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INDIVIDUAL RESEARCH ARTICLE

Mimetic Desire and Ressentiment
in the Case of the Japan-South Korea
Trade Dispute'

AHLEM FARAOUN PhD Student, University of Sussex

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to provide an explanatory account of the role of
emotions in the trade dispute between Japan and South Korea which started in
July 2019. Building on an integrated approach to the study of emotions in interna-
tional relations, it argues that the collective experience of emotions in situations
of conflict has to be understood in relation to the moralities assumed by the
parties involved. It proposes a theoretical framework combining the concepts of
mimetic desire and ressentiment coined by René Girard and Friedrich Nietzsche,
respectively, in order to problematize the dialectic of power-justice underlying the
processes of legitimation and self-justification by the two countries. In this sense,
the strong emotional reactivity between both elites and people in South Korea
and Japan can be attributed to the contradictions between the desires for superi-
ority and equality channelled by nation-state-centred narratives. It concludes that
ending the cycle of emotional reactivity requires both parties to move toward
commitments to justice and empathy at the domestic and international levels.

Keywords:  Mimetic Desire, Ressentiment, IR, South Korean Trade Disputes,
Emotion in IR
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Introduction

In July 2019, the Japanese government announced its decision to impose restric-
tions on the export of semiconductor materials by ending South Korea’s special
status as a trade partner. Since then, the two countries’ bilateral relations have
considerably deteriorated, and remain charged with a degree of hostility and
distrust. This situation does not only involve official inter-state relations, but also
the citizens of both countries. As a form of popular retaliation, many Koreans
decided to boycott Japanese products and refrain from travelling to Japan, to
which Japanese people responded with a mix of surprise and incomprehension.?
One year after the conflict started, 72% of Koreans were still participating in
the boycott movement.? The strong and lasting reaction from the Korean side
can be imputed, on the one hand, to the damaging effects that the decision is
believed to have on the Korean economy, and on the other hand to the different
views assumed by each party regarding the motives behind the decision. The
two countries’ colonial history has left a vivid and painful memory, which taints
the relations between Japan and South Korea, and this memory is conspicuously
linked to the present conflict. This paper argues that it is necessary to look further
into how and why it has persisted for such a long time, and why it continues to
arise in issues that do not seem directly related, in this case Japan’s decision to
end a mutually profitable agreement on trade relations based on alleged security
concerns. Therefore, the main question that this paper attempts to address is the
following: How can we explain the tensions between the two countries in the
context of the trade dispute by looking beyond the factors that are immediately
visible and the claims made by both parties?

By addressing this question, this paper seeks to contribute to the research
agenda put forward by Korean IR scholars, mainly Eun Yong-soo* and Min
Byoung-won,’> for a non-Western approach to International Relations (IR). As a
challenge to mainstream IR, this agenda proposes theoretical and epistemological
innovations while at the same time avoiding the traps of parochialism and essen-
tialism. Rather than a rejection of Western scholarship, it is thus a critique of its
Eurocentric attributes and an attempt to build “interim” theoretical and analytical
solutions to reconcile Western and non-Western perspectives.® This can be done
by promoting pluralism within the discipline: rather than creating different disci-
plinary cores which IR borrows from while keeping their insights on the margins
of its mainstream scholarship, there is a need to bring what has been kept on
the margins into the core of the discipline. An example of the latter is the lack of
engagement with new psychological approaches which, as Eun (2013) remarked,’
have gained in depth and can significantly enrich the study of international politics
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if taken more seriously. Accordingly, this paper focuses on a particular area in
psychological approaches: that of emotion studies, which is used to shed light on
Japan-South Korea relations while keeping a balance between cultural particularity
and universal aspects of social organization and inter-group relations.

This requires, on the one hand, a conceptualization of emotions at the collective
level, and on the other hand a problematization of their role in political behavior.
With regards to the former, this paper builds from recent work by IR scholars
who have integrated such dichotomies as reason/emotion, physiology/cognition,
and micro/macro-level. It further suggests that the conceptualization of emotion
should take into account the moral grounds of the behavioral choices made by the
agents involved in those relations. The latter task will be approached using the
contributions of René Girard and Friedrich Nietzsche to moral philosophy, namely
mimetic desire and ressentiment, as hermeneutic tools for the understanding and
interpretation of emotions at the collective level. Based on this framing, the key
argument of this paper is that the rising tensions that characterized the political
as well as wider social response to the Japanese government’s decision can be
explained by an unresolved duality of desires: that of the elites for power and
that of the grassroots for justice. However, it also highlights that these two objects
of desire may work in opposite directions due to a deeply seated ressentiment in
South Korean society, delaying the resolution of the fundamental moral conflict
with Japan and obstructing emotional reconciliation.

The rest of this paper is divided into four main sections. Section two provides
a selective review of the literature on emotion studies in IR and proposes a
theoretical framework that accounts for the moral values underlying emotions.
Section three clarifies the methodological approach used in this paper and
delineates the latter’s scope and limitations. Section four undertakes an empirical
application of the proposed conceptual framework through a case study of the
trade dispute between South Korea and Japan. Finally, the conclusion summarizes
the paper’s aims and argument.

Towards a Conceptual Framework for the Study of
Emotions in IR

The ancient dichotomy between the rational/enlightened and irrational/primitive
human being® has long remained at the heart of what we know today as the realist
school in international relations. While research undertaken by realists does not
exclude emotions from its scientific purview, its theorization of human behavior
tends to be heavily influenced by the theory of rational choice. As Freyberg-Inan
(2003) pointed out,? the rational choice framework reduces behavioral motivation
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to the pursuit of power, premised upon a calculative human nature, and driven by
constant cost-benefit analysis of interests. Interference of emotions in this process
is considered to have destructive effects and, consequently, they remain subor-
dinate and detrimental to the primary power-interest nexus. However, in doing
so, realists defeat their very “objectivist” and “realistic” aspirations. Developments
in psychology and neuroscience have demonstrated that, as far as the empirically
observable indicators of human decision-making at the neurobiological level are
concerned, emotion is not only indissociable, but also indispensable to rational
thinking.'® In the words of Damasio, what were previously considered as the
“lowly orders of our organism are in the loop of high reason.”™

Encouraged by this scientific turn, alternatives to the traditional treatment of
emotions in politics have been put forward. Research by constructivists shows the
importance of collectively shared memory, identity and experience,'? trauma’3
and humiliation' in explaining the emotional dimension of international politics
in a range of different contexts. Some of the alternatives also emerged from the
neo-realist school itself: by engaging with the concepts of identity and shared
values and beliefs borrowed from social psychology and constructivism, they
explored the role of collective phenomena such as national loyalty, identity-based
conflict between states, and emotional display in the conduct of diplomacy in
explaining political behavior.’> However, their innovations are meant to better
defend their basic argument of the self-interested actor. The world is still a compet-
itive and power-driven arena, but one where rational actors need to navigate a
complex set of symbolic and emotional parameters, in order to better protect
their interests. As Lebow (2005) argued,’® this is an ontological assumption that
is shared by “thin” constructivists.

On the other hand, “thick” constructivists’ ontology has been criticized for its
rejection of a notion of human nature and any fixed or essential characteristics
of experience and behavior. Yet in this ontology where emotions, identity, and
other attributes are purely semiotic and arise in an inter-subjective fashion, it
becomes difficult to coherently link materiality and meaning (Ringmar 2016)."”
Additionally, while this constructivism has taken important steps toward
disproving erroneous beliefs held by classical philosophers, its avoidance of
defining human nature obstructs the study of international politics as praxis,
that is to say, its value for the conduct of politics rather than simply as a tool
for explanation and prediction. In this respect, it is useful to look at the schol-
arship that adds depth to constructivist insights on emotion with a focus on its
intersection with moral and ethical dimensions. For instance, Hutchison and
Bleiker (2008) emphasized how feelings of injustice can impede reconciliation in
post-conflict societies, arguing that positive emotions of empathy and compassion
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are more likely to lead to constructive outcomes.'® Bilewicz (2016) found that
“historical defensiveness,” a strategy through which perpetrators deny respon-
sibility for the wrong done by “downregulating” or containing moral emotions
of guilt and shame, constitutes a key factor in situations of failed post-conflict
reconciliation.'® Jeffery (2011) combined the notion of “moral sentiment” with
recent findings in psychology and neuroscience to make a compelling suggestion:
given that cognitive processes of moral deliberation are inclusive of emotions,
we have to understand the rational analysis of real “facts” as an effort to assess
the constraints to our moral behavior, and not as the justification for considering
them as fixed knowledge of the world on which to build our morality.2° From her
perspective, “in order to be meaningful, ‘oughts’ must reflect actions that can, in
fact, be enacted. A moral principle that requires individuals to do something that is
functionally impossible for human beings to perform is effectively meaningless.”?'
This argument is important to the theorization of emotion in a manner that takes
into consideration both the universal conditions of its functioning, which are
embedded in the lived reality of human societies, and the particular aspects of
its meaning and role in historically constituted social relations.

Following from the above, the main challenge for contenders to the mainstream
treatment of emotions in international politics has been to offer a convincing
ontological account of emotions at both personal and collective levels of analysis.
On the other hand, there is also a need to theorize the role of emotions without
disregarding the moral dimension of politics. These challenges can be addressed
through an integrated approach to the task of defining emotion through a set of
basic assumptions that can be universalized, while leaving space for contingent
and particularistic social and historical formations.

Conceptualizing Emotions

Due to rising conviction that emotions play an important role in world politics,??
some proposals for an integrated approach have been put forward.?> While
Hutchison and Bleiker (2014) called for combining insights from micro and macro-
level approaches to theorize “social emotions,” others have suggested specific
concepts to understand how the latter are formed.2* Mercer (2014) suggested
that, insofar as emotions are as much cultural as neurobiological phenomena, it
is through individuals’ identification with common cultural norms and values that
emotions become “contagious” within a group, and lead to a common reaction to
certain events.?® It is in this capacity that a state, although it is not an embodied
entity, can “experience” emotion: through the in-group identifications that are
always emergent rather than reified and fixed. In the same vein, Crawford (2014)
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saw the contagion process as one of institutionalization, whereby emotional
categories are derived from the dominant knowledge frames in a group and
become part of “chains of belief, action, and response, [which] may confirm or
heighten initial emotional reactions.”?¢ In this sense, she stresses the importance
of power in the functioning of social emotions. Fierke (2014) added the dimension
of intentions and their link to the emergence of emotions within and in-between
groups.?” Emotional experiences in response to certain public actions may depend
on how they were communicated through the media, and the intentions to which
those actions were attributed. Ling (2014) stressed the vital role of linguistic codifi-
cations of culture in shaping the connotative meanings of emotions, such as the
divisions between “winners” and “losers” or “masculine” and “feminine” figures,
to which particular emotions are associated.?®

Recognizing the value of these contributions to emotions studies in IR, Eun
(2018) put together a comprehensive proposal which unifies these insights into
a theory of collective emotions at the national level.?? It holds that collective
emotions are made possible through the same processes as collective identifi-
cation. The collective experience of emotions is reinforced by the existence of
another group deemed exogenous, and whose identity is different. The sharper
this difference is, the more likely is the indigenous group to create what he called
a “superior identity” (%] ZJ|4J) tied to its national narrative. The proposal can
be summarized as follows:

1. The more internally coherent and strong this superior identity is in terms
of adherence to its narratives and symbols, the likelier it is that a collective
emotion corresponding to it will arise.

2. The presence of an external “other” whose narratives and symbols
contradict or belittle the “native” superior identity makes it likelier for
emotions like anger and hate toward that other to arise.

3. If the master identity of the other is different from the native’s master
identity, it is likelier that negative emotions will arise.

4. The collective emotions corresponding to the superior identity of a group
are made experientially “perceptible” to the majority of its members
through the mass media. This communicative process is more likely to be
successful if it is triggered by an actor termed “collective emotions entre-
preneur” (&84 +%2H who diffuses emotions and may at the same
time instrumentalize them.

However, this proposal does not explicitly address the collective memory of a
group and the dimension of moral conflict. Building on this framework, the rest
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of this paper will focus on how to account for the moral conflict between the
desire for power and the desire for justice, and how they shape the normative
basis for the collective emotions of a “superior identity.” To do this, I contend
that there are two additional theoretical advances to be made. First, there is a
need to ground the notion of morality in a definition of the human. This is not
meant to essentialize it; rather, to put it in terms of Crawford’s (2009) argument,
itis to fully accept the complexity of human nature and its irreducibility to one
or a few characteristics.3° Then, this definition is seen through the lens of the
relational specificities of the emotional category of “ressentiment.”

Mimetic Desire as the Basis of Human Nature: Linking Morality
and Emotion

In his “Definition of Man,” Burke (1966) distinguished human beings from animals
through their linguistic ability, but for him the importance of this ability resides in
the invention of “hortatory” speech: the language of right and wrong or morality,
the very basis of social and political life.3" Yet when it comes to determining
the source of morality and its organizing principles, one is at a loss for a fixed
answer, which is why early philosophers approached this problem by adopting
a stance on human nature. For instance, Hobbes and Rousseau appear to have
radically different conceptions on human nature, but they both started from the
assumption that all motivation of human social behavior is primarily influenced
by that which they desire. For Hobbes (2002), humans act out of fear of death,
desire for life, and hope to obtain the object of their desire.3? Their “passions”
are “diversely called from the opinion men have of the likelihood of attaining
what they desire,”33 and therefore their perceptions of things are shaped by
the relationship between the thing and the achievement of one’s desires. In this
sense, what is good or moral is what is desirable, and what is evil or immoral
is the undesirable. Rousseau (1889) took one step further by arguing that one
must recognize which desires “spring from nature itself, and which of them
from opinion,”3* emphasizing that the distinction between inborn and acquired
desires is vital for human education or, in other words, for enabling ethical life.
He thought that desires come either from a natural order independent of human
judgment or a human system of valuation generated within a society. For Girard, it
is this idea that desires are socially “acquired” that constitutes the core of human
attitudes and behavior in mimetic theory. Mimesis is the process through which
human desires are mediated, enabling humans to construct their conception of
what they want:
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Humankind is that creature who lost a part of its animal instinct in order to gain
access to ‘desire,” as it is called. Once their natural needs are satisfied, humans
desire intensely, but they don’t know exactly what they desire, for no instinct
guides them. We do not have our own desire, one really our own. The essence
of desire is to have no essential goal. Truly to desire, we must have recourse to
people about us; we have to borrow their desire.

This borrowing occurs quite often without either the loaner or the borrower
being aware of it. It is not only desire that one borrows from those whom one
takes for models; it is a mass of behaviors, attitudes, things learned, prejudices,
preferences, etc.3®

Girard is in this sense extending his explanatory endeavor beyond the starting
point taken by Burke,¢ reaching the initial stage in the formation of a subjective
experience through social interaction, which precedes the development of any
moral judgment. The notion of “good” then acquires its meaning through the
reference frame of desirability, and the latter is constructed through mimesis.
Although many scholars have proposed an explanation of human behavior
through mimetic interaction with an “other” (e.g., Taussig 1993; Bhabha 1984;
Benjamin 1996; Horkheimer and Adorno 2002; Albers 2008) understood as an
individual or a group,3” Girard’s theory is distinctive due to its consideration of
desire itself as the object of mimicry, rather than the visible behavioral effects
ensuing from the pursuit thereof.

This process of acquiring desires is initially a mirroring of the other’s desires
that can be called “pre-rational” and “pre-cognitive,”38 in which case a subjects’
idea of the desirable emerges while striving to obtain the same object, eventually
engaging in what Girard calls mimetic rivalry. The latter is characterized by
reciprocity and escalating tension, reinforced as “the appearance of a rival seems
to validate the desire, the immense value of the object desired. [...] In imitating my
rival’s desires I give him the impression that he has good reasons to desire what
he desires, to possess what he possesses, and so the intensity of his desire keeps
increasing.”3® Thus it is through the process of imitation and competition that a
moral rationality legitimating the desire is developed by the parties involved, and
this morality of mimetic rivalry may in turn lead to conflict and violence.

Considering the applicability of mimetic desire and rivalry to colonialism
reveals aspects that fulfil the theoretical assumptions above. Taking the example
of European colonialism, the colonial mentality of nineteenth-century Europe can
be seen as induced by the emergence of mimetic desire between nations competing
for the same objects of desire, namely: territory, resources, and manpower. The
widespread thesis that capitalism and the drive for wealth accumulation was
the initial trigger for colonial and imperial projects*® would view these as neces-
sities emerging out of a changing mode of production, and therefore as objects
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of economic utility contributing to the maintenance of social life, which is itself
reducible to the biological needs of individuals. Girard’s mimetic theory would
view utility as the effect of colonialism rather than its impetus, the latter being the
desire shared between European nations to possess what their rivals possessed.

