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Abstract 
 

The South Korean Leadership and 

1965 Basic Relations Treaty Article 2 and Article 3 

 
Seung Mo Kang 
Korean Studies 

Graduate School of International Studies 
Seoul National University 

 

 Since the time it was signed, the Treaty on Basic Relations 

between the Republic of Korea and Japan, which is now conventionally 

remembered as the Basic Relations Treaty, has continually been cited as 

controversial.  More specifically, people from various fronts have 

indicated that the language in Article 2 and Article 3 – addressing the 

questions of illegality of past treaties and political legitimacy of the South 

Korean government – are ambiguous and thus allow for conflicting 

interpretations.  Sure enough, there was a significant gap in the way the 

governments of Korea and Japan explained the meaning of the two articles 

before the general public.  Korea asserted that Article 2 indicates mutual 

agreement that treaties concluded in the past had never been effective.  In 

contrast, Japan asserted that Article 2 simply states that what was once 

effective became ineffective with Korea’s independence.  Korea asserted 
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that Article 3 indicates mutual agreement that South Korea is recognized 

as the only lawful government on the Korean Peninsula.  In contrast, 

Japan explained that per a UN Resolution, South Korea is recognized as 

the lawful government only in those areas that had a general election 

under UN supervision. 

 How did the treaty end up allowing the two governments to make 

two conflicting interpretations?  This study seeks to tackle this question 

by focusing on the human actors and the “narratives.”  In other words, by 

tracing what was said by the key figures of the normalization effort, it 

seeks to understand why the leadership made certain decisions and how 

those decisions affected the normalization process.  The aim is to find out 

whether or not the leaders themselves truly believed it to be possible to 

sign an agreement that was both mutually agreeable and perfectly in line 

with what Korea desired.  By analyzing the diplomatic archives and 

personal memoirs, this study develops the following arguments and 

demonstrates that the origin of the controversy can be traced to the human 

actors. 

 To begin with, Rhee Syngman and his men, who pioneered the 

Korea-Japan normalization talks, first crafted the Basic Relations Treaty 

and the idea that treaties concluded in the past have always been null and 
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void.  Behind this decision were the strong feelings against the colonial 

past that were rampant throughout Korea.  Not surprisingly, the leaders in 

the government felt the need that Japan ought to apologize for the past.  

Furthermore, the Rhee Administration was convinced that Japan as the 

former perpetrator was obligated to provide compensation for all the 

losses incurred during the colonial period.  For this purpose, the leaders 

deemed it necessary to stipulate that Japan unlawfully annexed Korea, 

thus giving birth to a controversial treaty.  Meanwhile, Rhee and his men 

were not successful at reaching an agreement for a number of reasons. 

 First, Rhee was rather indifferent to the normalization effort.  

Secondly, anti-Japanese sentiment as rampant within the Rhee Cabinet 

making any form of compromise impossible.  These two reasons were 

already enough to make agreement virtually impossible.  Thirdly, the 

Rhee Administration and their Japanese counterparts confronted each 

other with fundamentally different purposes.  Whereas Korea sought to 

confront the past, Japan tried to avoid the issue.  Fourthly, the Basic 

Relations Treaty was not necessarily the priority, and hence not enough 

attention was given to it.  Finally, Rhee and his men tried to address too 

many issues all at once, slowing down the overall progress. 

 Park and his men succeeded in establishing diplomatic relations 
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with Japan.  A number of important factors contributed to this success.  

The most important reason was that Park and his men set economic 

development as the top state priority.  This necessitated capital, and Park 

turned to Japan as one of the sources for resourcing his development plan.  

This in turn made prompt normalization with Japan a vital and inescapable 

issue.  Secondly, Park and his men deemed it necessary to promptly form 

a robust alignment with Japan in order to deter communism.  In the end, 

the Park Administration devoted all the energy and talent to normalizing 

relations with Japan. 

 Meanwhile, Park Administration’s actions and decisions were not 

without problems.  Most importantly, Park and his men made important 

compromises in order to reach an agreement with Japan.  This was 

reflected in the ambiguity of Article 2 and Article 3.  As explicated above, 

the governments of Korea and Japan crafted the language in the two 

provisions in a way that allowed each government to respectively interpret 

the meaning to their own liking.  This has since lead to much criticism.   

Why did Park and his men work so hard to include Article 2 and 

Article 3 if the language was going to turn out so vague?  This was 

largely driven by a survival instinct.  Park and his men usurped power 

through a coup d’etat.  Hence, they had to struggle with the political 
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legitimacy of their rule.  Meanwhile, feelings against Korea’s colonial 

past were rampant throughout Korea, necessitating Park to seek penance 

from Japan.  Hence, the Park Administration deemed it necessary to 

retain his predecessor’s legacy and insisted on stipulating that treaties 

concluded in the past are null and void.  At the same time, in his rivalry 

with North Korea, Park sough to turn the Korea-Japan alignment to his 

advantage.  By stipulating that South Korea is the only lawful 

government, Park Administration implicitly sought to justify his rule as 

the only lawful political authority throughout the Korean Peninsula. 
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I. Introduction 
 
 There is a difference between working hard and getting things done.  

Enthusiasm and faithfulness alone do not always lead to desired result.  

Such was the case with Basic Relations Treaty that was mutually sealed by 

Korea and Japan in 1965.  Although top brains were committed by the 

South Korean government, the normalization effort did not yield what was 

initially hoped for.  The original plan was to confront the past and set things 

straight.  How much of goal was fulfilled is still subject to debate.  As the 

matter of fact, the treaty has instead continually been the target of bitter 

criticism.   

 What are the origins of this controversy?  This study attempts to 

find the answer by analyzing the relationship between the top leadership of 

Korea and the 1965 Korea∙Japan Basic Relations Treaty.  The objective is to 

tackle the following question: what did the central figures leading the 

normalization effort have in mind, and how did this affect the negotiation 

process?  

Review of primary sources raises doubts as to whether or not the 

very ones, who led the normalization effort, whole-heartedly believed that it 

was possible to have the Basic Relations Treaty permanently sealed with 

contents that are both mutually satisfactory and perfectly in line with Korea’s 
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intentions.  This becomes all the more apparent, as analysis of Rhee and 

Park’s political convictions deliver the impression that the leaders were 

rather indifferent to Basic Relations Treaty and more attentive to other urgent 

agendas.  Perhaps it is not surprising that the treaty has been problematic 

since its inception. 

 
I.1 Objective of the Study 
 

The Basic Relations Treaty between Korea and Japan was signed on 

22 June 1965.  It was a product of 14 arduous years with a total of 7 

different rounds of bilateral talks.  Since the time it was signed, the treaty 

has continually been subject to criticism from various fronts.  The source of 

bitterness lies with the controversial languages contained under Articles 2 

and 3 (refer to <Table I.1>). 

 
<Table I.1> The Controversial Language Under Articles 2 and 3 
 

Article 2: “It is confirmed that all treaties or agreements concluded between 
the Empire of Korea and the Empire of Japan on or before August 22, 1910 
are already null and void.” 
 
Article 3: “It is confirmed that the Government of the Republic of Korea is 
the only lawful Government in Korea as specified in the Resolution 195(III) 
of the United Nations General Assembly.” 

 

To begin with, the Korean delegates intended to demand recognition 

from Japan that all the treaties concluded prior to 1910 were concluded 
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against the will of Korea and therefore have always been null and void.  

However, the language under the treaty leaves space for interpretation that is 

contrary to what Korean delegates intended.  Indeed, as will be elaborated 

in the later sections, whereas the Korean government asserted that Article 2 

confirms that those treaties have never been effective, the Japanese 

government stated that they were effective until Korea’s independence.  

Korean delegates also vehemently insisted that Japan recognize Republic of 

Korea as the only lawful government.  However, the language under the 

treaty once again leaves space for interpretation that is contrary to what the 

Korean delegates originally intended.  As the matter of fact, the Korean 

Minister of Foreign Affairs stated that Article 3 acknowledges South Korea 

as the only lawful government at the National Assembly hearing.  Japan, on 

the other hand, stated that this is not necessarily the case. 

Not surprisingly, there were protests from every front.  When the 

treaty was ratified unilaterally by the ruling party, the general public filled 

the streets and held rallies.  Tensions escalated to the point that the 

government had to commit armed forces to put down demonstrations.  

Schools were closed, the leaders of these movements were arrested, and 

students, who were at the forefront of the protest, were kicked out of school.  

The media also joined the flow.  The editorials in Chosun and Donga, 
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which were among the influential newspaper outlets at the time, gave a 

cynical review of what was happening.   

 

Donga Commentary: “After series of ominous and 
unsatisfactory talks, the final agreement, as expected, reflects 
one-sided compromise from our [Korean’s] part…almost 
nobody is happy with the text that is about to be officially 
ratified…it is an ethnic tragedy that the treaty being ratified 
under stygian surveillance, against the vehement protest from 
the opposition party and despite the continuing hunger strikes 
and demonstrations from the student front.”1 
 
Chosun commentary: “…When it comes to an effort that 
seeks to address the unfortunate past and open a new chapter 
in history, it is of no use if there is no genuine effort between 
Koreans and Japanese to share common understanding and to 
jointly accept the spirit and intention of the treaty; simply 
having a superficial document does not guarantee that there 
will be no misfortune in the future.  As of 17:00 today, the 
two governments are planned to officially seal the agreement.  
What use is it to lament?  Clearly there is no turning-back 
and no start-all-over.  It is already past the stage where 
arguments can be brought up.  What we see now is the treaty 
on the verge of ratification at the National Assembly.  
However, the process that has led up to this unfortunate reality 
must be documented, from beginning to end, down to every 
detail.  History must remember."2 

 

Protests still continue, as can be seen in the media.  There are even voices 

                                         
1 Donga Ilbo, “Aemae-han beoptong gibon gwangye joyak,” Donga Ilbo, 22 June 1965, 
accessed 18 January 2014,  
http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1965062200209204005&editNo=2
&printCount=1&publishDate=1965-06-
22&officeId=00020&pageNo=4&printNo=13435&publishType=00020. 
2 Chosun Ilbo, 22 June 1965. 
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that demand amendment of the Basic Relations Treaty.  Why did the 

language in the treaty end up being so vague, causing much displeasure 

among Koreans for so many years?   

This study seeks to tackle this question by raising the following two 

sub-questions.  To begin with, what did Rhee Syngman and his men have in 

mind, and how did those thoughts affect the normalization process?  

Secondly, what did Park Chung Hee and his men have in mind, and how did 

those thoughts affect the normalization process? 

 
I.2 Literature Review 
 
 In relation to those questions mentioned above, existing literatures 

provide rich range of opinions on how the question of liquidation of the past 

was addressed in Korea-Japan normalization.  To begin with, there were 

attempts to explain the process from the structural point of view.  In light of 

this, contributions from those belonging to the field of political science and 

international relations are very pronounced.  For instance, Lee Won Deok 

explores how Japan’s post-WWII domestic politics and Korea policy 

affected the overall Korea-Japan talks. 3   Meanwhile, Chang Bak-Jin 

                                         
3 Lee Won Deok, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom: Ilbonui jeonhu cheori oegyo-wa 
hanil hoedam [The Origins of the Liquidation of the Past: Japan’s Post-War Diplomacy and 
Korea-Japan Talks] (Seoul: Seoul National University Press, 1996); Lee, Won-Deog, “Hanil 
hoedamgwa ilbonui jeonhu cheori oegyo.” Korea and World Politics 12-1 (1996): 35-76; 
Lee, Won-Deog, “Japan's Perception of Colonial Rule as Exposed Through Korea-Japan 
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analyzes whether or not it was even possible to confront the question of past 

relations, and why the question of past relations had to be discarded in the 

middle. 4   Nam Ki Jeong asserts that there exists negative correlation 

between modernization and ethnic nationalism, hinting that economic 

development overshadowed liquidation of the past.5   

Specifically with regards to Basic Relations Treaty, many scholars 

sought to find reasons behind the gap between what was originally intended 

and the actual outcome.  For instance, Chang Bak Jin asserts that the 

controversy originates from the fact that Koreans made important 

compromises in order to stipulate both Article 2 and Article 3.6  Lee Won 

Deok explores how Japan maintained a consistent attitude about the past as 

reflected in the normalization process and the outcome.7  Meanwhile, Eom 

Yo Seop gives valuable assessment as one of the former participants, 

                                                                                                         

Talks,” Han’guksa yeongu 131 (2005): 99-131. 
4 Chang, Bak Jin, Sikminji gwan’gye cheongsaneun wae irueojilsu eopseotneun’ga: hanil 
hoedamiraneun yeokseok [Why was liquidation of the past not fulfilled: the story of Korea-
Japan normalization talks] (Seoul: Nonhyeong, 2009). 
5 Nam, Ki Jeong, The Correlation between Structuralization of Cold War Ideology and 
Formation of National Identities: Korea and Japan, Han’guk Munhwa 41 (2008). 
6  Chang, Bak-Jin, “An Analysis on the Formation Processes of the Treaty on Basic 
Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan in the South Korea-Japan Normalization 
Talks: Focusing on Article 2 and Article 3,” International Area Studies Review 17-2 (2008): 
1-39. 
7 Lee, Won Deog, “The Structure of the Settlements of the "Past Problem" between South 
Korea and Japan: Focusing on the Claims and Basic Relations for the Normalization 
Negotiation,” The Daegu Historical Review 69 (2002): 61-90; Lee, Won Deog, “The 
Structure of the "History Disputes" between Korea and Japan and a Search for a Solution,” 
The Korean Journal of Area Studies 23-2 (2005): 197-220. 
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indicating the various difficulties that the Korean delegation faced at the 

time.8  

 

There also had been attempts to link the issue of Basic Relations 

Treaty with the question of North Korea.  For instance, Seo Dongman 

compared how North Korea and South Korea respectively interprets 1965 

Basic Relations Treaty, and compares this with how South Korea interprets it, 

and how this is related to North Korea-Japan normalization effort.9  Lee 

Wong Deok also tries to understand the relationship between Basic Relations 

Treaty Article 3 and North Korea-Japan relations.10  

In addition to scholars of Political Science and International 

Relations, legal experts have also provided valuable input regarding the 

Basic Relations Treaty.  While lamenting that the Basic Relations Treaty 

does not accurately reflect Korea’s interest, these scholars do provide fresh 

perspective to the discourse.  To begin with, Kim Kyeong Jo explains the 

legal significances of Basic Relations Treaty, and how these reflect the 

                                         
8  Eom, Yo Seop, “Hanil hoedam-e gwanhan yeoksajeok jaejomyeong,” Japanology 1 
(1990): 65-85. 
9 Seo, Dongman, “Hanil gibbon joyakgwa joil sugyo gyoseopui sanggwan gwangae,” Hanil 
gongdong yeongu chongseo 2004-7 (2004): 117-141. 
10  Lee, Won-Duck, “The Problems of the Postwar Korea-Japan Relation ‘1965-Year 
System’: Implications for the Normalization Negotiation between the North Korea and 
Japan,” International Area Studies Review 9-4 (2000): 39-59; Lee, Won Deog, “The 
Structure of the ‘History Disputes’ between Korea and Japan and a Search for a Solution,” 
The Korean Journal of Area Studies 23-2 (2005): 197-220. 
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historical peculiarity and the power struggle between Korea and Japan.11  Yi 

Yeong Jun tries to understand the legal and diplomatic implications of the 

fact that there are different interpretations of Article 2 and Article 3.12  Pak 

Bae Geun asserts that from the perspective of international law, it remains a 

“failed treaty.”13  He further argues that the civic front must lead a social 

discourse in order to offset the short-comings.  Han Sang Beom argues that 

there is a significant gap between what was originally intended and the end 

result, precisely because it is a wrong product of a wrong process by the 

wrong regime.  He advances the idea that the Basic Relations Treaty ought 

to be amended.14 

While there has been plethora of studies regarding the overall Korea-

Japan normalization process, as well as the issue of Basic Relations Treaty, 

what can be immediately noticed is the fact that these studies mostly take 

macro and structural approach.  In light of this, some scholars have offered 

meaningful insight by examining the human actors, who were involved in the 

normalization effort.  For instance, Kim Young Mi analyzes the early 

                                         
11 Kim, Kyong Jo, “A Study of the Treaty on Basic Relations between the Republic of 
Korea and Japan,” Legal Studies 10-1 (1968): 1-28. 
12 Yi Yeong Jun, “Hanil gibbon gwangae joyak-ui jaejomyeong” [Re-examination of Korea-
Japan Basic Relations Treaty], The Korean Journal International Law 40-1 (1995): 367-371. 
13 Park, Pae-Keun, “International Legal Problems of the Treaty on Basic Relations between 
the Republic of Korea and Japan, Revisited,” International Law Review 34 (2011): 1-24. 
14 Han, Sang Beom, “The Programs of Treaty on Basic Relations Between the Republic of 
Korea and Japan (1965): what are the reasons why we ought to revise those?” Asia Pacific 
Public Law Review 10 (2002): 87-101. 



 

9 

members of the normalization talks, and advances the idea that while the top 

state leader did play an important role, the roles of those working under him 

were as decisive.15  Kim Young Mi cites Ota Osamu, who categorizes the 

delegation members into “former freedom fighters” and “experts” and how 

their understanding of Japan affected the negotiation process.  Ota asserts 

that whereas “former freedom fighters” led the initiative during Rhee 

Administration, the “experts” led the negotiation during Park 

Administration.16  Meanwhile, Jeon Hyang Suk classifies the South Korean 

delegation members into “former freedom fighters,” “foreign services 

experts,” “legal experts” and “economics expert.”17 

Park Tae Gyun has further contributed to the studies on Korea-Japan 

normalization by linking the decisions made by the human agency and the 

issue regarding property and claims during the normalization.  He finds the 

“origins” of the problems regarding property and claims issue in the 

decisions made by the US government.18  This study attempts to add to 

these preceding literatures by analyzing the relationship between the 

                                         
15 Kim, Young-mi, “The Role and Identity of Intellectual Bureaucrats in the Early Stage 
(from the Preliminary to the Third Round of Talks) of the Korea-Japan Talks,” Jindan 
Hakbo 109 (2008): 149-180. 
16 Ōta, Ōsamu, “Hanil hoedame gwanyeohan han’guk gwallyo-ui ilbon insik,” Han’guksa 
hakbo 7 (1999). 
17 Jeon, Hyang Suk, Normalization Talks with Japan: The Role of Korean Delegates, 1951-
1965, MA diss., Kookmin University, 2009. 
18 Park, Tae-Gyun, “The Origins of the Demand for War Reparations and US Role during 
the Korea-Japan Treaty Negotiation,” Han’guksa Yeon’gu 131 (2005): 35-39. 
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decisions made by the Korean leadership and the Basic Relations Treaty.  It 

aims to find the origins of the controversy involving the Basic Relations 

Treaty in the top decision-makers, who played key roles in the normalization 

effort at the time.  
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I.3 Theoretical Framework and Methodology 
 
 The Constructivist school of thought explains that while structures 

affect human actors, human actors, in turn, can also affect the structure.  It 

also asserts that there are collectively held ideas that guide human actions.  

This idea is neatly summarized by John Baylis and Steve Smith: 

  
“…structures are also defined by ideas, norms, and rules…The 
challenge, therefore, is to recognize that the normative 
structures can create agents and that agents can create and 
possibly transform those structures…and international 
normative structure shapes the identities and interests of states, 
and through their practices and interactions states re-create 
that very structure…actors determine what they are.”19 
 
“Our mental maps are shaped by collectively held ideas such 
as knowledge, symbols, language and rules.”20 

 
Although the main purpose of this paper is not about further advancing the 

intellectual foundation of constructivism, it does borrow the idea that human 

agents are important.  This is because understanding the role of the state 

leaders is vital in explaining the origins of controversy regarding the Basic 

Relations Treaty.  While the Cold War structure was an important factor in 

the normalization process, the human actors were the ones that made 

particular decisions that in turn led to particular consequences.  In light of 

                                         
19 Baylis, John, Steve Smith and Patricia Owens, Globalization of World Politics: An 
Introduction to International Relations (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 255. 
20 Ibid., 258. 
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this, Park Tae Gyun offers a very meaningful example by arguing that the 

eruption of Korean War originated from what the human actors had in mind 

at the time: 

 
“Why does war erupt at a certain time and at a certain place?  
The answer lies with what people have in mind.  In other 
words, the root of the problem is that people, who were there 
at that moment, thought that “war” is the answer to the 
numerous problems they were confronting.  Even if 
structural reasons make outbreak of war unavoidable, as long 
as people are under the agreement that war is not the answer to 
any of the problems, there would be no war.  Even if there is 
no need for war, as long as there is societal consensus that war 
is necessary, there would be outbreak of war.  
 
Under the given circumstances in 1950, the leaders of north 
and south thought they ought to overcome division through 
war.  Hence, it is highly probable that each thought it best to 
strike first as the outbreak of war was going to be 
inevitable…‘what we think’ has tremendous power, more than 
we expect.”21 

 
Following this logic, it could be argued that the controversy over Basic 

Relations Treaty is a reflection of what the leaders at the time deemed 

necessary.  The Korean delegates had to say what they said, because that is 

what the leaders – and perhaps even the general public – wanted.  At the 

same time, the reason why Korea ended up with a treaty that makes a lot of 

people unhappy is because the leaders at the time thought it necessary to 

                                         
21 Park Tae Gyun, Sageoneuro ikneun daehanminguk: han’guk hyeondaesa-ui geutte oneul 
[History of Republic of Korea seen through Events: Then and Now] (Seoul: Yeoksa 
bipyeongsa, 2013), 207. 
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craft the treaty in that particular way.   

To reiterate, this study seeks to examine the relationship between 

what the leadership had in mind at the time of and the normalization process.  

For this purpose, I first rely extensively on the diplomatic archives, 

especially summary record of meeting minutes and ministerial directives.  

This allows identification of the major decisions that were made during the 

development process of the Basic Relations Treaty, which reflects 

collectively shared idea.  I am therefore very fortunate to be able to access 

all the diplomatic archives related to Korea-Japan talks, which the Korean 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade decided to disclose in entirety as of 

December 2004.   

Secondly, I refer to the memoirs, including books and articles, 

written by those, who were part of developing the Basic Relations Treaty.  

This is to understand what the individuals had in mind.  While there were 

number of people, who were involved in the development process of Basic 

Relations Treaty, the personal memoirs that were immediately available were 

rather limited.  In this paper, I referred to the recollections of Yu Chin-O, 

Kim Yong Shik, Lee Tong-won, and Park Chung Hee.   

Yu Chin-O was one of the founding members of the normalization 

talks.  Most importantly, he worked as the Basic Relations Committee Chair 
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during 1st round of bilateral talks, and was the mastermind behind crafting 

the initial treaty.  Hence, his recollection of early stages of the 

normalization effort offers valuable insight to what was happening behind 

the scenes.  The reader also gets glimpses of the leadership’s mentality at 

the time. 

Kim Yong Shik was also one of the early members of the 

normalization effort and a key figure, who worked as the Chief Delegate 

during 1st, 2nd and 3rd round of bilateral talks.  He also closely associated 

with the top decision-makers, including Rhee Syngman and Park Chung Hee.  

Hence, his autobiographies also give glimpses of what the Korean leadership 

was like at the time of normalization process. 

Lee Tong-won, who finally sealed the Basic Relations Treaty, gives 

a very descriptive account of the conversation he had with the top leaders of 

both Korea and Japan.  Most importantly, as a close associate of Park 

Chung Hee, his autobiographies contain very important comments made by 

Park in relations to Basic Relations Treaty. 

Park Chung Hee was the top decision maker.  As the president, he 

defined the basic framework for the normalization effort. His 

autobiographies are the decisive evidences in understanding why the Korean 

government made specific decisions.   
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Last, but not the least, I also refer to an interview conducted by 

Kookmin University Institute of Japanese Studies with Oh Jae Hee.  Oh Jae 

Hee was one of the action officers, who witnessed the development process 

of Basic Relations Treaty.  He is also among the few, who are still alive.  

