [The economy of Pusan under
colonialisml, in Pusan kyongjesa [The eco-
nomic history of Pusan], ed. Sin Kyusong
(Pusan: Pusan Sang’gonghoitiso, 1989),
p.086.

24 Chosen setokufu, 1925, pp. 34-41; Chosen
setokufu, 1935, pp.23-9.

25 The number of ferry passengers (in both
directions) rose from 700,000 in 1932 to 1.9
million in 1939. Railway passengers surpas-
sed one million from 1932, reaching 200,000
in one month alone in 1939. See Fusanke
boekigairan, 1933 [An overview of trade
in Pusan Port], (hereafter Fusanke) (Pusan:
Pusan Zeikan, 1933), pp.265, 268; Fusanke,
1937, p.284; Fusankd, 1940, p.322.

2 Fyusan nippo [Pusan Daily], 7 April 1939.

27 5821 foreigners from 30 countries came
to Pusan in the first half of 1936. Ibid., 21
July 1936
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28 Ihid,, 3 March 1937.
29 Ihid, 29 October 1933.
3 Ibid., 2 March 1939.

o Wolfgang Shivelbusch, 7he Railway Jour-
ney (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California
Press, 1980), pp.90, 93

SUK-JUNG HAN

Manchuria, as epitomized in the speech of the new governor-general
Minami Jird FXXAB, ex-commander of the Kwantung Army. In Pusan in
March 1937, he said, “Let us face the continent [Manchurial with our eyes
wide open.”®® Manchuria touched on their daily lives. Japanese soldiers
bound for Manchurian or Chinese battle fronts continually landed in Pusan.
They would march through the downtown area to a wild ovation from the
city’s Japanese settlers. The pier and the station square were full of brass
band music and Japanese flags (hinomaru BH) waved by Japanese
settlers, students and geishas welcoming the northbound soldiers.

The Manchurian dream co-existed with the “Manchurian retreat,” how-
ever.? Japanese who went bankrupt in Manchuria came down to Pusan to
stay aimlessly in crammed public shelters. The war-wounded also marched
through the main streets, and the remains of the war dead were returned
to Japan through Pusan. After the outhreak of the Sino-Japanese War there
were city-wide rallies celebrating the fall of Nanjing, Guangdong &,
Hankou [ and Wuhan %, in spite of the increasing number of bodies
of soldiers killed at the port being shipped back to Japan. To mark the
fall of Nanjing, a high tower was built in front of the city hall and smoke
rose at the Yongdu #E58 Shrine (the center of various rituals for Japanese
residents in Pusan) in celebration. With the fall of Hainandao i & in
1939, the heartbeat of this tropical area was transmitted to Pusan, with
Japanese soldiers pictured resting under trees drinking coconut juice. >
There were also new rallies for consoling the war-bereaved families in
Pusan. At every important event, all citizens offered one minute’s silent
prayer to the war dead. From September 1939, the prayer became fixed on
the first day of every month. A climate of transnationality arrived in Pusan
with “joy” and “sorrow” intersecting—with march and retreat—the passage
of northbound soldiers and their southbound remains.

The Speeding-up of Integration

Manchukuo was suddenly made accessible to Korea and Japan with the
revolution in transportation. Astounding efforts to integrate the Japanese
empire were made with qualitative breakthroughs in transportation, and
many modes of transportation competed with each other in the 1930s. This
went hand in hand with industrialisation in the empire, which was unique
in comparison with Britain (where development came after the industrial
revolution) or the USA (where the opposite pattern prevailed, with water-
ways preceding railroads as the essential transportation system).>!