Yet the mimetic rivalry is transferred to the dominated subject as well, which
eventually leads to the validation of all the prejudices underpinning the relational
dichotomy of “master-slave” invented in the course of legitimating colonial
projects, precisely when the colonized adjust their desires to those of the colonizer.
When the colonized desire what their colonizers possess, they strive for liberation
and independence through “nationalism,” the creation of an identity that appro-
priates the ethno-centric discourse of the colonizer and its associated notion of
sovereignty and metrics of socio-economic progress. However, this process is not
an exact reproduction of behavior by the subject performing the mimesis, but
involves creativity:

Mimesis is no longer simply a mirror in which the Self confronts the Other,
nor a process for the appropriation of the power of the Other, but a process
by which social and cultural features of the Other are internalised in a negoti-
ation of the confrontation between two cultures, a process which ultimately
empowers the borrowing culture, allowing it, paradoxically, while changing,
to nevertheless remain ‘traditional.’!

By appropriating the desires of the colonial other, the colonized subject also
borrows the latter’s mechanisms of fulfilment of the acquired desire, but the
rationale behind this is found in the subject’s system of moral reference, which
will portray the same object in a different light and create different justifications
for its desirability. For instance, nationalist movements resist colonialism and
claim the right to build an independent society, while using the colonizer’s terri-
torial, administrative, political, and ideological legacy to do so. This is present in
the dualisms of Enlightenment thought: although it established the narrative of
progress underpinning the civilizing mission of colonialism, it was also the source
of claims to human freedom and equality that produced narratives of liberation.*?
Mimetic desire thus fulfils the function of anti-colonialism and resistance and
subsequently the achievement of independence, becoming in a sense a strategy.
Another example is that of theories of development adopted by colonies and which
carry out the desire for reaching equal status with their former colonizers. As Kim
Du-jin (2019) observed, capitalist-driven modernization has often carried a story
of linear progress originating from the West (in the case of Korea acquired through
the intermediary of Japan) and adopted as part of a “colonial modernity.”*3 This
point of view has greatly influenced state policies aiming at “catching up” with
the more “developed” capitalist countries. Eventually, this line of thinking aims to
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justify the attempt to become like the colonial other. As Walker (2005) wondered,
“does not subversion through mimesis owe something to the magical properties
of copies of the Other? Might a copy, through ‘contagion,” acquire the power of the
Other?”#4 But this strategy is inseparable from the moral dichotomy corresponding
to the master-slave relationship, the effects of which survive in collective memory.
It is precisely this dichotomy, as well as the attitudes and emotions that result from
it, which will be discussed below through Nietzsche’s concept of ressentiment.

Conceptualizing Ressentiment: Desire, Power, and (In)justice

Ressentiment was understood by Nietzsche as an emotion forming out of a master-
slave relationship and arising from the moral position adopted by the “slave”
either in a literal or figurative sense. The latter condemns as Evil what Nietzsche
depicts as natural strength and dominance. Out of desire to compensate for his
own vulnerability, the slave takes on the role of the victim and constantly struggles
to obtain justice. Nietzsche explains this through the historical example of the
opposition between Rome and Judea, arguing that the Judeo-Christian tradition,
which praises the intrinsic virtue of the weak, the victimized and the exploited,
lives in expectation of the great triumph of justice with the coming of the Lord’s
kingdom, symbolizing the reversal of positions whereby they would become the
“masters.” For Nietzsche, “priests make the most evil enemies [...] because they are
the most powerless. Out of this powerlessness, their hate swells into something
huge and uncanny to a most intellectual and poisonous level.”#> By extension,
ressentiment is the perception of a suffered wrong, a wounded identity, indig-
nation about the acts perpetrated by the other that prevent access to the resources
for equal and prosperous life; an “affectively charged desire for revenge that
arises in response to a perceived injury.”#¢ In the context of colonialism, one
may argue that it is violence and dispossession that cause the most rancorous
sentiments against the oppressor, but neither of the two is an exclusive feature
of colonialism and they are far from being absent in colonized societies prior
to the intervention of an external power. Ressentiment in colonial relations can
be understood as the continuation of mimetic desire: the feeling of injustice is
triggered by the inability to obtain the object of desire coveted both by the self
and the other.

The Korean concept of han g (1R) is very similar to that of ressentiment, and
is commonly invoked by scholars, artists, and critics to explain the feelings of
resentment that have formed out of Korea’s experience of colonialism. It “encap-
sulates how collective trauma and individual hardship can create a complex
feedback loop within the social imaginary.”4” If han contains the explanatory
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elements for the Korean experience, then one might wonder why a concept from
Western philosophy is used. The answer resides in the purposes of critical inquiry,
which is to advance a framework that has explanatory usefulness beyond parochi-
alism and essentialism. In other words, a concept needs to have a certain degree
of universal applicability in its most basic formulation and to be non-reducible
solely to the interests and attributes of a particular human group. In this respect,
ressentiment as an emotional category with a wide range of possible applications
allows one to avoid the trap of cultural essentialism. Han is often presented as
an exclusive emotion that cannot be fully comprehended by individuals outside
the Korean ethnic community. If one assumes that han is more suitable to explain
the pattern of reactivity that South Koreans have demonstrated in their relations
with Japan, because it corresponds to their unique cultural traits, then there is
a significant risk of reproducing the exclusionary and subordinating practices
of Eurocentrism. As Murray (2020) observed, “adding ethnicized or culturalist
representations of non-Western traits will never deliver a global or post-imperial
IR,” and this is because “a fuller and more complex picture of humanity is denied
in favor of stereotypes.”*® Emotions are an inherent aspect of human relations,
and as this paper contends, they are intrinsically linked to the human sense of
morality and how individuals and groups act upon it. For instance, Lind’s (2008;
2011) work on the role of apologies in post-conflict regions revealed a correlation
between the way in which politics of remembrance were conducted by aggressors
and threat perception from the victims.*® Unapologetic remembrance of past
wrongs breeds mistrust and tensions, and conservative backlash after an apology
can undermine previous efforts of reconciliation. It is clear that all “countries
observe each other’s remembrance and regard denials as a signal of hostile
intentions.”*® Similarly, even though the present study is limited to the case of
Japan-South Korea relations, its aim is to enable plausible claims to be made
about the conduct of international politics more generally, based on assumptions
about human relations.

Consequently, it is important to avoid alienating the study of international
relations in non-Western regions, in this case East Asia, from the purposes of
social science, and at the same time to overcome the functional limitation of han.
Whereas the literature defines it as an emotive concept that directly represents
the pain, injustice, and sorrow collectively felt by the Korean people (Lim 2019), its
primary function appears to be that of giving hope and not of inducing calculated,
reactive actions in the name of justice.>' Nietzsche’s version allows the analyst
to go beyond these limitations, especially, as argued in this paper, if seen as
compatible with the concept of mimetic desire, which applies to humans in general
and not a particular ethnic group. In this sense, as rivalry emerges between two
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subjects in a non-equal relationship as is typical of a colonial relationship, ressen-
timent evolves in tandem with a morality of virtuous resistance for the sake of
the good and the achievement of retributive justice, enabled by a persistent and
calculative behavior. This behavior aims for the “revaluation of the values of the
dominated,”>? and the wound and suffering caused by perceived injustice is never
completely healed unless the dominated party is able to completely reverse the
roles of master-slave or predator—victim. When the power asymmetries fail to
be addressed, the victimized ends up “hitting upon a new evaluative framework
that allows him to remove his pain or discomfort by making possible either self-
affirmation or mental mastery over the external source of pain.”>3

Although Nietzsche’s moral philosophy claims to be a critique of morality
itself, it is clear from his Genealogy of Morality that he is not taking a neutral,
value-free stance. For him, the “slaves” corrupt the moral dichotomy of good and
bad: here, the “bad” is what the noble “masters” think of those of lower rank,
who are naturally inferior, because of their inability to assert themselves. This
corruption reverses the perspective and substitutes “evil” for “bad,” making the
evil other a target of hatred, and Nietzsche is keen to express his disapproval of
this process. Reactive attitudes and emotions are condemned, denying the victim
a mechanism of retaliation. Portraying the slaves’ reactivity as laden with falsity
and bias, he contends that: “the active, aggressive, over-reaching man is still a
hundred paces nearer to justice then the man who reacts; he simply does not
need to place a false and prejudiced interpretation on the object of his attention,
like the man who reacts does.”>* However, in mimetic theory emotion arises
from the process of desiring, and desire itself is acquired through confrontation
with another and intensified through the “reactivity” of rivalry. In the context of
colonial aggression, the political identity formed by a (formerly) colonized subject
upon independence, during the phase that one may refer to as “post-colonialism,”
is an inter-subjective or collective reality created through the emotional reaction
to the injustice caused by the other. This process consists of “performing identities
through appropriation of colonial Otherness.”>® Post-colonial nations therefore
may engage in a political strategy that denounces the colonial other as responsible
for the lack of status, privilege, or resources necessary to their desired national
outcomes, while remaining bound by the contemporary framework of interna-
tional law. Ressentiment is also expressed through the affordances of the interna-
tional system, and former colonial powers can also use these to resist the process
of moral subversion.
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Methodology

This paper is grounded in the epistemological claim that it is possible to demon-
strate the underlying psycho-emotional patterns through observation and
description of their symbolic manifestation in the form of language and action.>®
This is a primarily interpretive work that recognizes the fluid and dynamic
character of meaning and the impossibility of capturing a stable truth about social
reality.>” Therefore, its attribution of moral values and emotions to agents whose
cognitive and affective states cannot be accessed directly is incompatible with
positivist measures of validity and replicability. Positivists would criticize the
attempt to establish a link between philosophical concepts and the manifestation
of psychological phenomena without setting verifiable standards of measurement.
However, within the hermeneutic epistemology that underpins this research,
interpretation cannot be separated from the subjective point of view of the
knower and his or her mental categories.>® In accordance with these assumptions,
to demonstrate the applicability of mimetic desire to this case study, contextu-
alization is used to find indications of desire by one of the parties involved to
reproduce the political ambitions and policy approaches of the other, by tracing
the two countries’ shared history and its relevance to the present case study.

To analyze ressentiment, emotions are treated as “reaction patterns” inferable
from their meaningful effects.>® An analytical procedure can be built on Koschut’s
(2018) proposal of “emotion discourse analysis” (EDA), which can be executed
in three steps.%? First, the researcher undertakes a selection of “canonical” texts
issued by “charismatic authorities” at “foundational or transformative moments or
crises,”®! although it must be acknowledged that they cannot represent the whole
group or population from which they were extracted. Second, the textual material
is mapped according to its micro and macro-level semantic elements and the
emotional meaning they encode. Third, the interpretation is undertaken according
to the “emotionalizing effect” or the emotional categories that are diffused at the
social and political level, and the extent to which these are confirmed or contested.
Correspondingly, the text which will be analysed in this study is President Moon
Jae-in’s address delivered at the Emergency Meeting held on 2 August 2019. This
speech is considered as the most relevant primary source for the purposes of this
paper, as it is the most clearly articulated reaction to the Japanese government’s
decision to remove South Korea from its list of most trusted trade partners. As
a figure of authority, Moon represents a collective emotions entrepreneur, and
his speech was reproduced and cited through all types of media. The text will be
analyzed in terms of how it demonstrates the presence of ressentiment. This can
be done by looking for the verbal indicators of this emotion in accordance with
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its description by Nietzsche. Thematic analysis is used to build themes around
credible criteria.®? The following six criteria are borrowed from Wolf’s (2013)
adaptation of Nietzsche’s concept to the study of emotions in IR:

1) Accusations of “unfair” status shifts or unjust obstruction of social mobility;
2) Principled calls for rectifying “unfair” policies;
3) Justifications of retributive measures taken against those policies;

4) Articulations that tarnish the social or moral status of the resented actor
(in particular accusations that seem farfetched);

5) Satisfaction expressed about minor setbacks experienced by that actor
(schadenfreude);

6) Articulations of revenge fantasies.®3

These (micro-level) criteria are considered in the “registers” of their expression
(macro-level), i.e., the type of collective consciousness (e.g., historical, national)
that they draw upon or invoke, and of “functions” that they serve in the particular
setting of their articulation. This is combined with an inductive reading of the text
that extracts statements corresponding to articulations of desires and emotions,
along with the socio-cultural identities and relations that it constructs.

The Case of the Japan-South Korea Trade Dispute

After more than two hundred years of isolationism, Japan was bluntly forced to
open its doors to the United States in 1853. In the aftermath of the Opium Wars,
the colonial fate that China had been reduced to under the guise of the Open
Door Policy seemingly left no other choice to the Japanese but to yield to the
pressure.®4 Although the formal colonization of Japan did not take place, this
confrontation may well have marked the beginning of the mimetic desire of Japan
vis-a-vis the Western other, precisely as the object of desire was no less than the
societal, scientific, and technological advances of the time commonly labelled as
“modernization.” By 1868, the decentralized warlord caste system, considered the
cause of the country’s backwardness, was overthrown and a centralized modern
state partially modelled according to Euro-American standards was established
with the so-called Meiji Restoration. Under the rule of the reinstated emperor,
Japan began a massive importation of European and American administrative
and technical reforms for the country’s modernization project, under the famous
slogan of Wakon yosai (FI13E7£4) or “Japanese Spirit, Western Technology.”6>66
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Fear of Western colonialism was the initial impetus to “catch-up” with the West
to ensure the protection of its national sovereignty, but soon a mimetic rivalry
emerged between a fully militarized Japan and the US and European powers such
as France and Great Britain, and this is an inseparable element from the formation
of the Japanese colonial mentality and imperialism. The “renaissance” of the belief
in a Japanese “spirit”:%7 a set of quintessential characteristics of Japan’s ethnic
community, accompanied with the belief in the superiority of its national identity,
played a significant role in steering the state’s policies at the time. One of the mottos
coined by the Meiji government during its liberalization process: bunmei kaika,
commonly translated as “civilization and enlightenment” strikingly reproduces
the European moral discourse of the civilizing mission.®® From then onward, the
Japanese imperial state placed itself in the position of the “master” vis-a-vis its
non-modernized neighbors, as the ambitious Pan-Asian territorial expansion to
Taiwan, Manchuria, Korea, and the South Pacific islands was morally justified as
“protecting” Asian countries from Western greed and guaranteeing their rights.%°
Yet the same discourse that claimed emancipation as a goal witnessed a turn
from bunmei kaika to kominka, i.e., the policy of imperialization whereby colonial
subjects were to be transfigured from savages to loyal subjects of the Emperor.”°

The discourse of racial nationalism that justified Japanese imperialism was
invented as a moral reference for the fulfilment of the desires for progress and
power through mimetic rivalry with the West. It deprived the colonies of their
sense of agency as their contribution to modernization was denied, excluding
them from the dominant narrative of progress.”’ It is not surprising, then, that the
ensuing relationship between Japan and its colonies would lead to the accumu-
lation of strong feelings of anger, humiliation, and disempowerment that generate
ressentiment. For many centuries, both Japan and Korea’? had been part of the
Chinese sphere of influence, operating under a combination of Confucian ideology
and the Chinese tributary system. Although there had been previous Japanese
invasions of Korea,”> which certainly contribute to the convoluted colonial
memory between the two countries, the 1910 annexation of Korea probably had
the most damaging effect. By alienating itself from the two countries’ shared
cultural legacy and creating a hierarchy based on the values of Western civili-
zation, Japan had imposed itself as a model for mimetic desire in the region,
establishing a relational inequality that would haunt the development of the
two nations long after liberation. The post-war period saw long and excruciating
debates on the nature and extent of the crimes committed by Japan in the course
of its imperial ambitions,”* and these are still not entirely settled today. Indeed, the
revisionist stance adopted by the conservative Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) in
Japan since the early 2000s’> sparked the return of tensions and distrust between
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Japan and its former colonies, as it was characterized by a provocative denial of
responsibility and patronizing leadership over the region.