His story offers meaningful insight to what the Korean government had in 

mind at the time.   

Meanwhile, the translation of sources originally written in Korean to 

English was done to the best of my ability.  It is my sincere hope that the 

word choices I made accurately reflect the original meaning.  

 
II. The Birth of Basic Relations Treaty and Concomitant Controversy 

 

Treaty on Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan 

had its origins in the Basic Treaty between Republic of Korea and Japan 

(hereafter referred to as “Basic Treaty”), which was crafted by Rhee 

Administration.  The major points of contention were three-fold: the 

purpose of the treaty, the naming of the treaty, and most importantly the 

question of past treaties concluded between Korea and Japan prior to 1910.  

Whereas the Korean government insisted that the Japanese government 

recognize that the events from the past were wrong, the Japanese government 

tried to avoid confronting the past.  Not surprisingly, neither Korea nor 
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Japan could close the gap throughout the decade-long negotiation process 

under Rhee Cabinet.  Why did the two governments clash over the issue of 

colonial past, to the extent that no diplomatic relations was possible? 

II.1 The Beginning and the Question of Past Treaties 
 

 Korea was officially annexed by Imperial Japan in 1910.  After 36 

years of colonial rule, Koreans were liberated on 15 August 1945 with the 

surrender of Japan.  Korea was once again a sovereign state exercising self-

determination.  It was under this historical context that Korea and Japan 

sought to spell out mutual relations. 

The South Korean government’s efforts to define its relationship with 

Japan originally began soon after liberation.  At the time, the former 

belligerents convened to negotiate the Treaty of Peace with Japan, commonly 

known as the San Francisco Peace Treaty.  Rhee Administration sought to 

participate in that negotiation process.  The Korean leadership sought to 

convince the international community and have the countries recognize 

Korea as a member of Allied Powers.  The goal was to secure the status of 

signatory state to the peace treaty.   

Against all hopes, however, Rhee Administration’s endeavors ended 

in despair, and Korea was excluded from the signatory list.  Behind this was 

the decision made by the UK and US government not to recognize the 
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Provisional Government of the Republic of Korea.  In other words, UK and 

US declared that Korea was never part of the armed struggle against Japan 

during World War II; hence, Korea was neither a member of the Allies nor 

rightful member of the signatory states to the San Francisco Treaty.   

This decision was largely rooted in the US government’s concern that 

if Korea were given such recognition, the Korean government could ask 

considerable sum of money from the Japanese government in the name of 

compensation.22  At the time, the US intended on constructing an anti-

communist bloc in East Asia to curb expanding communist influence.  

Reconstruction of Japan was a vital part of this scheme.  Hence, allowing 

Korea to demand money from Japan could seriously impair the US 

government’s initiative.  Consequently, the US made a decision that did not 

favor Korea’s interest. 

After the Korean government’s efforts ended in vain, Rhee 

Administration decided to engage in a direct dialogue with Japan to establish 

bilateral relations per US suggestion.  As the result, preliminary round of 

Korea-Japan Talks commenced in 1951, which happened to be the height of 

the Korean War.  During the preliminary talks, Korea and Japan agreed to 

                                         
22 Yu Chin-O, Hanil Hoedam: Je 1-cha Hoedameul Hoego hamyeonseo [Remembering the 
1st Round of Korea-Japan Talks] (Seoul: Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, 
1993), 101. 
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install respective task forces to work on the following agendas: basic 

relations, claims, commerce and navigation, fishery and submarine line.  

The preliminary talks ended on 4 December 1951, with an agreement to open 

the talks in February.   

Finally on 15 February 1952 the 1st Round of Korea-Japan Talks 

began, marking a very significant moment in Korean history.  The Basic 

Relation Committee was subsequently activated as of 22 February 1952.  

For the next 3 months, under the leadership of Yu Chin-O, the former 

Minister of Government Legislation and a professor at Korea University, the 

Basic Relations Committee would shape the fundamental groundwork for 

what would later develop into Basic Relations Treaty.  

As if to portend the excruciating difficulties in the years to come, the 

Korean and Japanese government demonstrated significant gap from the 

onset. The Japanese delegation presented draft Treaty of Amity at the first 

meeting; and the Korean delegation delivered the Draft Basic Treaty between 

Republic of Korea and Japan at the fourth Basic Relations Committee 

meeting (5 March 1952).  As the committee reviewed respective proposal, 

the Korean and Japanese delegation confronted number of disagreements.    

The major points of contention were three-fold.  To begin with, the 

Korean delegation suggested “Basic Treaty,” contrary to the Japanese 
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proposal “Treaty of Amity.”  Secondly, Yu Chin-O explained that even 

though this treaty might not be deemed a formal peace treaty, the Korean 

general public would consider this treaty as a “substantial peace treaty.”  In 

other words, the Koreans highlighted that there were conflicts in the past, 

and that this treaty would mark the new beginning.  Ohno Katsumi raised 

objection to this idea, and stated that the Treaty of Amity was enough to 

solve all problems.23  The third argument involved Article 3, which read: 

“The Republic of Korea and Japan confirm that all agreements or treaties 

concluded between the Government of the Empire of Korea and the 

Government of Imperial Japan on and before August 20, 1910 are null and 

void.”  Throughout the committee meetings, both delegations worked hard 

to close the gap.  However, up until the end of the 1st round of bilateral talks, 

there was no decisive agreement.  The 1st Round of Korea-Japan Talks was 

suspended in April 1952, when the Japanese government argued that Japan 

also had rights to claim compensation for privately-owned properties.   

After the rupture of the 1st Round of Korea-Japan Talks, the US tried 

to encourage Korea and Japan to resume the effort.  In January 1953, UN 

Commander Mark W. Clark invited Rhee Syngman to Japan, and arranged a 

                                         
23 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Summary Record of the Fifth Session of the Basic 
Relations Committee,” Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 12 March 1952, accessed 23 May 
2014, http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_002_0010_0050. 
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meeting with Japanese Prime Minister Yoshida.  As the result, on 5 January 

1953, Rhee landed on Japan.  On 6 January 1953, a luncheon was organized 

under the auspices of the US government.  This was the first time after 

World War II that the top leadership of Korea and Japan faced one another.  

The US was obviously very much aware of the significance of the event, and 

used this as a leverage to resume the normalization talks.  The US 

succeeded in getting the Korean and Japanese government back together in 

the negotiation table, and the second round of bilateral talks began on 15 

April 1953.     

While Basic Relations Committee was activated once again, no 

notable progress was made.  This is implied in the fact that other than 

official appointment of the Basic Relations Committee members – Limb 

Song Bon, Hong Jin-ki, and Ko Hong Ki – no records were left by the Basic 

Relations Committee.24  Although, both Korea and Japan agreed at the 

plenary session that no summary of meetings were required, the committees 

were granted the authority to create summaries for their own record.  The 

implication is that if there were anything significant, those would have been 

recorded.  The fact that absolutely no written record exists for Basic 

                                         
24 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Summary Record of the Third Plenary Session,” 
Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 30 April 1953, accessed 23 May 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_003_0020_0030. 
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Relations Committee implies that there were no important progress.  This 

becomes all the more apparent considering that other committees, in contrast, 

did leave written records.   

The 2nd round of Korea-Japan talks ended as of 23 July 1953 – 

which turned out to be time the Korean Peninsula wrestled with the 

Armistice Agreement – as the Japanese government proposed to temporarily 

suspend the talks.  However, the talks resumed very soon, as there were 

growing concerns about the capturing of Japanese fishing vessels by the 

Korean government.  The Japanese government requested prompt 

resumption of the talks, and as the result 3rd Round of Korea-Japan Talks 

began on 6 October 1953.   

The third round of bilateral talks lasted less than a month.  Not 

surprisingly, other than the fact there were talks about the issue of extradition, 

there was no visible progress with Basic Relations Committee.  As the 

matter of fact, at the second plenary meeting, the Korean delegation 

expressed concerns about the lack of progress in general: “As I received the 

reports from our delegates who have attended those meetings, I found that 

the committees have not made much progress… with regard to the basic 

treaty problem, I want Japan's sincere attitude toward the discussion of the 
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problem of extradition for its early settlement.”25  The talks were suspended 

once again, when the Chief Japanese Delegate Kubota Kanichiro made a 

statement about the past that Korean delegation deemed extremely offensive 

and provocative.  

 The talks resumed years after the suspension of the 3rd bilateral talks.  

The 4th Korea-Japan talks began on 15 April 1958.  However, there was no 

notable progress with regards to basic relations.  Even though there was an 

agreement to activate Basic Relations Committee at the 6th plenary session, 

no Basic Relations Committee meetings were held.  The issue of basic 

relations only came back during Park Administration. 

 
<Table II.1> Summary of Notable Occurrences at Each Meeting 
 

Date Remarks 

22 February 1952 Japan presents draft Treaty of Amity 

27 February 1952 Korea and Japan review Treaty of Amity 

29 February 1952 Korea explains its wishes for peace treaty 

5 March 1952 Korea delivers draft Basic Treaty 

12 March 1952 Question of past treaties becomes contentious 

22 March 1952 Both agree to develop joint draft 

26 March 1952 Japan suggests revising Article 3 

2 April 1952 Nothing significant 

 

                                         
25 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Summary Record of the Second Plenary Session,” 
Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 13 October 1953, accessed 23 May 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_004_0020_0030. 
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In sum, there was no decisive agreement on Basic Treaty during 

Rhee Administration.  More specifically, although basic relations continued 

to be recognized as one of the talking points, there was virtually no progress 

after the 1st round of Korea-Japan talks.  Consequently, number of problems 

were left unresolved, including the question of past treaties.  In the long run, 

this created a “vacuum,” which was later filled by the succeeding Park 

Administration.  How did this happen?  Why were there disagreements, 

and why was there no break-through?  Simply put, why did the Korean 

government object to Japan’s proposal for general practice of establishing 

Treaty of Amity, and instead push for Basic Treaty and Article 3? 

 

II.2 Raison D’etre: the Basic Treaty 
 

Basic Treaty was a novel idea that had no precedence in the field of 

international law and history of diplomacy.  It was new in two respects.  

The first had to do with the word “basic.”  No country had ever concluded a 

“Basic Treaty” or “Basic Relations Treaty” when establishing diplomatic 

relations with another country.  According to Kim Kyong Jo, there had not 

been such case in the public international law, in which a treaty used the 
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word “basic”; the only case example was the German Federal Constitution.26  

Why did the Korean delegation push for the word “basic”? 

The Korean government explains that the public sentiment was 

sensitive to the word “amity” when it came to relations with Japan, and thus 

proposed to use the word “basic.”27  Meanwhile, Kim Yong Shik, who first 

came up with the term, recollects that this treaty was to define the most 

fundamental framework and principle for Korea-Japan relations, and hence 

named the treaty “Basic.”28  This was echoed by Yu Chin-O at the Basic 

Relations Committee meetings during 1st round of Korea-Japan talks.  At 

the fourth Basic Relations Committee meeting (5 March 1952), he explained 

that Basic Treaty was to be considered a “substantial peace treaty.”  In other 

words, the Korean government wanted to highlight that there were conflicts 

in the past and that this treaty would mark a new beginning.  Furthermore, 

at the sixth Basic Relations Committee meeting (22 March 1952), Yu 

explained that the treaty defines the fundamentals of the new Korea-Japan 

alignment.  He then argued that the word “basic” better captures this idea 

than “amity.”  In short, Rhee Administration asserted that that since the 

                                         
26 Kim, Kyong Jo, “A Study of the Treaty on Basic Relations between the Republic of 
Korea and Japan,” Legal Studies 10-1 (1968): 1-28. 
27 Republic of Korea Government, Hanil Hoedam Baekseo [Diplomatic White Paper: 
Korea-Japan Normalization Talks] (Seoul: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1958), 191. 
28 Kim, Yong Shik, Saebyeokui Yaksok: Gim Yong Sik Oegyo 33-nyeon [Promise at Dawn: 
Remembering 33-year Diplomacy] (Seoul: Kimyoungsa, 1993), 120. 
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treaty aims to clear the past and mark the new beginning of bilateral relations, 

the word “Basic” is most fitting. 

Secondly, there had never been a case, in which a former colony 

demanded the former colonizer that in order to normalize relations, the latter 

must first stipulate that what it did in the past was wrong.  Oh Jae Hee 

recollected that the Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs was not able to find 

such a precedence in international law.  He testified: 

 

 
“…when the time came for us to draft up the Basic Relations 
Treaty in the summer of 1964, we studied those countries that 
recently became independent from colonial rule.  We looked 
at Asia: Philippines, Indonesia, India, and Pakistan.  We also 
examined Africa.  We referred to Algeria’s post-liberation 
treaty that was dated 1962.  But we found no precedence.  
None applied.  The preamble read something like: ‘in light of 
amicable relations between the people of two countries, 
France recognizes Algeria’s independence and have decided to 
cooperate on mutual relations’…we wanted to say that Japan 
recognizes past misdeeds and repents of her past, but there 
was just no precedence we could draw from…they were all 
economic agreements…” 
 

If there had not been any precedence in the 1960’s, then there could not have 

been any precedence in the 1950’s.  Rhee Administration was therefore 

trying to do something that no other country had ever done in history.  Why 

did the Korean government decide to highlight that there is a past to be 
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confronted?  Why did Rhee and his men demand that Japan admit that her 

past deeds were wrong, turning Korea-Japan relations into a “one-of-a-kind”? 

 
II.2.1 General Sentiments Against Colonial Past 
 

Animosity towards the past colonial rule was rampant in post-

liberation Korea.  More specifically, there was a societal consensus that 

what happened in the past was wrong, and whoever committed those 

misdeeds ought to be punished.  This was clearly evidenced in the fact that 

the Korean National Assembly legislated the banminjok haengwi cheobeol 

beop [Act for Punishing the Activities that Run Contrary to the Interest of the 

Korean Race] on 22 September 1948.  This law activated a special 

committee, whose mission was to identity and punish those former pro-

Japanese collaborators.   

This initiative unfortunately ended in vain, as Rhee Syngman and 

some of his men thwarted the effort.  The Korean National Police (KNP), 

which was known to be the den of former pro-Japanese collaborators, was 

one of the target organizations that the special committee tried to confront.  

KNP obviously was unhappy with this idea, and decided to raid the 

committee’s headquarters on 6 June 1949.  Rhee turned a blind eye and deaf 

ear to this event, arguing that the police force was essential in combating 
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communism.29  Although the result was disappointing and controversial, 

this Act was a clear indication that there was a nation-wide effort to “search-

and-destroy” any injustices done during the colonial era.   

It was against such backdrop that Korea and Japan engaged in a 

dialogue.  Not surprisingly, the key figures of the Korea-Japan 

normalization talks also sought to confront the past.  Kim Dong Jo 

recollects the Korean government: 

 
“…believed that the bilateral talks are, by nature, peace talks.  
We sought to undo the past that existed between Korea and 
Japan, a wrong history, resulting from Japan’s unlawful 
actions to take over Korea with arms and against Korea’s will.  
Consequently, we thought that the fundamental purpose of 
normalization should be about defining the relationship 
between the newly established post-liberation Republic of 
Korea and Japan.”30 

 

In short, as was the case with the Korean general public, there was a general 

consensus in the Korean government on the following: first, there should be 

mutual recognition that what happened between Korea and Japan in the past 

was wrong; and second, this normalization effort was to be taken as an 

                                         
29 Park, History of Republic of Korea, 25; DongA Ilbo, “Gyeongchal-e jungdae yeong 
hyang,” DongA Ilbo, 8 June 1949, accessed 12 March 2014,  
http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1949060800209201008&editNo=1
&printCount=1&publishDate=1949-06-
08&officeId=00020&pageNo=1&printNo=7928&publishType=00020. 
30 Kim Dong Jo, Hoesang 30-nyeon: Hanil Hoedam [Remembering 30 Years Ago: Korea-
Japan Normalization Talks] (Seoul: Joong-ang Ilbosa, 1986), 50. 
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opportunity to correct those problems.  From the very beginning, the 

Korean delegation made this intention very clear.  At the first plenary 

session held on 20 October 1951 during preliminary round of Korea-Japan 

talks, Chief Delegate Yang You Chan read the opening statement that was 

personally written by President Rhee Syngman:  

 

“We want peace in the Far East.  Korea and Japan stand at 
the vital moment in history, where both need to seek amity.  
Korea has never in history invaded Japan; Japan, on the other 
hand, had been a perpetrator, attacking Korea on countless 
occasions.  You yourselves will know the wrong-doings 
committed in the past.  Massacre, torture, forced conscription, 
extraction, and all kinds of violence and actions that go 
against the law aroused fury among peace-loving Koreans.  
However, today we stand here together, in order to address 
those problems from the past and mark a new beginning.  We 
will not ask you to pay for what you did in the past.  Let us 
bury the hatchet.”31 
 

Hence, from the onset, Rhee Administration made a very direct, loud and 

clear statement that Japan has a past to be confronted.  Rhee and his men 

would maintain this attitude throughout the normalization process.  As the 

matter of fact, as if to remind the Japanese government that the primary 

purpose of the normalization was to confront the past, Yang made the 

following statement at the ensuing plenary session on 22 October 1951: 
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“I wish successful meetings in the days to come for the mutual 
benefit of both countries.  At the same time, I wish that both 
sides would be able to talk with honesty, amicability, open-
mindedness and sincerity.  I also hope that neither will 
entertain tactical verbosity.  Let us be faithful and sincere.  
Let us bury the hatchet that once existed between us two 
nations in the past.  We will work hard through these 
meetings to contribute to the cause of the free world and for 
the generations to come, with harmony, equity and candor.” 

 

In sum, both the general public and the government shared the notion that 

there exists a past to be confronted.  Naturally, those in charge of 

normalization repeatedly demanded the need to address the question of past 

relations.  Through such, Rhee and his men wanted Japan to recognize her 

past misdeeds; and they put their words and beliefs to action. 

 
II.2.2 Sense of Victimhood 
 

The Korean delegation did not simply stop at reminding the Japanese 

delegation of the need to confront the past.  Rhee and his men took a very 

clear-cut actions when the Japanese government’s actions went contrary to 

Korean government’s intention.  They suspended and boycotted the talks.  

This is precisely what happened with the 1st round of Korea-Japan talks.   

At the 5th Claims Committee meeting during the 1st round of bilateral 

talks, held on 6 March 1952, Japan submitted a document titled, “Basic 
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Principles of Agreement to be Concluded Between Japan and Republic of 

Korea Concerning the Disposition of Property and Claims.”  The premise 

behind this document was that, according to public international law, Japan 

also had the rights to lay claims.  Ohno Katsumi, the Japanese Claims 

Committee chair explained:  

 

“The Laws of War: Laws and Customs of War on Land 
(Hague IV) Article 46 reads: private property cannot be 
confiscated.  We cannot say that what is currently stipulated 
gives rights that goes beyond what is provided under the 
Hague law.  In other words, the US government cannot 
confiscate the belligerent’s properties in absolute entirety. As 
the occupying force and as the managing authority, the US 
government has a say on disposition of Japanese properties.  
However, the rightful owner of those properties also exercises 
rights to lay claims for resultant compensation or losses.” 

 
 
Korea was very unhappy to hear this.  Koreans believed that Japan was the 

perpetrator and Korea was the victim.  This naturally meant that Japan 

owed Korea.  Koreans wanted Japan to recognize this.  Instead, Japan 

counter-argued by advancing the idea that per international law, Japan is also 

a victim and had the right to reclaim what was lost in Korea.  In response, 

the Korean Claims Committee Chair Limb Song Bon fired back:  

 

“I cannot but say that Japan is still dwelling in the past, lost in 
their old hegemonic mentality.  At the same time, as of 9 
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August 1945 most of the wealth in Korea was formerly owned 
by Japanese.  What Japan is doing is replacing the past 
annexation with a new economic annexation…based on what 
you have been telling us, we cannot but question Japan’s 
sincerity.  More than anything, concerning the loss and 
damages incurred from freezing of Japanese assets in Korea, 
to entertain the idea of compensation or redemption is a verbal 
abuse.  16 nations from the free world are bleeding in the 
frontlines of the Korean War, combating the forces of 
communism.  For Japan to claim compensation for the losses 
incurred goes against international justice.  Hence, unless 
Japan gives up their idea and comes back with an alternative, 
there is no need for further discussion.”   

 

Limb further stated: “For Japan to assert something that goes against logic 

and reason only destroys the normalization effort…Should there be 

disruption of normalization talks, then Japan bears all the burden and 

responsibility.”32  Upon hearing what happened, President Rhee Syngman 

wrote a letter to Chief Delegate Kim Yong Shik, ordering him to let the 

Japanese know that they should be held accountable for the unrepentant heart: 

“…if Japan insists that those vested properties belong to Japan, then this can 

only make things difficult for them…make sure that the world knows that 

Japan bears all the responsibility for the rupture of the talks”33  When Japan 

did not concede to Korea’s demands to withdraw the counter-claims, Rhee 

suspended the talks.  In addition, Rhee retaliated by capturing Japanese 
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vessels that crossed the Rhee Line.  Rhee even declared on 4 October 1952 

that he will impose criminal law on the Japanese fishermen, who crossed the 

Rhee Line.34  

As if Korea had nothing to lose, Rhee and his men not only 

suspended the talks, but also refused to re-engage in a dialogue.  They 

waited until either US or Japan first made the move to request resumption of 

the talks.  It so happened that the US made that first move, encouraging 

Korea and Japan to resume the talks.  Behind this was the Cold War reality 

and the US security interest in East Asia. 

At the time, the US intended on constructing a counter-communist 

bloc in the Far East.  Yu Chin-O recollects that the US sought two-track 

approach for this purpose: first, to rebuild and re-arm Japan; second, to 

consolidate Korea and Japan as the region’s non-communist bloc.  This 

meant that Korea-Japan talks were vital to the US security interest.  Hence, 

the rupture of Korea-Japan talks was not the most welcoming news to the US.  

Consequently, the US tried to encourage Korea and Japan to re-engage in the 

normalization effort after the rupture of 1st round of Korea-Japan talks. 

In order to resume the talks, the US government invited Rhee 
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Syngman to Tokyo for a face-to-face dialogue with the Japanese Prime 

Minister Yoshida Shigeru.  Rhee consented to the US suggestion, and as the 

result, Rhee landed in Tokyo on 5 January 1953.  At this historic moment, 

Rhee, in his arrival statement, gave a biting reminder of what the 

normalization effort should be about.  He made it clear that Japan ought to 

repent of the past misdeeds before the talks could resume:   

 
“…Korea and Japan ought to overcome the past and come 
with forgiving hearts, in order to jointly confront the security 
threats posed by the communists.  There was not a time when 
Korea was the infiltrator.  Nobody can say that Korea 
confronted Japan negatively.  This is not to rebuke Japan.  If 
Japan is willing to listen, then Korea is willing to talk.”35 

As if the arrival statement was not enough, he directly told Yoshida at a 

private meeting that “if Japan repents of her past, normalization will not be 

that difficult.”36  For whatever reason, Rhee decided to re-engage in a 

dialogue with Japan after his meeting with Yoshida.  However, when the 

Japanese delegation later went against these expectations during the 3rd 

round of bilateral talks, Rhee Administration once again suspended the talks.  

At the second Claims Committee meeting (15 October 1953), the Japanese 

Committee Chair Kubota Kanichiro made a very controversial statement.  

He commented: 
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1. 36-years of Japanese colonial rule benefited Koreans 
2. Cairo Declaration’s depiction of Korea as being in the state of slavery 

was but a product of war-time hysteria 
3. US Military Government’s General Order Number 33 regarding the 

disposition of Japanese properties in Korea violates international law 
4. Recognition of Korea’s independence prior to the signing of San 

Francisco Peace Treaty violates international law 
5. The allied powers violated international law by sending Japanese 

citizens back to Japan from Korea 
 

Kubota was hence attacking the very logic that the Korean delegation was 

using in order to seek penance from Japan.  When the Korean Chief 

Delegate Kim Yong Shik was briefed of these remarks, he decided to dig out 

the truth.37  For him, Kubota’s remarks were extremely provocative that 

went against the general sentiment of Korea.  It could not be overlooked.  