The whole development of transportation in the Japanese empire
involved Pusan. The length of the ferry voyage from Shimonoseki to Pusan
was reduced from nine-and-a-half to seven hours in 1933. The capacity
of the ferries increased dramatically. Two “super-large” vessels of 7,000
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tons discharged over 2,000 passengers each at the Pusan port daily from
1936, whereas only two to three hundred passengers had been carried in
the 1920s. From the end of 1937, passengers could buy tickets for express
trains to Manchuria on board. The schedule of the express train was fixed
according to the arrival of the vessels. Submarine telegraph between Pusan
and Shimonoseki, Hiroshima & &, Seoul and Fukuoka 1&[if], and wireless
telephone calls between Japan and Manchukuo, Pusan and Manchukuo
were subsequently initiated. Manchukuo was getting closer to Pusan and
Japan by air, too. Planes flew to Xinjing from Pusan and Tokyo B %, The
flight from Tokyo via Niigata #7¥5 decreased to ten hours and that from
Tokyo to Dalian ¥ to seven hours. Osaka Kk-Seoul-Fengtian and
Tokyo-Beiping kT air routes were also opened up with great fanfare.>?

The most impressive effort was made on the railway, with the catch-
phrase of “Speedo-afu” (speed-up), starting from Pusan. The Pusan-
Manchukuo trains kept shortening their journey times; their endless
record-breaking in the 1930s was like that of an Olympic marathon race
in the 20th century. In 1933, there appeared an express, Hikari 3 (which,
along with Nozomi, nostalgically gives its name to one of the super-express
Shinkansen #### trains in Japan) from Pusan station to Fengtian. The
whole trip all the way from Tokyo to Xinjing by sea and rail was reduced
from 70 hours to 55 hours, and finally to 51 hours in 1934. The Nozomi
and Azia (Asia) expresses ran from Pusan to Manchukuo and from Dalian
to Xinjing respectively. The ambitious goal of reaching Xinjing from Tokyo
in 35 hours was set. Slogans such as “breakfast in Pusan, dinner in Andong
ZZH” (near the Yalu B84 River in Manchukuo) appeared, with the high-
speed train Akatsuki B flying from Pusan to Seoul in eight hours by the
end of 19306. After the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War in 1937, deluxe
trains ran between Pusan station and Beiping, connecting Pusan to the
Chinese continent via Manchuria. In 1939, the Tairiku KFE from Pusan
pier to Beiping and Kéa 181 in the opposite direction made their debuts
and “flew like bullets.”?® The grand dream of running between Pusan and
Japan in two hours through an undersea tunnel was finally expressed (and
is still talked about by businessmen in Pusan). There were speed races
everywhere. Trains and ferries connected Japan, Korea, Manchukuo and
the Chinese continent at an amazing speed. Pusan was the pivotal point.

The Manchurian Dream

Thanks to the revolution in transportation, Manchuria became part
of daily life in Pusan—and not just in Pusan, but throughout the whole
of Korea. The most important happenings in Manchukuo (even those
censored there, such as the casualties on the Japanese and Manchukuo
side from bandit attacks) were reported in Korea.>* The security situation
involving bandits was the primary focus. Korean newspapers frequently
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g Accordingto a Japanese tourist, it took four
hours to travel from Xinjing to Dalian by air
via Fengtian and nine hours from Dalian to
Osaka via Shin'tiiju, Pyongyang, Seoul, Taegu,
Ulsan and Fukuoka. See Kawamura Minato,
Manshi tetsude: maboroshi ryoké [Man-
churian railways: Fantastic travels] (Tokyo:
Bun'gei Shunshiisha, 1998), pp.268-9.

33 Fusan nippo, 1 November 1939.

3 Maeil shinbo [New Daily] printed in
Seoul, 22 June 1936; Shengjing shibao
[Great Fengtian Dailyl, 20 June 1936.
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35 These showed up in pro-govern-
ment magazines (such as Sam’'chol’li,
Rok’'gi, Tong’gwang, Pydlkénkon and
Sabaegong’ron). One exemplary film was
Pokjimanri [Blessed land of ten thousand
kilometers]. There was a song with the
same name. See Kim Chol, “Mol'rak’hanon
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reported on these and pointed to Zhang Xueliang and the Guomindang
(BIR %, KMT) in the early 1930s and Russia from the middle of the decade
as shadowy behind-the-scenes figures.