As Hundt and Bleiker (2007) remark, Japan and South Korea ended up
becoming similar in many ways: “Both countries are liberal democracies. Both
have made remarkable economic progress over several decades. And both have
close political and security ties with the United States.”’® Yet those similarities are
overshadowed by the history of slavery and exploitation that continues to hinder
“normal” diplomatic relations between the two “modern” countries—especially as
they remain a strong reminder of the injustice suffered in the name of modern-
ization. They also involve a master-slave dichotomy: real enslavement occurred
through the practice of forced labor by the Japanese zaibatsu, major industrial
companies such as Mitsubishi who used Korean workers to support wartime
effort during the Second World War and abused their basic human rights. Many of
them were also exposed to the Hiroshima atomic bomb in 1945.”7 Won-soon Park
(2006) documents the atrocities that forced workers went through in crude detail:

Under brutal police control, management surveillance, and debilitating
working conditions, the Korean laborers suffered from hunger, fear, torture,
and murder. Many responded with escape attempts, violent group sabotage, or
boycotts and sometimes group revolt and suicide. A 30 per cent runaway rate
was reported in the worksites, nearly 60 per cent in the case of the Hokkaido
coal mines. The runaway rate jumped after the laborers’ original two-year
contracts were forcibly extended by managers who threatened to withhold
unpaid wages and compulsory savings.”8

In addition, thousands of women were forcefully recruited as “comfort
women” during the war, a euphemism for sexual slavery for the Japanese army.”®
The 1965 Basic Relations Treaty marking the normalization of diplomatic relations
provided compensation for war damages in the form of monetary aid towards
the economic development of South Korea, but it ignored the victims’ suffering.
A series of public statements by the Japanese government offered apologies to
South Korea, including PM Miyazawa’s 1992 public statement that acknowledged
Japan’s war crimes and the 1993 Kono statement recognizing and apologizing for
the comfort women issue. However, these apologies were not considered genuine
enough in the long term. The Kim Young-sam administration, which was initially
eager to improve relations with Japan, underwent what You and Kim (2016)
called a “rollercoaster change” in the mid-90s.8° This was due to Japan’s foreign
policy activism, namely her provocative claims over Dokdo island and the contro-
versial claims by members of the Japanese government regarding the annexation
of Korea as legal and even beneficial. The distrust and tensions intensified in
the 2000s due to the ways in which Japanese history textbooks were revised to
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suppress Japan’s moral responsibility.8! Since 2012, PM Shinzo Abe’s revival of
territorial claims and historical revisionism further damaged the relationship as
his attitude toward the past cast suspicion on the sincerity of previous apologies,
which came to be seen as meaningless “political rhetoric.”8?

In December 2015, South Korean president Park and PM Abe agreed to provide
financial compensation to the victims of sex slavery and considered the case
closed, but the harsh criticism and indignation of South Korean civil society
proved that the issue was far from being solved.83 Forced factory labor, on the
other hand, has been the subject of ceaseless judicial battles for the plaintiffs
at the Japanese and South Korean supreme courts, aiming at the achievement
of transitional justice.84 These culminated in the rulings by the South Korean
Supreme Court finding Japanese giant companies Nippon Steel & Sumitomo Metal
and Mitsubishi guilty of exploiting Korean labor during wartime and ordering the
payment of monetary compensation to individual victims in November 2018. The
moral conflict is evident in many ways, starting from the fact that the Japanese
government considers the 1965 pact to be a final settlement and its occasional
atonement as sufficient for maintaining good relations with its neighbor, super-
seding the tumultuous colonial past. Similarly, it expressed incomprehension at
the South Koreans’ persistent pursuit of the issue, ignoring the feeling of injustice
harbored by the victims and worsened by Japan’s reluctance to assume legal
responsibility. The clash of moral views is also palpable when it comes to the
criticisms of the Tokyo trials of war criminals by Korean zainichi (Korean residents
in Japan) as taking into account “war responsibility” but not “colonial respon-
sibility,” the latter being altogether different as it refers to the prejudice made
against an entire civilization rather than an episodic wartime abuse.8>

This situation must be understood in relation to the approach that was taken
by Japan vis-a-vis its past wrongs in East Asia more broadly, including forced labor,
massacres, and other forms of abuse in China, Taiwan, and the Philippines. Even
when issues of financial reparations were addressed by Japanese companies and
the Japanese government funds, the most significant obstacle to reconciliation
between the former imperial power and its former colonies stems from the incon-
sistency of the Japanese position towards its past. Japan has failed to show full
repentance and recognition of its violent past, because it assumes a legal model
characterized by “monetary damages centralism” instead of an “atonement model.”
Japan did not fully engage with further means of moral reparation, for example
through “1) history education, 2) construction of memorials [...] 3) symbolic actions
of apology in front of victims themselves [...] 4) return of remains to relatives,
or 5) rituals for tragedies and genocides, because of their importance for the
consolation for the victims’ damaged feelings.”8® Furthermore, “new nationalist”
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movements associated with the right-wing organization Nippon Kaigi and other
public displays of “Japano-centrism,” such as visits to the Yasukuni shrine,
undermined reconciliatory efforts.8” The attempt to escape full repentance induces
the resurfacing of ressentiment following major disputes involving South Korea
or other communities who have a shared memory of the painful colonial past.

The moral conflict and its emotional repercussions are further complicated
by the entanglement of colonial history with post-war economic reconstruction.
As a consequence of the 1965 treaty’s provisions for economic cooperation, South
Korea has known along era of dependence on foreign capital, especially investment
and loans from Japan, for the sustainment of its developmental strategy.2® Foreign
capital along with technology transfer fuelled the construction of its semicon-
ductor industry, the most important achievement of the Korean economic miracle,
which also gave way to the emergence of the chaebdl, large industrial corporations
such as Samsung and LG. However, the South Korean semiconductor industry
was also dependent on foreign components imported from Japan and, despite its
import-substitution policy—which it had to give up by the 1960s in favor of the
export-promotion policy under the pressure of the U.S.—the dependency was never
overcome.?? Thus, ressentiment is aggravated by the perception by the Korean
government and people that Japan’s intention is to perpetuate developmental
inequalities and prevent the pair from fully addressing the dominant-dominated
relationship induced by colonialism. Against this background, the decision by the
Japanese government to remove South Korea from its list of trusted trade partners,*
which imposed tighter controls and restrictions on the supply of necessary semicon-
ductor manufacturing materials, was perceived as a deliberate act to prevent South
Korea from reaching equal economic development vis-a-vis its former colonizer and
to maintain its superiority. However, this interpretation is questionable. According
to a study by Yeo (2019), due to the declining competitiveness of Japanese electronic
components manufacturers for at least a decade, the decision comes as a delayed
response to the changing division of labor in the sector and is more taxing for the
Japanese economy than the Korean economy.”' It is interesting, therefore, that the
government’s official discourse has taken the direction of anti-Japanese sentiment
by insisting on understanding the decision in the light of the persistent historical
tensions between the two countries. While Japan invokes “concerns on national
security” due to suspicions that South Korea might be secretly supplying North
Korea with sensitive materials, South Korea interprets the move as a direct retali-
ation against the court rulings on forced labor,*? and followed up with a retaliation
of its own, downgrading Japan’s status as a trade partner and declaring its will to
scrap the General Security of Military Information Agreement (GSOMIA) signed
in November 2016 under the Park administration.3
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In-soo Kim (2020) draws attention to an important element in this context:%*
because of the structural change in economic relations between the two countries,
shifting towards more “coupling” between Korean and Chinese industries, the
Japanese decision is more likely to be driven by its own perception of Korea as no
longer a country to be underestimated and a rising threat to its economic compet-
itiveness. Accordingly, the Japanese decision is also induced by its emotional
reaction linked to a “sense of crisis.” This is more credible since the South Korean
government’s formal position has been that it can achieve autonomy vis-a-vis
Japan and has launched a campaign along these lines.?> A notable instance that
“set the tone” for the official interpretation of Japan’s action was the speech given
by President Moon Jae-in at the Emergency Cabinet Meeting on 2 August 2019, in
reaction to the announcement of Japan’s decision to downgrade South Korea as a
trade partner. In this case, the government can be seen as a “collective emotions
entrepreneur” that has the capacity to influence public opinion and provoke
a particular emotional experience by drawing from the people’s shared reper-
toires of memory and identity. The following section attempts to examine these
emotional repertoires in Moon’s speech.

Interpretation of Ressentiment in Moon Jae-in’s Emergency
Cabinet Meeting Address on 2 August 2019

Interpretation of President Moon’s speech in the light of the concept of ressen-
timent using the analytical procedure outlined in the methodology section yielded
four thematic registers and functions, corresponding to the criteria previously
listed. For a visual organization of the excerpts from the speech, please see the
appendix.

Four thematic repertoires have been identified:

* Colonial legacy: Throughout the speech, the evocation of the colonial
legacy is used to evaluate the present with regards to the past, as well
as to project an image of the future that transcends the known reality
of both past and present. This is done by contrasting the attitude and
behavior of Japan and South Korea on this historical axis. The references
to the Japanese government suggest a sense of continuity in terms of its
evil intentions, as it is accused of deliberately seeking to “hurt,” “attack,”
and “retaliate” against the Korean government as well as of behaving in
a “selfish and destructive” manner. The image of Japan as an aggressor
is also maintained by alluding to its abuse of power against South Korea
through “technological hegemony,” drawing an analogy with the Japanese
use of superior military technology to subdue its colonies in the twentieth
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century. On the other hand, the description of South Korea suggests discon-
tinuity, as the speaker asserts “the Republic of Korea of today is not the
Republic of Korea of the past.” There is a move towards self-affirmation
by referring to South Korea’s sovereign power and its state capabilities,
including capacities for retaliation.

Universal or international standards: An effort to legitimate the South
Korean position as opposed to the Japanese position is made by invoking
international law and universal standards of value judgment. The Japanese
government’s decision is described as a violation of “universal human
values,” and so what makes it morally unjustifiable is not only the
subjective perception of the South Korean government but universal
morality and common sense. Moon reminds his counterpart that “the
old order in which one country can dominate another by using force is
merely a relic of the past,” which suggests that South Korea can count on
diplomatic support, unlike the political isolation it had suffered from at the
time of the annexation. He adds that “an international community aware
of the facts will never tolerate” Japan’s aggressiveness again, which gives
a subtly threatening tone to his discourse.

National identity: Throughout the speech, Moon consistently attempts to
invoke a collectively shared Korean national identity as well as a sense of
cohesiveness and rapprochement between the government and the people,
which places him in the position of a representative of the people’s will. He
uses the pronoun “we” to refer to the government, the business sector, and
the people. This “we” represents a “superior identity” (%] % *14J), which
can be associated with good intentions in contrast with the Japanese evil
intentions directed toward it. For instance, the statement “we have come
this far today by overcoming countless hardships” constructs the Korean
identity as that of the wronged party, while metaphorically connecting it to
the collective mission of safeguarding and achieving a just cause. Thus, the
Korean people are now ready to “cross” the “mountain” separating them
from complete liberation and prosperity. Moon also reminds the people of
the special meaning of the year during which the crisis was taking place:
the commemoration of the centennial anniversary of the Independence
Movement.

Economic agency: This register is used in the speech as a way to demon-
strate irrationality in the behavior of the Japanese government, which is
contrasted to the legitimacy of the South Korean position. On the one hand,
it serves to further enhance the image of Japan as a rule-breaker who has
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taken “unilateral and unwarranted measures” that not only “impair[s] the
longstanding economic cooperation” between the two countries but also
“wreak[s] havoc on the global economy.” On the other hand, it is used to
strengthen the agency of South Korea as a stronger economy than it has
been in the past, as the government “has countermeasures with which to
respond.” Both moves reinforce the moral and political position of South
Korea and attempt to mobilise trust in the government. This is expressed
in the statement: “if Japan intentionally strikes at our economy, Japan itself
will also have to bear significant damage.”

Four emotional functions can be distinguished in the text. Although there is
certainly a degree of overlap, passages from the text were classified in terms of
the strongest and most evident characteristics that they fulfilled. The emotions
identified are: blame, distrust, rancor, and self-assertion. Together, they constitute
an ascending movement both in terms of strength but also in terms of the evolution
of ressentiment. Blame marks the beginning of the confrontational process, as an
identity for the self is constructed by reacting to the other: Japan is represented as
having assumed the position of dominance in the pair’s relationship, and to pursue
evil intentions. Japan carries the “clear intention to attack and hurt,” inflicting harm
to South Korea, who on the other hand had sought to “solve the problem” in a pacific
way and has now no choice but to hold Japan accountable for her misdeeds. Blame
serves to revaluate the moral dichotomy between the two countries in a manner
that reaffirms the binary of “evil” and “good” in an advantageous way to the victim.

With the identity of the “good victim” thus created, a profound distrust of Japan
is shaped through denunciation of her acts, the contradictions in her behavior, and
her unreliable character as a trade partner. Japan is “selfish,” seeks to dominate
rather than cooperate, and is “refuting the free trade order” that she has endorsed
before the international community. There is also emphasis on the South Korean
government’s cooperative attitude while discrediting its Japanese counterpart.
The following step in the emotional discourse is the construction of rancor, which
encapsulates an array of interconnected feelings of injury, suffering, anger, and
indignation, probably best illustrated by the powerful statement “we will never
again lose to Japan.” Ressentiment against the former colonizer is here apparent
and invokes the memory of humiliation and oppression to subvert the inherited
relations of power in favor of the victimized self. Japan is judged guilty of having
subjected Korea to “hegemony,” “aggression,” intimidation through its “great
economic strength,” of “reopening the old wounds,” and using trade as a weapon.
However, Moon insists that the South Korean government will not overlook these
crimes, because it can subvert its ressentiment into a strategy for gaining power
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and defeating Japan. Lastly, the natural culmination of such emotional ascension
is the transcendence of inequality enabled by self-assertion. A self-assertive mood
translates a politics of empowerment typical of the “activist” tone, where Moon
promises that the South Korean people can stand up in the face of adversity to
“triumph over Japan,” that the South Korean economy “can surpass Japan’s.” The
means to achieve that are claimed to be found in a combination of “trust in the
capabilities of the government and businesses” and belief in “the great power of
the people.” The peak of the emotionalizing effect of the discourse is the moment
of symbolic reversal of the dominant-dominated relationship which, regardless
of any genuine intention to enact it, is a primarily imaginative act that pre-empts
the reward for the patience and diligent work of South Koreans. In this sense,
ressentiment has an instrumental aspect in Moon’s moralizing discourse.

The Japanese Reaction

The Japanese government held a distant, rationalizing discourse. Two press
statements by Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Taro Kono summarize the
official position of the Japanese government and its justification. The first one
is a condemnation of the South Korean government’s failure to comply with the
provisions of the 1965 treaty that “settled completely and finally” the problems of
property and claims related to the colonial period. In a nutshell, South Korea has
breached her previous agreements with Japan as well as international law and
must face the consequences. The second one is a comment on the South Korean
government’s decision to withdraw the intelligence sharing pact between the
two countries. Amounting to no more than a list of five bullet points, it restates
the facts of the situation and describes the South Korean government’s response
as a “total misapprehension of the current regional security environment.” It
then laconically denies the accusations made against the Japanese government of
using economic retaliation by asserting that “the two issues are of totally different
nature,” before urging the other party to reconsider its behavior. The legal and
factual language used in these statements seems deliberately aimed to give an
objective tone to the accusation and projects a belief in the moral irreproachability
of Japan in the conflict. There has been little investment in articulating a full
verbal response to the situation, and Prime Minister Abe’s remarks in particular
have been dismissive, such as his description of the two countries’ relations at
the end of his policy speech at the opening of the 200th Diet session, criticized by
the Japanese newspaper The Mainichi as “altogether too brief.”?¢

The general attitude and line of conduct adopted by the Japanese government,
by appealing formally to the rule-based world order, corresponds to the morality



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 273

of the “master” in that it normalizes its own position and construes it as lawful
despite its inconsistency, in contrast to the subjective approach taken by the
South Korean government in reconsidering its previous decisions in the light of
contingent developments. However, Japan as one of the champions of free trade
refuses to acknowledge her own deviation from the rule to serve her interests.
This is illustrated through the use of “national security” as an exception to the rule,
justifying the demotion of South Korea from her list of most trusted trade partners
as an “active” act of compliance rather than a reactive act destined to discipline
her former colony. This in turn can be interpreted as a morality based on mimetic
desire whereby the colonizer utilizes the moral dichotomy of the colonized to
construct its own identity of righteous strength, whereas the colonized mimics
the colonizer by constructing an identity of righteous weakness that can be trans-
formed into strength.