He strongly felt that unless Japan first corrects herself, the talks could be 

jeopardized.38  Consequently, the next two plenary sessions were devoted to 

intense interrogation.  Kim Yong Shik incessantly asked questions, 

inquiring whether or not it was true that Kubota made those statements and 

whether or not he meant it.   

According to Kim Dong Jo’s memoirs, the top Korean leadership by 

this time had reached general consensus that Japan’s attitude goes against the 

purpose of the talks and hence the talks could only stop.  The Korean 
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Minister of Foreign Affairs Byeon Young-tae was briefed on how the Korean 

delegation was interrogating Kubota.  Upon hearing the story, Byeon 

slammed his chair and exclaimed:  

 

“Well done!  Very well done...If that is where Japan is still at, 
then no matter how much pressure we get from the US, we 
cannot move forward with the talks.  That would be 
asinine…it only makes sense that the talks are ruptured.”39   

 

When Rhee was informed, he approved the delegation’s decision to suspend 

the talks without hesitation, commenting: “There is no need to engage in a 

dialogue with people, who utter such nonsense.”40  The Korean delegation 

further delivered Prerequisites to the resumption of Korea-Japan Talks to the 

Japanese government.  It required that the Japanese government either 

officially renounce all the comments made by Kubota or “at least give the 

Republic of Korea a written pledge” and to notify the US on 4 different 

points (refer to <Figure II.1>).  Until Japan satisfied those requirements, the 

Korean government decided to boycott the talks indefinitely. 
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<Figure II.1> Alternative Requirement for the Resumption of Talks 
 

1. Japan recognizes that all the unfair treaties 
between Korea and Japan, such as the Protectorate Treaty and 
the Annexation Treaty, are null and void 

2. Japan recognizes the validity of the dispensation of its and its 
nationals' former properties in Korea as carried out by the United 
States Military Government in Korea and will never revive the claims 
to them 

3. Japan will respect the Korean fishery line and refrain from infringing 
it, regarding it as essential for the maintenance of peace between the 
two nations 

4. Japanese Premier Yoshida will retract his recent statement implying 
that force will be used in solving the "Rhee Line" question and 
refrain from making similar statements in future 

When the talks were suspended, the US tried to mediate once again.  

This time, it was President Eisenhower, who personally decided to talk to 

Rhee to encourage resumption of the talks.  On 27 July 1954, there was a 

summit meeting between Rhee and Eisenhower.  The topic of Korea-Japan 

talks were brought to attention upfront in the meeting, and the two state 

leaders clashed with sharp disagreement.  According to Kim Dong Jo, Rhee 

asserted that Korea cannot establish relations with the country that advanced 

the idea that Japan’s colonial rule benefited Korea.  Eisenhower asserted 

that regardless of what happened in the past, Korea-Japan normalization is 

essential, and recommended that Rhee resume the talks.  Rhee fired back by 

saying that he will not have anything to do with Japan.  In short, not even 

the US could convince Korea to be more relaxed when it came to 
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confronting the past.   

As Rhee and his men had done after the rupture of the 1st round of 

Korea-Japan talks, they waited until either Japan or the US first came to 

Korea and request resumption of talks.  This time, it was Japan that sought 

to re-engage in a dialogue with Korea.  When Ichirō Hatoyama took over as 

the Prime Minister on 10 December 1954, he hurriedly looked for ways to 

reconcile with Rhee.  He sent a telegram on 27 December 1954 to Korea of 

the need to resume the normalization effort.  Consequently, beginning in 

January 1955, there were unofficial working-level meetings to prepare 

resumption of normalization talks.41 

The problem was that Hatoyama simultaneously tried to ease 

relations with Kim Il Sung.  As part of this plan, Hatoyama devised plans to 

repatriate Korean residents in Japan to North Korea.  Unsurprisingly, this 

caused relations between South Korea and Japan to become extremely bitter, 

and Hatoyama’s attempt to re-open the talks was not successful. 

By February 1957, a new cabinet was formed in Japan under the 

leadership of Gishī Nobusuke.  He was determined to resume the talks, and 

tried to reconcile with Rhee Administration.  He made a gesture by sending 

a letter congratulating Rhee’s birthday; in the letter, he also expressed wishes 
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to resume the dialogue.  He also approached Minister Yiu Tai Ha of South 

Korean Mission in Japan, expressing his desire to meet Rhee for “an open 

and honest conversation.”  For this purpose, Gishī sent one of his men, 

Yatsugi Kazuo, to Korea.  On 19 May 1957, Yatsugi came to Korea and 

made the following arrival statement:  

 

“Japanese people are touched by the fact that our fishermen 
are being released, thanks to the courageous decision of 
yours…without your leadership, Korea could have become 
communized by now…Prime Minister Gishī would like to 
request prompt resumption of bilateral talks with you, the 
champion of struggle against communism in Asia as well as 
the rest of the free world…he feels unfortunate that Ito 
Hirobumi’s actions drove a wedge between Korea and Japan, 
and is making efforts to correct these wrong-doings.”42 
 

Rhee was obviously very happy to hear this.  He requested having a press 

conference and having Yatsugi stand before the public to let the Koreans hear 

what he had heard.  As the result, on 21 May 1957, Yatsugi stood before the 

press and commented:  

 

“Prime Minister Gishī feels unfortunate that the past Japanese 
ultra-nationalists committed wrong-doings in the past…he 
also comes from where Ito Hirobumi is from, and is working 
very hard to undo the wrong-doings that his predecessors from 
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his hometown committed”43  
 

Without doubt, this was a milestone in Korea-Japan talks.  It is not hard to 

see that these words eased tension and facilitated the opening of 4th round of 

talks.  Finally, after years of silence, the Korea-Japan Talks resumed as of 

15 April 1958.   

 

To summarize, there was a very strong societal consensus, in which 

both the general public and the government believed that there existed an 

unpleasant past to be confronted between Korea and Japan.  Time and time 

again, through words and actions, Rhee and his men would let the world 

know that the Korean government intended to seek Japan’s penance.  This 

was one principle that Korea as a nation and people could not yield.  The 

Basic Treaty was the very embodiment of that spirit.  

 

II.3 Raison D’etre: Article 3 and “Null and Void” 
 

One of the most contentious issues throughout the normalization 

process was the question of past treaties, which was enshrined in Article 3 of 

the Basic Treaty during Rhee Administration.  Whereas the Korean 
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delegation continued to insist on the need for mutual recognition that the 

bilateral treaties concluded in the past had never been effective, the Japanese 

delegation tried to avoid confronting the issue at all cost.  Why did Rhee 

Administration craft Article 3?  

 

II.3.1 Ultimate Proof of Liquidation of the Past 
 

 The basic idea behind Basic Treaty Article 3 was that annexation of 

Korea was unlawful.  According to Yu Chin-O, this was the ultimate proof 

of Japan’s penance and liquidation of the past.  Hence, development of 

Article 3 was almost a destiny that could not be helped: 

 

“The reason why Koreans tried to codify the idea that Japan-
Korea Annexation Treaty of 1910 is null and void has not to 
do with practical interest, but rather to do with national self-
esteem.  Even though Korea had to go through the bitter 
experience of succumbing to the annexation by Japanese 
Imperialism…as the two countries seek to begin a new 
relationship, Koreans adamantly believed that shameful 
memories as such ought to be washed away through at least in 
paper.  Article 3 of this treaty was crafted per Dr. Rhee’s 
presidential directive, and by Mr. Kim Dong Jo, the head of 
political affairs at the foreign affairs ministry, and Mr. Kim 
Young Joo, among others, who reviewed any precedent of 
similar nature…this was one thing, where no compromise 
could be made.“44 
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Because of its significance, from early on the key figures in the Korean 

government sought ways to tackle the concerns about the treaties concluded 

between Korea and Japan in the past.  It was first brought to attention by 

Hong Jin-Ki, one of the early members of normalization effort.  Prior to the 

opening of official Korea-Japan talks, Hong Jin-ki, who was working as the 

Director-General of Legal Affairs at the Ministry of Justice, identified 

several important issues to be confronted.  Those issues included reparation, 

legal status of Korean residents in Japan, disposition of vested Japanese 

properties in Korea, and annexation treaty between Korea and Japan.  In 

order to make the Korea-Japan talks successful, Hong recommended through 

his chain-of-command that a task force be activated for preparation purposes.  

His suggestion was ultimately elevated to Rhee for presidential approval.45 

Consequently, the annexation treaty was one of the first issues that 

was brought to attention when the normalization talks began.  When the 1st 

round of Korea-Japan talks began, Chief Delegate Kim Yong Shik made 

remarks that neatly summed up Rhee Cabinet’s attitude.  In the opening 

statement at the first plenary session (15 February 1952), Kim stated:  

 

“The geographic proximity between Korea and Japan could 
have been used for good cause and amity.  Unfortunately, the 
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militarists in Japan abused this advantage to forcefully annex 
Korea.  For us, just the thought of this is upsetting.”46   

 

The Korean delegation repeatedly highlighted that annexation was wrong.  

In fact, this was echoed by Yu Chin-O at the Basic Relations Committee 

meeting. In the opening statement at the first Basic Relations Committee 

meeting (22 February 1952), Yu Chin-O carefully, yet clearly, stated that 

Japan took over Korea forcefully and that Japan should recognize this: 

 

 
“…Korea was compulsorily deprived of her diplomatic 
sovereignty by force, based on the so-called Second Korea-
Japan Treaty in 1905…the ever-changing history has let the 
Korean and Japanese peoples face, again as sovereign 
neighbors, with the opportunity to regain friendly relations 
and to provide and promote the common welfare against the 
aggression of international Communism…we are of no idea to 
recall the unpleasant past…friendly relations 
between Korea and Japan in the true sense of the word can be 
attained only on the basis of true and mutual understanding 
and respect…not by superficial words and phrases, but only 
through putting the words and phrases into practice.”47 

 

The Korean delegation made this intention very clear at the fourth Basic 

Relations Committee session (5 March 1952).  There the Korean delegation 
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delivered the Draft Basic Treaty between Republic of Korea and Japan.  

Contained in this draft was Article 3, which was crafted by the delegation 

and approved by Rhee, who felt the very strong need for this provision.48  

The Article 3 of the draft treaty read: “The Republic of Korea and Japan 

confirm that all agreements or treaties concluded between the Government of 

the Empire of Korea and the Government of Imperial Japan on and before 

August 20, 1910 are null and void.”  Japan was obviously unhappy with 

Article 3, and Japanese Chief Delegate Ohno suggested removing Article 3, 

because:  

 
1. All treaties and agreements between Japan and the Empire of Korea 

had expired, and it would make no sense to insert such provisions 
2. No one would deem these agreements to be valid at present, and this 

would only stir up unpleasant remembrance of the past  
3. It does not prescribe the exact time of becoming “null and void,” and 

would permit different interpretations 
 

Unsurprisingly, Yu Chin-O objected.  Yu argued: “…if inserting such 

provision provokes the Japanese general public’s sentiments, it can only 

mean that Japan is yet to address the wrong-doings of the past Imperialist 

aggression.  Japan is to accept the provision and repent of the past 

transgressions in order to proclaim a renewed beginning of genuine 
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Democracy.”49  Meanwhile, Yu further reasoned that:  

 

1. Unpleasant remembrance would be cleared out by such provisions 
2. Koreans believe that all these agreements had been null and void 

since the beginning 
3. “null and void” was described in this article without referring to the 

specific time in order to avoid the complicated situation which might 
arise from the enforcement of this interpretation50  

 

Japan partially and tacitly accepted the idea of having a provision addressing 

past treaties.  However, the Japanese delegation suggested revising the 

language.  At the 7th Basic Relations Committee meeting (26 March 1952), 

Ohno proposed: “the treaties and agreements are at present ineffective.”  Yu 

responded that Korea desired to highlight that the treaties and agreements 

had been null and void from the beginning.51  The meeting ended without 

any significant agreement.  In fact, the 1st round of Korea-Japan talks ended 

with no agreement, because neither Korea nor Japan was willing to 

compromise the language.   

Afterwards, the Korean delegation continued to highlight the 
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importance of addressing the question of past treaties.  At one point, the 

Korean government even made this a pre-requisite for resuming 

normalization talks.  When Korea and Japan were working to re-open the 

dialogue after the rupture of 3rd round of Korea-Japan talks, the Korean 

delegation demanded that the question of “treaties concluded prior to 1910 

being null and void” be part of the talking points.52  In the end, Japan 

consented to include this as one of the agendas.   

 

 
 
In sum, the question of past treaties was an integral issue to Koreans.  

Hence, the Korean delegation pushed Japan to agree on Article 3.  In the 

end, Japan consented on idea of including the language addressing the past.  

However, the Japanese delegation did not agree on the idea that the past 

treaties had always been null and void.  Meanwhile, the Korean delegation 

refused to make changes to their initial suggestion.  Because neither side 

was willing to yield, there was no agreement.  Why did the Korean 

delegation adamantly insist on keeping it the way they phrased it? 

 

II.3.2 Enabler for Compensation 
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Without doubt, there was symbolic significance in action behind 

Korea’s proposal to stipulate that past treaties have been null and void from 

the beginning.  If Japan recognized that the treaties had never been effective, 

Japan was officially admitting that those treaties were unlawful.  Simply put, 

Japan would be admitting that she did wrong in the past.  This would 

redeem Korea’s national and ethnic esteem that was impaired. 

Meanwhile, there was practical reason as well.  Article 3 was closely 

related to the issue of compensation.  Yu Chin-O recollects that Japan had 

reservations about Basic Treaty and the issue of past treaties because: 

“…with Basic Treaty comes the issue of whether or not the treaties 

concluded in the past are effective, which by the way had continually been a 

source of controversy and can obligate Japan to reparation.”53 

 

The issue of property and claims had been a vital interest to Korea 

since liberation.  It was to the point that even protocols did not seem to 

matter.  For instance, there was a case in which top government officials 

were tasked to talk with an American general, whose rank and position was 

far below them.  In 1948, Rhee Cabinet was negotiating the transfer of 

former Japanese properties vested to the US Military Government to 
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Korea.54  At the time, the Korean representatives included: Prime Minister 

Yi Beom Seok, Minister of Foreign Affairs Jang Taek Sang, Minister of 

Finance Gim Do Yeon, Head of the Planning Board Yi Sun Tak, and Minister 

of Government Legislation Yu Chin-O.  In contrast, the Chief US 

representative was Brigadier General Charles G. Helmick.  To borrow Yu 

Chin-O’s words, this demonstrated how attentive the Korean government 

was to the question of properties and claims.55   

 

Not surprisingly, compensation for the losses incurred during colonial 

period soon developed into a major issue.  Even before the beginning of 

Korea-Japan talks, there were voices within the Korean government calling 

for the need to demand reparation from Japan.  Yu Chin-O recollects: 

 
“I do not remember, who first came up with the idea…the idea 
was that because we the Koreans had been victims to Japan’s 
forced annexation for 35 years, and because we now have a 
sovereign and independent government, we have all the rights 
to demand compensation from Japan.”56 

 

The Korean government was quick to put those ideas to action.  Rhee and 

his men vehemently sought ways to become the signatory state to the San 
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Francisco Peace Treaty.  According to Yu Chin-O’s memoirs, this was to 

secure leverage in demanding compensation from Japan: 

 
“If Korea could become one of the signatory states to the San 
Francisco Peace Treaty, Korea will be recognized as the victor.  
This will entitle Korea to war reparations, while also 
providing absolute leverage in other areas.”57 

 
“Had this effort succeeded, we would not only have been 
recognized as one of the victors, but also become part of the 
San Francisco Peace Treaty dialogue and demand war 
reparations with absolute confidence, not just the petty 
property and claims issue.”58 

As if there was a tacit agreement, the National Assembly joined the initiative.  

On 27 November 1948, the Korean National Assembly passed two bills: 

daeil gangje nomuja mije imgeum chaemu ihaeng yogu [The Call to 

Implement Unfulfilled Payment for the Laborers forced to work Under the 

Japanese Colonial Scheme] and daeil cheongjangnyeon samang 

baesanggeum yogeon [Posthumous Compensation for Victims of the 

Japanese Colonial Rule].59  Hence, there seems to have been a societal 

consensus that Korea ought to levy compensation from Japan for all the 

losses incurred during the colonial period.  Combination of these efforts 

later bore a report titled daeil baesang yogu joseo [“Report on Reparation 
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Demands to be Levied on Japan”], developed by the Economic Planning 

Board and released on 15 March 1949.  What was notable about this report 

was the indication that Korea’s decision to demand compensation from Japan 

was rooted in its desire to seek penance from Japan:  

 

“Japan’s occupation of Korea, which lasted from 1910 to 15 
August 1945, was a unilateral decision by Japan and a forceful 
conduct that goes against the Korean general public’s freedom 
of choice.  It was a rule of violence and greed, and not based 
on the principle of justice, equality and mutual benefit.  
Consequently, the Korean state and her people have been the 
greatest victims, more so than any other countries, of Japan.  
As declared in the Cairo Declaration – which reads that the 
three great powers ‘mindful of the enslavement of the people 
of Korea, are determined that in due course Korea shall 
become free and independent’ – and the subsequent Potsdam 
Declaration – which reads that ‘The terms of the Cairo 
Declaration shall be carried out’ – Japan’s rule of Korea was 
neither humane nor lawful.  This is a fact that has been 
proclaimed worldwide.  There are no qualms about Korea’s 
decision to demand reparations.  We want to affirm what was 
stipulated under the Potsdam Declaration, the Allies’ Japan 
policy and Pauley report.  However, the Korean 
government’s decision to claim compensation from Japan is 
not intended to punish Japan.  Rather, it stems from reasons 
and lawful rights that seek redemption for all the sacrifices 
made.”60 
 

The Korean government’s efforts unfortunately ended in vain, as the UK, 

Japan and the US objected to the idea of granting South Korea the status of a 
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signatory state.  However, the Korean government’s efforts to seek 

compensation continued, as evidenced by the fact that claims issue continued 

to be a very critical agenda throughout the normalization talks.  More 

importantly, Rhee Administration continued to highlight that Japan did 

wrong in the past and thus Korea is entitled to levy compensation.  This is 

evidenced by the fact that the Korean delegation persistently demanded that 

Japan accept the idea that past treaties have never been effective. 

Simply put, if Japan recognized that the annexation treaty was 

concluded unlawfully, the Japanese government would have carried the 

burden of redressing any losses incurred.  There is little doubt that Rhee and 

his men understood this.  It is then no surprise that Korea persistently 

demanded Japan to recognize that past treaties have never been effective.  

Although not stated explicitly during the meetings, behind Article 3 was the 

Korean government’s strategy to secure leverage in demanding 

compensation.  In other words, they sought to make compensation an 

exercise of rights in the least for all the losses experienced during the 36-year 

colonial rule.61  

 

To summarize, the underlying reasons behind Korea’s persistent 
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demand that Japan accept Article 3 the way Koreans proposed was two-fold.  

To begin with, if Basic Treaty was the overall framework for addressing the 

past, then Article 3 was the detailed mechanism to accomplish that purpose.  

Simply put, the Basic Treaty was a building, and Article 3 was the skeletal 

structure that made the very existence of Basic Treaty possible.  Secondly, 

Article 3 could give significant leverage to attain one of the most vital 

interests for the Cabinet: compensation for the losses incurred from Japan’s 

past misconduct. 

 
II.4 Reasons behind Lack of Progress 
 
 To reiterate, there was no significant agreement on Basic Treaty after 

the 1st round of Korea-Japan talks.  Was Basic Treaty destined for failure 

from the beginning?  Were there any opportunities that were overlooked?  

Close examination of the reality convinces one that reaching an agreement 

would have been excruciatingly difficult and that opportunities – if indeed 

there were any – were very limited. 

 
II.4.1 Rhee’s Initial Indifference to the Talks  

 

To begin with, Rhee Syngman was never interested in Korea-Japan 

normalization.  As the result, rather than seeking practical ways to close the 

gap, he would often resort to truism, reminding the terrible crimes the 



 

52 

Japanese government committed in the past.  He would also demand this 

attitude from his delegation, and certain members would do exactly what 

Rhee wanted.   

Rhee considered Korea-Japan talks important.  Indeed, upon 

appointing Yang You Chan as the Chief Delegate, Rhee is said to have 

provided some money for him to buy a good suit before presenting himself 

before the Korean and Japanese delegation.  Yu Chin-O also remembers the 

elaborate send-off ceremony on the day the Korean delegation left for Japan: 

 

“We received flowers, and the military band was playing the 
national anthem.  I have never heard of such elaborate 
ceremony prepared for the delegation leaving for an overseas 
conference.  The fact that the government made all such 
preparation amidst war in the provisional capital of Busan was 
a good reminder of the significance of Korea-Japan talks.”62 

 

However unhappy with the idea, Rhee was also keenly aware of the fact that 

Korea-Japan alignment could not be ignored.  This could be inferred from 

the comments he made during the normalization effort.  When Korea and 

Japan were working to resume the talks after the rupture of the 1st round of 

talks, Rhee stated: “Even if Japan does not like Korea, Korea is still there; 
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likewise, even if Korea does not like Japan, Japan is there.”63   

However, simply because Rhee recognized the significance of 

Korea-Japan normalization did not necessarily mean that he was eager about 

it.  As the matter of fact, Rhee believed that he should keep distance with 

the countries that were geographically close.64  This partly sprang from 

Rhee’s distrust of neighboring countries, especially Japan, which had 

invaded Korea in the past.  This sentiment against his neighbor was very 

well documented in Rhee’s book, published during World War II, in which 

he warned the US of the impending Japanese aggression against the 

Americans.65  Rhee’s suspicion ran deep, and he was said to have been 

concerned about Japan’s possible re-armament and re-aggression.66      

Not surprisingly, Rhee was ardently and bluntly anti-Japanese.  It 

was to the point that Rhee did not appreciate that his men were proficient in 

Japanese language.67  Rhee once even refused to have a lay-over in Japan 

on his way to the US.68  Hence, he was rather unhappy about the idea of 

engaging in a dialogue with Japan.  For instance, 3 days before the Korean 

delegation departed to Tokyo for the talks, Rhee is said to have remarked:  
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“As if we ever wanted these bilateral talks!  We are only 
doing this out of concern for our American friends, who kept 
suggesting it, and because the world is watching us.  In any 
case, I will make sure that no Japanese flag will be seen in this 
country as long as I live!”69 
 

There were other indicators that demonstrated Rhee’s indifference.  To 

begin with, Rhee appointed Yang You Chan to head the Korean delegation.  

People found Rhee’s decision rather unusual.  According to Yu Chin-O, 

who was appointed as a fellow delegation member with Yang, this was 

Rhee’s gesture that he was not interested in reaching an agreement: 

 

“To appoint Mr. Yang to lead the Korean delegation surely 
belied everybody’s expectations.  Yang was neither an expert 
on Japan nor was he interested in Japan.  From the 
diplomatic viewpoint, this was like sending the army out into 
the battle field with no equipment.  This was especially so, 
considering the fact that we were confronting Japan.  
Although defeated in war, Japan annexed us for years, and 
was also extremely experienced in the field of foreign affairs.  
They were clever.  They were sly.  In light of this, it seemed 
that Dr. Rhee did understand the advantage of resolving the 
lingering issues with Japan while the country was still under 
SCAP’s governance, as well as the urgency of having to 
address the legal status of overseas Korean residents in Japan.  
He reluctantly agreed to talk with Japan, as the US tried to 
encourage dialogue.  However, he never seems to have been 
interested in reaching an agreement with Japan.”70 
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Yang was a Korean-American doctor based in Hawaii, who later served as 

the Korean Ambassador to the US.  Most importantly, he was neither a 

Japan expert nor was he interested in Japan.  Hence, it was no surprise that 

people were uneasy with Rhee’s decision to appoint Yang to lead the 

negotiation.  In fact, even Yang himself was baffled to hear of his 

assignment:71   

 
“Frankly, although I did assist Dr. Rhee in liberation effort, 
neither did I know nothing about Japan nor was I interested in 
Japan.  I was taken off-guard.  I only learned this later, but 
Dr. Rhee chose me, precisely because I did not know anything 
about, and thus I can have an objective stance.  At the same 
time, because I was fluent in English, he seemed to have 
considered it convenient to have me communicate with SCAP 
that was controlling Japan at the time” 

Second indication was the fact that the preparation stage was a mess.  