Other important news was widely reported in Korea: the celebration of
the Manchurian Incident and the foundation of Manchukuo; recognition of
Manchukuo by Japan, Germany, Italy, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia
and Spain; Manchukuo’sapproval ofthe Franco regime; the founding of Jian-
guo University; the reshuffling of the Manchukuo government cabinet; the
government’s Five-Year Economic Development Plans, and so on. For this
reason some Korean readers in the 1930s were perhaps more knowledge-
able on international matters than their descendants in the Cold War era
who were physically and ideologically contained in half of the penin-
sula.

The Manchuria boom that hit Japan in the early 1930s reached the
whole of Korea in the second half of the 1930s. Newspapers and maga-
zines took the lead, with numerous articles, columns, travel accounts and
analyses of political matters in Manchuria. Films were made and hundreds
of songs written about Manchuria,>> and a number of writers visited Man-
chukuo or moved there to live.** Manchuria provided a broad spectrum
for them. The work of Kang Kydngae Z#H{E is mostly about Manchuria
and stands at the extreme of the most realistic description of the hardship
of Korean migrants.>’ Manchuria was another hell for those who were
forced to leave Korea under the feudal class system. Most of the protagon-
ists in Kang’s novels face death in unfavorable situations in Manchuria:
extreme poverty, opium, attacks from bandits and anti-bandit suppression
units, or exploitation by Chinese landlords. However, there are always
heroes in her works who resist the imperial order or overcome adversity.
For this reason she is widely remembered among Korean Chinese in the
northeastern region now.>®

One of the most influential modernists during the colonial period, Yi
Taejun 241, also traversed Manchuria and wrote Farmer (Nong'gun &
%) as his travel record.? The book initially describes the Korean diaspora
as a pitiful sight but soon introduces their frontier spirit in conflicts with
Chinese residents. The latter theme is located in the frame of the relation-
ship of conflict between Korean settlers and Chinese farmers in the 1920s
(or attacks on the former by the latter), which was long manipulated by the
Japanese imperialist regime in Manchuria and was in particular politically
exploited in Korea in 1931.90

Continent (Taeryuk 7 F%) by Han Sol'ya E%* is a complex novel.
This newly rediscovered work is written in Japanese but defies easy categor-
isation as pro-Japanese literature. Han has long been considered one of
the last who resisted collaboration to colonial rule.®? Although Continent
borrows the frontier image with which Japanese imperialism envisioned
Manchuria, it is different from the “native place writings” produced in Man-
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chukuo in the 1940s such as Green Valley (Liise de gu #EHIE) (1942) by
Shanding 11T, which dramatizes the “primitive authenticity” of Manchuria
in its depictions of forest and aboriginal people.45 While Continent allots
Koreans a margin for hardship (from bandit attacks and looting by Chinese
neighbors afterwards), it takes a broader view that extends towards trans-
nationalism, as symbolised in the title; it is too broad for closed Korean
nationalism. Remarkably, no Korean protagonists appear in the novel, but
only Japanese and Chinese ones: a young Japanese man who grew up in
a Korean village (and whose father, as an educator of Korean settlers, used
to wear Korean clothes); another Japanese man, who severs his ties with
his closest family members (namely his snobbish Japanese fiancée, father,
and brother); a Chinese woman, a girlfriend of the second Japanese, who
is subjected to racial humiliation by Japanese around her; her father, an
open-minded Chinese community leader; and his friend, a bandit leader.
All of the characters keep their distance from the Manchukuo govern-
ment. Perhaps the author intends to reveal new layers or possibilities
in Manchuria by omitting pro-Japanese figures. Continent is not simple
praise of “racial harmony” in Manchukuo. Rather, it is a test of its validity;
it presents a sophisticated accusation of Japanese arrogance, in the name
of racial harmony,44