There are also external factors influencing the relationship between Japan
and Korea. If one considers the conditions in which the colonial period ended
in 1945 for both countries, one immediately realizes that the influence of the
United States has not been minimal. The end of the war officially brought an
ambivalent independence to Korea, but at the same time meant a humiliating
surrender for Japan, announced by the revered Emperor himself, the highest
symbol of the nation’s sovereignty and imperial prestige. It has been suggested
that under the Allied Occupation (1945-52), the Japanese “saw themselves both
as former colonisers with regards their former territories and as a colonised
or semi-colonised people by the United States.”®” The damaging effect of an
external domination dictating internal policy (and even the constitution of the
modern Japanese state itself) was enough to trigger an attitude of self-assertion
in order to elevate its status vis-a-vis the U.S., and in this sense one can see Japan’s
experience as one of ressentiment as well. Moreover, the U.S. has in many ways
become Japan’s target of mimetic rivalry: Shinzo Abe’s government seems to
borrow from U.S. policy, both in terms of trade (retaliation under the guise of
“national security” concerns) and more generally in seeking regional leadership
by adopting the “Japan is Back” slogan®® and placing the interests of the nation
above all else. The Japanese conservative government is in this sense dealing
with the unresolved injustice of the Japanese collective memory, by adopting a
“master” moral position borrowed from its Western “other.” This position legit-
imates Japan’s economic strategy and her aspirations for leadership, but it fails
to address the lingering ressentiment, and to enable a change in the interpretive
frames sustained by the collective memories and identities of her former colonies.
Ultimately, it patronizes the morality of resistance and subversion that underpins
the tone adopted by Moon.
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State—Civil Society Relations and the Instrumental Use of
Ressentiment

The strong emotional response to the Japanese decision was overwhelming from
the perspective of civil society, with the relapse of popular sentiment into anti-
Japanese movements, illustrated by incidents such as public self-immolation®® and
the reproval of a TV commercial judged offensive to victims of forced labor.'%° The
most important wave of protest was the consumer boycott of Japanese products
or “boycott Japan” (}2.°]3 zH3H) as a popular response to Japan’s trade restric-
tions.'®" Boycott movements had arisen in previous years, for example in 1992
after the comfort women issue was publicly acknowledged, in 2001 and 2006 due
to the history textbook distortions, and in 2013 and 2015 in the context of the
territorial disputes. However, the degree of solidarity and participation in 2019
had the most dramatic and enduring effects on public sentiment toward Japan:
the boycott targeted every kind of economic activity linked with Japan, from cars
and electronics to travel or cultural products. The strength of the movement was
amplified by its coincidence with the commemoration of the 100th Anniversary
of the establishment of Korea’s Provisional Government. The movement
was explicitly interpreted by some participants as a revival of the March 1st
movement’s or samil undong 3-1-2%& spirit of resistance against the Japanese.
They adopted a provocative slogan that juxtaposes Japan’s current actions with
its past imperialism: “I could not take part in the liberation movement, but I
do take part in the boycott movement (53252 £3ol= E0j-&52 $H}).”102
This involved a wider informational campaign on Korean history through online
YouTube channels and conventional publications; these did not simply have an
anti-Japanese tone but also reflected the lingering bitterness about issues such
as pro-Japanese collaborators who are still considered unpunished by a large
number of the Korean people.'® While this indicates the presence of a shared
emotional experience of ressentiment triggered by the recent incident, its meaning
in this contemporary context is more complex.

Analyzing consumer campaigns using semantic network analysis, Song (2020)
found that the meaning of the anti-Japan campaign as expressed by online partic-
ipants can be broken down into five major attributes:'%* 1) the participation of
consumers as well as small businesses was considered as a matter of independent
beliefs and personal conviction; 2) it was directly associated with a patriotic
attitude linked with the memory of the liberation movement; 3) participation was
perceived as a natural behavior, which brought satisfaction as an opportunity to
express discontent; 4) it was thought to spring from individuals’ “free” decision
making; and 5) it was understood as a way to realize social justice by reducing
dependency on foreign products. In other words, there is an amalgamation



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 275

between different elements of a “superior identity.” It is clear that communication
through traditional and new mass media has played a role in the spread of collec-
tively shared symbolic representations of emotions in Korean society. Moreover,
one can immediately see the congruence between the shared meanings of the
boycott Japan movement’s campaigners and those expressed in the president’s
speech. It is not possible to establish direct causality between the speech and
the campaign; nevertheless, the correspondence between the recurrent themes
in popular discourse and the registers of colonial legacy, national identity, and
economic agency invoked by Moon indicates their mutual reinforcement.

The link between the state and civil society responses is clearly present, but
itis not an easy task to fully grasp its significance. On the one hand, participation
as part of a patriotic agenda is linked to the shared narratives and symbols of
national liberation, which are defined against Japan as an external other. On the
other hand, participation for the purpose of reaching social justice is connected
to the shared desires of the people for self-empowerment and, more simply,
for a better life. This ambivalent emotional experience is anchored in Korean
history and the nature of its collective identity, which was formed both through
conflict and harmony between state-led narratives and social movements. In this
regard, Dudden’s (2008) analysis of the issues of memory and apology in East
Asia brings an important aspect to take into consideration.'®> She observed that,
at several points in Korean history, the state failed to represent the interests of
citizens, most notably under President Park when the 1965 basic relations treaty
was signed, which accepted financial aid for development as compensation for
Japan’s crimes and excluded individual claims. Furthermore, contrasting South
and North Korea’s official interpretations of Japanese rule as “colonial occupation”
and “military occupation,” respectively, she points out that the South Korean
state’s choice facilitates the public targeting of Japan as an object of blame and
“cathartic release” of people’s suffering. Yet at the same time, it diverts attention
from the Korean state’s own responsibility in the crystallization of social injustice
and its collaboration with the U.S., which still operates military bases on Korean
soil. It was under President Rhee, for instance, that the territorial dispute over
Dokdo and fishing rights in the exclusive economic zones (EEZs) became a public
matter, as the U.S.-backed leader tried to instrumentalize it to “secure his claims
to control Korea.”'0¢

In other words, the Korean state crafted the narrative of “illegal Japan” as a
strategy of self-legalization, to which it has then grafted the genuinely painful
stories of Japanese abuse, exploitation, and victimization of Koreans. In a similar
vein, the dictatorial regimes from Rhee to Chun have been considered as illegal,
but they are part of the genealogy of the contemporary Korean state and this is
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the source of a continuous tension between state and civil society. A significant
element to consider here is that the quest for justice with regards to Japanese
abuse was made possible through relentless popular activism; a good example
of this is the issue of the comfort women. Since the late 1980s, a number of non-
governmental, grassroots organizations representing women in South Korea,
North Korea, and other East Asian countries have been involved in carrying the
victims’ voices to an international audience, with one particularly notable instance
being the Women’s International Tribunal in Tokyo in 2000, which posthumously
found Emperor Hirohito responsible for the sexual enslavement of women by
the Japanese military.'%” Yet, these women not only had to face hurtful comments
from Japanese officials more than a decade later representing them as willing
prostitutes,’® but also betrayal by greedy politicians at home such as the issue
of fraud by Yoon Mee-hyang, a member of the Democratic party, charged with
embezzlement and misuse of funds dedicated to supporting the victims.'%® The
role of civil society has been prominent in pursuing collective justice, while the
commitment of the state has been less forthcoming.

For the above reasons, it is difficult to disentangle sincerity from instrumen-
tality in the collective emotion of ressentiment that erupted from state and civil
society in the context of the 2019 trade dispute. Moon was elected in 2017 after
Park’s impeachment as a long-awaited democratic and visionary leader, with the
ambitious promises of tackling major challenges such as the increasing socio-
economic divides and the task of reconciliation with North Korea.'? As a political
and human rights activist with a long history of involvement in opposition and
anti-corruption protests,’’ he was a promising candidate for addressing social
injustice but he had to face the challenge of a minority government, and in this
sense it is not implausible that he resorted to populist strategies to promote his
party’s political agenda. The way in which his background and political position
informed his choice in terms of policy towards Japan suggests that his passionate
rhetoric on, and condemnation of, Japanese decisions could be another variety
of the well-trodden path of mobilizing support by re-animating hatred of the
“enemy,” as one newspaper has suggested.''? Along these lines, Moon was accused
by a Japanese journalist of playing a “split personality” trick in his dealings with
Japan, alternating between the committed activist and the rational statesman in
an effort to manage complexity at home.'"3

By the same token, it is important to remember that both the 1965 basic
relations treaty and the 2015 agreement on the comfort women issue were
signed under two controversial and unpopular presidents: the first one was Park
Chung-hee, a dictator whose rule famously undermined human rights in South
Korea, and the second was his daughter Park Geun-hye who was later found
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guilty of abuse of power, corruption, and fraud. Moon’s decision to discard the
2015 agreement and his denunciative discourse can be seen as a way to distance
himself and his administration from those infamous regimes, in order to give
more credibility and support to his own party and political agenda. Hence, neither
of the following can be excluded: that Moon might be genuinely trying to stay
faithful to his agenda by representing the people’s “voice,” and that he might be
attempting to manipulate public opinion while maintaining a reasonable prospect
of cooperation with Japan due to the nature of the trilateral alliance between
the two countries and the U.S. and the need to safeguard the potential of future
trade relations. Moon has encouraged the resurfacing of collective ressentiment
by denouncing the injustice of the Japanese government’s decision and defending
the moral position of South Korea, while maintaining an open window for future
normalization. The strategic shift towards overcoming dependency on the supply
of materials, conquering the global supply chains, and becoming able to compete
for regional leadership, is another reason for which popular support is sought.

On the Japanese side, too, the need for a strategy to mobilize support has risen,
especially after the 2011 nuclear disaster and the economic decline known as the
“lost decades.”’'* With the second accession of Prime Minister Abe to power in
2012, the “Japan is Back” rhetoric played a key role in creating political consensus
and reinforcing the power of the conservative party in the face of challenging
domestic, regional, and global conditions and concerns over military and economic
security''>—whether the latter are real or imagined. It has been argued that the
LDP has been using the populist-nationalist card to manage factional divisions
and divert attention from the growth of elitism.'® Thus, taking a hard stance
against South Korea by imposing trade restrictions is not an unlikely option to add
to its political repertoire both for the purpose of domestic support and regional
self-assertion (see Kim Wan-joong 2019).""7 In addition, China’s continuous rise
as a regional power is not without effect on the intensification of the Japanese
elite’s sense of crisis and mimetic rivalry within the Japan-US-China triangle.'8
The pursuit of “leadership” amid a tense climate of regional trade and security
has impacted foreign policy choices made in recent years as well as increased
pressure at home. As Packer (2018) argued:

Japan’s mimetic response to the West in the Meiji era; its imperial expansion
thatled to war; the “sacred” pall left by the atomic bombings; and the relentless
postwar “catch-up” competition—these phases confirm many of mimetic
theory’s figures. And they are very similar to the dynamics appearing now in
the historic situation facing China and the United States.""?

The moral qualities of the “master” described by Nietzsche, his “active” attitude
and guiltless greed, should not be dissociated from the political agenda of great
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power players in the contemporary world. The unpleasant term of “master”
denoting a position of dominance has been conveniently replaced by the more
palatable “leader”: one who directs, rather than controls others, for the mutual
benefit of “allies,” but the power dynamics are not very different. Reflecting on
the role of U.S. leadership, Eun (2020) stressed how much of a deep and lasting
impact on East Asian and Korean politics it has had.'? The very processes of Korea’s
Liberation, the North-South division, and the ensuing U.S.-Japan and U.S.—ROK
alliances, have considerably narrowed down and limited the scope of the South
Korean government’s security policy to the threats identified by the U.S. and diverted
attention and energy away from completing the task of decolonization. He refers to
this situation as “hybrid coloniality” (% 4]¥14J), in which the indigenous culture
and exogenous (Western) culture have merged through the “re-territorialization”
(M FES} of the latter in the indigenous space. Accordingly, the formation of the
Korean political right and left (conservative and progressive), has occurred through
a hybrid process whereby there is a general understanding of the right as “pro-U.S.”
and the left as “anti-U.S.,” while in fact their very existence ensures the continuation
of coloniality. This is because South Korea as a sovereign nation-state decided to
delegate its security to the U.S. and continues to make decisions with the U.S. as
a referent, creating another relationship of subordination underlying the power
asymmetries of the military alliance, referred to as “epistemic subordination” (214} %
Z4), which permeates the conduct of political and social affairs. The solution, for
Eun, is to move towards an “empathetic pluralism” (3724 th15=2]), which shifts the
focus from nation-state-centered security toward the everyday needs of the people.

Superposed onto the Japan-South Korea relations is this very nation-state-
centrism, which, as Bong-jin Kim (2011) argued, has sustained dichotomous
thinking by opposing colonialism and anti-colonialism, the illegitimacy of the
former and legitimacy of the latter, and obstructing reconciliation.’?' It is more
important to acknowledge the factors that have shaped the history of East Asia
more broadly, such as U.S. intervention: its role in the division of the peninsula as
well as in shaping the Cold War regional power structure and establishing a great
power logic of regional “threats” such as North Korea or China. This logic legitimates
nationalist movements and perpetuates tension, concealing the “complicity” of
states involved in the status quo and enabling Japan to deny its share of respon-
sibility just like the other parties. This echoes the problem of mimetic rivalry and
the way in which it perpetuates conflict through the mirroring of each others’
desires. In this case, the mimesis is mediated by the cognitive frames established
by nationalist narratives. As Shin Gi-wook (2019) argues, there is a sort of left-wing
chauvinistic populism underneath the South Korean position in the trade dispute
and which obstinately clings to an anti-Japan stance, spearheaded by Moon’s
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party.'?2 Ressentiment between the people of South Korea and Japan is due to the
construction of their identities around their opposed national narratives on the
(im)morality of colonialism, which essentially serves to legitimate national agendas
and power claims, not to achieve justice. The latter requires a de-centering of
history away from the strictly “national” version, acknowledgement of the various
causes of conflict in the region, and a move away from the Cold War structure
built on threat perception and move toward trust-building.

More than anything else, justice has to begin at the domestic level before it is
realizable at the international one. Yang et al. (2018) deplored how much Korean
society is still suffering.'23 It had suffered due to its collective mobilization for the
goals of economic growth until the 1990s and has continued to suffer afterward as
there is little investment in well-being and much more emphasis on competition
as anational creed. This is a historical pattern that Kim Hong-jung (2018) termed
“survivalist modernity,” whereby South Koreans are interpellated by the ruling
elites into self-sacrifice for the sake of national development.'?* The fact that this
pattern has been carried into the twenty-first century may be the greatest barrier
to reconciliation that underpins every polemic in Japan-South Korea relations.
It is through a participatory, open, and democratic process in both societies that
progress can be made. This requires overcoming the instrumental morality of
populist nationalism, the politics of ressentiment, and moving toward empathy
and recognition of plural experiences at the individual and collective levels. This
is the task left to political elites and civil society activists in both countries.

Conclusion

This paper has examined the role of emotions in the tense relationship between
Japan and South Korea. It has drawn from the existent research on emotion
studies in international politics and attempted to integrate works from moral
philosophy into its agenda, namely those of René Girard and Friedrich Nietzsche.
These two scholars have coined, respectively, the concepts of “mimetic desire”
and “ressentiment” to describe the psychological processes characterizing human
beings’ attitudes, emotions, and behavior in relation to their desires for superi-
ority and equality, and how such desires affect the construction of their moralities.
These concepts were proposed as a theoretical framework to understand the role
of emotions in international relations through a case study of the trade dispute
between Japan and South Korea.

First, it has argued that in the context of colonial relations, desire for superi-
ority can be seen as a mimetic process whereby collective social entities, such
as nations, enter into a relationship of rivalry, mirror each other’s desire for
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power, and compete for subduing and exploiting less powerful entities as a way
to enhance their status vis-a-vis the other(s). These acts of power in turn lead to
a reactive attitude from the part of the subject upon which it has been exercised
and the emergence of the moral dichotomy of “master-slave” or “dominant-
dominated.” The latter is characterized by a desire to transcend inequality by
means of emotions contained in ressentiment, which allows, in a Nietzschean
sense, to subvert its structural inferiority through claims of moral (il)legitimacy.
Second, the paper has proposed a way to demonstrate the relevance of mimetic
desire and ressentiment in the case of the Japan-South Korea trade dispute
through an overview of the relations between the two countries and by inter-
preting South Korean President Moon Jae-in’s address at the Emergency Cabinet
Meeting on 2 August 2019. This text was considered as a symbolic manifestation
of ressentiment and at the same time as an instrumental communicative act that
diffuses the emotion and encourages people to embrace and sustain a certain
pattern of belief and reaction. Lastly, the paper has examined the manifestation
of ressentiment in civil society’s response to Japan’s decision and how it relates
to that of the state, proposing that despite congruence between the two, there
are indications that the intentions or motives behind the reaction do not align
with the same object of desire. While state leaders have conventionally aimed to
increase Korea’s national status and power vis-a-vis Japan, the Korean people have
aimed to obtain justice and equality. Addressing the people’s ressentiment requires
that the state make a bold move away from narratives of great power politics,
which perpetuate the glorification of a superior national identity, to narratives
that account more fully for ordinary people’s suffering and desires.
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Original Speech in Korean

(Source: https://www1.president.go.kr/articles/6886)

2 Al Q2o 7] ke AT (1318 A 5|9
2019-08-02

BRETEBEEEEREL

#1318 QJA] 2Rl g A2
B S - A Aol sl el AFeA TR 2WREU

o5 oA Qi ARL SoutE WAl A wiAlsHs 24 Rl
A2 915 o) nd el ARSID Al HS olshA7E tige] Frs 5o, %

° ge
=g
27 s & AN, SekE AR o1 U A et
24812 HﬂﬂﬂEmWﬂ% ﬂé#ﬂﬂ%%%&@%&%%ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂ““*uq
AT A3k Aol BAlel AHE o o4 of8hAl7]A] shomiA WA AI7HS 7H A Zshe o]
Aol 334 gkl
2] Aol 2AAS o) o)aH o) e oWk AHS okshAl AL Helo] YR Hiol Qi Zo]

Waks o),
oo 2 Ho|Z Alefjo] MAx HA o Z AE HHo| Q= HS BT

R olgz MshE, Ar YRl o)l 2XE 92 oy BHYE Bl
Juith.