According to Yu’s memoirs, Yang’s appointment was the last-minute 

decision.  Yu remembers that he did not even get to see him until a few days 

before departure to Tokyo.  What was worse was that there had not been 

any meetings prior to the actual talks.  People should have gotten together 

to discuss the talking points and devise strategies.  According to Yu, “there 

were none of these.”  Not surprisingly, he was convinced that Rhee never 

intended on finding an agreement.   
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Yu was not the only one to say this.  Kim Yoo Taik, former 

Governor of Bank of Korea, who was appointed as the Ambassador the 

South Korean Mission in Japan during 4th round of talks, also witnessed 

Rhee’s reluctance.  Upon assigning Kim as the Ambassador, Rhee is said to 

have explicitly stated that he did not see normalization happening during his 

time: 

 
“After receiving the letter of appointment and after the 
ceremony of oath, Dr. Rhee made the following statement to 
me and all those cabinet members present at the time.  The 
reason I commissioned you is not necessarily to make 
normalization happen.  Diplomatic relations would only take 
place after all Koreans aged 40 and above have passed away.  
Right now is not the time for normalized relations with Japan.  
So Mr. Kim, as soon as you assume office, just listen to what 
the Japanese have to say.  Do not take action.  Just report to 
me what was said.  Make no move until I ask you to do so.”72 

Rhee would even bluntly tell the Japanese that he was never interested and 

that the success of the talks was wholly dependent on the Japanese 

government’s attitude.  At the same time, Rhee did not hesitate to show his 

feelings against Japan.  For instance, at his meeting with Yoshida on 5 

January 1953, Rhee stated:  

 

“I had no intention to think about Korea-Japan relations.  But 
our American friends here wanted to have a friendly exchange 
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of what we have in mind.  So this is what I would like to say.  
As you might know, I first visited Japan per MacArthur’s 
invitation, and said that Korea and Japan should forget the 
past and try to build interest together.  

 
We are geographically close, and whether we like it or not, we 
should put this proximity to right use.  Mr. Yoshida, neither 
you nor I will live for more than 50 years.  We should work 
hard to improve relations for the next generation and also for 
following generations to come.  We expected Japan to work 
for amicable relations. 
Some say that I am an extremist, who is against Japan.  
Indeed, I have fought against Japan when Japan took over 
Korea.  However, after liberation, I suggested that we live in 
harmony.  I was hoping that Japan would respond to this idea 
and also come with constructive attitude to these intentions.  
But I am disappointed with the way your government has 
handled things.”73 

 

In sum, the top state leader was not very excited about Korea-Japan 

normalization.  More importantly, Rhee never seemed to have intended on 

actually establishing diplomatic relations.  It then comes as a little surprise 

that there was no progress. 

 

II.4.2 Rampant Anti-Japanese Sentiment among Korean Leadership 

 

The second cause behind lack of progress was the rampant feelings 

against Japan within Rhee Administration.  As can be told from his speech, 

Rhee’s animosity ran deep.  It was to the point that he refused to allow 
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Japanese delegation to visit Korea and opposed the idea of installing 

Japanese liaison office in Korea.74  Furthermore, he insisted that if there 

was anything wrong with normalization effort, Japan bore all the 

responsibility.   

 

Rhee even demanded that his men also remain alert against Japan.  

For instance, before sending his men off to Japan for 1st round of bilateral 

talks, Rhee told the delegation members to remind the Japanese of their past 

transgressions and maintain the anti-Japanese attitude.75  According to Kim 

Yong Shik, who accompanied Rhee for the 5 January 1953 summit meeting 

with Yoshida in 1953, Rhee made very blunt and harsh comments.  Later, 

Rhee personally told Kim Yong Shik: “Mr. Kim, whenever you talk to the 

Japanese, do as I do.”76  

Meanwhile, some of his men also had strong anti-Japanese sentiment.  

The most immediate example was Chief Delegate Yang You Chan.  Yang 

himself asserted that his anti-Japanese sentiments came only second to 

Rhee.77  Sure enough, Yang was famous for his anti-Japanese remarks that 

the US State Department had to caution him; he even caused 4 Japanese 
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Ambassadors to return to Japan.78  On one occasion, Yang made a statement 

before the Japanese Prime Minister Yoshida that made the atmosphere 

awkward.  At his meeting with Yoshida on 31 October 1951, Yang made the 

following comment: 

 
Yoshida: “What did you do before taking over as the head of 
Korean delegation?  Your English is excellent.” 
Yang: “I met up with a lot of Americans while I was living in 
the US, fighting for my country’s freedom.  I think I had 
gotten used to speaking English.”79 
 

During the preliminary Korea-Japan talks, Yang was said to have made very 

blatant anti-Japanese statements on numerous occasions.  At one of the 

meetings, Yang was touching on the colonial past.  The Japanese delegation 

did not wish to make an issue out of it, and one of the members commented: 

“…all is in the past, and they are something that we are not very familiar 

with.” Yang fired back:80  

 

“You do not know?  Well then, let me remind you.  You 
massacred Koreans.  You forcefully conscripted tens and 
thousands of people to war and led them to death.  You made 
Oriental Development Company (Tōyō Takushoku)81 that is 
guilty of all kinds of extraction.  As if those were not enough, 
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you took away our gold, silver, cultural artifacts and all kinds 
of valuable goods.  Now, do you think you get it?” 

 

Yu Chin-O, who led the Basic Relations Committee, was also very 

suspicious of Japan.  In an interview conducted while the normalization was 

still in progress, Yu warned against allowing the Japanese unrestricted access 

to Korea.  Although he deemed normalization necessary, he was also 

extremely cautious and wary (refer to <Figure II.2>). 

 

<Figure II.2> Excerpt from an Interview with Yu Chin-O82 
 
Question: What do you think about cultural exchange with Japan? 
Yu Chin-O: I don’t think it is safe to have people from Japan freely come 

and go.  Reporters, artists, scholars, or even politicians and 
businessmen should be permitted to come and go under strict plan.  
Japan is our neighbor, so we cannot keep too much distance.  
Furthermore, we are in a joint battle against communism, so it is 
impossible not to have alignment.  But at the same time, we cannot 
simply cover things up and be close to them.  

Question: It seems like we tend to portray Japan like Lilliput in Gulliver’s 
Travels.  This only proves that we are still behind.  Don’t you think 
this sort of attitude is something to be eradicated? 

Yu Chin-O: I wonder if eradication is possible.  There are all kinds of 
people… 

Question: Don’t think those kinds of attitude negatively affect the 
normalization talks? 

Yu Chin-O: Japan invaded Korea, so there is the feeling of antagonism, 
which causes people to have such thoughts.  But if things go on like 
this, we might well be infiltrated again.  We need to know how much 
strength our foes have, and be able to develop strength not to lag behind 
that foe. 
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Question: In terms of taking caution against the crafty Japanese, I don’t 
think we can ever be lax when it comes to Korea-Japan relations.  We 
should never lose initiative to them. 

Yu Chin-O: Of course…if there is something to learn from Japan, then it has 
to do with the fact that they were ahead of us in achieving modern 
advancement.  It is good bring Western culture directly from the West; 
but learning from Japan is a short-cut…regardless, even if Korea and 
Japan normalize relations, we should not let the Japanese come to Korea 
unrestricted. 

 

 To recall, neither Korea nor Japan was willing to make compromise 

on Basic Treaty.  At the heart of this stubbornness was the collective sense 

of wariness towards Japan among the Korean leadership, starting with the 

president down to those actually in charge of negotiation.  There is little 

doubt that this made things more difficult for both Korean and Japanese 

delegation.  There was lack of trust and thus lack of willingness to listen. 
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II.4.3 Liquidation of the Past Vs. General Practice  
 

Third, and perhaps one of the most fundamental reasons was the fact 

that what the Koreans and Japanese had in mind were essentially different 

and neither side was willing to yield.  Japan asserted that the purpose 

behind Basic Relations Committee was to resolve any current and future 

issues that arise from normalization.  Korea, on the other hand, asserted that 

the purpose was to confront all the problems that sprang from the past.  

Consequently, Korea demanded compensation for what happened in the past; 

in contrast, Japan was asking not to bring up the past.83  Specifically in 

terms of Basic Treaty Article 3, Yu Chin-O explains:  

 
“Korea referred to Japan-Korea Treaty of 1905 and Japan-
Korea Treaty of 1910, and asserted that all such treaties were 
concluded forcefully against the will of Korean, and therefore 
are null and void.  In contrast, Japan asserted that with the 
San Francisco Peace Treaty becoming effective, those are no 
longer problems.  Japan did not want to make an issue out of 
it.  The question was whether the treaties were null and void 
ab initio or had been effective until 15 August 1945 and only 
became ineffective afterwards.  Korea and Japan clashed.  
And there was no answer.  Because neither side could find 
solution, Korea and Japan deemed it necessary to seek 
political means to resolve the disagreement and no further 
discussions took place.”84 
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In sum, because Korea and Japan came from a very different point of view, it 

was hard to find a common ground.  It was as if a man and a woman, who 

are fundamentally different, tried to make sense of each other.  Of course, 

for Korea liquidation of the past could not be compromised; for Japan, 

confronting the past was obviously not the most delightful.   

 

II.4.4 Other Priorities and the Basic Treaty 

 

The fourth reason was that Rhee Administration had other priorities.  

After the 1st round of Korea-Japan talks, the Basic Relations Committee’s 

activities were at a standstill.  To recall, there were almost no written 

records left of Basic Relations Committee meetings during 2nd round of 

Korea-Japan talks.  Only the record left concerns the names of the Basic 

Relations Committee members.  For the 3rd round of Korea-Japan talks, 

only the issue of extradition was briefly mentioned.  Basic Relations 

Committee did not have a single meeting during 4th round of Korea-Japan 

talks.  In contrast, other committees very active.  If Basic Treaty truly had 

been Rhee’s priority, how could it be that the Basic Relations Committee was 

virtually inactive, especially in comparison to other committees?   

In addition, if Basic Treaty had been so important, then the meetings 

should have been suspended at Basic Relations Committee.  Instead, the 
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meetings were suspended because of claims issue, not once but twice.  In 

other words, if Basic Treaty was truly important, why did Rhee and his men 

not make an issue out of the Japanese delegation’s remarks about Basic 

Treaty?  For instance, why did the Korean government not make a huge 

issue out of Ohno Katsumi’s comments about having no need for Article 3? 

These questions are not intended to downgrade the importance of 

basic relations.  Basic Treaty was an important agenda.  That is why 

during preliminary talks, Korea insisted on including this as one of the 

talking points for the normalization process.  Furthermore, the Basic 

Relations Committee was activated at all 4 rounds of Korea-Japan talks.  

However, the Basic Relations Committee’s comparative lack of progress 

gives a rather strong impression that Basic Treaty was not necessarily 

Korean government’s priority.  In fact, this becomes more apparent 

considering that since liberation Rhee Administration had consistently paid 

very close attention to issues that had immediate economic effect.   

The most immediate example is that during San Francisco Peace 

Treaty negotiation, Rhee and his men sought ways to levy war reparation.  

When they did not succeed, Rhee and his men sought to demand 

compensation in the form of property and claims.  The committee in charge 

of the property and claims issue remained very active throughout the 
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normalization process.  In short, the Korean government was very attentive 

about receiving monetary compensation from Japan.   

Meanwhile, fisheries and return of vessels, which was also active 

throughout the normalization effort, were also about securing maritime 

economic interest.  The issue of legal status of Korean residents in Japan 

also could not be isolated from the economic concern.  The Korean 

government insisted that the overseas Korean residents in Japan be granted 

certain privileges, arguing that they are not like any other foreigners in Japan.  

If Koreans were granted this special status, certain portion of the Korean 

population would end up living in Japan.  This naturally meant less people 

to govern and thus less burden for the Korean government.   

What is notable here is that Rhee and his men were using the past 

victimhood to claim remedy for all kinds of issues (refer to <Figure II.3>).  

Basic Relations Committee was not the only committee that used the past to 

rationalize Korea’s position.  Japan’s misdeeds were used as references to 

claim monetary compensation, reclaim lost vessels and grant Korean-

Japanese residents special status. 
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<Figure II.3> Comments Made by Korean Delegation 
 
Committee on Legal Status of Overseas Korean Residents in Japan: 
“What we really intended with regards to the issue of legal status of the 
overseas Korean residents in Japan was that those overseas residents must be 
compensated for all the losses experienced from the 36-year Japanese 
colonial rule.”85 
 
Committee on Vessels: “Japan commandeered almost all of Korea’s vessels 
during war for the purpose of maritime transportation of wartime supplies.  
As the result, most vessels were either sank or destroyed during war.  By 
the time of liberation, we only had 5 big ships, and they are ships used for 
delivering mails.  But the Japanese loaded all their properties on 4 of those 
ships and returned to Japan.  We now have only one vessel left: 1,500-ton 
Busan.  As such, Korea’s maritime transportation is paralyzed…Mr. Kim 
Yong Ju (CEO of Korea Shipping Corporation) sought to redeem Korea’s 
maritime transportation and negotiated with USMG in order to retrieve the 
lost vessels using USMG order number 33.”86 
 
“We are simply asking that they pay us what they owe and what we 
rightfully deserve.  And Japan is saying ‘this is provided as a gift to help 
Korea’s revival.’  That is plain arrogance.”87  
 
Committee on Fisheries: “The Japanese fishermen’s unlawful fishing 
activities in the Korean waters are beyond extremity.  Back in 1945, when 
Japan surrendered, there were only 182-ton worth of haul; by 1950, the 
number tripled.  Japan is turning their eyes to Korea, as fish in their waters 
are going extinct.  With the Korean War, neither the Korean government nor 
Korean fishers had the time to think about fisheries.  Japan took this as the 
opportunity, and destroyed our fishing ground.  The Japanese fishermen 
formed their own fishing group to intrude the Korean waters as if they were 
entering their own living room.  According to local fishermen, the Japanese 
vessels are forming their own floating fortress during nighttime in the 
Korean seas.  Should Korea just sit and watch powerlessly?  If we leave 
things as they are, Korean oceanic resources will be depleted in the near 
future.  We are not the only ones that declared maritime sovereignty.  The 
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US did it.  The Europeans did it.  On top of that, what Korean government 
is trying to do is not to completely contain the Japanese fishing activities.  
The Korean government’s declaration of Rhee Line should be understood as 
a protective measure against the Japanese vessels that are abusing Korea’s 
oceanic resources.”88  
 
 

In sum, Rhee Cabinet was more attentive to those issues that had 

immediate economic effects than the Basic Treaty.  It is then not a strange 

coincidence that Basic Treaty did not make much progress.  Meanwhile, 

Japan’s past misdeed was used recurrently to rationalize Korea’s demand for 

compensation.  To reiterate, even Basic Treaty, specifically Article 3, was 

closely linked to Korea’s strategy to claim compensation from Japan.  This 

almost leaves the impression that he was using the colonial past as means to 

get what could get from Japan without necessarily seeking diplomatic 

relations.   

 
II.4.5 Ambitious Search for Total Solution for Multiple Issues 
 

Finally, the Korean government’s ambitious problem-solving 

approach was also part of the problem.  To begin with, the Korean 

government’s aim during normalization process was to resolve any lingering 

problems from the past.  This in itself was a direly difficult problem.  As if 

things were not complicated enough, Rhee and his men sought to tackle all 
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the problems at once.  This made things even more challenging, because 

there was not just one problem, but five different agendas.  

Simply put, all five committees had to identify problems caused by 

colonial past and seek remedy for each of those problems.  In other words, 

those in charge of normalization had to struggle with the following two 

questions:  

 
1. What were the problems caused by Japan’s colonial rule in terms of 

past treaties, property and claims, fisheries, vessels, and legal status 
of Korean residents in Japan?   

2. What are the solutions for each of those problems?   
 

Even if one committee failed to find an answer, Rhee Administration 

interpreted this as Japan’s failure to repent of the past, and no normalization 

was allowed.  The truth of the matter was, however, all five committees 

were struggling to find an answer.  Rhee was asking for something that was 

virtually impossible.  It is a small wonder that Basic Treaty did not see 

much progress. 

  

II.4.6 Miscellaneous Variables 
 

There were other miscellaneous variables affecting normalization 

process.  For instance, Japan was also not very excited about reaching an 
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agreement with Korea.  According to Kim Yong Shik, who was working to 

re-open the talks after the rupture of 3rd round, Japan was not very eager 

about resuming the talks: “Most likely they did not desire prompt 

agreement…It was quite apparent that Japan did not have any high hopes for 

the talks.”89  Kim assessed that Japan was more concerned about her own 

economic recovery, and less about establishing diplomatic relations with 

Korea.  Oh Jae Hee, who worked as one of the action-officers at the time, 

makes a similar statement that unlike Korea, Japan did not have much to lose:  

 
“Japan had nothing to rush.  Through negotiation, they were 
literally just giving things to Korea.  This applied for 
property and claims, return of cultural artifacts, and legal 
status of Korean residents in Japan.  We were receiving 
things from Japan.”  

 

Part of the difficulty also sprang from the fact that the US did not favor 

Korea’s interest.  With the development of Cold War rivalry with USSR, the 

SCAP gradually began to align their interest favorably towards Japan, which 

ultimately led the US to prioritize Japan over Korea.90  As the matter of fact, 

this was why Korea’s first attempt to define relations with Japan during San 

Francisco Peace Treaty negotiation failed.  The US was extremely 

concerned that Korea could potentially demand heavy compensation, which 
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could adversely affect US plans to build Japan as a robust anti-communist 

site: 

 

“The US at the time sought to discourage the victorious 
nations from seeking reparation from Japan, so as to 
strengthen Japanese economy and counter the communist bloc.  
Sebald likely assessed that if Korea was recognized as the 
signatory state, then Korea would demand considerable sum 
from Japan, which in turn would leave Japan in destitute.”91 

 

To summarize, there were number of reasons behind lack of progress in 

Basic Treaty.  To begin with, Rhee was not interested in the talks.  

Secondly, there was rampant anti-Japanese sentiment in Rhee Administration.  

Not surprisingly, Rhee and his men often resorted to truism rather than 

seeking concrete solution.  Furthermore, there was no willingness to make 

compromise, making it virtually impossible to find mutually agreeable 

solution.  Thirdly, Korea and Japan had a fundamentally different idea 

about the purpose of talks and neither was willing to yield.  Fourthly, Rhee 

Administration had different priorities.  The fact that other committees were 

moving forwards gives an implicit message that Basic Treaty was not the 

most urgent task.  Finally, Korea’s negotiation approach was too ambitious.   

Rhee and his men sought to tackle multiple agendas all at once, when 
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reaching an agreement for one problem was already too difficult.  In the end, 

Rhee and his men left numerous questions unresolved.  In this end, this 

created a “vacuum” that was to be filled by the succeeding administration. 

 

III. Evolution of the Basic Relations Treaty and Strategic Ambiguity 
 

 Rhee was ousted from power on 19 April 1960.  Afterwards, Yun 

Bo Seon and Jang Myeon briefly took over as state leaders.  Because their 

leadership was so short-lived, the normalization effort did not make much 

progress.  When Park Chung Hee rose to power through a coup d’etat on 16 

May 1961, Park and his men hurriedly sought ways to promptly establish 

diplomatic relations with Japan.  Park turned this into a reality, and Basic 

Relations Treaty was signed on 22 June 1965.   

What Rhee and his men could not accomplish for a decade, Park and 

his men made them happen in less than 5 years.  While the effort should be 

highly assessed, what Park Administration did was not without problems.  

The biggest controversy involved the ambiguity of Article 2 and Article 3, 

which respectively dealt with the question of political legitimacy of South 

Korean government and past treaties concluded between Korea and Japan.  

This section traces the development of the Basic Relations Treaty in an effort 

to understand the “origins” of the controversies over Article 2 and Article 3.  
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III.1 Signing of the Controversial Treaty 
 

The Korean government’s efforts to resume the normalization talks 

began soon after Park took over power.  In order to resume the dialogue, 

Park committed some of the most important men in the government, sending 

them as special envoys and appointing them as head of liaison office.  

Finally, the 6th round of Korea-Japan talks began on 20 October 1961. 

The Korean and Japanese delegation agreed to work on Basic 

Relations Treaty from early on.  At the 2nd plenary session during 6th round 

of bilateral talks on 26 October 1961, Korean and Japanese delegation agreed 

to establish 4 committees – basic relations, claims, fisheries and legal status 

of Korean residents in Japan – and 3 sub-committees – general claims, 

vessels and art objects.  However, the first 4 years were devoted almost 

exclusively for resolving claims issue.  The Basic Relations Committee was 

only activated towards the end of 6th round of Korea-Japan talks in 1964.     

The Basic Relations Committee finally broke the silence and 

resumed the talks on 23 April 1964.  The biggest contention there was 

whether or not the agreement should be in the form of a treaty or joint 

declaration.  At the ensuing meeting on 8 May 1964, the two sides decided 

to document what they wanted to include in the written agreement.  As the 

result, Korea came up with a list of requirements to be reflected in the treaty.  
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A draft treaty, dated 25 May 1964, was developed based on those 

requirements.  Among those requirement was Article 2, which read: “Korea 

and Japan recognize that all treaties concluded between the Empire of Korea 

and the Empire of Japan prior to 22 August 1910 are null and void ab initio.”  

The question of South Korean government’s legitimacy had not yet 

manifested itself.  The 6th Round of talks ended without any further 

progress. 

 

The Basic Relations Committee reactivated itself with the kick-off 

of the 7th Round of bilateral talks.  From December 1964 to February 1965, 

there were total of 13 recorded meetings.  The point of contention during 

those meetings were: 

 

1) The form of the agreement (treaty versus joint declaration) 
2) The question of the treaties concluded prior to 1910 
3) The question of South Korea’s political authority 

 

On 30 November 1964, before the official Basic Relations Committee 

meetings commenced, the South Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs released 

a guideline to the South Korean delegation (refer to <Figure III.1>).  This 

document directed the Korean diplomats to push the idea that South Korean 

government is the only lawful government and all the treaties concluded 
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prior to 1910 are null and void.  This was the basic framework that Korea 

benchmarked throughout the negotiation process. 

 
 
<Figure III.1> Summary of Korea’s Position regarding Basic Relations 
 

1. General Guideline 
(1) The agreement should contain a language that provides the way-

ahead on confronting the unfortunate bilateral relations of the 
past and resolving pending issue; at the same time, it must show 
that this treaty defines future relations based on the principle of 
equality and mutuality. 

(2) Maintain that Republic of Korea is the only lawful government 
in the Korea at all cost.  Make sure that there is no indication or 
hint that there exist 2 different Koreas or a separate authority in 
the north. 

(3) The agreement will take the form of a treaty.  In case Japan 
insists on making the agreement a Joint Declaration, to the point 
that opinions clash and thereby make further progress extremely 
difficult, then first discuss the contents that ought to be included 
in the treaty. 

 
 
 

2. Detailed Guideline 
(1) The preamble of the treaty should provide a basic guideline on 

how to define the future relations of Korea and Japan; it should 
read that the treaty is about addressing the unfortunate past 
relations, and defining a new relationship. 

(2) The main body of the treaty should provide the following: 
A. This treaty defines an enduring mutual amiability and 

cooperation; the treaty in principle is a treaty of peace. 
B. Define treaties concluded between the Korea and Japan in the 

past as null and void ab initio. 
 