Continent nonetheless appeals to the romance of Japanese colonial-
ism in Manchuria (while suppressing its reality) by employing narratives
of adventure and the civilising mission. It is full of bandit scenes (such as
kidnappings and ransom demands, and the struggles of other protagonists
against bandits) reminiscent of Hollywood films about native Americans in
the “wild west"—with the significant difference that even the bandits are
disarmingly described in Continent. Manchuria is depicted as a common
experimental ground for East Asians, waiting to be “soaked by their blood”
for its fertilisation and waiting to be “civilised” by the expulsion of natural
or human obstacles (such as bandits).*> The protagonists are ready to
offer their blood for the barren continent, or to become “oil for a lamp to
brighten it,” in a way that reminds us of those Westerners who wanted to
bring “light” to their African colonies or “to the hidden evil, to the profound
darkness of its heart” delineated by Joseph Conrad.*

An exodus of Koreans to this “harmonious” continent of Manchuria
occurred in the late 1930s. In Korean historiography, this migration has so
far been explained in terms of such structural factors as the policies of the
colonial government (such as the Grand Cadastral Survey in the 1910s)
to provide land for Japanese settlers, the industrialisation of Manchuria
(which absorbed labor from Korea), or a tactic to divert Korean migrants
from Japan in order to protect Japanese labor markets.*” One problem
with these explanations is that they cannot account for the exact timing
and the sudden increase in the Korean population in the latter half of the
1930s.4°
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Korean newspapers suddenly began to beat the migration drum in
1936, with special series on Manchuria. What triggered this? The catalyst
was a natural disaster which severely affected the southern regions (includ-
ing Pusan) in successive seasons, and offered the colonial government a
chance to fulfill its old idea of transferring idle labor to Manchuria. Almost
every summer from 1933, flooding attacked these regions. After experienc-
ing a great flood “afflicting 180,000 people” in 1934, the colonial govern-
ment sent several hundred families from southern Korea to Manchuria,
mentioning a future plan of dispatching two million households.*” The
disaster in 1936 was gigantic, affecting “one million sufferers” and leading
to the replacement of the governor-general, the superintendent governor-
general and the police chief of the most afflicted region, Kyongbuk
1t province. In the case of Koryong-gun &%, which was entirely
destroyed, people “ate the roots of herbs and the bark of trees.”’ The
colonial government acknowledged the disaster as the worst since the
annexation of Korea.

Now Manchuria was seen by the government as the ultimate solution,
and peasants afflicted by the floods were induced to migrate there. Most
peasants in Mil'yang-gun Z[&Ef, for instance, told reporters that they
“would rather go over to Manchuria” than stay and rebuild.> The Korean-
Manchurian Colonization Company was finally launched, with the grand
plan of sending ten thousand households to Manchuria each year for 15
years. With this announcement, the wind of migration swept through
the whole of Korea. The first project of the company began in Spring
1937, sending two to three thousand families each year until the demise
of Manchukuo. From 1939, this wave of migration was solemnly named
“frontier migration.” In a strict and organized way, the Korean and Man-
chukuo governments dispatched and received Korean peasants through
the company, providing transportation and allotting permits to people in
each province of Korea. Finally, about 0.7 million Koreans (including the
“frontier migrants”) went over to Manchuria in the 1930s, most of them
(over half a million) in the latter half of the 1930s. The number of Koreans
in Manchukuo reached over two million in 1945.%?

Koreans became omnipresent in Manchukuo. There were all kinds: anti-
Japanese fighters and collaborators, “frontier migrants” and wanderers,
ordinary farmers, opium dealers, and smugglers. Manchuria became their
El Dorado.