T3, B s FA'Y 3UEYol 7|23 WEF et A BHE shx)oh A e g glutshe

gl

o] G20 B ofollA] FET ARFALME 222 Rt YUYk

NAH P 2B A QRgbrhT L2 R Ao] Yraigd 37 e Begych

27} Bg Az Wolsol: e AR o] X7} 92 AAE FHsT 22 HA v

%g 7hzuo} B g 7tetzlths 2e 9 =S 7HA 3 ek ARy ch

2|9 714 717k o] oln o2 olAgH Aio| ok T2 2X|g A Zo] Ho AYAYT
SrepgUTh

Axo] 2|: oFF ko] 23 A W £5 WY WAS AL Ao 2N I WAl it Fhe

=dYUh

w3, 228 BEYE Tumel A ZA] 2 Sag 712 E 017|149 U Yoz FAAe) g
RE 4 g AYUh

Lo *212 el 92 FAl= dEet B=olA ool HallzlsyH

AR 98] = Tl GEol7 AR ek AP Ut

el a2 A4E oA 259 Oléf}iﬁl‘lq.

22 B2 ol ZFo] olFE AR, %EJ 71dex %ﬂlc 1721 1 o2 =52 el AsUh

Hrol = :LEH%liOl e 94E 268 kofets 73R 501% Ayt

PRE A - 4 oA °‘Z19} A =T %}E, Ad71&9] =9, SRS QA% 7leeETt 3%

A EA, :val 714 el T3 & Hasst] ffsh & 4 Qe Ade telalEUh

uobrt 2 - BE *JOJA A S w0l Al 71 Hdel FEA g A2 B8 Axd A=

QAS OL ol A7| &2 AL

ARel 719, oIIT 24719, ok Al 2213 FuE0] @A AS Beck F0 o 4 A
OIOI\/]]—_]..

B2} 92 7190 e WA, S AL, W Bl F4 A4S IR 54 =P
%ﬁgiéiMﬂﬂm”H%lﬂ%%ﬂ@#%%%ﬂ?%@%wiéiﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ%ﬂ%iﬂ%
Sosbl A8l U2 2yt

u]8 Qo] x| ZFol A S8 Aol WshE Y3l
H 3 gk

Feliztel Qo] Auisigos 052 Sad At 4B AT A AU
U R 23| Yol ute} elE UAH LR thgxAE Yt L A uck,

_T:L
rin
:‘_
—|o
o
18
>
L
n)
olo
gt
4
30
rlr
o
)
r
o



286 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

ofn] A0k viet Zol, 92 AAE S EH 02 AR YR E 2 WatE Z4aloF T AYUT
AR A2

28] A¥E AFE oS3} wefge oheEe Ux YUt
BE & Qb 2 oF s, AR YR Aol I BYH 248 243 Walshu ojste) 2=
the = ZQuet,

ST AR, O ol BYA BAAZ A3 2 A7 s

ShAIRE F e 22150 1 A2 AT, ok HRE T IS Zom AHE A fstel wsigtaUt.
2= o)Al obAl FhsiArel ARo] o3]2 HHE sILTHY, FAEle] o] A= RIS e
Holehe He AL A3h7] vitch.

20 oje e £ YEEYUL,

2ol o) 588 3.1 SULEN ANHR £ 100592 71Fsio], ML vjl 10098 hE
Fuct.

Yoz HTjE AYsE AN I §2U WUk,

259 hatRlF-e T tferlol obdUct.

Frlo] BIZ ojgFe A M3 SFoln], AAE HE vt glol ARstEUt

ofm of2l S = 23] 38 AL 7% YU,

e of2igol 9 AU,

Jeju 270 2B QA E b gy

A3 B3 982 7|82 o713 A2 e A Eoke] AVR ATk Selt 325 BB o)A
& gdct

92 A7t Q8 HAE Holge 4 Aaych

o xfoll 2L glolE ke glrke 2ol Ygith

QA7+ dolob & AU,

A3 o] AH2lollx W] Ak, J9s] e de
2rlo] Sloie 98 W HRIt AU
=22 ol AW selo] JAbE Fula P = o W AEAEUT

Pt & 4 YsUh

B8 7k RA % 7|9 olelgu Ytk ulYe 2o gs 7] Hikych

4 ghgut.

Notes

1. Iwould like to thank Prof. Kevin Gray and Prof. Dean Wilson for their feedback and critical
comments on drafts of this paper. I am also grateful to anonymous EJKS reviewers for their
constructive criticism, and to the panel members and participants of the BISA Emotions in
Politics and IR Working Group (9 Dec. 2019) and the Sussex Global Studies Chapter Chats
(4 Feb. 2020) for their helpful feedback and suggestions on earlier versions of this paper.

2. ChosunlIibo, 2019. “Ilbonin iin Han’guk i Ilbon chep’um pulmae undong il ‘kamjong-chok’
irago saenggak.” Chosun Ilbo, July 18, 2019. https://www.chosun.com/site/data/html_
dir/2019/07/18/2019071801315.html; Joongang Ilbo, 2019. “Uriga Han’guk ul nému
mollatta’...” poik’ot chaep’aen e kkamtchak nollan Ilbon.” Joongang Ilbo, July 30, 2019,
https://news.joins.com/article/23539600.

3. LeeDong-han. 2020. “[Kihoek] Ilbon chep’um pulmae undong 1 nydn, hyonjae sanghwang
kwa ap’uro ui chén’gae panghyang in?” Han’guk isdch’i chdnggi chosa ydron sogiii yéron.
August 12, 2020. https://hrcopinion.co.kr/archives/16215; Hankook Ilbo. 2020. “Pulmae
undong 1 nyodn... ‘Ilbon chep’um ajikto ansanda’ 72%.” Hankook Ilbo, August 11, 2020,
https://www.hankookilbo.com/News/Read/A2020080716450001608?t=20201124164737.

4. Yong-soo Eun. What Is at Stake in Building Non-Western International Relations Theory?
(Florence: Taylor & Francis Group, 2018); Eun Yong-soo. “Kukche kwan’gyehak eso
ui kamjong (yebi)ironhwa: chiptan kamjong Un 6ttok’e yubal toe nun ka?,” Han’guk
chongch’ihak hoebo, 52.2 (2018): 123-144; Yong-soo Eun. “Hybrid Coloniality: Questioning



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 287

20.

21.
22.

23.

South Korean Foreign and Security Policy from Postcolonial Theory.” Kukche chongch’i
nonch’ong, 60.1 (2020): 7-61.

Byoung Won Min. “Not So Universal? The Search for Indigenous International Relations
Theories in South Korea.” The Korean Journal of International Studies 14.3 (2016): 461-87.
Min. “Not So Universal?,” 2016.

Eun Yong-Soo. “Simni/inji-ch6k yon’gu wa kukche kwan’gyehak.” Kukche chongch’i
nonch’ong, 53.4 (2013): 79-111.

John Greenwood. Realism, Identity and Emotion: Reclaiming Social Psychology (London:
SAGE, 1994); Robert Solomon. “Chapter 1: The Philosophy of Emotions.” In Handbook of
Emotions, edited by Michael Lewis, Jeannette M. Haviland-Jones, and Lisa Feldman Barrett,
3-16 (New York City, NY: Guilford Press, 2010).

Annette Freyberg-Inan. What Moves Man: The Realist Theory of International Relations
and Its Judgment of Human Nature (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2003).
Rose McDermott. “The Feeling of Rationality: The Meaning of Neuroscientific Advances for
Political Science.” Perspectives on Politics 2.4 (2004): 691-706.

Antonio Damasio. Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason and the Human Brain (London:
Vintage, 2006), 13.

Maja Zehfuss. “Forget September 11.” Third World Quarterly 24.3 (2003): 513-28; Andrew
Ross. “Coming in from the Cold: Constructivism and Emotions.” European Journal of Inter-
national Relations 12. 2 (2006): 197-222; Linda Ah&ll and Thomas Gregory. Emotions, Politics
and War (London: Routledge, 2015).

Jenny Edkins. Trauma and the Memory of Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003); Jenny Edkins. “Ground Zero: Reflections on Trauma, in/Distinction and Response.”
Journal for Cultural Research 8.3 (2004): 247-70; Emma Hutchison. “Trauma and the Politics
of Emotions: Constituting Identity, Security and Community after the Bali Bombing.” Inter-
national Relations 24.1 (2010): 65-86.

William Callahan. 2004. “National Insecurities: Humiliation, Salvation, and Chinese Nation-
alism.” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 29. 2 (2004): 199-218; Khaled Fattah and K.M.
Fierke. “A Clash of Emotions: The Politics of Humiliation and Political Violence in the Middle
East.” European Journal of International Relations 15.1 (2009): 67-93.

Daniel Druckman. “Nationalism, Patriotism, and Group Loyalty: A Social Psychological
Perspective.” Mershon International Studies Review 38.1 (1994): 43-68; Jonathan Mercer.
“Anarchy and Identity.” International Organization 49.2 (1995): 229-52; Jonathan Mercer.
2013. “Emotion and Strategy in the Korean War.” International Organization 67.2 (2013):
221-52; Todd Hall. Emotional Diplomacy: Official Emotion on the International Stage (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2015).

Richard Lebow. “Reason, Emotion and Cooperation.” International Politics 42. 3 (2005):
283-313.

Erik Ringmar. “How the World Stage Makes Its Subjects: An Embodied Critique of Construc-
tivist IR Theory.” Journal of International Relations and Development 19.1 (2016): 101-25.
Emma Hutchison and Roland Bleiker. “Emotional Reconciliation: Reconstituting Identity
and Community after Trauma.” European Journal of Social Theory 11.3 (2008): 385-403.
Michal Bilewicz. “The Dark Side of Emotion Regulation: Historical Defensiveness as an
Obstacle in Reconciliation.” Psychological Inquiry 27.2 (2016): 89-95.

Renee Jeffery. “Reason, Emotion, and the Problem of World Poverty: Moral Sentiment
Theory and International Ethics.” International Theory 3.1 (2011): 143-78.

Jeffery. “Reason,” 2011, 163.

Janice Mattern. “On Being Convinced: An Emotional Epistemology of International
Relations Forum: Emotions and World Politics.” International Theory 6.3 (2014): 589-594.
See Yong and Eun, “Kukche,” 2017, for a more comprehensive critical review of emotion
studies in IR, which cannot be entirely accounted for here.



288 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

24. Emma Hutchison and Roland Bleiker. “Theorizing Emotions in World Politics.” Interna-
tional Theory 6.3 2014): 491-514.

25. Johnathan Mercer. “Feeling like a State: Social Emotion and Identity Forum: Emotions and
World Politics.” International Theory 6.3 (2014), 547.

26. Neta Crawford. “Institutionalizing Passion in World Politics: Fear and Empathy.” Interna-
tional Theory 6.3 (2014): 535-57.

27. Karin Fierke. “Emotion and Intentionality Forum: Emotions and World Politics.” Interna-
tional Theory 6.3 (2014): 563-67.

28. Lily Ling. “Decolonizing the International: Towards Multiple Emotional Worlds.” Interna-
tional Theory 6 (2014): 579-583.

29. Yong-Soo Eun. What Is at Stake in Building Non-Western International Relations Theory?
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2018).

30. Neta Crawford. “Human Nature and World Politics: Rethinking ‘Man’.” International
Relations 23.2 (2009): 271-88.

31. Kenneth Burke. Language As Symbolic Action: Essays on Life, Literature, and Method
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1966).

32. Thomas Hobbes. Leviathan (Peterborough, ON: Broadview Press, [1651] 2002).

33. Hobbes. Leviathan, 2002, 34.

34. Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Emile: Or Concerning Education (Boston, MA: DC Heath and
Company, 1889), 33.

35. René Girard. I See Satan Fall Like Lightning. Leominster: Gracewing Publishing, 2001), 15.

36. Burke. Language, 1966.

37. Michael Taussig. Mimesis and Alterity: A Particular History of the Senses (Abingdon:
Routledge, 1993); Homi Bhabha. “Of Mimicry and Man: The Ambivalence of Colonial
Discourse.” October, 28 (1984): 125-33; Walter Benjamin. “On the Mimetic Faculty.” In
Gesammelte Schriften (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996); Max Horkheimer
and Theodor Adorno. Dialectic of Enlightenment. Edited by Gunzelin Noeri (Palo Alto,
CA: Stanford University Press, 2002); Irene Albers. “Mimesis and Alterity: Michel Leiris’s
Ethnography and Poetics of Spirit Possession.” French Studies 62.3 (2008): 271-89.

38. Elisabetta Brighi and Antonio Cerella. “An Alternative Vision of Politics and Violence: Intro-
ducing Mimetic Theory in International Studies.” Journal of International Political Theory
11.1 (2015): 3-25.

39. Brighi and Cerella. “An Alternative,” 2015, 10.

40. Gail Omvedt. “Towards a Theory of Colonialism.” Insurgent Sociologist 3.3 (1973): 1-24;
Stephen Ocheni and Basil Nwankwo. “Analysis of Colonialism and Its Impact in Africa.”
Cross-Cultural Communication 8.3 (2012): 46-54; Robert Young. “Marx on Colonialism and
Imperialism.” In Postcolonialism, 101-112 (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 2016).

41. Iain Walker. Becoming the Other, Being Oneself: Constructing Identities in a Connected World
(New edition) (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2010), 3.

42. Sankar Muthu. Enlightenment against Empire (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2009).

43. Dusjin Kim. “Han’guk ‘singminji kindaehwa’ nonjaeng kwa ‘ktindaesong’ insik uii chae-kémt'o:
kundaesong kaenyom Ui kanhank munjok nonti rul chungsim uro.” Asea yon’gu, 62, 4
(2019): 33-68.

44. Tain Walker. “Mimetic Structuration: Or, Easy Steps to Building an Acceptable Identity.”
History and Anthropology, 16. 2 (2005): 187-210, 191.

45. Friedrich Nietzsche. On the Genealogy of Morality, edited by Keith Ansell-Pearson. Revised
Student Edition. Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), 17.

46. Guy Elgat. “How Smart (and Just) Is Ressentiment?” Journal of Nietzsche Studies 47.2 (2016),
247.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 289

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.
62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

So-hee Kim. “Korean Han and the Postcolonial Afterlives of ‘The Beauty of Sorrow.” Korean
Studies 41 (2017), 255.

Christopher Murray. 2020. “Imperial Dialectics and Epistemic Mapping: From Decoloni-
sation to Anti-Eurocentric IR.” European Journal of International Relations 26.2 (2020):
419-442, 420.

Jennifer Lind. “Memory, Apology, and International Reconciliation.” The Asia-Pacific
Journal: Japan Focus 6,11 (2008): 1-7; Jennifer Lind. Sorry States: Apologies in International
Politics (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011).

Lind. Sorry States, 2011, 178.

Joy Nam Hye Kim. “Conceptualizing Sorrow and Hope: The Discourse of Han in South
Korea.” The Journal of Transcultural Studies 10.1 (2019): 54-88.

Didier Fassin. “On Resentment and Ressentiment: The Politics and Ethics of Moral
Emotions.” Current Anthropology 54.3 (2013): 249-267, 252.

Peter Poellner. “Ressentiment and Morality.” In Nietzsche’s On the Genealogy of Morality,
edited by Simon May, 120-41 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 124.
Nietzsche, Genealogy of Morality, 2006, 49.

Ricardo Roque. “Mimesis and Colonialism: Emerging Perspectives on a Shared History.”
History Compass 13.4 (2015): 201-211, 205.

Carroll Izard. “Emotion Theory and Research: Highlights, Unanswered Questions, and
Emerging Issues.” Annual Review of Psychology 60 (2009): 1-25.

Peregrine Schwartz-Shea and Dvora Yanow. Interpretive Research Design: Concepts and
Processes (London: Taylor & Francis, 2011).