 

By 21 January 1965, the South Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
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developed the first draft treaty, and the Japanese delegation also developed a 

separate draft that was dated 26 January 1965.  The two sides convened on 

26 January 1965 for the 7th Basic Relations Committee meeting to review 

respective positions.  It became very apparent that there was a significant 

gap between what the Korean government had in mind and what the 

Japanese government had in mind.   

To begin with, Korea intended to make the agreement a treaty and 

titled the agreement Basic Treaty between the Republic of Korea and Japan.  

Japan did not agree to Korea’s proposal.  Korea wanted to stipulate that 

Republic of Korea is the only lawful government in Korea and that the 

treaties concluded before 1910 are null and void.  None of these were found 

in the Japanese draft. 

The Korean and the Japanese delegation each came back with the 

revised draft at the 10th Basic Relations Committee meeting (8 February 

1965).  There still remained significant difference between the Korean and 

Japanese draft.  First, whereas Korea pushed to make this agreement a 

treaty, Japan still did not agree with this idea.  Secondly, whereas Korea 

retained Article 2, there was no mentioning of South Korean government’s 

jurisdiction in the Japanese draft.  Finally, while Article 5 did mention the 
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issue of treaties concluded prior to 1910, the word choice was very different 

from that of Korea: 

 

Article III (Korea): It is confirmed that all treaties or 
agreements concluded between the Empire of Korea and the 
Empire of Japan on or before August 22, 1910 are null and 
void. 
 
Article V (Japan): It is confirmed that all treaties or 
agreements concluded between the Empire of Japan and the 
Empire of Korea on or before August 22, 1910 have no effect 
as between Japan and the Republic of Korea. 
 

Perhaps because the Korean delegation continued to push its opinion, the 

Japanese delegation delivered another revision at the 11th Basic Relations 

Committee meeting on 10 February 1965.  This time, the Japanese draft 

addressed the questions of South Korea’s jurisdiction and the old treaties 

concluded before 1910.  However, there was still a significant gap in the 

way Koreans and Japanese delegation phrased the language: 

Article V: It is confirmed that the Government of the Republic 
of Korea is a lawful Government in Korea as declared in the 
Resolution 195(III) of the United Nations General Assembly. 
 
Article VI: It is confirmed that all treaties or agreements 
concluded between the empire of Japan and the Empire of 
Korea on or before August 22, 1910 have (no effect/become 
null and void) as between Japan and the Republic of Korea. 
 

The Korean delegation expressed reservation regarding these expressions.  
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Regarding Article V, Choi Kwang-soo explained that according to the logic 

of UN Resolution 195(III), Republic of Korea is not simply a “lawful 

government,” but rather the “only lawful government.”   Regarding Article 

VI, he noted that the expression “have become” only favors Japanese 

convenience and leaves Korea at a discomfort.  Committee Chair Yi Gyu 

Seong then suggested “have been null and void,” to which the Japanese 

disagreed.  The meeting ended without any agreement. 

When the committee’s progress was reported to the top chain of 

command of the foreign services, Minister of Foreign Affairs Lee Tong-won 

gave the final directive on 12 February 1965.92  The direction was to persist 

in inserting these provisions and crafting the language in a specific way:  

 
1. Regarding South Korea’s jurisdiction: maintain what we have on the 

2nd draft (...the only lawful Government ... as declared in ...)  
2. Regarding treaties from the past: make sure that the Japanese 

understand that "....are null and void" is South Korea’s final position, 
and give the very best to convince the Japanese 

 

That same day (12 February 1965), Korea and Japan proceeded with a 

Plenary Session finally settled to make this agreement a treaty.  Meanwhile, 

Article 2 and Article 3 continued to plague both sides.  While Japan agreed 
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to use the word “null and void,” it did not like the idea that the treaties have 

been null and void from the beginning.  Instead, Japan proposed to settle on: 

“have become null and void.”  The South Korean delegation felt that this 

was a “step backwards” and rejected the proposal.   

Korea and Japan held the 13th and the last recorded Basic Relations 

Committee meeting on 15 February 1965.  According to the committee’s 

after-action report, dated 16 February 1965, a joint draft was developed by 

this time and there were only two remaining issues.  Those two remaining 

issues were South Korea’s jurisdiction and the old treaties being null and 

void.  Meanwhile, the order was changed: Article 2 concerned old treaties 

and Article 3 concerned Korea’s political authority.  

On 19 February 1965, the Korean and Japanese delegation convened 

for one last time.  While there were two separate meetings, once in the 

afternoon and once in the evening, no agreement could be reached at the 

working-level.  Finally, Ministers Lee Tong-won and Shīna Eisaburō held a 

private meeting at close to 11:00 p.m.  By 20 February 1965, the two men 

reported to respective chain-of-command of the final agreement, which read:   

 

Article 2: It is confirmed that all treaties or agreements 
concluded between the Empire of Japan and the Empire of 
Korea on or before August 22, 1910 are already null and void. 
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Article 3: It is confirmed that the Government of the Republic 
of Korea is the only lawful Government in Korea as specified 
in the Resolution 195 (III) of the United Nations General 
Assembly. 

That same day, the Director-General for Asian Affairs of South Korean 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Yeon Ha Gu, together with his Japanese 

counterpart, Ushiroku Torao, provisionally signed the Basic Relations Treaty.  

The treaty was officially sealed by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs Lee 

Tong-won and Shīna Eisaburo on 22 June 1965.  This marked the beginning 

of Korea-Japan bilateral relations.  It also marked the birth of controversy. 

 The controversy involved differing interpretations between Korea 

and Japan.  From the onset, it became very apparent that Korea and Japan 

interpreted Article 2 and Article 3 differently.  With regards to Article 2, the 

Korean government argued that all treaties concluded in the past were never 

effective.  In contrast, the Japanese government argued that those were once 

effective.  With regards to Article 3, the Korean government asserted that 

per UN Resolution 195(III), Republic of Korea Government is the only 

lawful government in the Korean Peninsula.  Japan, on the other hand, 

explained that per UN Resolution 195(III), South Korea’s jurisdiction is 

limited to those areas, where general election took place in the past.  These 

differences were well attested in the government publications and 

congressional hearings (refer to <Table III.1>, <Table III.2>, <Table III.3> 
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and <Table III.4>).    
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<Table III.1> Interpretation of Article 2 as recorded in Diplomatic Publications 
 

Korea Japan 

“The treaty of 29 August 1910 – the so-called annexation 
treaty – and those treaties preceding the annexation treaty, 
together with other agreements – whatever the name and 
the format – concluded between the Empire of Korea and 
the Empire of Japan are null and void; whether those 
agreements were concluded between the two monarchs or 
the two governments, those agreements are null and 
void…with regards to the timing, unless otherwise noted, 
the word ‘null and void’ indicates that those agreements 
are null and void ab initio; the word ‘already’ means that 
they are also null and void in retrospect.”93 

“…‘already null and void’ is but a statement of fact that 
those treaties at this moment are no longer effective…with 
regards to the treaties concluded before the annexation 
treaty, those treaties had become ineffective when the 
annexation treaty became effective; meanwhile, the 
annexation treaty lost effectiveness with Korea’s 
independence, on 15 August 1945.”94  

 
  

                                         
93 Republic of Korea Government, Hanil Hoedam Baekseo, 19. 
94 Ōkurashō [大蔵 ], Shōwa zaiseisi [昭和財政史] (Tokyo: Ōkurashō insatsukyoku [大蔵  印刷局], 1982), 14; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa 
Cheori-ui wonjeom, 290; Northeast Asia History Foundation, “’Ilhan je joyak’e gwanhayeo’raneun chaekja,” Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Museo, 
accessed 5 June 2014, http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_021_0030_1300#page/660/mode/1up. 



 

82 

<Table III.2> Foreign Ministry’s Response Regarding Article 2 at Congressional Hearing 
 

Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs before the National 
Assembly 

Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs before the 
National Diet 

“The annexation treaty and those agreements preceding the 
annexation treaty concluded between the Empire of Korea 
and the Empire of Japan were products of Japan’s Imperial 
aggression.  Without doubt, they are null and void.  
There is not even a need to discuss whether or not they 
were ever effective.  However, in the process of coming 
up with Basic Relations Treaty, Article 2 was stipulated in 
light of the Korean general public’s sentiments that wish to 
affirm that those agreements are not effective.  It is a 
symbolic gesture.  The expression ‘null and void’ is a 
juridical term that signifies ‘not effective from the 
beginning and in retrospect.’  The word ‘already’ 
highlights that there is no other interpretation about the 
timing of ‘null and void.’  This is true in light of common 
sense and how the treaty is to be interpreted.”95  
 

“The annexation treaty lost effectiveness with the 
independence of Korea, and the treaties concluded prior to 
annexation either respectively lost effectiveness upon 
fulfillment of respective conditions or lost effectiveness 
with the conclusion of annexation treaty...With regards to 
past treaties…They were between two equal sovereigns 
and based on free will.  The Japanese government wishes 
to continue looking forward in building amicable relations.  
Although the past cannot be disregarded, excessive talks 
about the past can be rather counter-productive.”96   

  

                                         
95 Korea University Asiatic Research Institute, 11-23; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 291-292. 
96 Shūgiin gaimugiinkai chōsasitsu [衆議院外務委員 調査室], 11-13; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 291. 
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<Table III.3> Interpretation of Article 3 as recorded in Diplomatic Publications 
 

Korea Japan 

“As self-evident in the wording itself, this provision 
defines that the Republic of Korea Government is the only 
lawful government in the Korean Peninsula.  Although 
there are doubts that this rather limits the government, this 
is clearly not the case.  The Republic of Korea territory 
includes the entire Korean Peninsula and the islands 
surrounding it, as stipulated in Article 3 of the 
Constitution.  The Basic Relations Treaty between Korea 
and Japan does not constrain this principle.  However, it 
is a simple fact that the north is illegitimately governed by 
a puppet regime…”97 

“Japan cited UN Resolution 195(III) from 1 December 
1948, which describes the Korean government...which 
reads: “…there has been established a lawful government 
(the Government of the Republic of Korea) having effective 
control and jurisdiction over that part of Korea where the 
Temporary Commission was able to observe and consult 
and in which the great majority of the people of all Korea 
reside; that this Government is based on elections which 
were valid expression of the free will of the electorate of 
that part of Korea and which were observed by the 
Temporary Commission; and that this is the only such 
Government in Korea.”  Japan used the expression 
verbatim in Article 3…”98 

 
  

                                         
97 Republic of Korea Government, Hanil Hoedam Baekseo, 20.  
98 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “’Ilhan je joyak’e gwanhayeo’raneun chaekja,” Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Museo, accessed 5 June 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_021_0030_1300#page/660/mode/1up. 
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<Table III.4> Korea and Japan at Congressional Hearing 
 

Korea Japan 

“According to Article 3, Republic of Korea Government is 
the only lawful government in the Korean peninsula, and 
in the Korean Peninsula there can be no lawful 
government other than Republic of Korea Government.” 

“With regards to South Korea’s jurisdiction, the Basic 
Relations Treaty Article 3 stipulates: “Government of the 
Republic of Korea is the only lawful Government in Korea 
as specified in the Resolution 195 (III) of the United 
Nations General Assembly.”  The UN Resolution 195(III) 
reads: "…there has been established a lawful 
government…having effective control and jurisdiction over 
that part of Korea where the Temporary Commission was 
able to observe and consult…this Government is based on 
elections which were valid expression of the free will of the 
electorate of that part of Korea and which were observed by 
the Temporary Commission…this is the only such 
Government in Korea.”  As such, the Japanese government 
Korea’s jurisdiction as stipulated in Article 3 points to the 
south of 38th parallel.  Hence, no future argument should 
arise with North Korea over South Korea's jurisdiction...”99 

  

                                         
99 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Hanil Baekseo Gwalleon Sinmun Gisa Bogo” [Press Release on White Paper for Korea-Japan Talks], 
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, September 1965, accessed 8 December 2013, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_021_0030_0570#page/550/mode/1up. 
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III.2 Reasons for Enthusiasm Despite Controversial End 
 

Considering how much manpower and time were put into the 

negotiation, the end result was but unfortunate.  It almost gives the 

impression that their efforts became meaningless.  Why did Park and his 

men work so hard, if in the end they were going to sign something 

controversial?  More specifically, why did they work so hard to turn this 

into a treaty, and why did they work so hard to include Article 2 and Article 2?  

 

III.2.1 Liquidation of the Past, “Basic” and Treaty 
 

 To reiterate, Basic Relations Treaty was a novel idea with no 

precedence in the history of diplomacy and international law.  According to 

general practice, Korea and Japan would have concluded a commercial 

agreement.  Why did Park and his men insist on Basic Relations Treaty, 

which subsequently led to series of arguments? 

The first and foremost reason was that the Korean government 

continued to interpret normalization talks as the means to address the 

question of past relations.  According to Hanil Hoedam Baekseo [White 

Paper on Korea-Japan Normalization Talks], the purpose behind the 

normalization talks was “to liquidate the past and start a new relationship 
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based in the principle of equity.”100  The Korean delegation repeatedly 

stressed this principle, just as they had done during Rhee Administration.  

This is well evidenced in the opening remarks made by the Korean 

delegation at the beginning of the 6th and 7th round of bilateral talks:   

 

Chief Delegate Bae Ui Hwan: “Because of the geographic 
proximity and historical peculiarity shared by the two 
countries, it is becoming more and more important to seek 
alignment… …By addressing the numerous problems that 
Korea and Japan confronts, the two countries will be able to 
remove the obstacles stemming from the past that has been 
causing distrust, and further build friendship on a new 
foundation… I hope that we will be able to address all the 
lingering problem with the spirit of cooperation, through 
which we will soon open a new era of Korea-Japan 
relations.”101 
 
Chief Delegate Kim Dong Jo: “We are in the dialogue to 
liquidate the unfortunate past, and to establish amity based on 
the principle of equity and mutual respect.”102 
 

The importance of liquidation of the past was also uttered by those in the top 

leadership.  At one instance, the question of Korea-Japan talks was brought 

                                         
100 Republic of Korea Government, Hanil Hoedam Baekseo, 8. 
101 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Je 6-cha hanil hoedam je 1-cha bon hoe-ui-eseo-ui 
bae ui hwan han’guk suseok daepyo insa” [Opening Remarks, 1st Plenary Session, 6th round 
of Korea-Japan talks], Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 20 October 1961, accessed 23 January 
2014, http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_011_0030_0100. 
102 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Je 7-cha hanil hoedam eseo yejeongdoen gim dong 
jo suseok daepyo-ui insamun sajeon bogo” [Opening Remarks, 1st Plenary Session, 7th round 
of Korea-Japan talks], Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 3 December 1964, accessed 24 
January 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_018_0030_0590#page/25
2/mode/1up. 
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up in a conversation between Minister of Foreign Affairs Lee Tong-won and 

William Bundy.  There, Bundy stressed that what happened in the past 

belonged to the past.  Lee, in response, fired back:  

 
“What if Japan did not apologize to the US?  It’s the same 
with Korea.  What should be admitted must be admitted.”103   

 

At another instance, Lee even suggested that as part of the effort to finalize 

normalization effort the Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Shīna Eisaburō 

visit Korea and give a public statement about the past.  Lee’s conviction, 

combined with Shīna’s courage, marked a very significant moment in the 

history of Korea-Japan relations.  Upon arrival on 17 February 1965, Shīna 

in his arrival statement said: 

 

“Japan and Korea have been closest neighbors, only divided 
by a very narrow waterway.  In addition to human mobility, 
we have had cultural and economic links as well.  However, 
there is a rather unfortunate past that endured for significant 
period of time.  It is regretful and we repent.” 
 

Later, in his private conversation with Shīna, Lee said: “Saitō Makoto came 

here to build the Government-General for the purpose of colonial rule…you 

                                         
103  Yi Dong Won [Lee Tong-won], Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa: aru futarino 

gaikōkanno unmeiteki deai [韓日條約締結秘話: ある二人の外交官の運命的出 い
(Secret History of Korea-Japan Normalization: tale of two gentlemen’s encounter] (Tokyo: 

PHP Genkyūsho [硏究所], 1997), 42. 
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[Mr. Shīna] came here to clear that past.”104  In sum, liquidation of the past 

continued to be an inescapable agenda.  Time and time again, the Korean 

government highlighted the importance of confronting the past.  How was 

this related to Basic Relations Treaty?  It was related in two respects. 

 To begin with, the Korean government insisted on the word “basic,” 

because it best reflected the idea that the normalization was about liquidation 

of the past.  This was uttered by the Basic Relations Committee Chair Mun 

Cheol Sun, who explained that the Basic Relations Treaty provides the 

“fundamentals” of bilateral relations. 105   By “fundamentals,” it meant 

washing away the past and defining the new beginning: 

 
“Basic Relations Treaty defines the relationship between 
Korea and Japan.  The fact that it has a very unusual title 
“Basic” owes to the fact that there is exists a peculiar past.  
This treaty deals with how to address the past and the future of 
Korea-Japan relations.  This idea was echoed by the 
delegations members, who were in charge of developing the 
Basic Relations Treaty at the time of normalization talks.”106 

   
Secondly, the Korean delegation insisted on making this a “treaty.”  Why 

did the Korean delegation insist on the idea of treaty?  During the 6th round 

                                         
104 “…その方は植民地統治のためにこの建物を建てましたが、今日あなたは其の過

去を清算するためにここに立っておられます” (Yi, Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa, 
79). 
105 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Summary Record of Meeting Minutes, 2nd Basic 
Relations Committee Meeting, 7th Round of Korea-Japan Talks,” Hanil Hoedam Oegyo 
Munseo, 11 December 1964, accessed 18 January 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_0050. 
106 Republic of Korea Government, Hanil Hoedam Baekseo, 11. 
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of Korea-Japan talks, the Basic Relations Committee Chair Yi Mun Yong 

gave three reasons.107   

To begin with, the primary aim of the agreement was to confront and 

address the problem of the past.  Hence, “treaty” was the most appropriate 

form, as it takes the strongest character out of all different format of the 

agreement.  Secondly, because the Japan-Korea Treaty of 1910 took the 

form of a treaty, the counter-form that will undo this agreement will also 

have to take the form of a treaty.  Finally, the agreement aimed to address 

all the problems comprehensively, and treaty was the most appropriate form.  

In sum, behind the Korean delegation’s argument was the desire to highlight 

the grave and momentous nature of Korea-Japan relations.  But why did the 

Korean delegation object to the idea of Joint Declaration?  

First, the Korean delegation seems to have interpreted the idea of 

Joint Declaration as a step backwards from what was negotiated during Rhee 

Administration.  This could be inferred in Yi’s argument that Japan had 

been suggesting a treaty in the past, and thus to suddenly suggest a Joint 

Declaration was rather strange.  Secondly, he asserted that Joint Declaration 

is used only under special circumstances – such as Japan-Soviet Union Joint 

                                         
107 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Summary Record of Meeting Minutes, 2nd Basic 
Relations Committee Meeting, 6th Round of Korea-Japan Talks,” Hanil Hoedam Oegyo 
Munseo, 8 May 1964, accessed 20 March 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_016_0020_0080. 
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Declaration – in which no peace treaty can be signed.  He further noted that 

since Japan signed a treaty with other empires in the past, it only makes 

sense that Korea and Japan agree on a treaty.  In short, the Korean 

delegation did not want to down-grade the significance of Korea-Japan 

relations.  Korea did not want to be equated with the communist bloc.  

Furthermore, if there were precedence in the past, in which Japan gave a 

country the highest consideration by concluding a treaty, Korea also wanted 

that recognition. 

Meanwhile, this was not simply the government’s idea.  As 

indicated in the comments made by the Korean delegation during 7th round 

of bilateral talks, the Korean general public also seem to have shared the 

same mentality. This could be inferred in one of the statements made by the 

Korean delegation.  Mun Cheol Sun, the Basic Relations Committee Chair, 

explained that there already was a tacit understanding among the Korean 

general public that the agreement will take the form of the treaty.  He 

further explained that if the agreement took any other form, this would give 

the impression that the Korean government yielded too much and cause 

strong criticism from the public.  In other words, because of the rather 

unique nature of Korea-Japan relations, both the government and the general 

public thought that “treaty” was more fitting than other forms of the 

agreement. 
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If these were explicitly stated reasons, there were also implicit 

causes.  As already explicated in the preceding sections, with Basic 

Relations Treaty comes the question of the treaties concluded in the past, as 

well as the question of reparation.  Yu Chin-O assessed that Japan was 

trying to avoid those troubles by carefully convincing the Koreans to agree 

on developing a Joint Declaration.  In other words, there were pragmatic 

reasons as well.  Korea tried to block escape route for Japan, so as to not 

allow Japan to avoid the question of redressing losses incurred from her past 

misdeeds. 

Meanwhile, Basic Relations Treaty was also linked to the question 

of South Korean government’s political legitimacy.  Park Administration 

wanted Japan to recognize South Korea as the only legitimate government.  

In light of this, the Korean government must have felt that treaty was more 

assuring than joint declaration.  By choosing the most formal and grave 

form of agreement, Korea wanted to highlight that it was internationally 

recognized as the only lawful government in the Korean Peninsula.  This 

was implicitly stated by Yu, who explained that Japan tried to avoid the 

Korea-Japan talks from causing any trouble with the communist bloc:108 

 
Question: Basic Treaty necessarily implicates territorial issues.  
Do you think Japan is suggesting Joint Declaration because 

                                         
108 Yu, “Gyoseop 10-nyeon,” 37. 
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they are being mindful of relations with Kim Il Sung regime 
up north? 
Yu Chin-O: As you explained earlier, Japan was the one, who 
voluntarily suggested that we stipulate South Korea as having 
jurisdiction over entire Korean Peninsula.  But because the 
unification process is being delayed – and because Japan is 
trying to be sensitive over what the communist bloc thinks and 
the possible commercial relations with them – although they 
do not make it explicit in front of us, Japan’s idea of having 
two different Korea is becoming more and more apparent. 

 

Last but not the least, the Korean delegation insisted on something more than 

the general practice of establishing commercial relations, because of 

suspicion of possible re-colonization in the form of economy.  At an 

interview, Yu Chin-O implicated that simple commercial relations could be 

very dangerous, because of the nature of money.  He reasoned that the 

primary purpose of business was money-making and not necessarily 

furthering national interest: 

 

Question: There are voices that raise concerns about the 
possible economic colonization by Japan, once diplomatic 
relations are established and the Japanese capital begins to 
flow into the country. 
Yu Chin-O: If we still lack self-determination, then I think 
that can be very dangerous.  I wonder if our Korean 
government is even prepared for this.  At the same time, I 
wonder if private firms, in their commercial cooperation or 
transactions with Japan, truly prioritize state interest.  In light 
of this, I cannot be too optimistic.  By nature, commercial 
activity is not primarily about state interest.  This is true 
wherever you go.  This has been true throughout history.  
And considering what the businesses today are doing, and 
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what the government is doing at the moment, I think the risk is 
quite significant.109 

 
To summarize, Park Administration pushed for the word “basic,” because it 

best reflected the Korean government intention: liquidation of the past. 

Meanwhile, the Korean delegation insisted on the idea of “treaty,” in order to 

highlight the gravity of Korea-Japan relations.  By doing so, the Korean 

government sought to accomplish two things.  The first was to secure more 

leverage in highlighting that Japan carries responsibilities for the misdeeds 

from the colonial period.  The second was to strengthen the impression that 

Japan recognized South Korea as the only lawful government in Korea. 

  

III.2.2 Article 2: The Power of “Null and Void” 
 

The question of the treaties concluded in the past was first brought 

up again by Park Administration during the 20th plenary session on 21 

December 1961.  At the meeting, Chief Representative Bae Ui Hwan stated: 

“Basic Relations Treaty should also stipulate that treaties concluded between 

the Empire of Korea and Japan prior to 1910 are null and void.”  Why did 

Park Administration push the idea that past treaties are null and void? 