The Manchukuo Border

The boundary between Manchukuo and Korea for this human flow
was somewhat porous. While Korean “frontier migrants” needed permits
to settle in Manchukuo, ordinary Korean travelers were seldom checked,
except in some strategic regions in northern Manchuria bordering the
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Soviet Union. However, the borders for material flows were less per-
meable. There were customs of fices on both sides of the Korea-Manchukuo
border, and while merchants from both sides actively traded goods using
two currencies in Sin'tiju #H#F&JM in Korea (now a candidate for special
economic zone status in the DPRK), customs officials on both sides busily
checked all incoming and outgoing goods. Vigilance on the Manchukuo
side was intense, and officials searched Korean goods and smugglers tena-
ciously. On one occasion Manchukuo officials in the Andong office hunted
down Korean smugglers and murdered them with clubs; this became a
diplomatic concern on both sides.>

Both sides also fought fiercely over the jurisdiction of the so-called
Japan Sea Route connecting the three new ports in northern Korea and
Japanese cities along the seabetweenKorea and Japan. While Manchukuo’s
South Manchuria Railway Company was initially in charge of managing
the three ports (Ungki 2L, Najin ZBidt and Chongjin i#i#) and a new
railway between Jilin Tt and Hoeryong &%, most of these ports had
been taken by the Korean side by 1940. Korea also frustrated Manchukuo’s
proposal to establish its own customs offices in these cities, designed to
bypass double-checking procedures on both sides.>

Above all, one might observe that Manchukuo refused to belong to
the hierarchy of the Wallersteinian world system theory with Japan as
the producer of sophisticated manufactured goods, Korea specialising in
basic, unsophisticated industries, and Manchuria (later China) furnish-
ing raw materials.”> The material flow between Korea and Manchukuo
deviated sharply from the classic form of this theory. Few Korean firms set
up established branches in Manchukuo to obtain raw materials or cheap
labor. Although Kyongsongbangjik U454 might be an exception in
that it built a subsidiary in Manchukuo (called the Southern Manchurian
Spinning Company), it brought its own labor from Korea.*® Also, its heavy
investment in Manchukuo resulted in a severe deficit and a reshuffle of its
management.”’ It would be difficult to say that Korea had a semi-peripheral
advantage (that is, exporting manufactured goods and importing agricul-
tural or marine products) vis-a-vis Manchukuo.’® The first round of Korean
exports to Manchukuo in the early 1930s consisted largely of salted or dried
fish products from the southeastern region, including Pusan. There were in
addition important transit cargoes between Japan and Manchukuo. Even if
Korea exported industrial products to and imported agricultural ones from
Manchukuo, this largely reflects the pattern of such trade between Japan
and Manchukuo, and not between Korea and Manchukuo.”® In general,
Korea faced a trade deficit in its economic relationship with Manchuria
for about thirty years.60

Furthermore, Manchukuo maintained firm tariff barriers toward Japan
and Korea. In spite of the noisy demands of businessmen in Japan and
Korea and several high-level meetings of all three authorities, the Man-
chukuo government would not lower its tariffs on exports from Japan
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and Korea, and indeed sometimes raised them. The Korean government
retaliated by restricting millet and apple shipments from Manchukuo, for
example, when Manchukuo levied a 20 to 70 per cent tariff on Korean
socks and timber in November 1933.%! The Manchukuo government took
the issue of tariffs seriously. One reason was that any move to make
Japanese (and Korean) products duty-free would have resulted on a drain
on its budget. From the beginning, the government was steadfast in its
position that tariffs were an important source of revenue.%?

The Manchukuo side was also afraid that preferential levies for Japan-
ese and Korean products would incite Western powers to retaliate over
Japanese exports.(’3 Ultimately, the sovereign state form of Manchukuo
was also a constraint; that is to say, it was feared that Western powers
would recognize Manchukuo as merely a Japanese colony. In spite of
several tariff amendments, Korean and Japanese products could not pass
the Manchukuo trade barrier smoothly until 1944, when the tariff was
abolished in the final stage of the Pacific War.% Until then, there was a
borderline of substance between Korea and “sovereign” Manchukuo.