Tom Rockmore. “Epistemology as Hermeneutics.” The Monist 73.2 (1990): 115-33.
Reinhard Wolf. “Political Emotions as Public Processes: Analyzing Transnational Ressenti-
ments in Discourses.” In Researching Emotions in International Relations, edited by Maéva
Clément and Eric Sangar, 231-54 (Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018).

Simon Koschut, “Speaking from the Heart: Emotion Discourse Analysis in International
Relations.” In Researching Emotions in International Relations, edited by Maéva Clément
and Eric Sangar, 277-301 (Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018).

Koschut. “Speaking,” 2018, 283.

Lorelli Nowell, Jill Norris, Deborah White, and Nancy Moules. “Thematic Analysis: Striving
to Meet the Trustworthiness Criteria.” International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 16.1
(2017): 1-13.

Reinhard Wolf. 2013. “Resentment in International Relations.” In ECPR Workshop on Status
Claims, Recognition, and Emotions in IR: Theoretical and Methodological Challenges, 18.
ECPR, March 11th-16th, 2013, https://ecpr.eu/Filestore/paperproposal/295db94d-e25a-41d6
-b0d4-550444a21644.pdf, 13.

Hayashi Makoto and Galen Amstutz. “General Education and the Modernization of Japanese
Buddhism.” The Eastern Buddhist 43.1/2 (2012): 133-52.

“Yosai” can be alternatively translated as “western skills” or “western knowledge” due to
the polysemy of the Kanji character sai [+].

Michio Kitahara. “The Rise of Four Mottoes in Japan: Before and After the Meiji Restoration.”
Journal of Asian History 20.1 (1986): 54-64; Michael Carr. “Yamato-Damashii Japanese
Spirit’ Definitions.” International Journal of Lexicography 7.4 (1994): 279-306; Li Narangoa.
“Japan’s Modernization: The Iwakura Mission to Scandinavia in 1873.” Kontur: Tudsskrift
for Kulturstudier, 2 (2001): 14-22; Simon Bytheway and Michael Schiltz. “The Dynamics
of Wakon Yosai (Japanese Spirit, Western Technology) the Paradoxes and Challenges of
Financial Policy in an Industrializing Japan, 1854-1939.” In People, Place, and Power, 57-79
(Perth, Black Swan Press, 2009).

Michael Weiner. “Discourses of Race, Nation and Empire in Pre-1945 Japan.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 18.3 (1995): 433-56.



290 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

68. Prasenjit Duara. “The Discourse of Civilization and Pan-Asianism.” Journal of World History
12.1 (2001): 99-130.

69. Rustin Gates. “Pan-Asianism in Prewar Japanese Foreign Affairs: The Curious Case of
Uchida Yasuya.” The Journal of Japanese Studies 37.1 (2011): 1-27.

70. Leo Ching. “Savage Construction and Civility Making: Japanese Colonialism and Taiwanese
Aboriginal Representation.” Positions: East Asia Cultures Critique 8.3 (2000): 795-818;
Satoko Kakihara. “Happiness Unattained: Colonial Modernity Under Japanese Imperi-
alism in Writings by Osako Rinko and Yang Qianhe.” Japanese Studies, 37.2 (2017): 191-208.

71. Robert Eskildsen. “Of Civilization and Savages: The Mimetic Imperialism of Japan’s 1874
Expedition to Taiwan.” American Historical Review, 107.1 (2002): 388-418.

72. Korea was known as Choson from approximately 1392 to 1897, Taehan Cheguk to 1910,
and Chosen to 1945 and the beginning of the modern division.

73. JaHyun Kim Haboush. The Great East Asian War and the Birth of the Korean Nation (New
York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2016).

74. Deokhyo Choi. “Guest Editor’s Introduction: Writing the ‘Empire’ Back into the History of
Postwar Japan.” International Journal of Korean History 22.1 (2017): 1-10.

75. Christopher Hughes. “Japan’s Grand Strategic Shift: From the Yoshida Doctrine to an Abe
Doctrine?” In Power, Ideas, and Military Strategy in the Asia-Pacific, edited by Ashley J.
Tellis, Alison Szalwinski, and Michael Wills, 71-105. Strategic Asia 2017-2018 (Seattle and
Washington, DC: The National Bureau of Asian Research, 2017).

76. David Hundt and Roland Bleiker. “Reconciling Colonial Memories in Korea and Japan.”
Asian Perspective, 31.1 (2007): 61-91, 63.

77. David Palmer. “Korean Hibakusha, Japan’s Supreme Court & the International Community:
Can the U.S. & Japan Confront Forced Labor & Atomic Bombing?” The Asia-Pacific Journal—
Japan Focus 6.2: (2008), https://apjjf.org/-David-Palmer/2670/article.html.

78. Soon-Won Park. “Chapter 3: The Politics of Remembrance.” In Rethinking Historical Injustice
and Reconciliation in Northeast Asia: The Korean Experience, edited by Gi-Wook Shin and
Daqing Yang, 55-74 (London: Taylor & Francis, 2006).

79. Chunghee Soh. “The Korean ‘Comfort Women’: Movement for Redress.” Asian Survey 36.12
(1996): 1226-40.

80. Chae-gwang You and Wonjae Kim. “Explaining a Roller Coaster Change in ROK’s Policy
toward Japan: Morality/Threat Perception Nexus and the Kim Young-sam Government’s
Japan Policy.” Korea Observer 47.2 (2016): 417-459.

81. Samuel Guex. “The History Textbook Controversy in Japan and South Korea.” Cipango—
French Journal of Japanese Studies. English Selection (Online), 4 (2015), http://journals.
openedition.org/cjs/968.

82. Chun Ja-hyun. “Kongsik-chok sagwa Ui pullyu wa Ilbon sagwamun Ui punsok.” Kukche
chongch’i nonch’ong, 54.3 (2014): 113-40.

83. Thomas Ward and William Lay. “The Comfort Women Controversy: Not Over Yet.” East
Asia 33.4 (2016): 255-69.

84. Steven Nam. “From Individual to Collective Restitution: Recasting Corporate Accountability
for Korean Forced Labor in the Second World War.” U.C. Davis Journal of International Law
& Policy 22.1 (2015): 1-20.

85. Young-hwan Chong. “The Tokyo Trial and the Question of Colonial Responsibility: Zainichi
Korean Reactions to Allied Justice in Occupied Japan.” International Journal of Korean
History 22.1 (2017): 77-105.

86. Yoshida Kunihiko. “Reparations and Reconciliation in East Asia as a Hot Issue of Tort Law
in the 21st Century: Case Studies, Legal Issues, and Theoretical Framework.” Journal of
Korean Law, 11.1 (2011): 101-122, 109.

87. Yong-bok Kim. “Ilbon ugyong wa, Han-Il kwan’gye kirigo tong asia: Kwagdsa kalding kwa
yongt’o punjaeng.” Kyongje wa sahoe, 99 (September) 2013: 36-62.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 291

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.
94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.
104.

105.

106

Jeong-Ro Yoon. “The State and Private Capital in Korea: The Political Economy of the
Semiconductor Industry, 1965-1987.” PhD thesis Harvard University, 1990.

Ran Kim. “The Korean System of Innovation and the Semiconductor Industry: A Governance
Perspective.” Industrial and Corporate Change 7.2 (1998): 275-309; Ki-heung Kim. 1998.
“Technology Transfer: The Case of the Korean Electronics Industry.” In Proceedings of
the Thirty-First Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Kohala Coast, HI,
USA, 9 January, 1998, 233-241; Andrey Vozdvizhensky. “Republic of Korea’s Experience in
Pursuing Import Substitution Policy.” Bocmounas AHaaumuka, 4 (2015): 79-86.
Announced in July and then effectively promulgated on 28 August 2019 (see Sugihara 2019).
Later revoked (see Koya and Kim 2019).

Yeo In-man. “Han-Il kyongje punop kwan’gye i yoksa wa taehan such’ul kyuje i dimi.”
Yoksa pip’yong, 129 (2019): 170-201.

Cheong Wa Dae. “Japan’s False Arguments.” The Republic of Korea, Cheong Wa Dae, 2019,
https://english1.president.go.kr/dn/5da572c568125.

Later revoked (see Koya and Kim 2019).

In-soo Kim. “Igdt in yoksa kaldling i anida!”: Han-I1 kwan’gye i simch’ing.” Yoksa kyoyuk
yon’gu, 37 (July) 2020: 249-296.

Cheong Wa Dae. “Q&A on Japan’s Export Restrictions and Korea’s Countermeasures.”
The Republic of Korea, Cheong Wa Dae, 2019, https://englishl.president.go.kr/dn/
5d818e7f41d44.

Mainichi Daily News. “Editorial: PM’s Speech at Start of Extraordinary Diet Session Super-
ficial, Unconvincing,” October 5, 2019, https://mainichi.jp/english/articles/20191005/p2a/
00m/0na/009000c.

Pierre-Francois Souyri. “Criticising Colonialism in Pre-1945 Japan.” Cipango—French
Journal of Japanese Studies. English Selection, no. 4 (January 2015), para 74.

Jonathan Tepperman. “Japan Is Back: A Conversation With Shinzo Abe.” Foreign Affairs
92.4 (2013), 2-8.

Sang-Hun Choe. “South Korean Dies After Self-Immolation at Japanese Embassy in Seoul.”
The New York Times, July 19, 2019, sec. World. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/19/world/
asia/south-korea-fire-protester.html.

Jung-a Song and Kana Inagaki. “Japan’s Uniqlo under Fire in South Korea over TV
Commercial.” Financial Times, October 21, 2019. https://www.ft.com/content/86c5a0f2-f3cd
-11e9-b018-3ef8794b17c6.

Chan-kyong Park and Julian Ryall. “South Koreans Urge Boycott of Japanese Goods as
‘Trade War’ Intensifies.” South China Morning Post, July 4, 2019. https://www.scmp.
com/week-asia/economics/article/3017263/south-koreans-call-boycott-japanese-cars
-beer-and-cosmetics; Komeil Soheili. “South Koreans Are Cancelling Vacations to Japan
and Boycotting Its Beer in a Trade War More Bitter than Trump’s Feud with China.”
Business Insider, September 27, 2019. https://www.businessinsider.com/south-koreans
-boycottjapan-products-cancel-vacations-over-trade-war-2019-9.

Lee Yonghee. “3-1 undong 100 chunyon’ kwa ‘pulmae undong’ sok uii taejung ch'ulp’anmul.”
Yoksa pip’yong, 130 (February 2020): 80-105.

Lee, “3-1 undong,” 2020.

Song Eugene. “T’eksiit’l maining kwa 6no net'iwok’i punsok il iyong han Ilbon chep’um
pulmae undong Ui t'ikching kwa ilii tamsaek.” Sobi munhwa yon’gu, 23.1 (2020): 69-91.
Alexis Dudden. Troubled Apologies Among Japan, Korea, and the United States (New York,
NY: Columbia University Press, 2008).

. Dudden. Troubled Apologies, 2008, 82.
107.

Christine Chinkin. “Women’s International Tribunal on Japanese Military Sexual
Slavery.” The American Journal of International Law 95.2 (2001): 335-41; Sojung Moon.
2015. “Ilbon’gun ‘Wianbu’ munje wa Nam-Puk ydséng yondae.” T’ong-il kwa p’yonghwa



292 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

(Journal of Peace and Unification Studies), 7.2 (2015): 213-246, http://s-space.snu.ac.kr/
handle/10371/95183.

108. Shirana Masakazu and Ando Kyoko. “The Comfort Women Were Prostitutes’: Repercus-
sions of Remarks by the Japanese Consul General in Atlanta.” The Asia-Pacific Journal:
Japan Focus 16.4 (2018): 1-9.

109. NewDaily. “‘Chéldae-chok kwollyok un chéldae-chék pup’ae handa’... ‘chdngii’ dmnin
chongui kiok yondae.” August 25, 2020; Chosun Ilbo. “Minjudang ‘wianbu sénggiim yuyong
hydmui’ Yun Mi-hyang tangjik chdngji.” September 15, 2020; Reuters. “South Korea Charges
Former ‘Comfort Women’ Activist with Fraud, Embezzlement.” Reuters, September 14, 2020.
https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-southkorea-comfortwomen-idUKKBN2651G3.

110. Hannes Mosler. “President Moon Jae-in—The Right Choice for South Korea.” Asia Policy
Brief 2364-8554, June, 2017.

111. Nilufer Riizgar. “Moon Jae In A Contemporary Strategic and Visionary Leader.” The Inter-
national Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities Invention 6 (February, 2019): 5291-5296.

112. Sang-Hun Choe. “Embattled at Home, South Korea’s Leader Turns on Japan, Stoking
Old Hostilities.” The New York Times, August 30, 2019, sec. World, https://www.nytimes.
com/2019/08/30/world/asia/korea-japan-moon-jae-in.html.

113. Hiroshi Minegishi. “South Korea’s Moon Torn by ‘split Personality’” When It Comes to
Japan.” Nikkei Asian Review, August 25, 2019. https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/Comment/
South-Korea-s-Moon-torn-by-split-personality-when-it-comes-to-Japan.

114. For Japan’s economic struggles and Abe’s “Abenomics” policies, see Hausman and Wieland
(2015), Pesek (2014), and Tsutsui and Mazzotta (2014).

115. Hugo Dobson. “Is Japan Really Back? The ‘Abe Doctrine’ and Global Governance.” Journal
of Contemporary Asia 47.2 (2017): 199-224.

116. Stephen Nagy. “Nationalism, Domestic Politics, and the Japan Economic Rejuvenation.”
East Asia 31.1 (2014): 5-21; Nakano Koichi. “Contemporary Political Dynamics of Japanese
Nationalism.” The Asia-Pacific Journal—Japan Focus 14 (2016): 13.

117. Kim, Wan-joong. “Han-Ilgan kyongje-chok sangho tiijon kwan’gye wa Ilbon i ¥fHan’guk
such’ul Kyuje yonghyang punsok.” Asia yon’gu 22.3 (2019): 1-45.

118. Lionel Fatton. “Japan Is Back’: Autonomy and Balancing amidst an Unstable China-U.S.—
Japan Triangle.” Asia & the Pacific Policy Studies 5. 2 (2018): 264-78.

119. Matthew Packer. “More American than America’: Mimetic Theory and the East Asia—United
States Rivalries.” Contagion: Journal of Violence, Mimesis, and Culture 25 (2018): 9-26.

120. Eun Yong-Soo. “Honjong singminsong (Hybrid coloniality): T’al singmin chuti ro parapon
Han’guk Ui oegyo anbo chongch’aek.” Kukche Chongch’i nonch’ong 60.1 (2020): 7-61.

121. Kim Bong-jin. “Pan-Il kwa yoksa hwahae.” Ilbon pip’yong, 4 (February 2011). http://s-space.
snu.ac.kr/handle/10371/91994.

122. Gi-Wook Shin. “The Perils of Populist Nationalism.” (Stanford, CA: The Walter H. Shoren-
stein Asia-Pacific Research Center, 2019).

123. Joon-yong Yang, Byunghee Jo, Jaeyeol Lee, Hyeran Koo, Myunsoon Yoo, and Sanghee Park.
Ap’un sahoe rtil nomaé: sahoe-chok welbing ti kach’i wa silch’on ti t’onghap-chok mosaek.
(Seoul: Book21 Publishing Group, 2018).

124. Hong-jung Kim. “Survivalist Modernity and the Logic of Its Governmentality: Focusing on
the Case of Chung-Hee Park.” International Journal of Japanese Sociology 27.1 (2018): 5-25.

References

Primary Sources

Arirang News. 2019. “Japan Asks S. Korea to Comply with International Law on Forced Ruling
Issue.” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gEISnncY7C8.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 293

Cheong Wa Dae. 2019a. “Japan’s False Arguments.” The Republic of Korea Cheong Wa Dae. https://
english1.president.go.kr/dn/5da572c568125.

Cheong Wa Dae. 2019b. “Q&A on Japan’s Export Restrictions and Korea’s Countermeasures.”
The Republic of Korea Cheong Wa Dae. https://english1.president.go.kr/dn/5d818e7f41d44.

Kono, Taro. 2019a. “[Press Releases] Failure of the Republic of Korea to Comply with Obligations
Regarding Arbitration under the Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning
Property and Claims and on Economic Co-Operation between Japan and the Republic of
Korea.” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (MOFA). https://www.mofa.go.jp/press/release/
press4e_002553.html.

Kono, Taro. 2019b. “[Press Releases] Regarding the Decision by the Government of the Republic
of Korea to Terminate the Japan-ROK GSOMIA.” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan
(MOFA). https://www.mofa.go.jp/press/release/press4e_002598.html.

Moon, Jae-in. 2019. “Opening Remarks by President Moon Jae-in at Emergency Cabinet Meeting.”
Office of the President, Republic of Korea. https://english1.president.go.kr/Briefingspeeches/
Speeches/630.