The reason was four-fold, and very much similar to the case of Rhee 

Administration.  To begin with, Article 2 was to complete the task of 

                                         
109 Yu, “Gyoseop 10-nyeon,” 38. 
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confronting the past and marking a new beginning.  This was uttered by 

Basic Relations Committee Chairman Yi Gyu Seong at the 9th Basic 

Relations Committee meeting on 5 February 1965 during the 7th round of 

bilateral talks:  

 
“…there is no evidence in the Japanese draft that this effort 
aims to address the past.  There is also no language about the 
prospects of future relations.  But Korea and Japan has had 
peculiar relations in the past – and will continue to have 
unconventional relationship in the future – and thus we ought 
to have this provision.” 
 

Secondly and more fundamentally, to recall Yu Chin-O’s statement, this issue 

was about saving face.  This was later echoed by Lee Tong-won, who 

described the argument over Article 2 as the “national pride” issue.  Korea 

argued that annexation went against the will of Korea, a violation of 

international law, and therefore had never been effective; Japan asserted that 

those treaties were once effective.110  This was a competition.  Korea 

wanted to win by succumbing Japan to the argument that Japan did wrong in 

the past.  Japan did not want to lose and vigorously denied this.  This was 

an opportunity for Korea to redeem her past defeat of succumbing to Japan’s 

annexation.  Korea had to win.  Korea had to get Japan to acknowledge 

that Korea was annexed unlawfully. 

                                         
110 Yi, Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa, 75. 
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Thirdly, and most importantly, Article 2 was almost a requirement 

for Park Administration to maintain political legitimacy.  Sentiments against 

the colonial past were still very intense and rampant throughout Korea.  Not 

surprisingly, the general public clashed with the government, when the 

people felt that Park and his men were normalizing relations at the cost of 

national and ethnic pride.  Although there were number of events, the most 

notable ones were the following two mass demonstrations.  

The first event was minjokjeok minjujui jangryesik [Funeral 

Commemorating Death of Democracy], a student-led rally that protested 

Park Administration’s normalization approach.  On 20 May 1964, 

approximately 2,000 university students gathered in the heart of Seoul, under 

the banner of daeil guryok oegyo bandae haksaeng chong yeonaphoe 

[Student Coalition against Korea’s Japan Policy that Betrays National 

Dignity].  There students expressed their frustrations with the way their 

government was handling the normalization process by symbolically burning 

a coffin and proclaiming dead democracy.  The rally soon became very 

turbulent, as students clashed violently with the riot police.  The police used 

tear gases to suppress the movement and arrested total of 181 people.111   

The second event, and a more intense one, happened on 3 June 1964.  

                                         
111  Minjuhwa Undong Ginyeom Sa-eophoe, “Minjokjeok Minjujui Jangryesik,” Open 
Archives 2013, accessed 10 June 2014,  
http://db.kdemocracy.or.kr/Collection?cls=002&evtNo=10000136. 
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This time, it was not only the students.  Ordinary citizens joined the 

students in protesting against the government.  Police stations were taken 

over by the students and other citizens.  Some students attempted to enter 

the Blue House, and in that process there was a clash between the students 

and the armed forces.  Seoul was virtually out of control, and Park finally 

declared Martial Law.  Schools were closed.  Students, who led the protest, 

were arrested.  Most importantly, the normalization talks were suspended. 

These nation-wide frustration against the way Park Administration 

handled the Korea-Japan talks partly sprang from the fact that Park had made 

several important compromises.  The most immediate example was Kim-

Ōhira Note.  The public felt that this was the wrong product of a wrong 

process.  Not only was the agreed amount small, but also the Korean 

leadership earned this money by deliberately not clarifying that this money 

was a remedy for Japan’s past misdeeds.   

Even some of Park’s men felt that the government was demeaning 

itself.  Lee Tong-won, for instance, recollects that because Korea was so 

focused on getting things done, diplomatic protocols were often violated.  

For instance, Korea’s Ministerial-level leaders were talking to Japan’s 

Director-General-level officers, which was a serious mismatch in echelon 

and protocol.  Lee eventually expressed his concerns to Park, explaining 

that the Korean government’s actions were self-degrading, and hence the 
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general public’s anger was not without reason.112 

In sum, the public’s anti-Japanese sentiments and demand for 

liquidation of the past was extremely strong.  Consequently, societal 

frustrations accumulated when the general public felt that Park 

Administration was pushing for normalization with Japan at the price of 

ethnic and national dignity.  The anger finally erupted in the form of violent 

clash against the government that the talks had to be suspended.   

Hence, it was extremely important for Park and his men to do two 

things.  First was to convince the public that the government had utmost 

concern for ethnic and national self-esteem.  Second was to demonstrate 

that the Japanese government was sincerely regretful for what happened in 

the past.  Article 2 was the key.  By showing Japan acknowledged that 

they annexed Korea unlawfully, Park and his men could argue that Japan has 

repented of her past.  In short, Article 2 was vital to Park Administration’s 

survival.   

 Finally, Article 2 was closely linked to the question of claims and 

property.  According to a diplomatic record developed at the time, Article 2 

obligates Japan to redress all the losses incurred during colonial rule.113  

                                         
112 Yi, Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa, 38. 
113 Northeast Asia History Foundation, Gibon joyak je-2jo (1910-nyeon 8 weol 22 il-e 
chegyeol dwen modeun joyak-gwa hyeopjeong-ui muhyohwa johang) wa cheonggugwon-ui 
gwangye-e dehan gochal [Analysis of Relationship between Basic Treaty Article 2 
concerning the ineffectiveness of all treaties and agreements concluded prior to 22 August 



 

98 

This meant that there were pragmatic and strategic considerations to Article 

2: 

 
“Article 2 stipulates that all agreements concluded on or 
before 22 August 1910 have never been effective by using the 
strongest expression – “null and void” – that exists in the 
practice of international relations.  This signifies that 36-year 
colonial rule cannot be recognized as being lawful, which 
further implicates that unfortunate past has been liquidated in 
entirety.  Hence, this obligates Japan to compensate for all 
the losses incurred during Japan’s rule of Korea that endured 
up to 15 August 1945, which is manifest in the form of claims 
and property issue” 

 

To summarize, Park Administration worked to convince Japan to 

acknowledge that past treaties had never been effective because of following 

reasons.  First, Article 2 completed the task of liquidation of the past.  

Second, Article 2 was the opportunity to redeem the lost ethnic self-esteem.  

Third, societal forces made Article 2 an inescapable agenda.  Finally, 

Article 2 enabled Korea to claim compensation from Japan. 

 

III.2.3 Article 3: The Significance of “Only Lawful Government” 
 

Although Article 3 was crafted during Park Administration, its roots 

go back to Rhee Administration.  Its purpose largely sprang from the Cold 

                                                                                                         

1910 and the question of claims and property], Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, May 1964, 
accessed 10 April 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_016_0020_0090. 
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War reality.  The capitalist south and the communist north were rivaling 

each other at the time, and the South Korean government sought to turn the 

Korea-Japan talks to her advantage by doing two things.  First, both Rhee 

Administration and Park Administration asked Japan to side with the South 

Korean government.  Secondly, both Rhee Administration and Park 

Administration asked Japan to recognize South Korea was the only 

legitimate government.  These two principle were later embodied in Article 

2.   

 

To reiterate, the history of Article 3 went back to Rhee 

Administration.  During Rhee Administration, the Korean War was still in 

progress.  Unsurprisingly, there were rampant anti-communist feelings 

within the government, and the Korean government continued to ask Japan 

to side with South Korea and stand together against North Korea.  This was 

well attested in the statements made by the Korean delegation at the time.  

To begin with, according to a press release, dated 20 October 1951 – the day 

before the official preliminary round of bilateral talks began – Yang You 

Chan made the following statement to the Japanese delegation: 

 
“The Government of the Republic of Korea has publicly 
declared more than once its willingness to bury the hatchet 
and promote friendly cooperation with Japan in the face of 
communist aggression that threatens the peace and security of 
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the Pacific area and indeed those of the world.”114  
 

Yang thus indicated that the Korea-Japan alignment effort was part of the 

joint battle against communism.  Yang’s statement was further elaborated 

by other delegation members, who advanced the idea that Japan should 

support South Korea as a fellow democracy.  For instance, at the Vessels 

Committee, Hong Jin-ki asked Japan to return the ships to assist the battle 

against communism: “Even at this hour, Korea, as the bastion of democracy, 

is engaged in a battle with the communists, and we ask that Japan support 

this cause and return the vessels that will be used to battle the communists.115  

At the Basic Relations Treaty during the 1st round of bilateral talks, Yu Chin-

O, in his opening statement, explained that one purpose of the normalization 

talks was “to provide and promote the common welfare against the 

aggression of international Communism.” 

Meanwhile, at the heart of South Korean government’s anti-

communism was Rhee Syngman, an ardent anti-communist.  According to 

Kim Yong Shik’s memoirs, Rhee believed himself to be the rightful leader of 

the entire Korean Peninsula.  Not surprisingly, Rhee would push Japan to 

assist this cause by siding with South Korea and cutting off any ties with 
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North Korea.  For instance, at his meeting with Prime Minister Yoshida on 

5 January 1953, Rhee stated:  

 
“Korea’s battle against the communists is the matter of 
survival.  We will fight those, who threaten our independence.  
I expect Japan to demonstrate friendship, and that she also 
believes in peace.”116 

 

Rhee also instructed the Korean delegation: “We should prevent Japan from 

approaching the communists, and Japan ought to legally block the 

communist party’s activities”117  Later in 1958, Rhee vehemently criticized 

the Japanese government’s decision to send Korean residents in Japan to 

North Korea.  In order to materially block the repatriation effort, Rhee even 

sent special operations team to prevent ships from leaving Japan.   

In other words, the Korean government believed that Japan ought to 

support South Korea as a fellow democracy.  Unsurprisingly, the Korean 

delegation demanded that Japan recognize the idea there is an international 

consensus that South Korea is the only lawful government.  At a meeting 

with the Japanese delegation during preliminary round of Korea-Japan talks, 

Yu argued:   

 

“…Our friends around the globe, who belong to the free world, 
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recognize South Korea as the only lawful government in the 
Korean Peninsula.  The very UN General Assembly, to which 
you were part of, supports this principle.  We are currently in 
the process of a dialogue aimed at establishing diplomatic 
relations with each other in the near future and to walk in the 
path of mutual prosperity.  The communists are using your 
ambiguity as a very useful tool for propaganda.  If the 
Japanese government continues to accommodate the 
communist demands and continues to use the term Joseon, 
then I cannot but regretfully ask myself if it is a fellow 
democracy that I am talking to.”118 
 

As if to portend what was to come in the future, at the 2nd Plenary Session, 

held on 13 October 1953 during the 3rd round of bilateral talks, the issue of 

South Korea’s political legitimacy was brought up.  There, Chief Delegate 

Kim Yong Shik told his Japanese counterpart Kubota Kanichiro that South 

Korea is internationally recognized as the only legitimate government (refer 

to <Figure III.2>). 

 
<Figure III.2> Dialogue between Kim Yong Shik and Kubota Kanichiro 
 
Kim Yong Shik: “…since Republic of Korea is the only lawful government 

in the Korean Peninsula as according to the UN resolution, northern 
Korea rightfully belongs to South Korea, and reunification simply 
means retrieving the territory that was once lost.  This means that not 
only is North Korea part of South Korea, but also Republic of Korea has 
ownership over any Japanese property left in North Korea.”  

Kubota Kanichiro: “The intention behind UN resolution is that Republic of 
Korea is the only lawful government in the regions, where elections 
took place under the surveillance of UN.”  

Kim Yong Shik: “UN Resolution states that the Republic of Korea is the 
only lawful government in the Korean Peninsula, and hence Republic of 
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Korea government exercises jurisdiction over north Korea in entirety; 
US Military Government’s Ordinance 33 is directed at all Japanese 
properties located in the Korean Peninsula.” 

 
In short, the attitude that begot Article 3 of the Basic Relations Treaty 

was already in existence since Rhee Administration.  Meanwhile, Rhee 

Administration’s anti-communism and the idea that Japan ought to side with 

South Korea was succeeded by Park Administration.  As succinctly stated 

in the Hanil Hoedam Baekseo [White Paper on Korea-Japan Normalization 

Talks], which was released soon before the signing of the Basic Relations 

Treaty, Park Administration strongly believed that neither Korea nor Japan 

should recognize Kim Il Sung regime:  

 

“The reason behind not being able to normalize is because 
Korea and Japan were not able to settle the past; however, at 
the same time, no normalization favors communist bloc.”119 

 
“Even if this means no diplomatic relations, there cannot be 
any expression that recognizes North Korea.  The fact that 
the UN and most of free world recognize Korea as the only 
legitimate government ought to be acknowledged.”120 
 

These statements neatly summarized what Park and his men said and 

believed throughout the normalization talks.  As was the case with Rhee 

and his men, Park and his men would adamantly insist that Japan side with 
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South Korea and recognize South Korea as the only legitimate government 

in the Korean Peninsula.  The first such instance was when the 6th round of 

Korea-Japan talks began on 20 October 1961.  In his opening remarks at the 

1st plenary session, the Korean Chief Delegate Bae Ui Hwan highlighted the 

importance of Korea-Japan normalization in the face of communist threat:  

 

“Today, it has become more urgent for Korea and Japan to 
have close ties as members belonging to the free world in the 
Far East.  We are in the midst of a tightening world order, 
confronting the threats posed by the communists, which is 
becoming more pronounced.” 

 

Hence, one of the most important assumptions behind Korea-Japan talks was 

the fact that Korea and Japan jointly confronted the communists.  Simply 

put, the Korean government believed that one purpose of establishing 

diplomatic relations with Japan was to counter the communist influence, 

specifically North Korea.  This idea that the battle against communism was 

a vital part of Korea-Japan normalization was echoed by Chief Delegate Kim 

Dong Jo at the opening statement for 1st plenary session for 7th round of 

bilateral talks: 

 

“As fellow members of liberal democracy, we are at a point, 
where close political and economic alignment is needed.  
Especially considering the international reality, in which the 
communist threat grows every day, a prompt agreement will 
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not only mutually benefit Korea and Japan, but also Asia.  It 
will further strengthen the ties among the free world, and 
contribute to security.” 

 

 

Meanwhile, as was the case with Rhee Administration, at the heart of Korean 

government’s anti-communist initiative was the top state leader.  On several 

occasions, Park Chung Hee himself proclaimed that normalization would 

contribute to his government’s anti-communist cause.  He made this clear in 

his arrival statement on 11 November 1961, when he arrived at Haneda 

Airport.  Park declared:  

 

“Today, the free world confronts insecurity, stemming from 
the communist bloc’s tyranny and threat that grows day-by-
day.  There is no need to further remind ourselves that what 
we want here is to make ties and friendship among the Free 
states more robust.  We ought not to quarrel over trivial 
issues.  We must think of ways how to strengthen our 
alignment with sincerity and mutual understanding.  For this 
purpose, we must come together in good faith. And I believe 
the resulting ties will positively contribute to global peace and 
prosperity.”121 
 

He maintained his anti-communist cause throughout normalization, as 

attested in numerous statements he made.  One such instances was the 
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statement he made in 1964.  While lamenting that Korea-Japan talks had 

not been bearing fruit for more than a decade, he declared that “…Korea-

Japan relations will require courage, courage that will lead to normalization 

and also anti-communist alignment that is bound by friendship.”122 

In sum, since Rhee Administration, the Korean government sought 

to convince Japan to recognize that South Korea is internationally recognized 

as the only lawful government.  Park and his men attempted to stipulate this 

under the Basic Relations Treaty.  This idea was first brought up by Bae Ui 

Hwan, the Chief Delegate during the 6th round of bilateral talks at the 20th 

plenary session held on 21 December 1962.  He suggested phrasing the 

territory clause in the Basic Relations Treaty: “Areas that are currently under 

the administrative jurisdiction, and those areas that will become part of the 

administration jurisdiction.”  The implication was that while South Korea’s 

jurisdiction extends throughout the Korean Peninsula, there are areas that are 

unlawfully controlled by the communists.  Afterwards, similar statements 

were made at the Basic Relations Committee:  

 

“…this [North Korea] is comparable to regional revolt in the 
Jirisan.  The question of northern Korea is only temporary.  
Hence, any expression that explicitly states that South Korea 
does not exercise jurisdiction is unacceptable.”123 
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“…the Republic of Korea Government is the only lawful 
government in Korea, not because the UN Resolution states so; 
even without the UN Resolution, the Republic of Korea 
Government is still the only lawful government in Korea.”124 

 
“Korea believes that our jurisdiction extends up to the north.  
But Japan also has her own concerns, so if we phrase it as “the 
only lawful government,” there should not be a problem.  
The question of South Korea’s jurisdiction is directly related 
to UN Resolution.  But as long as the issue of jurisdiction is 
cited, no matter how much Japan tries to come up with a good 
wording, it will still be unacceptable to Korea.  We would 
like to exclude the question of jurisdiction.  Even if this 
means jeopardizing normalization, we cannot accept the 
idea.”125 

 

To summarize, Article 3 reflected the South Korean government’s effort to 

deny Kim Il Sung regime, an initiative that began with Rhee Administration 

and was later succeeded by Park and his men.  Meanwhile, unlike Rhee 

Administration, Park Administration actually sought include the question of 

Republic of Korea Government political legitimacy in the treaty.  Why did 

Park and his men insist on documenting this principle, whereas Rhee and his 

men did not? 

Even though both Rhee Administration and Park Administration 
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shared the same anti-communist conviction, the latter usurped power through 

coup d’etat.  Hence, unlike Rhee and his men, Park and his men had to 

struggle with the question of political legitimacy.  In light of this, Article 3 

was one of the means to legitimize Park Administration’s political authority.  

By denying Kim Il Sung regime and stipulating that South Korea is the only 

lawful government, Park Administration was essentially legitimizing itself as 

the only lawful political authority in the Korean Peninsula.  In short, as was 

the case with Article 2, Article 3 concerned the leadership’s political survival.  

In sum, Article 3 was the embodiment of number of factors.  First, 

it reflected the Cold War reality at the time of normalization, and the South 

Korean government’s wishes to legitimize itself as the only lawful authority.  

Secondly, it reflected the anti-communist conviction of the leaders within the 

South Korean government.  Both Rhee Administration and Park 

Administration were ardent anti-communist.  It is hence a small wonder that 

the Korean government sought to define itself as the only lawful government, 

while denying any other forms of political authority.  Finally, Article 3 was 

one way for the Park regime to justify the political legitimacy.  Park and his 

men usurped power through coup d’etat.  They were eliciting themselves as 

the rightful leaders by proclaiming that their government was the only lawful 

political authority in the Korean Peninsula. 
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III.3 Reasons for Ambiguity 
 

What could not be solved for nearly a decade was finalized in a little 

more than a year.  Without doubt, this was the fruit of the tremendous effort 

committed by the Korean government.  Unfortunately, the end-state was not 

as rewarding as people wished.  Basic Relations Treaty Article 2 and Article 

3 have constantly been subject to controversy due to its ambiguity.  Why 

did the language turn out to be so vague? 

According to Oh Jae Hee this was a strategic ambiguity, in which 

Lee Tong-won and Shiina Eisaburō made a very clever and delicate 

compromise in order to reach an agreement.  The dedication and 

professionalism ought to be highly assessed.  However, at the same time, 

why did the Korean leadership not push Japan to accept what Korea wanted, 

and instead make compromises that turned out to be controversial?  

According to Oh Jae Hee, this was largely caused by the need to promptly 

establish diplomatic relations: 

 

“At that time, what we had in mind was that we really wanted 
to reach an agreement.  But if we keep our grounds, we could 
not close the gap.  As the saying goes, you end up digging 
the well, if you are thirsty [whoever is in need will be the first 
one to make a move].  Japan had nothing to rush.  They had 
nothing to lose even if normalization effort did not succeed… 
 
…if we make it a requirement that Japan’s idea about the 
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colonial past must match that of Korea, then there would have 
been no normalization until today.  So the question was left 
unresolved.  Isn’t it true for everything we do?  Because by 
leaving it unanswered, we could receive money.  Same thing 
with Japan.  They could have insisted that if Korea did not 
accommodate Japan’s ideas, they will not agree on 
establishing diplomatic relations.  This would have made 
things worse.  They could have said that Japan will not give 
any money unless Korea acknowledges that Japan’s colonial 
rule was lawful.  But Japan also decided to compromise.  
The question was: do we leave this problem unresolved and let 
the coming generation confront it?  Instead of doing this, we 
found ourselves having to make things ambiguous...That’s 
how we overcame the barrier…in that context, I believe those 
people did the best they could…there was no doubt that for 
the benefit of the country, prompt agreement was necessary.  
The question was: to what extent do we compromise?  
Whatever could not be decided at the working level had to be 
decided politically.” 

  

Oh’s assessment largely reflects what the Korean leadership had in mind at 

the time.  There was a general consensus among the top decision makers in 

the Korean government that Korea and Japan had to promptly establish 

diplomatic relations.  Simply put, in order to “get things done,” the meaning 

of “do what is right” stayed flexible.  There were several reasons behind 

this.   

 

III.3.1 Cold War Reality and the Need for Alignment with Japan 
 

To begin with, there was Cold War reality.  Domestically, the 

Korean government felt that the need to seek prompt alignment with Japan 



 

111 

became more and more apparent because of growing communist threat.  As 

already indicated in the preceding sections, this was stated by the Korean 

delegation on numerous occasions since Rhee Administration.  To borrow 

the words in diplomatic white paper, in light of significant events that 

changed the political landscape in Asia – such as China’s successful nuclear 

experiment, China’s efforts to become the members of the UN and the 

Vietnam War – “bonding among the free world is becoming more urgent 

every day.”126  Not surprisingly, the Korean leaders felt that if Korea-Japan 

normalization is delayed, this will only work for the advantage of the 

communists.127  

In addition, there was pressure from the US.  Under Cold War 

reality, the US government had been seeking to construct a regional bloc in 

East Asia to deter communism.  Not surprisingly, the US continued to 

encourage South Korea to establish diplomatic relations with Japan.  This 

could be inferred from Joint Statement between Park Administration and 

Kennedy Administration.  It affirmed that prompt agreement between Korea 

and Japan to establish diplomatic relations would not only serve bilateral 

interest, but also the general interest of the entire free world.128   

The Joint Statement was a clear indication of US intervention. 
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Through words and actions, Park already demonstrated firm commitment to 

establishing diplomatic relations with Japan.  Even without this Joint 

Statement, Park would have worked for normalization.  However, as if 

verbal assurance was not enough, the US wanted a written confirmation that 

the Korean government indeed wished to seek alignment with Japan.  

Hence, a Joint Statement drafted to reassure the US.  In short, from behind 

the scene, the US was indirectly pressuring both Korea and Japan to reach 

agreement. 

In short, Cold War reality pressured Korea, both domestically and 

internationally, to seek prompt agreement with Japan.  However, the Korean 

government’s desire to quickly establish diplomatic relations with Japan also 

sprang from the personal convictions of Park and his men.  This collective 

sense of urgency and the need for normalization was a decisive factor in 

turning Korea-Japan normalization into reality.  At the same time, it led the 

Korean government take a rather questionable approach. 

 

III.3.2 Economic Development and the Need for Normalization 
 

Since his debut as the state leader, Park Chung Hee defined economic 

development as the top state agenda.  Park recurrently highlighted the 

urgent need to build the national economy.  To begin with, Park stated in his 
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book: 

 
“I would like to stress that the heart of the revolution was 
Korea’s industrial advancement…it means that economic 
furtherance is prioritized…I am giving all-out efforts and 
committing all the energy for this cause.  In other words, I 
developed and executed the 5-year economic development 
plan.  It is true that I wished to devote all administrative 
powers to address the economic issue.  If at all possible, 
throughout the duration of military governance, I wanted to 
make state administration revolve entirely around economic 
needs.”129 

 
Hence, Park was sincerely convinced that economic prowess was the answer 

to many of the problems that Korea confronted.  For instance, he believed 

that economic strength was key to victory in his rivalry with the communists.  