The Border Within Manchukuo

Another borderline was drawn inside Manchukuo over Korean resi-
dents. Koreans have long been considered a “middleman” minority in
Manchukuo. They have repeatedly been described as “effective agents,”
occupying “a middle position between Japanese overlords and Chinese
peasants.”(’S There was a slight wage difference between Korean and
Chinese workers,%® and it is recorded that only Japanese and Korean
policemen were paid the overseas bonus in 1942.°7 There were not many
Korean policemen,68 however, and Koreans could not match the flood
of Chinese immigrants coming from North China in the competition for

Wages.69

It is interesting to note that the “middleman” image was symbolically
attached to various kinds of grain, as in a Japanese editorial published in
the late 1920s which recorded that millet was to be cultivated in Manchuria
and Mongolia to be exported to Korea, so that as much Korean rice as
possible could be imported to Japan.”® There were also sporadic memories
of ethnic discrimination in grain rationing in some places in Manchukuo
in the 1940s. Rice was distributed to Japanese (as first-class citizens), rice
and millet to Koreans (as second-class citizens) and millet to Chinese (as

7% Herbert Bix, “Japanese Imperialism and
the Manchurian Economy, 1900-31,” China
Quarterly 51 (1972): 60.

/Migration from North China to Manchuria
(Ann Arbor, Mich.: Center for Chinese Studies,
University of Michigan, 2000), pp.2, 180.



FROM PUSAN TO FENGTIAN

third-class citizens).”! The mixed grain ration for Koreans significantly
contributed to their fixed “middleman” image.

However, the grain composition reflects not only a discriminatory dif-
ference (between Japanese and other ethnic groups) but a cultural one
as well (between Koreans and Chinese). Rice was not a marker of racial
discrimination between Koreans and Chinese in Manchukuo, since the
staple of most Chinese there was wheat flour. One study reveals that in big
cities under the command economy in the 1940s, the policy of distribut-
ing rice to both Japanese and Koreans and flour to Chinese could only be
partially achieved because of the limited amount of rice available. While
rice was provided for Japanese, differential combinations of rice and millet
(or sorghum) flour were given to Koreans and Chinese.”? Koreans were no
better off than Chinese in Manchukuo as a whole as regards the rationing
of necessities such as grain or charcoal.

In Xinjing, the new rationing system in the final stage of Manchukuo,
which forced people to use accounts in merchant cooperatives or com-
munity associations to obtain grain, brought panic to Koreans because
most Koreans did not belong to these organizations and did not organize
any of their own.”® Korean small-restaurant owners or rice-cake peddlers
could not obtain rice. Once rice had been excluded from rationing (starting
in Xinjing in March, 1940), it became meaningless as a marker of ethnic
hierarchy. Since most Koreans could not buy rice at the highly inflated
prices, they managed to survive on other grains, while Japanese (and some
rich Chinese) could afford rice. The situation of Koreans and Chinese was
equally dire in the final stages of Manchukuo. The general picture was that
there was discrimination between Japanese and other ethnic groups, and
not between Koreans and Chinese.

Aggregate statistics also repudiate the reality of Koreans as “middle-
men.” In the early period, two thirds of Koreans were in the primary sector,
and only 3.4 per cent were in manufacturing, commerce and transporta-
tion. They were seldom found in the public sector (even in Jiandao prov-
ince, in which they were clustered).”* The majority lived in the countryside
and became easy prey to both bandit attacks and bandit suppression units
on the Manchukuo side.”® The situation was no better in the three big cities
of Fengtian, Xinjing, and Harbin. The proportion of Koreans in the primary
sector was the highest of all ethnic groups, and so was their unemploy-
ment ratio (about two thirds of them were unemployed).”®