Moon, Jae-in. 2019. “Uri nlin tasi nun Ilbon ege chiji antil kdsimnida. ‘che 31 hoe imsi kungmu
hoetii’ Taehan Min’guk Ch’dngwadae (-2} thAl= G 20)A] 2] g2 A AUt A313] LA
= E 3] o) tistrl=t A oteh).” https://wwwl.president.go.kr/articles/6886.

Secondary Sources: Non-Academic

Choe, Sang-Hun. “South Korean Court Orders Mitsubishi of Japan to Pay for Forced Wartime
Labor.” The New York Times, November 29, 2018, sec. World. https://www.nytimes.com/2018/
11/29/world/asia/south-korea-wartime-compensation-japan.html.

Choe, Sang-Hun. “South Korean Dies After Self-Immolation at Japanese Embassy in Seoul.”
The New York Times, July 19, 2019a, sec. World. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/19/world/
asia/south-korea-fire-protester.html.

Choe, Sang-Hun. “Embattled at Home, South Korea’s Leader Turns on Japan, Stoking Old Hostil-
ities.” The New York Times, August 30, 2019b, sec. World. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/
08/30/world/asia/korea-japan-moon-jae-in.html.

Chosun Ilbo. “Ilbonin in Han’guk ui Ilbon chep’um pulmae undong ul kamjong-chok’ irago
saenggak.” Choson ilbo. (Y212 3h=40] A& AlF Bl &5 2 olztar 47t 244U R),
July 18, 2019. https://www.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2019/07/18/2019071801315.html.

ChosunlIlbo. “Minjudang ‘wianbu songgim yuyong hydomui’ Yun Mi-hyang tangjik chongji.” Choson
ilho (VF9 ‘QIHR 45 5889 &% G2 A 2HUR), September 15, 2020. https:/
www.chosun.com/politics/politics_general/2020/09/15/C3Q5UTJPNBBPVNMLT2B3FPW3ZA/.

Dooley, Ben. “Japan Cites ‘National Security’ in Free Trade Crackdown. Sound Familiar?” The New
York Times, July 15, 2019, sec. Business. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/15/business/
japan-south-korea-trade-war-semiconductors.html.

Hankook Ilbo. “Pulmae undong 1 nyon... ‘Ilbon chep’um ajikto ansanda’ 72%.” Han’guk ilbo
(BEties 19 ‘L& ZE o}Fx QFACF 729.” FHEUR), August 11, 2020, https://www.
hankookilbo.com/News/Read/A2020080716450001608?t=20201124164737.

Joongang Ilbo. “Uriga Han’guk il ndmu mollatta’...” poik’ot chaep’aen e kkamtchak nollan Ilbon.”
Chungang ilbo” (‘“-&J7} =& YT ST Ho| 3 Aol 2% =5 2. YL ), July 30,
2019, https://news.joins.com/article/23539600.

Koya, Jibiki, and Jaewon Kim. “South Korea Reverses Decision to End GSOMIA Intel Pact with
Japan.” Nikkei Asian Review, November 22, 2019. https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/Japan
-South-Korea-rift/South-Korea-reverses-decision-to-end-GSOMIA-intel-pact-with-Japan.

Lee, Donghan ©]53t. “[Kihoek] Ilbon chep’um pulmae undong 1 ny6n, hyonjae sanghwang kwa
ap’uro Ui chon’gae panghyang un?” Han’guk isoch’i chonggi chosa yoron sogii yéron ([7] 2]



294 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

LEAE EMZE 149, A G- o= A/ W22 FFE M A H7I2AT L A R).
August 12, 2020. https://hrcopinion.co.kr/archives/16215.

Lee, Yen Nee. “The Japan-South Korea Dispute Could Push up the Price of Your next Smartphone.”
CNBC, July 23, 2019. https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/23/japan-south-korea-dispute-impact-
on-semiconductor-supply-chain-prices.html.

Mainichi Daily News. “Editorial: PM’s Speech at Start of Extraordinary Diet Session Superficial,
Unconvincing,” October 5, 2019, sec. Opinion. https://mainichi.jp/english/articles/20191005/
P2a/00m/0na/009000c.

Minegishi, Hiroshi. “South Korea’s Moon Torn by ‘split Personality’ When It Comes to Japan.”
Nikkei Asian Review, August 25, 2019. https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/Comment/South
-Korea-s-Moon-torn-by-split-personality-when-it-comes-to-Japan.

NewDaily. “Choldae-chok kwollyok tin choldae-chok pup’ae handa’... ‘chdngii’ mnin chongui
kick yondae.” Nyu Deilli (“dti2] ¥} Aoja] Bofjgtcy - Ao gl o7 d.” relda),
August 25, 2020. http://www.newdaily.co.kr/site/data/html/2020/05/28/2020052800192.html.

Park, Chan-kyong, and Julian Ryall. “South Koreans Urge Boycott of Japanese Goods as ‘Trade
War’ Intensifies.” South China Morning Post, July 4, 2019. https://www.scmp.com/week-asia/
economics/article/3017263/south-koreans-call-boycott-japanese-cars-beer-and-cosmetics.

Park, Jaehan, and Sangyoung Yun. “Korea and Japan’s Military Information Agreement: A Final
Touch for the Pivot?,” 2016. https://thediplomat.com/2016/11/korea-and-japans-military
-information-agreement-a-final-touch-for-the-pivot/.

Reuters. “South Korea Charges Former ‘comfort Women’ Activist with Fraud, Embez-
zlement.” Reuters, September 14, 2020. https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-southkorea
-comfortwomen-idUKKBN2651G3.

Shao, Grace. “South Korea Is Scrapping a Security Deal with Japan—Here’s Why It Matters.”
CNBC, August 23, 2019. https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/23/what-is-the-korea-japan
-intelligence-sharing-agreement.html.

Shin, Hyonhee. “Japan Rejects Korean Fund Plan to Compensate Forced Wartime Labor.”
Reuters, June 19, 2019a. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-japan-forcedlabour
-idUSKCN1TK149.

Shin, Hyonhee. “South Korea Warns Japan of Security Pact Risk, Calls for ‘cooling-off” in Trade
Row.” Reuters, August 3, 2019b. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-japan
-labourer-idUSKCN1UTO04].

Sieg, Linda, and Simon Cameron-Moore. “Japan’s Abe Says Won’t Alter 1993 Apology on
‘Comfort Women.”” Reuters, March 14, 2014. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-japan
-korea-idUSBREA2D04R20140314.

Soheili, Komeil. “South Koreans Are Canceling Vacations to Japan and Boycotting Its
Beer in a Trade War More Bitter than Trump’s Feud with China.” Business Insider,
September 27, 2019. https://www.businessinsider.com/south-koreans-boycott-japan
-products-cancel-vacations-over-trade-war-2019-9.

Song, Jung-a and Kana Inagaki. “Japan’s Uniglo under Fire in South Korea over TV Commercial.”
Financial Times, October 21, 2019. https://www.ft.com/content/86c5a0f2-f3cd-11e9-b018
-3ef8794b17c6.

Sugihara, Junichi. “Japan Officially Ousts South Korea from Export Whitelist.” Nikkei Asian
Review, August 28, 2019. https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/Japan-South-Korea-rift/
Japan-officially-ousts-South-Korea-from-export-whitelist.

The Japan Times Online. “Abe Urges New South Korean Envoy to Properly Handle Wartime Labor
Issue,” May 22, 2019a. https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/05/22/national/politics
-diplomacy/abe-urges-new-south-korean-envoy-properly-handle-wartime-labor-issue/.

The Japan Times Online. “South Korea Formally Closes Japan-Funded ‘comfort Women’
Foundation,” July 5, 2019b. https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/07/05/national/
politics-diplomacy/south-korea-formally-closes-japan-funded-comfort-women-foundation/.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 295

Yamazaki, Makiko. “Japan to Tighten Tech Material Exports to South Korea in Wartime
Labor Row.” Reuters, July 2, 2019. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-japan
-laborers-idUSKCN1TW144.

Yoshida, Reiji. “Japan Fears Compromise on South Korea Wartime Labor Could Open
Pandora’s Box of WWII Issues.” The Japan Times Online, July 31, 2019. https://www.
japantimes.co.jp/news/2019/07/31/national/politics-diplomacy/japan-fears-compromise
-south-korea-wartime-labor-issue-open-pandoras-box/.

Secondary Sources: Academic

Ahall, Linda, and Thomas Gregory. Emotions, Politics and War. London: Routledge, 2015.

Albers, Irene. “Mimesis and Alterity: Michel Leiris’s Ethnography and Poetics of Spirit
Possession.” French Studies 62.3 (2008): 271-89.

Bell, Allan. “Re-Constructing Babel: Discourse Analysis, Hermeneutics and the Interpretive Arc.”
Discourse Studies 13.5 (2011): 519-68.

Benjamin, Walter. “On the Mimetic Faculty.” In Gesammelte Schriften. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1996.

Bhabha, Homi. “Of Mimicry and Man: The Ambivalence of Colonial Discourse.” October 28 (1984):
125-33.

Bielskis, Andrius. “A Hermeneutic Approach to the Political.” In Towards a Post-Modern Under-
standing of the Political: From Genealogy to Hermeneutics, edited by Andrius Bielskis,
95-162. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005.

Bilewicz, Michal. “The Dark Side of Emotion Regulation: Historical Defensiveness as an Obstacle
in Reconciliation.” Psychological Inquiry 27.2 (2016): 89-95.

Brighi, Elisabetta, and Antonio Cerella. “An Alternative Vision of Politics and Violence: Intro-
ducing Mimetic Theory in International Studies.” Journal of International Political Theory
11.1 (2015): 3-25.

Burke, Kenneth. Language As Symbolic Action: Essays on Life, Literature, and Method. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1966.

Bytheway, Simon James, and Michael Schiltz. “The Dynamics of Wakon Yosai (Japanese Spirit,
Western Technology) the Paradoxes and Challenges of Financial Policy in an Industrial-
izing Japan, 1854-1939.” In People, Place, and Power, 57-79, Perth: Black Swan Press, 2009.

Callahan, William A. “National Insecurities: Humiliation, Salvation, and Chinese Nationalism.”
Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 29.2 (2004): 199-218.

Carr, Michael. “Yamato-Damashii ‘Japanese Spirit’ Definitions.” International Journal of Lexicog-
raphy 7.4 (1994): 279-306.

Ching, Leo T.S. “Savage Construction and Civility Making: Japanese Colonialism and Taiwanese
Aboriginal Representation.” Positions: East Asia Cultures Critique 8.3 (2000): 795-818.
Chinkin, Christine M. “Women’s International Tribunal on Japanese Military Sexual Slavery.”

The American Journal of International Law 95.2 (2001): 335-41.

Choi, Deokhyo. “Guest Editor’s Introduction: Writing the ‘Empire’ Back into the History of
Postwar Japan.” International Journal of Korean History 22.1 (2017): 1-10.

Chong, Young-hwan. “The Tokyo Trial and the Question of Colonial Responsibility: Zainichi
Korean Reactions to Allied Justice in Occupied Japan.” International Journal of Korean
History 22.1 (2017): 77-105.

Chun, Ja-hyun A}, “«Z- 412 Abate] B7ob A2 AbakE o] 24 (Kongsik-chok sagwa i pullyu wa
Ilbon sagwamun 1ii punsok.” Kukche chongch’i nonch’ong (=+4| % x| +=% Korean Journal for
International Studies) 54.3 (2014): 113-40.

Crawford, Neta C. “Human Nature and World Politics: Rethinking ‘Man’.” International Relations
23.2 (2009): 271-88.



296 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

Crawford, Neta C. “Institutionalizing Passion in World Politics: Fear and Empathy.” International
Theory 6.3 (2014): 535-57.

Damasio, Antonio R. Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason and the Human Brain. London: Vintage, 2006.

Dobson, Hugo. “Is Japan Really Back? The ‘Abe Doctrine’ and Global Governance.” Journal of
Contemporary Asia 47.2 (2017): 199-224.

Druckman, Daniel. “Nationalism, Patriotism, and Group Loyalty: A Social Psychological
Perspective.” Mershon International Studies Review 38.1 (1994): 43-68.

Dudden, Alexis. Troubled Apologies Among Japan, Korea, and the United States. New York, NY:
Columbia University Press, 2008.

Duara, Prasenjit. “The Discourse of Civilization and Pan-Asianism.” Journal of World History
12.1 (2001): 99-130.

Edkins, Jenny. Trauma and the Memory of Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003.

Edkins, Jenny. “Ground Zero: Reflections on Trauma, in/Distinction and Response.” Journal for
Cultural Research 8.3 (2004): 247-70.

Elgat, Guy. “How Smart (and Just) Is Ressentiment?” Journal of Nietzsche Studies 47.2 (2016): 247.

Eskildsen, Robert. “Of Civilization and Savages: The Mimetic Imperialism of Japan’s 1874
Expedition to Taiwan.” American Historical Review, 107.1 (2002): 388-418.

Eun, Yong-Soo &4 “Simni/inji-ch6k yon’gu wa kukche kwan’gyehak.” (4 2]/1x%] A7}
A BAISH.” Kukche chongch’i nonch’ong (S %]+=%), 53.4 (2013): 79-111.

Eun, Yong-Soo. What Is at Stake in Building Non-Western International Relations Theory? London:
Taylor & Francis, 2018a.

Eun, Yong-Soo 2-&<*. “Kukche kwan’gyehak eso i kamjong (yebi)ironhwa: chiptan kamjong
un ottok’e yubal toe niin ka?” (FHA|#A St A 9] 744 (cflu])o] 235h: Y2 oA fatx
+£7F2") Han’guk chongch’ihak hoebo (3=17d |5+3] &) 52.2 (2018b). https://doi.org/10.18854/
kpsr.2018.52.2.006.

Eun, Yong-Soo. “Beyond ‘the West/Non-West Divide’ in IR: How to Ensure Dialogue as Mutual
Learning.” The Chinese Journal of International Politics 11.4 (2018c): 435-49.

Eun, Yong-Soo =84~ “Honjong singminséng (Hybrid coloniality): T’al singmin chutii ro parapon
Han’guk Ui oegyo anbo chongch’aek (£ A9/ [Hybrid coloniality]: 247152 2 vzt gF
=+9] 9| wetHE A Hybrid Coloniality: Questioning South Korean Foreign and Security Policy
from Postcolonial Theory).” Kukche chongch’i nonch’ong (2417 %1%=%) 60.1 (2020a): 7-61.

Eun, Yong-Soo. Going beyond Parochialism and Fragmentation in the Study of International
Relations. Routledge, 2020b.

Fassin, Didier. “On Resentment and Ressentiment: The Politics and Ethics of Moral Emotions.”
Current Anthropology 54.3 (2013): 249-67.

Fattah, Khaled, and K.M. Fierke. “A Clash of Emotions: The Politics of Humiliation and Political
Violence in the Middle East.” European Journal of International Relations 15.1 (2009): 67-93.

Fatton, Lionel P. “Japan Is Back’: Autonomy and Balancing amidst an Unstable China-U.S.-Japan
Triangle.” Asia & the Pacific Policy Studies 5.2 (2018): 264-78.

Fierke, KM. “Emotion and Intentionality Forum: Emotions and World Politics.” International
Theory 6.3 (2014): 563-67.

Freyberg-Inan, Annette. What Moves Man: The Realist Theory of International Relations and Its
Judgment of Human Nature. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2003.

Gates, Rustin B. “Pan-Asianism in Prewar Japanese Foreign Affairs: The Curious Case of Uchida
Yasuya.” The Journal of Japanese Studies 37.1 (2011): 1-27.

Girard, René. I See Satan Fall Like Lightning. Leominster: Gracewing Publishing, 2001.

Greenwood, John D. Realism, Identity and Emotion: Reclaiming Social Psychology. London: SAGE,
1994.

Guex, Samuel. “The History Textbook Controversy in Japan and South Korea.” Cipango—French
Journal of Japanese Studies. English Selection (Online), 4 (2015), http://journals.openedition.
org/cjs/968.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 297

Haboush, JaHyun Kim. The Great East Asian War and the Birth of the Korean Nation. New York,
NY: Columbia University Press, 2016.

Hall, Todd H. Emotional Diplomacy: Official Emotion on the International Stage. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 2015.

Hausman, Joshua K., and Johannes F. Wieland. “Overcoming the Lost Decades?: Abenomics after
Three Years.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 2015.2: 385-431.

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. Peterborough, ON: Broadview Press, 2002.

Horkheimer, Max, and Theodor W. Adorno. Dialectic of Enlightenment. Edited by Gunzelin Noeri.
Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2002.