This was clearly reflected in the diplomatic white paper, which stated: “In 

order to win communism and unify Korea, Korea needs to build strength.  

Economic stabilization and sound foundation is a must.”130  At another 

instance, Park stated:  

 

“It’s impossible to talk with the communists.  If unification is 
difficult, then at least we should focus on economic 
development.  Bigger economy will lead to stronger military, 
and the state will become more powerful, which will 
automatically convince the north to come to us for survival”131 
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Park’s conviction was not groundless.  The domestic reality was dire, and 

there were desperate cries throughout society for improved economy.  

According to a scholarly source:  

 

“It was not an overstatement to say Korea was on the verge of 
economic melt-down at the time of 16 May 
Revolution…unemployment rate soared up to 23.7%; more 
than 2.3 million people were jobless…what 42.9% of the 
general public wanted the most was saving people from 
unemployment, followed by price stabilization (19.5%).132   

Hence, Park had the wisdom to keenly sense the dire need for economic 

redemption.  Meanwhile, when faced with monetary needs to develop the 

economy, he turned to Korea-Japan normalization for answer.  Soon after 

taking power, Park told his men: “Economic development requires money, 

and economic cooperation with the free world should be sought out at all 

angles, and normalization with Japan ought not to be avoided.”133  He 

further expounded:  

 

“More than ever, we are in need of money.  Even if the US 
extends help, it is unlikely that they will increase the amount 
of fund.  Even if they say they will, how can we be sure?  
But we have the money we can get from Japan.  And we 
have the right reasons.  Isn’t it a tremendous loss for the 
country to lose this chance because of anti-Japanese sentiment 
or because this betrays ethnic pride?”134 
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At another instance, Park told his Minister of Foreign Affairs Lee Tong-won 

that he was trying “to pull Japan into Korea’s initiative to improve the 

economy” and that his men should focus “getting Japan involved.”135  In 

other words, alignment with Japan became an inescapable agenda for Park as 

his men.  In order to facilitate Korea’s economic revival, they had to 

normalize relations with Japan as soon as possible.   

Meanwhile, in order to make normalization a reality, Park and his 

men thought it necessary to move away from the way the preceding 

Administrations handled things.  As the matter of fact, there was collective 

sense of disappointment towards Rhee’s intransigence and Chang’s 

indecisiveness.136  This was well evidenced in one of the statements Park 

made in front of his men: 

 
“We should not let emotions rule.  Just like Japan humbled 
itself to learn from the US, Korea should also have that 
attitude…to have the closest neighbors not be able align 
themselves is a tremendous loss to both sides.  In order to 
escape poverty, Korea and Japan must have diplomatic 
ties.”137 

 

Clearly, Park was determined to practice flexibility in order to make Korea-
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Japan alignment a reality.  Park Administration’s attitude was further 

corroborated by one of his close associates, former Minister of Foreign 

Affairs Lee Tong-won.  In his memoirs, Lee recorded: 

 
“The government deemed it necessary to seek help from Japan 
for economic revival, and even if this meant damage to pride 
he was willing to humble himself.  He was the very 
embodiment of the leader’s dilemma of finding the balance 
what his emotion says and what his logic says.”138 
 

Interesting to note is that Park’s commitment to economic revival, and the 

concomitant normalization effort, was so strong to the point that he would 

not lose faith even when faced with opposition from various fronts.  For 

instance, Park Tae-joon, who was personally appointed by Park as a special 

envoy to Japan in 1963, remembers hearing complaints from the general 

public that his Japan policy came at the cost of national and ethnic self-

esteem.  At a private conversation with Park Tae-joon, Park Chung Hee 

stated:  

 
“After becoming president, my analysis of what the country 
needs convinces me that the most important agenda is 
economic development.  We are already in the first phase of 
5-year economic development plan.  The most integral 
question for us now is whether or not we can secure all the 
resources.  This will determine whether or not we can sustain 
the development plan in the future.  If SOC and 
infrastructure plans do not become reality, then this goes 
against all the commitment made during revolution and 
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presidential inauguration.  The future will also be 
jeopardized…people claim that there are suspicions of money 
laundering behind the normalization effort; some vehemently 
criticize and protest that our government is doing things at the 
expense of national and ethnic self-esteem.  And they think it 
is a dignity to allow ourselves to be fed with flours provided 
by the Yanks!  I am sincerely convinced that this is the only 
way to rebuild our economy.  Even if this means bending 
pride, if we are not able to seize this opportunity, we might 
have to suffer even greater servitude to the Japs in the future.  
I will continue to move forward my plans, even at the cost of 
my political career…”139   

 
 

Sure enough, Park kept his stance, and continued to seek alignment with 

Japan for Korea’s economic development.  Furthermore, instead of losing 

hope, his conviction to revive Korea’s economy through normalization seems 

to have only strengthened.  This is well attested in Lee Tong-won’s 

memoirs of Park’s vist to Germany in December 1964.  In his dialogue with 

Chancellor Ludwig Erhart and Mayor of Berlin Brandt, Park seems to have 

re-confirmed the need for economic revival and subsequent need for 

alignment with Japan.  In his conversation with Park, Erhart expounded the 

need for Korea-Japan alignment:140 

 
Erhart: “There is no faster way for unification other than 
developing the economy, creating a welfare system and giving 
answers to people’s daily livelihood.  When people feel 
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happy with the democratic system, anti-communism and 
unification will come.  There is a limit to armed unification, 
and it will one day fall apart…In light of this…I heard that 
Korea and Japan are seeking to establish diplomatic relations.  
I believe the faster the better.  Although it is important that 
Korea seeks alignment with her distant neighbor Germany, it 
is more important to have relations with the immediate 
neighbor Japan.  Germany was also a sworn enemy to 
England and France.  As the matter of fact, we killed each 
other during World War II.  But now we are working hard to 
benefit one another.  Korea-Japan normalization should bear 
fruit soon.” 
 
Park: “Of course we should promptly establish relations.  
We have Minister Lee here, so we will soon have good news.  
But Korea-Japan relation is different from Germany and 
France.  You actually fought, so it is easier to apologize and 
correct things.  But we had neither rivalry nor war.  We 
were attacked.  When we naively extend hands of friendship, 
they will point guns at us.  Not surprisingly, the general 
public’s sentiment is rather unwelcoming.” 
 
Erhart: “When a country attacks, there is a country is being 
attacked.  And the country being attacked is not without a 
problem.” 

 

Meanwhile, Park Chung Hee appears to have solidified his commitment to 

economic revival at the dinner conversation between Willy Brandt.  At the 

dinner table, Park asked Brandt how Germany planned to unify itself.  In 

response, Brandt explained:141 

 
“Sir, neither do we have a unification policy nor do we 
particularly desire unification.  We like it as it is.  If we are 
at least able to have cultural or economic exchange, while 
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recognizing the reality that we are separated, then we have 
nothing more to expect.” 

 

According to Lee Tong-won’s memoirs, Park was quite dumbstruck at 

Brandt’s explanation.  However, later that night, Park reconfirmed the need 

to prioritize the building of economy above anything else.  He is said to 

have mumbled:142  

 
“Perhaps they are more rational…we talk about unification 
day and night, but as long as the commies up north are making 
their stance, it is an impossible feat.  At the same time, we 
are poor.  So even if we are unified, it could be hard for 
everybody to bear…perhaps there will be more opportunity 
once we live better lives…” 

 

Meanwhile, it was not just Park, who felt the need to advance Korea’s 

economy and seek alignment with Japan.  His men also felt the same way. 

For instance, upon his appointment as the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lee 

Tong-won, set Korea-Japan normalization as his top foreign services priority.  

He recollects that he wanted to sign the Basic Relations Treaty during his 

years in the office.  He reasoned that times had changed, and “if Korea 

distances itself from Japan, development will also be delayed.”143 

 

 In sum, there was a general consensus in the Park Administration 
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that Korea needed to re-build the economy and this necessitated alignment 

with Japan.  Hence, in order to quickly revive the economy, Park and his 

men sought ways to normalize relations with Japan as soon as possible.  

They put these thoughts to practice, demonstrating unforeseen enthusiasm 

and finally signing an agreement within 5 years.  While such commitment 

is to be commended, this fast-paced approach was not without problems as 

the Korean government became overly yielding at times.  How did their 

commitment affect the normalization process? 

III.3.3 “Even if” over “Only if” 
 

Park Administration’s approach to Korea-Japan talks stood in stark 

contrast from Rhee Administration in two ways.  First, unlike Rhee and his 

men, who waited until either Japan or the US first came to ask Korea to 

engage in a dialogue, Park and his men would be the first ones to ask for a 

dialogue.  Secondly, whereas Rhee and his men were die-hard intransigent, 

Park and his men were willing to yield.   

These were first evidenced in their initial efforts to resume Korea-

Japan talks.  Soon after taking power, Park delivered his wishes to resume 

the talks at a press conference on 23 May 1961.144  At a separate foreign 

                                         
144  The Kyunghyang Shinmun, “Ilbon jeongbuseo hwanyeong: gim oemu-ui daeil 
jeongchaek cheonmyeong-e” [The Japanese Government Welcomes Minister Kim’s Address 
on Japan Policy], The Kyunghyang Shinmun, 23 May 1961, accessed 10 June 2014,  
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press conference on 1 June 1961, Park stated:  

 
“It is no longer fitting to insist that Japan ought to repent of 
past misdeeds and partake in the talks with greater sincerity.  
It goes against the currents of time.  I believe it is wise to let 
go of the past and normalize bilateral relations.”145   

 

Park did not stop at words.  He first attempted to reach out to Japan by 

sending a delegation to Tokyo on 4 July 1961 to seek ways to re-open the 

talks.  Furthermore, as if to reassure the world of his commitment, Park 

once again expressed his wishes to normalize relations with Japan at another 

press conference on 19 July 1961.146  These efforts soon bore fruit, as 

Korea and Japan soon agreed to resume the talks in October 1961. 

Meanwhile, as if working-level meetings were not enough, Park 

planned to visit Japan personally to encourage the talks.  In order to prepare 

this visit, Park’s right-hand man Kim Jong Pil flew to Japan on 24 October 

1961.  He met with Prime Minister Ikeda Hayato and explained the Korean 

government’s commitment to the normalization talks.  He further requested 

that Japan assist Park’s visit to Japan to facilitate the talks:  

 

“…We have one calling as leaders: to develop Korea.  That 

                                                                                                         

http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1961052300329101002&editNo=3
&printCount=1&publishDate=1961-05-
23&officeId=00032&pageNo=1&printNo=4718&publishType=00010. 
145 Asahi Shimbun, 2 June 1961; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 132.  
146 Asahi Shimbun, 6 July 1961; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 132. 
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is why we decided on the revolution.  In order to complete 
this revolution, we need Japan’s help.  General Park Chung 
Hee…He wishes to have a dialogue with you.  We would like 
to re-affirm…the top leaderships’ commitment for the 
normalization, the willingness to each yield a step in order to 
resolve the lingering issues…I would appreciate if you would 
also send an envoy to Korea in order to make Park’s visit to 
Japan happen.”147   

 
 
Subsequently, Ikeda sent a special envoy to Korea with a letter officially 

requesting Park’s visit to Japan.148  Finally, on 11 November 1961, Park 

Chung Hee arrived at Haneda Airport.  Throughout duration of his visit, 

Park made series of statements that marked drastic departure from his 

predecessors.  The first such instance was at his meeting with Ikeda at the 

Prime Minister’s Official Residence.  Park commented:  

 

“Our government wishes to complete the normalization 
process and not let the opportunities slip.  If Japan shows 
sincerity in resolving the agendas for normalization, for 
instance if there is mutual trust for claims agenda, we will not 
demand incalculable amount that the previous administration 
levied.  Moreover, we will not demand any political 
reparation.”149 

 

Hence, while highlighting the importance of promptly normalizing relations, 

he also hinted the need to have the willingness to yield.  Park continued to 

                                         
147 Yoshisawa Seijiro, Nihon Gaikoushi 28 (Kagoshima heiwa kenkyukai, 1973), 98-99. 
148 Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 145.  
149 Kim, Hoesang 30-nyeon, 226.  
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make such open statements.  In the ensuing press conference, Park made a 

public statement that he is willing to trade claims issue with Rhee Line:  

 
“What Korea demands is not war reparation.  Korea’s 
demands are based on evidences that are lawful and certain.  
The key to prompt agreement is how sincere Japan is.  
Should Japan demonstrate sincerity in claims issue to the 
extent that the Korean general public is convinced, the Korean 
government is also willing to practice flexibility with regards 
to Rhee Line.”150 

 

 

That same day, LDP hosted a luncheon with Park, and Park made another 

statement that clearly demonstrated that he was different from Rhee.  Not 

only did he praise Japan’s past modernization effort, but also he even openly 

asked Japan for help:  

 

“We still lack experience and have a lot to learn.  Hence, 
there will be trials-and-errors.  However, just as Japan 
attained Meiji Restoration, we are determined to make Korea 
strong with the sense of calling and humility.”151  

 
“Please help us.  Japan has definitely advanced more than 
Korea.  Korea thinks of Japan as an elder brother.  So help 
us grow as an older sibling.  I will not ask claims from past 
colonial rule.  We will rise with our own strength.”152 

 

                                         
150 Asahi Shimbun, 13 November 1961; Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 151. 
151 Lee, Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom, 151; Kim, Hoesang 30-nyeon, 226 
152 Yi, Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa, 33. 
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Meanwhile, Park did not simply make statements.  He further demonstrated 

willingness to compromise through action.  This was evidenced in three 

notable cases. 

The first such case occurred at the beginning of the 6th round of 

Korea-Japan talks, when there was disagreement over the appointment of 

Chief Delegate.  Korea was intending to appoint Heo Jeong, the former 

acting President and Prime Minister.  By committing a political figure of 

high esteem, the Korean government demonstrated its commitment to 

promptly normalize relations with Japan.   

In contrast, the Japanese government delegated Sugi Michisuke.  

Though he was a big name in the finance sector, he was relatively unknown 

in Korea.  Korea was obviously disappointed.  They protested by 

withdrawing the decision to appoint Heo Jeong, and notifying Japan of its 

wishes to delay the talks.  However, Japan did not recline.  Sugi was 

officially appointed as the head Japanese representative.   

In the end, Korea withdrew its decision to delay the talks.  Korea, 

instead appointed Bae Ui Hwan, the former Chairman of Bank of Korea, and 

agreed to proceed with the talks on 20 October 1961.  Afterwards, there 

were two more notable instances, in which Park Administration yielded 

significantly for the purpose of concluding an agreement.   

The first was Kim-Ōhira Notes.  It was an agreement that was 
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intended to finalize the amount to be paid as a compensation for the losses 

incurred in the past.  Here, Park and his men made two important 

compromises.   

To begin with, Park Administration agreed on the amount that many 

considered too small.  Park Chung Hee first suggested approximately 

900,000,000 USD worth of money.  This was a significant cut-back from 

what was originally suggested by Rhee, which was approximately 2 billion 

USD by today’s standards.153  Park cut the amount even further down when 

faced with objection from Japan, which offered total of approximately 

300,000,000 USD. Park Chung Hee directed Kim Jong Pil, who was in 

charge of the negotiation at the time, the total amount cannot go below 

600,000,000 USD.  In the end, Korea and Japan settled at 600,000,000 USD. 

The second, and the perhaps the more critical compromise, 

concerned the purpose of this amount.  The Japanese delegate stated that 

this money was to congratulate Korea’s independence; he also entertained 

the idea of labeling it a fund to help Korea’s economy.  Kim Jong Pil 

protested vehemently, stating:154 

 

                                         
153 Kim, Hoesang 30-nyeon, 231. 
154 Northeast Asia History Foundation, “Daeil Jeolchung-e gwanhan Hullyeong,” Hanil 
Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 8 November 1962, accessed 2 January 2014,  
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“Korea cannot accept the idea that the purpose of the money is 
to congratulate Korea’s independence or to assist Korea’s 
economy.  The title must convey the message that the Korean 
general public is receiving from Japan a form of compensation 
or reimbursement of a claimed amount… 
 

However, when neither side could find the breaking-point, the naming of the 

funds was intentionally ignored, allowing Korea and Japan to respectively 

interpret the nature of the funds to their liking.  In short, in order to secure 

funds for the economy, Park and his men made important compromise.  At 

another instance, Park Administration made another important compromise 

to avoid jeopardizing the final stages of normalization effort. 

This second instance is commonly remembered as controversy over 

Takasugi’s statement.  During the early phases of 7th Round of bilateral 

talks, the Japanese representative Takasugi Shinichi made a statement that 

would have stirred up great dissension, if not for proactive efforts from both 

Korean and Japanese delegation to bury the truth.  On 7 January 1965, 

Takasugi Shinichi commented in front of the Japanese press: 

 
“Japan must take the role of an elder brother.  There are some, 
who talk about Japan having to repent of the past governance 
over Korea, but Japan also has something to say.  It is a fact 
that Japan took over Korea.  But this was for the good, for 
the better of the Koreans.  People say that there are no trees 
remaining in Korea.  This is because ties with Japan had been 
broken.  Had Japan and Korea had 20 more years together, 
things could have been different. Japan’s efforts ended in 
despair because of war.  But if Japan had Korea for 20 more 
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years, things could have been better.  Taiwan is the case 
example of success.  It is not right to demand that Japan 
apologize.  Japan left factory, houses and trees in Korea.  
The naming policy was intended to bring the Koreans as part 
of Japan, and had not mal intentions.”155  
 
 

A member of the Japanese foreign services worried that this may adversely 

affect the normalization talks and requested the press to keep this off-the-

record.  However, a communist newspaper Akahata released and criticized 

this statement on 10 January 1965 print.  Sensing the potential danger, the 

Ambassador to Korean Mission in Japan Kim Dong Jo told the Japanese 

delegate Ushiba Nobuhiko:  

 
“This statement can potentially disrupt the normalization 
talks…for the sake of future bilateral relations, we will assist 
in extinguishing the flame of controversy…before the Korean 
press discloses this statement, Mr. Takasugi ought to deny his 
statements via Korean media outlets in Japan.  However, 
since there are concerns that Mr. Takasugi might end up 
making another provocative statement, the suggestion is to 
have the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs prepare the 
word choices in advance and have Mr. Takasugi read the 
script.”   

 

Ushiba agreed to do likewise, in order to prevent the situation from 
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worsening. 156   As the result, on 18 January 1965, Takasugi made the 

following statement:  

 
“…the North Korean Worker’s Newspaper report – that I 
commented that the 36-year Japanese colonial rule had been 
constructive to Korea – is unsupported…it is but a conspiracy 
by the communists to hinder the normalization talks.”157   

Unfortunately, Takasugi’s controversial remarks were printed in the front 

page of Dong-A Newspaper on 19 January 1965.  Kim Dong Jo 

immediately told Ushiba, the vice representative of the Japanese delegation, 

to officially deny the statement at the formal meeting.158  Consequently, on 

20 January 1965 Takasugi stated:  

 
“I never made that statement.  I am fully aware of the fact 
that there exists a very keen sentiment among the Korean 
general public, when it comes to historical experience between 
the two countries.  Day and night, I seek ways to convince 
and turn Korea’s public sentiments into an amicable one.  
With belief and determination as such, how could I possibly 
make such a statement that some press reports claim that I 
have?”159  
 
“I have nothing to do with the so-called Takasugi statement.  

                                         
156 Kim, Hoesang 30-nyeon, 268-273. 
157 The Kyunghyang Shinmun, “Oemubu daebyeonindam gosam daepyo bareon munjae 
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No matter how much I think about it, I can only think of this 
as the communist conspiracy.  No general Japanese press has 
ever mentioned anything.  It was Akahata.  I am not making 
any statements about the past when speaking at normalization 
talks.  I do not say it, because I know how dangerous it is.”160 

 

In short, Korean government intentionally and voluntarily sought ways to not 

make an issue out of Takasugi’s remarks, even though it was clearly scathing.  

In other words, in order to ensure that the momentum is not lost and to allow 

prompt agreement, Korea’s sentiments against what happened in the past 

were temporarily suppressed.  This was the case of self-fulfilling prophecy 

of how Park wanted to push for normalization at the cost of ethnic and 

national pride. 

In sum, Park Chung Hee’s conviction to promptly normalize 

relations with Japan led Park and his men to say things and do things that 

were significantly different from that of Rhee Administration.  To begin 

with, whereas Rhee Administration was rather indifferent to normalization 

talks, Park Administration was very proactive.  Not surprisingly, whereas 

Rhee and his men waited until either US or Japan requested dialogue, Park 

and his men first reached out to Japan.  Secondly, whereas Rhee 

Administration was extremely stubborn in getting Japan to agree to Korea’s 

ideas, Park Administration was willing to listen and make compromises. 
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III.3.4 Basic Relations Treaty as a Mechanism for Economic 
Development 
 

Basic Relations Treaty was a very important agenda.  It was 

important because of its function.  Basic Relations Treaty was to be the 

highest governing framework, providing general guideline for other agendas, 

including claims, vessels and fisheries.  Simply put, Basic Relations Treaty 

comes before anything else. 

Not surprisingly, the Korean and Japanese delegation agreed to 

activate the Basic Relations Committee from very early on at the 2nd plenary 

session during the 6th round of bilateral talks, held on 26 October 1961.  In 

addition, Lee Tong-won, upon taking over as the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

described Basic Relations Treaty as the “utmost important” agenda.161  Park 

Chung Hee would personally ask Lee Tong-won and his counterpart Shiina 

Eisaburō to sign the treaty quickly.   

What is puzzling is the fact that Basic Relations Treaty was only 

given attention towards the end of normalization talks.  The first official 

Basic Relations Committee meeting was held three years after the kick-off of 

normalization talks under Park regime.  Why was this not given attention in 

the first place, even though it was an important agenda? 
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This was largely because Park’s state policy was geared almost 

exclusively towards economic development, which made the normalization 

effort also exclusively geared towards receiving funds from Japan.  Simply 

put, as could be inferred from diplomatic records, Park and his men were 

very attentive to the “compensation” aspect of the normalization effort.  

 
“…there was a need to have Japan recognize that their 
colonial rule was something unlawful that went against the 
international law; to have Japan bear the responsibility 
towards Korea; to retrieve cultural assets that were taken away 
from us; to give legal protection to protect the rights of those, 
who were conscripted to Japan and forcefully settled for the 
purpose of Japan’s aggression…”162 

Not surprisingly, even Basic Relations Treaty was mobilized as a mechanism 

for justifying and receiving economic support from Japan.  This is clearly 

indicated in the proposed draft for daehan min’gukgwa ilbon’gukkanui 

cheong’gugwon haegyeol mit gyeongje hyeopnyeoge gwanhan hyeopjeong  

[The Agreement between Republic of Korea and Japan regarding the 

Question of Claims and Economic Cooperation], developed in May 1964, 

which read: “…principles regarding the questions of claims and economic 

cooperation must be included under the Basic Relations Treaty.”  This 

indicates that while the Basic Relations Treaty had its merits not only as a 

symbolic gesture of reconciliation between the two former enemies, but also 

with the fact the treaty will allow Japanese funds to flow into Korea.  And 
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sure enough, as explicated in the preceding section, Basic Relations Treaty 

Article 2 accomplished this purpose by obligating Japan to redress past 

misdeeds. 

Simply put, Park Administration tried to craft Basic Relations Treaty 

to enable the government to quickly establish diplomatic relations, receive 

money from Japan and develop the economy.  Had the government not 

made compromises, Park Administration would not have been able to reach 

agreement.  If there were no agreement, no money would have flowed to 

Korea.  Without money, Park and his men would not have been able to 

fulfill the promise of re-constructing the economic, which would have 

jeopardized the already fragile coup d’etat regime.  Hence, Korea and Japan 

delicately phrased Article 2 and Article 3 to allow flexible interpretation, 

which in turn led to an agreement, through which Korea was able to secure 

funds for economic advancement. 