In the later period (after the Sino-Japanese War), Koreans spread from
Jiandao to all provinces, but their status did not fundamentally change.
According to the 1940 census, which is the most reliable source of data on
Manchukuo, about 80 per cent of them (out of those in labor participation)
remained in the primary sector.”” They were relatively conspicuous in the
public and professional realm,”® but while two Koreans were symbolic-
ally appointed governor and deputy-governor of Jiandao province (as
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the highest Korean officials in the whole of Manchukuo),”’

officials were in low-ranking positions.

most Korean

The three big cities seemed to bustle with a population of Koreans
that tripled in the five years from 1935 to 1940. According to the censuses
of 1935 and 1940, their work participation ratio increased, particularly
in mining, manufacturing and commerce.* Among this group, however,
were also farmers (7.7 per cent, compared to 1.7 per cent among Japan-
ese), servants, manual laborers, clerks, small-capital traders, opium dealers,
and hostesses. Their housing conditions were miserable. The Xita PG5
area (the largest Korean quarter) in Fengtian, for instance, was like an
over-crowded purgatory with endlessly incoming migrzmts.81

In spite of the demand in the industrial sector with the Manchukuo
government’s Five-year Plan for Economic Development, many Koreans
suffered from unemployment in the cities. Ready to go back home—which
was, after all, not far from Manchukuo—some Koreans (from the adjacent
northern part of Korea in particular) sought only temporary jobs, repeat-
edly going back and forth. It was not difficult to find Koreans indulging in
gambling and excessive alcohol and straying about in the big cities.%*

The marginal character of Koreans was largely a function of their status
as a subcategory of Japanese. Since they were not “Manchukuoans” (who
were mainly Chinese and Mongolians) in this “sovereign” country, their
status was obscure. Their instability was also to do with the conflicting
nature of official discourses in the empire. The slogans of “Harmony of
five races” (from the Manchukuo government from 1932) and the “unity
of Japan-Korea” (from the Japanese and Korean governments from the
late 1930s) clashed with each other over where Koreans in Manchukuo
belonged. According to the former principle they were supposed to be
members of Manchukuo, while under the latter they were claimed to
be “Japanese subjects” under the jurisdiction of the Korean government-
general (and ultimately of the Japanese government). The nationality law of
Manchukuo was not stipulated until its demise; thus the status of Koreans
was obscure to the end.

After extraterritoriality for Japanese residents in Manchukuo was abol-
ished in 1936--37, education, nationality and military service for Koreans
in Manchukuo became the object of unresolved disputes. The rights of
Koreans were confusing, torn across respective jurisdictions. For instance,
their education in the area adjoining the South Manchuria Railway lay
under Japanese educational authority, while in other regions it was the
responsibility of the Manchukuo government. While Korean children in
the former regions learned Japanese at school, those in other regions of
Manchukuo learned Chinese.

The issue of military service was also perplexing. Since they were not
formally Manchukuo citizens, their military service was only pending until
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the last stage of Manchukuo. When the conscription law was proclaimed ® Tanaka, “Manshakoku to nihon,” p.111.

in 1940, Koreans were the only group who were “exempted” from military
service; instead, the Jiandao Special Unit (Jiandao teshedui [&] Bs45 3% BX)
was organized among Korean youths in Jiandao province and named a
“voluntary” troop.®? Koreans were not middlemen in Manchukuo, at least
because of the formal limits that derived from Manchukuo’s “sovereignty.”
Priority was given in principle to its (Chinese) citizens.

Conclusion

Observing the wave of transnationalism in twentieth-century East Asia
from the perspective of Pusan Harbor reveals a close relationship between
Korea and Manchukuo in the 1930s. The Japanese empire opened a trans-
national page in East Asian history by absorbing a new periphery, breaking
open inner barriers with its powerful arsenal of trains, ferries and telecom-
munications. The compressed speed of Japan’s drive for competition in the
world system reflects its so-called latecomer imperialism.