Hughes, Christopher. “Japan’s Grand Strategic Shift: From the Yoshida Doctrine to an Abe
Doctrine?” In Power, Ideas, and Military Strategy in the Asia-Pacific, edited by Ashley J.
Tellis, Alison Szalwinski, and Michael Wills, 71-105. Strategic Asia 2017-2018. Seattle and
Washington, DC: The National Bureau of Asian Research, 2017.

Hundt, David, and Roland Bleiker. “Reconciling Colonial Memories in Korea and Japan.” Asian
Perspective 31.1 (2007): 61-91.

Hutchison, Emma. “Trauma and the Politics of Emotions: Constituting Identity, Security and
Community after the Bali Bombing.” International Relations 24.1 (2010): 65-86.

Hutchison, Emma, and Roland Bleiker. “Emotional Reconciliation: Reconstituting Identity and
Community after Trauma.” European Journal of Social Theory 11.3 (2008): 385-403.

Hutchison, Emma, and Roland Bleiker. “Theorizing Emotions in World Politics.” International
Theory 6.3 (2014): 491-514.

Izard, Carroll E. “Emotion Theory and Research: Highlights, Unanswered Questions, and
Emerging Issues.” Annual Review of Psychology 60 (2009): 1-25.

Jeffery, Renee. “Reason, Emotion, and the Problem of World Poverty: Moral Sentiment Theory
and International Ethics.” International Theory 3.1 (2011): 143-78.

Kakihara, Satoko. “Happiness Unattained: Colonial Modernity Under Japanese Imperialism in
Writings by Osako Rinko and Yang Qianhe.” Japanese Studies, 37.2 (2017): 191-208.

Kim, Bong-jin Z} 2%, “Pan-Il kwa yoksa hwahae (Ft¥ 3} SJA} 3}sl)).” Ilbon pip’yong (¥ EH]3) 4
(February, 2011). http://s-space.snu.ac.kr/handle/10371/91994.

Kim, Du-jin ZF%. “Han’guk ‘singminji kindaehwa’ nonjaeng kwa ‘kiindaeséng’ insik ui
chae-komt’o: kundaesong kaenyom tii kanhank munjok nonti ril chungsim tiro (3H= ¢
ARIZ] 2ol =43 Fod A AP E - 2o 7d ] 2R A =05 SH ) Asea
yor'gu (CHHIoFA ). 62.4 (2019): 33-68.

Kim, Hong-jung. “Survivalist Modernity and the Logic of Its Governmentality: Focusing on the
Case of Chung-Hee Park.” International Journal of Japanese Sociology 27.1 (2018): 5-25.

Kim, In-soo 7 %14~ “Igot tin yoksa kaldiing i anida!” : Han-Il kwan’gye Ui simch’ing (‘0] 212 A
5ol opych’ : SHATAIQ] A &F).” Yoksa kyoyuk yon’gu (FA+a-8-A) 37 (July, 2020): 249-96.

Kim, Ki-heung. “Technology Transfer: The Case of the Korean Electronics Industry.” In
Proceedings of the Thirty-First Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Kohala
Coast, Hawai’i, USA (9 January, 1998): 233-241.

Kim, S. Ran. “The Korean System of Innovation and the Semiconductor Industry: A Governance
Perspective.” Industrial and Corporate Change 7.2 (1998): 275-309.

Kim, So-hee. “Korean Han and the Postcolonial Afterlives of ‘The Beauty of Sorrow.” Korean
Studies 41 (2017): 253-79.

Kim, Wan-joong 7 2% “Han-Ilgan kyongje-chok sangho tiijon kwan’gye wa Ilbon i #fHan’guk
such’ul kyuje yonghyang punsok (s &zt A4 S o] EaAe P2 o] Hsha 4 9T
24).” Asia yon’gu (OHAoF L) 22.3 (2019): 1-45.

Kim, Yong-bok Z-8-&. “Ilbon ugyong wa, Han-Il kwan’gye kirigo tong asia: Kwagosa kalding
kwa yongt'o punjaeng (¥2 9743, d¥A 2123 FopAok LAA 253 JEEA).”
Kyongje wa sahoe (74| 2-4+3]) 99 (September, 2013): 36-62.



298 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

Kitahara, Michio. “The Rise of Four Mottoes in Japan: Before and After the Meiji Restoration.”
Journal of Asian History 20.1 (1986): 54-64.

Koichi, Nakano. “Contemporary Political Dynamics of Japanese Nationalism.” The Asia-Pacific
Journal—Japan Focus 14.20, 6 (2016): 13.

Koschut, Simon. “Speaking from the Heart: Emotion Discourse Analysis in International
Relations.” In Researching Emotions in International Relations, edited by Maéva Clément
and Eric Sangar, 277-301. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018.

Krajewski, Bruce. “Hermeneutics and Politics.” In A Companion to Hermeneutics, 72-76. London:
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2015.

Kunihiko, Yoshida. “Reparations and Reconciliation in East Asia as a Hot Issue of Tort Law in the
21st Century: Case Studies, Legal Issues, and Theoretical Framework.” Journal of Korean
Law, 11.1 (2011): 101-122.

Lebow, Richard Ned. “Reason, Emotion and Cooperation.” International Politics 42.3 (2005):
283-313.

Lee, Yonghee ©]-&3]. “3-1 undong 100 chunyon’ kwa ‘pulmae undong’ sok Ui taejung ch’ulp’anmul
(3-12% 100573} ‘Bl £2] tiF Z¥E).” Yoksa pip’yong (SAH] Critical Review of
History) 130 (February, 2020): 80-105.

Lim, Joy Nam Hye. “Conceptualizing Sorrow and Hope: The Discourse of Han in South Korea.”
The Journal of Transcultural Studies 10.1 (2019): 54-88.

Lind, Jennifer. “Memory, Apology, and International Reconciliation.” The Asia-Pacific Journal:
Japan Focus 6.11 (2008): 1-7.

Lind, Jennifer. Sorry States: Apologies in International Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 2011.

Ling, L.H.M. “Decolonizing the International: Towards Multiple Emotional Worlds.” International
Theory 6 (2014): 579.

Makoto, Hayashi, and Galen Amstutz. “General Education and the Modernization of Japanese
Buddhism.” The Eastern Buddhist 43.1/2 (2012): 133-52.

Masakazu, Shirana, and Ando Kyoko. “The Comfort Women Were Prostitutes’: Repercussions
of Remarks by the Japanese Consul General in Atlanta.” The Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan
Focus 16.4 (2018): 1-9.

Mattern, Janice Bially. “On Being Convinced: An Emotional Epistemology of International
Relations Forum: Emotions and World Politics.” International Theory 6.3 (2014): [i]-594.

McDermott, Rose. “The Feeling of Rationality: The Meaning of Neuroscientific Advances for
Political Science.” Perspectives on Politics 2.04 (2004): 691-706.

Mercer, Jonathan. “Anarchy and Identity.” International Organization 49.2 (1995): 229-52.

Mercer, Jonathan. “Emotion and Strategy in the Korean War.” International Organization 67.2
(2013): 221-52.

Merecer, Jonathan. “Feeling like a State: Social Emotion and Identity Forum: Emotions and World
Politics.” International Theory 6.3 (2014): 515-35.

Merrill, Trevor Cribben. “Psychopolitics.” In Psychopolitics, 1-12. Conversations with Trevor
Cribben Merrill. Michigan State University Press, 2012.

Min, Byoung Won. “Not So Universal? The Search for Indigenous International Relations
Theories in South Korea.” The Korean Journal of International Studies 14.3 (2016): 461-87.

Moon, Sojung #47%. “Ilbon’gun ‘Wianbw munje wa Nam-Puk y6song yondae (J27 ‘9JH
A} G0l JA).” T'ong-il kwa p’yonghwa (5242} 3} 7 (2015). http://s-space.snu.ac.kr/
handle/10371/95183.

Mosler, Hannes. “President Moon Jae-in—The Right Choice for South Korea.” Asia Policy Brief
2364-8554, June, 2017.

Murray, Christopher. “Imperial Dialectics and Epistemic Mapping: From Decolonisation to
Anti-Eurocentric IR.” European Journal of International Relations 26.2 (2020): 419-42.

Muthu, Sankar. Enlightenment against Empire. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009.



FARAOUN MIMETIC DESIRE AND RESSENTIMENT 299

Nagy, Stephen Robert. “Nationalism, Domestic Politics, and the Japan Economic Rejuvenation.”
East Asia 31.1 (2014): 5-21.

Nam, Steven S. “From Individual to Collective Restitution: Recasting Corporate Accountability
for Korean Forced Labor in the Second World War.” U.C. Davis Journal of International
Law & Policy 22.1 (2015): 1-20.

Narangoa, Li. “Japan’s Modernization: The Iwakura Mission to Scandinavia in 1873.” Kontur:
Tudsskrift for Kulturstudier, no. 2 (2001): 14-22.

Nietzsche, Friedrich. On the Genealogy of Morality. Edited by Keith Ansell-Pearson. Revised
Student Edition. Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006.

Nowell, Lorelli S., Jill M. Norris, Deborah E. White, and Nancy J. Moules. “Thematic Analysis:
Striving to Meet the Trustworthiness Criteria.” International Journal of Qualitative Methods
16.1 (2017): 1609406917733847.

Ocheni, Stephen, and Basil C. Nwankwo. “Analysis of Colonialism and Its Impact in Africa.”
Cross-Cultural Communication 8.3 (2012): 46-54.

Omvedt, Gail. “Towards a Theory of Colonialism.” Insurgent Sociologist 3.3 (1973): 1-24.
Packer, Matthew J. ““More American than America’: Mimetic Theory and the East Asia-United
States Rivalries.” Contagion: Journal of Violence, Mimesis, and Culture 25 (2018): 9-26.
Palmer, David. “Korean Hibakusha, Japan’s Supreme Court & the International Community: Can
the U.S. & Japan Confront Forced Labor & Atomic Bombing?” The Asia-Pacific Journal—

Japan Focus 6.2 (2008), https://apjjf.org/-David-Palmer/2670/article.html.

Park, Soon-Won. “Chapter 3: The Politics of Remembrance.” In Rethinking Historical Injustice
and Reconciliation in Northeast Asia: The Korean Experience, edited by Gi-Wook Shin and
Daqing Yang, 55-74. London: Taylor & Francis, 2006.

Pesek, William. Japanization: What the World Can Learn from Japan’s Lost Decades. Singapore:
John Wiley & Sons, 2014.

Poellner, Peter. “Ressentiment and Morality.” In Nietzsche’s On the Genealogy of Morality, edited
by Simon May, 120-41. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011.

Ringmar, Erik. “How the World Stage Makes Its Subjects: An Embodied Critique of Constructivist
IR Theory.” Journal of International Relations and Development 19.1 (2016): 101-25.

Rockmore, Tom. “Epistemology as Hermeneutics.” The Monist 73.2 (1990): 115-33.

Roque, Ricardo. “Mimesis and Colonialism: Emerging Perspectives on a Shared History.” History
Compass 13.4 (2015): 201-11.

Ross, Andrew A.G. “Coming in from the Cold: Constructivism and Emotions.” European Journal
of International Relations 12.2 (2006): 197-222.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. Emile: Or Concerning Education. Boston, MA: DC Heath and Company,
1889.

Riizgar, Niliifer. “Moon Jae In A Contemporary Strategic and Visionary Leader.” The International
Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities Invention 6 (February), 2019: 5291-96.

Schwartz-Shea, Peregrine, and Dvora Yanow. Interpretive Research Design: Concepts and
Processes. London: Taylor & Francis, 2011.

Shin, Gi-Wook. “The Perils of Populist Nationalism.” Stanford, CA: The Walter H. Shorenstein
Asia-Pacific Research Center, 2019.

Soh, Chunghee Sarah. “The Korean ‘Comfort Women’: Movement for Redress.” Asian Survey
36.12 (1996): 1226-1240.

Solomon, Robert, C. “Chapter 1: The Philosophy of Emotions.” In Handbook of Emotions, edited
by Michael Lewis, Jeannette M. Haviland-Jones, and Lisa Feldman Barrett, 3-16. New York
City, NY: Guilford Press, 2010.

Song, Eugene £-3-%1. “T’ekstit’l maining kwa 6n6 net'iwok’d punsok il iyong han Ilbon chep’um
pulmae undong ui t'iikching kwa titii tamsaek (E]AE o] d3} Aoj| EQ] I B A& o] &3t
LEAE S50 EX3} o] o] B4l Sobi munhwa yon’gu (48] &35+<1 ) 23.1 (2020): 69-91.



300 EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF KOREAN STUDIES, VOLUME 20, NO. 2 (2021)

Souyri, Pierre-Francois. “Criticising Colonialism in Pre-1945 Japan.” Cipango—French Journal
of Japanese Studies. English Selection, no. 4 (January), 2015.

Taussig, Michael. Mimesis and Alterity: A Particular History of the Senses. London: Routledge,
1993.

Tepperman, Jonathan. “Japan Is Back: A Conversation With Shinzo Abe.” Foreign Affairs 92.4
(2013): 2-8.

Tsutsui, William M, and Stefano Mazzotta. “The Bubble Economy and the Lost Decade: Learning
from the Japanese Economic Experience.” Journal of Global Initiatives: Policy, Pedagogy,
Perspective 9.1 (2014): 57-74.

van Dijk, Teun A. “Discourse Studies and Hermeneutics.” Discourse Studies 13.5 (2011): 609-21.

Vozdvizhensky, Andrey S. “Republic of Korea’s Experience in Pursuing Import Substitution
Policy.” BocmouHas Anaaumuxka 4 (2015): 79-86, https://cyberleninka.ru/article/n/
republic-of-korea-s-experience-in-pursuing-import-substitution-policy.

Walker, Iain. “Mimetic Structuration: Or, Easy Steps to Building an Acceptable Identity.” History
and Anthropology 16.2 (2005): 187-210.

Walker, Iain. Becoming the Other, Being Oneself: Constructing Identities in a Connected World.
New edition. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2010.

Ward, Thomas J., and William D. Lay. “The Comfort Women Controversy: Not Over Yet.” East
Asia 33.4 (2016): 255-69.

Weiner, Michael. “Discourses of Race, Nation and Empire in Pre-1945 Japan.” Ethnic and Racial
Studies 18.3 (1995): 433-56.

Wolf, Reinhard. “Resentment in International Relations.” In ECPR Workshop on Status claims,
recognition, and emotions in IR: theoretical and methodological challenges, 18 (2013):
ECPR. p. 13.

Wolf, Reinhard. “Political Emotions as Public Processes: Analyzing Transnational Ressentiments
in Discourses.” In Researching Emotions in International Relations, edited by Maéva Clément
and Eric Sangar, 231-54. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018.

Yang, Joon-yong %8, Jo Byunghee 23], Lee Jaeyeol ©| 2| ¥, Koo Hyeran 73] 2, Yoo Myunsoon
<, and Park Sanghee "43]. Ap’iin sahoe riil ndmo: sahoe-chok welbing ti kach’i wa
silch’on tii tonghap-chok mosaek (OFE AL E gol: AFS|Z] Ay o] 7hx|oF Ald o] 32 = AY),
Seoul: Book21 Publishing Group, 2018.

Yeo, In-man {15t “Han-Il kyongje pundp kwan’gye i yoksa wa taehan such’ul kyuje i timi
(T AA QDA 2] ALel et £ZF4|9] 2]u] The Transformation of Korea-Japan Trade
Relation and the Significancy of Japan’s Export Restriction on Korea).” Yoksa pip’yong
(S AFE1 Critical Review of History), 129 (2019): 170-201.

Yong, Chae-young %, and Yong-Soo Eun -8 <. “Kukche chongch’ihak(IR) tii kamjong yon’gu:
pip’an-ch6k kémt’o wa iron-chok chedn (FAH % SH(IR)e] ZH A8 H2 ZHEL}L o] 27
A|1).” Kukche chongch’i nonch’ong (FA1% %]=%) 57.3 (2017): 51-86.

Yoon, Jeong-Ro. “The State and Private Capital in Korea: The Political Economy of the Semicon-
ductor Industry, 1965-1987.” PhD thesis Harvard University, 1990.

You, Chae-gwang, and Wonjae Kim. “Explaining a Roller Coaster Change in ROK’s Policy toward
Japan: Morality/Threat Perception Nexus and the Kim Young-sam Government’s Japan
Policy.” Korea Observer, 47.2 (2016): 417-459.

Young, Robert J.C. “Marx on Colonialism and Imperialism.” In Postcolonialism, 101-12. London:
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2016.

Zehfuss, Maja. “Forget September 11.” Third World Quarterly 24.3 (2003): 513-28.



	Mimetic desire and ressentiment in the case of the Japan–South Korea trade dispute