To summarize, Park Administration’s enthusiasm for economic 

advancement led the government to take two actions.  First, Park and his 

men sought to promptly normalize relations with Japan.  The need to 

quickly establish diplomatic relations, in turn, necessarily entailed significant 

compromise.  Secondly, Park Administration focused on the “compensation” 

aspect.  Consequently, the normalization effort was geared towards getting 

money from Japan.  Unsurprisingly, property and claims agenda was given 
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priority, and the Basic Relations Treaty was only given attention later.  In 

addition, when the time finally came to negotiate, the leaders prioritized 

getting the agreement signed, in order to activate economic exchanges.  The 

end result was birth of a controversial treaty.  At the heart of the 

controversy are Article 2 and Article 3.  Behind these two articles were the 

decisions made by Park and his men. 
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IV. Conclusion 
 

The origins of the controversy over Basic Relations Treaty Article 2 

and Article 3 lie with the human agency that made particular decisions at 

particular moments in history.  In many ways, Rhee and Park were 

confronting similar reality.  Korea-Japan talks took place when strong 

feelings against colonial past were rampant throughout Korea.  It took place 

when the Cold War rivalry between the free world and the communist bloc 

was deepening.  It took place when the US was seeking ways to slowly 

disengage itself from East Asia.   

Yet, the two leaders decided walk a very different path and faced 

different consequences.  Rhee and his men chose to take a hardline stance 

against Japan.  As the result, despite progresses here and there, no decisive 

agreement was reached with Japan.  In contrast, Park and his men exercised 

tremendous flexibility.  As the result, Korea-Japan alignment became a 

reality.  However, the decisions made by Park and his men begot number of 

controversies.   

The fact that Basic Relations Treaty makes a lot of people unhappy 

cannot be denied.  Article 2 and Article 3 have constantly been subject to 

controversy since the time of inception.  One is also tempted to ask if 

leaders could have done better.  Perhaps there indeed had been 
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opportunities that the leaders let slip.  However, diplomacy and policy-

making are extremely complex, and decisions made by human actors are 

almost never faultless.  In light of this, Henry Kissinger, a veteran who was 

himself a policy-maker, offers insightful comments: 

 

“The policy maker cannot pick his subject.  Most of the time, 
the subject comes to him.  He has to operate under enormous 
pressure of time…The policy maker…is responsible not only 
for the best that can happen but also for the worst that might 
occur…whatever he decides to do, he has to make an 
assessment that he cannot prove true when he makes 
it.  Therefore, the most important quality of a leader, in my 
opinion, is character and courage – character to give you the 
strength to face adversity and courage to give you the strength 
to go on the road on the basis of an assessment and not of 
certainty. ”163 

 

In the same vein, there are two undeniable facts.  First, the leaders faced 

difficult questions.  Second, the leaders made choices that they deemed as 

“best options.”  Those decisions are now embodied in what we know as the 

Treaty on Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan. 

Many have provided meaningful opinions regarding the controversy 

over Basic Relations Treaty.  Yet, more can be said about this issue.  In 

this regards, this study attempted to understand the origin of the controversy 
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over Basic Relations Treaty by examining why certain decisions were made 

at the time of normalization talks.  It sought to examine the problem from a 

different angle, by paying attention to the human actors in addition to the 

structural problems.  Meanwhile, as is the case in general, more is to be 

done and efforts to further understand this issue must continue. 



 

137 

Works Cited 
 

Primary Sources 
 
Asahi Shimbun.  2 June 1961. 
DongA Ilbo.  “Gyeongchal-e jungdae yeong hyang,” DongA Ilbo, 8 June 

1949, accessed 12 March 2014, 
http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1949060800
209201008&editNo=1&printCount=1&publishDate=1949-06-
08&officeId=00020&pageNo=1&printNo=7928&publishType=0002
0. 

Gukka Jaegeon Choe-go Hoe-ui Gongbosil [Public Affairs Office, Supreme 
Committee on National Reconstruction].  Park Chung Hee Uijang 
Bangmi Yeonseolmunjip.  1961. 

Han’guk Ilbosa [The Korea Times].  Jaegye Hoesang je 10-gwon: yeokdae 
geumyung gigwanjang pyeon.  Seoul: Han’guk Ilbosa. 

Kim, Dong Jo.  Hoesang 30-nyeon: Hanil Hoedam [Remembering 30 Years 
Ago: Korea-Japan Normalization Talks].  Seoul: Joong-ang Ilbosa, 
1986. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Press Release.”  Hanil Hoedam 
Oegyo Munseo, 20 October 1951.  Accessed 10 June 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_001_0020_00
50. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of the First Session 
of the Basic Relations Committee.”  Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 
22 February 1952.  Accessed 2 January 2014.   
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_002_0010_00
10. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of the Fifth Session 
of the Basic Relations Committee.”  Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 
12 March 1952.  Accessed 23 May 2014.   
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_002_0010_00
50. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of the Seventh 
Session of the Basic Relations Committee.”  Hanil hoedam oegyo 
munseo, 26 March 1952.  Accessed 2 January 2014.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_002_0010_00
70. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of the Third 
Plenary Session.”  Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 30 April 1953.  
Accessed 23 May 2014.  



 

138 

http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_003_0020_00
30. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of the Second 
Plenary Session.”  Hanil hoedam oegyo munseo, 13 October 1953. 
Accessed 23 May 2014.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_004_0020_00
30. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Je 6-cha hanil hoedam je 1-cha bon 
hoe-ui-eseo-ui bae ui hwan han’guk suseok daepyo insa” [Opening 
Remarks, 1st Plenary Session, 6th round of Korea-Japan talks].  
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 20 October 1961.  Accessed 23 
January 2014. 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_011_0030_01
00. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Daeil Jeolchung-e gwanhan 
Hullyeong” [Directive for Negotiation].  Hanil Hoedam Oegyo 
Munseo, 8 November 1962.  Accessed 2 January 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_017_0050_03
20. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  Gibon joyak je-2jo (1910-nyeon 8 weol 
22 il-e chegyeol dwen modeun joyak-gwa hyeopjeong-ui muhyohwa 
johang) wa cheonggugwon-ui gwangye-e dehan gochal [Analysis of 
Relationship between Basic Treaty Article 2 concerning the 
ineffectiveness of all treaties and agreements concluded prior to 22 
August 1910 and the question of claims and property].  Hanil 
Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, May 1964.  Accessed 10 April 2014, 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_016_0020_00
90. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of Meeting Minutes, 
2nd Basic Relations Committee Meeting, 6th Round of Korea-Japan 
Talks.”  Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 8 May 1964.  Accessed 20 
March 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_016_0020_00
80. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Je 7-cha hanil hoedam eseo 
yejeongdoen gim dong jo suseok daepyo-ui insamun sajeon bogo” 
[Opening Remarks, 1st Plenary Session, 7th round of Korea-Japan 
talks]. Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 3 December 1964.  Accessed 
24 January 2014.   
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_01
8_0030_0590#page/252/mode/1up. 



 

139 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of 2nd Basic 
Relations Committee Meeting, 7th Round of Korea-Japan Talks.”  
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 10 December 1964.  Accessed 31 
December 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_00
50. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of 3rd Basic 
Relations Committee Meeting, 7th round of Korea-Japan Talks.”  
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 12 December 1964.  Accessed 31 
December 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_00
80. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of 4th Basic 
Relations Committee meeting, 7th Round of Korea-Japan Talks.”  
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 16 December 1964.  Accessed 31 
December 2014,  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_00
90. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Summary Record of Meeting Minutes, 
2nd Basic Relations Committee Meeting, 7th Round of Korea-Japan 
Talks.”  Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, 11 December 1964.  
Accessed 18 January 2014.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_00
50. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Gibon gwan-gye joyakui choejong 
gyoseop-e gwanhan hullyeong” [Directives for the Last-Minute 
Negotiation for the Basic Relations Treaty].  Hanil hoedam oegyo 
munseo, 10 February 1965.  Accessed 6 February 2014.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/directory/item.do?levelId=kj_021_0010_03
00. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Hanil Baekseo Gwalleon Sinmun 
Gisa Bogo” [Press Release on White Paper for Korea-Japan Talks].  
Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, September 1965. Accessed 8 
December 2013.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_02
1_0030_0570#page/550/mode/1up. 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Ilhan je joyak’e gwanhayeo’raneun 
chaekja” [Booklet on Treaties between Korea and Japan].  Hanil 
Hoedam Oegyo Museo, accessed 5 June 2014.  
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_02
1_0030_1300#page/660/mode/1up. 



 

140 

Northeast Asia History Foundation.  “Hanil suseok daepyo hoedam 
seoksang eseo dakasugi daepyo bareon” [Takasugi’s Remarks at 
Plenary Session].  Hanil Hoedam Oegyo Munseo, accessed 19 May 
2014. 
http://contents.nahf.or.kr/imageViewer/bookViewer.do?levelId=kj_01
8_0030_0920#page/304/mode/1up. 

Takasugi, Shinichi.  “Kokkyō-no seijōka koso kyūmu: kono hitotono ichi 
jikan.”  Economist/Mainichi Shimbunsha (1965). 

Ōkurashō [Ministry of Finance, 大蔵 ].  Shōwa zaiseisi [Shōwa Finance 

History, 昭和財政史].  Tokyo: Ōkurashō insatsukyoku [大蔵  印

刷局], 1982.  
Park Chung Hee.  Gukka-wa hyeongmyeong-gwa na [The State, the 

Revolution and Myself].  Seoul: Hyangmunsa, 1963. 
Park Chung Hee.  Joguk geundaehwa [Modernization of Korea].  Seoul: 

Dong-a Chulpansa, 1965. 
Republic of Korea Government.  Hanil Hoedam Baekseo [Diplomatic 

White Paper: Korea-Japan Normalization Talks].  Seoul: Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 1958. 

Republic of Korea Government.  Hanil Hoedam Yakgi.  Oemubu 
Jeongmuguk [Republic of Korea Ministry of Foreign Affairs Political 
Affairs Bureau], 1955. 

Kim Yong Shik.  Saebyeokui Yaksok: Gim Yong Sik Oegyo 33-nyeon 
[Promise at Dawn: Remembering 33-year Diplomacy].  Seoul: 
Kimyoungsa, 1993. 

The Kyunghyang Shinmun.  “Ilbon jeongbuseo hwanyeong: gim oemu-ui 
daeil jeongchaek cheonmyeong-e,” [The Japanese Government 
Welcomes Minister Kim’s Address on Japan Policy].  The 
Kyunghyang Shinmun, 23 May 1961.  Accessed 10 June 2014, 
http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1961052300
329101002&editNo=3&printCount=1&publishDate=1961-05-
23&officeId=00032&pageNo=1&printNo=4718&publishType=0001
0. 

The Kyunghyang Shinmun.  “Oemubu daebyeonindam gosam daepyo 
bareon munjae samjiana.”  Kyeonghyang Shinmun, 19 January 1965.  
Accessed 10 June 2014.  
http://newslibrary.naver.com/viewer/index.nhn?articleId=1965011900
329201015&editNo=2&printCount=1&publishDate=1965-01-
19&officeId=00032&pageNo=1&printNo=5923&publishType=0002
0. 

Yi Do Seong.  Sillok: Bak Jeong Hui-wa Hanil Hoedam – 5.16 eseo join 
kkaji [Korea-Japan Normalization Process under Park Chung Hee – 



 

141 

from 16 May Revolution to the Signing of the Agreement].  Seoul: 
Hansong Publishing Co., 1995. 

Yi Dong Won [Lee Tong-won].  Kannichi Jōyaku Teiketsu Hiwa: aru 
futarino gaikōkanno unmeiteki deai [韓日條約締結秘話: ある二人

の外交官の運命的出 い(Secret History of Korea-Japan 
Normalization: tale of two gentlemen’s encounter].  Tokyo: PHP 
Genkyūsho [硏究所], 1997. 

Yi Dong Won.  Daetongnyeong-eul Geurimyeo [In Memory of Park Chung 
Hee].  Seoul: Goryeowon, 1992. 

Yu Chin-O.  “Daedam: Gyoseop 10-nyeon, Hoedam Yukhoe-ui Naemak –
Du Daepyoga malhaneun Hanil Hoedam Jeonmak,” Sasang-gye 
Monthly 133 (April 1964). 

Yu Chin-O.  Hanil Hoedam: Je 1-cha Hoedameul Hoego hamyeonseo 
[Remembering the 1st Round of Korea-Japan Talks].  Seoul: Institute 
of Foreign Affairs and National Security, 1993. 

Yu Chin-O.  “Hanil Hoedami Yeolligi kkaji – jeon han’guk suseok daepyo-
ga balkineun 14-nyeonui gokjeol.”  Sasang-gye Monthly 156 
(February 1966). 

Yu Chin-O.  “Ilboneul Malhada.”  Saebyuk (July 1960). 
 
Secondary Sources  
 
Baylis, John, Steve Smith and Patricia Owens.  Globalization of World 

Politics: An Introduction to International Relations.  New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2005. 

Chang, Bak-Jin.  “An Analysis on the Formation Processes of the Treaty on 
Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan in the 
South Korea-Japan Normalization Talks: Focusing on Article 2 and 
Article 3.”  International Area Studies Review 17-2 (2008): 1-39. 

Chang, Bak Jin.  Sikminji gwan’gye cheongsaneun wae irueojilsu 
eopseotneun’ga: hanil hoedamiraneun yeokseok [Why was 
liquidation of the past not fulfilled: the story of Korea-Japan 
normalization talks]. Seoul: Nonhyeong, 2009. 

Eom, Yo Seop.  “Hanil hoedam-e gwanhan yeoksajeok jaejomyeong” 
[Historical Review of Korea-Japan Talks].  Japanology 1 (1990): 
65-85. 

Han, Sang Beom.  “The Programs of Treaty on Basic Relations Between the 
Republic of Korea and Japan (1965): what are the reasons why we 
ought to revise those?”  Asia Pacific Public Law Review 10 (2002): 
87-101. 



 

142 

Jeon, Hyang Suk.  Normalization Talks with Japan: The Role of Korean 
Delegates, 1951-1965.  MA diss.  Kookmin University, 2009. 

Katō Haruko [加藤晴子].  “Sengo nikkan kankeisi-e no kousatsu – Rhee 

Line mondai-wo megutte” [[戦後日韓関係史への考察：ライン問

題をめぐって(Examination of Post-War Japan-Korea Relations: the 
case of Controversy over Rhee Line)].  Nihon joshi daigaku kiyou 
[日本女子大学紀要] 28 (1976). 

Kim, Dae Soon.  International Law.  Seoul: Samyeongsa, 2010. 
Kim, Kyong Jo.  “A Study of the Treaty on Basic Relations between the 

Republic of Korea and Japan.”  Beophak Yeongu 10-1 (1968): 1-28. 
Kim, Young-mi.  “The Role and Identity of Intellectual Bureaucrats in the 

Early Stage (from the Preliminary to the Third Round of Talks) of the 
Korea-Japan Talks.”  Jindan Hakbo 109 (2008): 149-180. 

Kim, Young Mi, Kim Young Soo, An So Young, Yi Yi Beom, and Yi Hyeon 
Jin.  Hanil hoedam oegyo munseojip [Archives on Korea-Japan 
Talks].  Kookmin University Institute of Japanese Studies.  Seoul: 
North Asia History Foundation, 2008. 

Kissinger, Henry A., “Speeches and Public Statements,” US Naval Academy 
Forrestal Lecture, 11 April 2007, accessed 30 June 2014, 
http://www.henryakissinger.com/speeches/041107.htm. 

Kookmin University Institute of Japanese Studies.  Park Chung Hee sidae 
hanil gwangyeui jaejomyeong.  Seoul: Seonin, 2011. 

Lee, Won-Deog.  “Hanil hoedamgwa ilbonui jeonhu cheori oegyo.”  Korea 
and World Politics 12-1 (1996): 35-76.  

Lee, Won-Deog.  “Japan's Perception of Colonial Rule as Exposed Through 
Korea-Japan Talks.”  Han’guksa yeon’gu 131 (2005): 99-131. 

Lee, Won Deog.  “The Structure of the Settlements of the "Past Problem" 
between South Korea and Japan: Focusing on the Claims and Basic 
Relations for the Normalization Negotiation.”  The Daegu 
Historical Review 69 (2002): 61-90. 

Lee, Won Deog.  “The Structure of the "History Disputes" between Korea 
and Japan and a Search for a Solution.”  The Korean Journal of Area 
Studies 23-2 (2005): 197-220. 

Lee Won Deok.  Hanil Gwageosa Cheori-ui wonjeom: Ilbonui jeonhu 
cheori oegyo-wa hanil hoedam [The Origins of the Liquidation of the 
Past: Japan’s Post-War Diplomacy and Korea-Japan Talks].  Seoul: 
Seoul National University Press, 1996.  

Lee, Won-Deok.  “Korea-Japan Basic Treaty and North Korea Problem: the 
Only Lawfulness Provision and its Implications.”  Korean 
Association for Political and Diplomatic History 31-2 (2010): 201-



 

143 

231. 
Lee, Won-Duck.  “The Problems of the Postwar Korea-Japan Relation 

‘1965-Year System’: Implications for the Normalization Negotiation 
between the North Korea and Japan.”  International Area Studies 
Review 9-4 (2000): 39-59.  

Minjuhwa Undong Ginyeom Sa-eophoe.  “Minjokjeok Minjujui Jangryesik.” 
Open Archives 2013. Accessed 10 June 2014,  
http://db.kdemocracy.or.kr/Collection?cls=002&evtNo=10000136. 

Nam, Ki Jeong.  “The Correlation between Structuralization of Cold War 
Ideology and Formation of National Identities: Korea and Japan.”  
Hanguk Munhwa 14 (2008). 

Ota, Osamu.  “Hanil hoedame gwanyeohan han’guk gwallyo-ui ilbon insik” 
[How the Bureaucrats in Charge of the Normalization Talks 
Understood of Japan].  Han’guksa hakbo 7 (1999). 

Park, Pae-Keun.  “International Legal Problems of the Treaty on Basic 
Relations between the Republic of Korea and Japan, Revisited.”  
Korea International Law Review 34 (2011): 1-24. 

Park Tae Gyun.  Han’guk jeonjaeng [The Korean War].  Seoul: Chekgwa 
Hamkke, 2005. 

Park Tae Gyun.  Sageoneuro ikneun daehanminguk: han’guk hyeondaesa-ui 
geutte oneul [History of Republic of Korea seen through Events: 
Then and Now].  Seoul: Yeoksa bipyeongsa, 2013. 

Park, Tae Gyun.  “The Origins of the Demand for War Reparations and US 
Role during the Korea-Japan Treaty Negotiation.”  Han’guksa 
Yeon’gu 131 (2005): 35-39. 

Rhee, Syngman.  Japan Inside Out: The Challenge of Today.  New York: 
Fleming H. Revell Company, 1941.   

Seo, Dongman.  “Hanil gibbon joyakgwa joil sugyo gyoseopui sanggwan 
gwangae.”  Hanil gongdong yeongu chongseo 2004-7 (2004): 117-
141. 

Yi Jae O.  Hanil gwangyesa-ui insik – hanil hoedamgwa geu bandae 
undong [Understanding Korea-Japan Talks: Opposition agaist 
Normalization Efforts].  Seoul: Hakminsa, 1984. 

Yi Yeong Jun.  “Hanil gibbon gwangae joyak-ui jaejomyeong” [Re-
examination of Korea-Japan Basic Relations Treaty].  The Korean 
Journal International Law 40-1 (1995): 367-371. 

Yoshisawa Seijiro.  Nihon Gaikoushi 28.  Kagoshima heiwa kenkyukai, 
1973. 

  



 

144 

 
 

한민  지도  

1965  韓日 본 계 약 2  3  
 

강승  

한 학 

학원 

울 학  
 

 한민 과 본 간  본 계에 한 약  1965  6월 

22 에  순간  란  상  어 다. 동 약 2  

3 상  가 애매하고, 한  본  해  다 다

는 것  다. 2 는 약  에 한 항 , 한

는 원천  주 하는  본  한 는 했  약

 한  독립  함과 함께 었다고 주 했다. 3 는 한

민   합  항 , 한 는 한민  한 도에 

어  한 합 라고 주 한  본  엔 감독하에 

거가 실시  지역에 어 는 한민  한 합 라고 

주 했  것 다.  

우리가  말하는  본 계 약  어떻게 었

, 듯 한 과 본 에게 상 한 해  하도  허 한 것

?  질  답하  해 본  간행  그들  “담
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”에 심  갖고 할 것 다.   체  당시 한  

상  담  담당했  핵심 들  어 한 결  내 고,  그

러한 결 들  내 는지, 나아가 그러한 결 들  과 에 어

한 향  미쳤는지  탐 할 것 다.  해 사료  당시 

 담당했  들  고 들  검 하여 다 과 같  주

 개한다. 당시  담당 들 스스 가  합  가능하고 한

 도  벽하게 철시키는 약  체결하는 것  리라는 

사실  식하 고, 그러한 태도  하  에 동 약  

란  상  는 것  라운  아니다. 컨   원  

간 행 에  찾  수 다. 

 한 담  승만  시 에 시 하 다. 당시 승만과 

그  하들  쟁  상  어  약  항  탄생시

는 , 여 에는 여러 가지 변수가 하 다. 우  식민지 시

에 한 감  한 사 에 만연했다. 지도  한 과거 식민지 경

험에 한 감  가지고 었고, 라  본  과거  해야 

한다는  었다. 아울러 본  죄  과거에 지

 만행에 한 마 한 보상  할 책  다고 주 하 다. 

러한  해 한민  지도 는 과거에 양 간에 체결  
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약  원천 라는 사실  시할 필  느  것 다. 한편 

승만 는 본과 합  보지 못하 는 , 여 에는  여러 가

지 가 했다. 

 우  승만  한 담에 심  없었다. 아울러 들 

사 에 도 감  만연하여 상당히 강경한 태도  담에 

하  양보하지 않았다.   가지 만 도 합 가 어

운 , 승만 는 에 하여 나도 많  과  한꺼 에 

처리하  하 다. 라    과  느 질 수 에 없

었다. 한편 한 과 본  근본  다   담에 하

 에  욱 어 웠다. 한  과거   청산하

고  한 것에 해 본  과거  삼고 싶어하지 않았다. 마지

막  본 계 약  타 안건에 비해 우 순 가 어 , 

라  지도  많  심  지 못하고,  하여 큰 진  

없었  것  사료 다. 

 한 담  희 과 함께 결 는 ,   

담  사시킬 수 었  는 경 라는 책 에  찾

아볼 수 다. 희  경 재건  우  순  과  하

는 , 러한  달 하  하여 는 재원 달  필 했다. 
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그리고 희는 본과  계 상  통해 필 한 원  

보하고  도 했다. 라  한 한 담 타결  건 었다. 

한편 한과  계 에  희는 본과 함께 공고한 

공진   희망하고 었는 ,  한 한 한 계 상

 하는 것 었다. 라  희 는 가능한 든  동

원해 한 계 상  도 했다. 

 한편 희 가 상  사시키  해 취한 행동과 

결심  란  상  어 다. 우  희  나도 많

 양보  했다는 지 다. 것  본 계 약 2  3 가 

하고 다. 양보  함  한 과 본 각각 다  해  하

게  것 다. 그리고 것  본 계 약  러싼 쟁  핵심 

내 다.   

그 다   희  극  란  귀결  

약  해 수많  과 시간  했 ? 그 는  생

과 한  다. 희    

당  보  해 쟁해야 했다. 그리고 당  보  해 우

 과거에 한 본   했다. 들 사 에 는 과거 

식민지 경험에 한 감  심했고, 라  과거청산  가
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결한  다. 라  희  승만  고

안해낸 약  항  고집했  것 다. 한편 한과  경쟁

계에  희는 본 계 약에 한민  한 도에 어 

한 합 라는 것  시 함  신   당  

하고  했다. 게 하여 란  상  어  3 가 탄생하게 

 것 다.  

 

핵심단어: 본 계 약, 원천 , 합 , 승만, 희 

학 : 2008-22455 
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