As the “Gateway to East Asia,” Pusan harbor connected continental
China and Japan, with the volume of northbound passengers and cargo
directly from Pusan to Manchukuo increasing massively. In a sense,
Pusan became a “global city” (a term borrowed from Saskia Sassen) in the
empire, linked with the big cities of Tokyo and Fengtian—and bypassing
Seoul, the capital of Korea.® This change was accompanied by a reversal
of association in railway directions: southbound transport (from Seoul to
Pusan) was referred to as “going up,” while northbound transport (from
Pusan to Seoul or Manchukuo) was “going down,” designated in terms of
the direction toward, or from, the imperial capital, Tokyo.®> This reversed
the meaning of going “up” or “down” for the first time in more than 550
years of Korean history, ever since Seoul has been the capital (both in the
Choson #Af# dynasty and in the post-liberation period).

With these relentless innovations in transportation, Manchukuo was
brought close to Korea. It became a land of opportunity not only for
Japanese, but also for Koreans, and many Koreans entered the whirlpool
of Manchurian migration in the late 1930s (particularly, after a series of
natural disasters in Korea).

However, the boundaries inside the empire were not so permeable.
It was not a homogeneous transnational space, but was composed of
individualistic colonial states, each claiming its own jurisdiction. There
were physical borderlines across them for geographic or administrative
reasons, though these were not as “hard” as those of contemporary sov-
ereign states. Basically they functioned as check points. The main check
points between colonial Korea and Japan, for instance, were Shimonoseki

84 saskia Sassen, The Global City: New York,
London, Tokyo (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1991).

85$outhbound travel was “going up,” because
the direction was toward the imperial cap-
ital, Tokyo, a symbolically higher place, just
as the current direction from other places
(higher than Tokyo in latitude) to Tokyo is
designated in Japan.
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and Pusan, whose customs offices searched runaways or illegals in both
directions (although less strictly from the former city to the latter). After
1925, of Koreans who wanted to visit Japan, only those with permits were
allowed to cross the strait between the two ports. About 60 per cent of
Koreans who applied for a permit or attempted to cross without one were
stopped either at ports or in their hometowns in the 1930s (until 1939,
when the massive dispatch of Koreans as forced labor to Japan began).86
As a result, the counterfeiting of permits in southern Korea persisted for
a long time. Runaway Japanese coming to Korea were also easily caught
at either of the two ports.

By contrast, the borderline between Korea and “sovereign” Manchukuo
was substantial. Manchukuo constructed a high tariff wall around Japan-
ese and Korean products, not only because tariffs afforded an impor-
tant budget source but also because its sovereign form mandated such a
gesture towards the outside world. Korean “frontier migration” to Man-
chukuo in the late 1930s was under the scrutiny of both Manchukuo and
Korean authorities as well. Some Korean smugglers also risked their lives
at the border. A boundary was drawn inside Manchukuo too, placing
Koreans outside the category of citizens, and bringing them much trouble
as they were caught between conflicting ideologies of colonial author-
ities.

Thus the Japanese empire brought not only a transnational stream to
East Asia, but also tangible nodes or units with several internal boundaries
within, formal or informal. Colonialism is a doubling phenomenon, both
erasing and reproducing boundaries. It provides an infrastructural basis
for regional integration. At the same time, it bears the seeds of future
segments (or sovereignties) with boundaries drawn by alien rulers, just
like those administrative units of Spanish empire in eighteenth-century
Latin America that later came to acquire national meaning, or the partition-
ing into two by Westerners in the nineteenth century of Hausaland, which
would later become separate postcolonial states.®”

Manchukuo was not only closely linked with Korea in the 1930s, but
also provided an important laboratory for post-liberation South Korea in
such realms as techniques of state-making, the disciplining of its subjects
and the developmental state.* Manchukuo has an open-ended history.
It would be meaningful to ask why it has remained so long hidden or
contained in Korean historiography.
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