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Strong nationalisms have often been seen as impeding cooperation and reconciliation between states
that have in the past been at war. This is especially the case in East Asia, where memories of Japanese
aggression and colonialism have long disturbed bilateral relations between Japan and China and South
Korea. Eunbin Chung’s book Pride, Not Prejudice: National Identity as a Pacifying Force in East Asia
challenges such arguments by proposing that the affirmation of national identities can, in fact, facili-
tate cooperation and reconciliation between states experiencing such problems. More specifically, the
book borrows National Identity Affirmation (henceforth NIA) theory from psychology and argues that
by affirming national identity, state leaders can more easily gain support for conciliatory policies and
cooperation with other states, because if one’s identity is affirmed, one becomes more secure and less
defensive toward others. The book suggests that NIA can be seen not only as a theory, but also as a
more realistic and promising way of improving relations and facilitating cooperation than attempts to
replace national identities with regional or supranational identities.

While ultimately interested in relations between states, the book’s empirical chapters are based on
studies using quantitative analysis of material gathered through several surveys and experiments on
individuals in Japan, China and South Korea. First, chapter four, based on field experiments in
Japan, China and South Korea, shows that NIA increases trust. Second, chapter five reveals that
NIA increases guilt recognition for wartime aggression and colonialism among Japanese respondents.
Third, chapter six is concerned with images of other countries. It demonstrates, through surveys of
South Korean respondents, that NIA is associated with more positive perceptions of other countries.
Apart from these studies of how NIA influences general attitudes, two chapters contain applications to
specific policy issues. Chapter six is concerned with South Korean attitudes toward the General
Security of Military Information Agreement (GSOMIA) with Japan, an agreement on the bilateral shar-
ing of military intelligence, in particular related to North Korea and China. In 2012, the South Korean
and Japanese governments planned to sign the agreement. However, the signing of the agreement was
cancelled in the last minute because of strong opposition within the South Korean public. This oppos-
ition has typically been attributed to anti-Japanese sentiment. The chapter shows that NIA made South
Koreans more supportive of the agreement. Chapter seven goes on to focus on support among the
Japanese public for reparations to South Korea and China for Japanese colonialism and wartime aggres-
sion. It demonstrates that NIA, by emphasising an element of identity that Japanese can be proud of,
reduces defensiveness and makes Japanese respondents more supportive of such policies.

The book’s main strength, as this reviewer sees it, is the comprehensiveness of its empirical analysis.
The five empirical chapters explore the role of NIA through a number of surveys and experiments
conducted in three countries. NIA is shown to make a difference across all these settings. The
book’s main contribution lies in how these empirical studies highlight the potential of NIA as a
way of enabling the initiation of reconciliation and cooperation even in contexts where bitter memor-
ies make such initiatives difficult.
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While it is empirically strong and presents an interesting and provocative argument, like in any
book, there are nonetheless also issues that I believe can be questioned and discussed. The first of
these concerns the book’s understanding of cooperation, and specifically how it presents the
GSOMIA military intelligence agreement between South Korea and Japan. The book suggests that
opposition to GSOMIA in South Korea, and opposition to international cooperation more generally,
is irrational and not based on an objective assessment of the situation. For example, it states that “fierce
opposition against cooperation with a past adversary could be rooted in negative self-imagery rather
than prudent calculations of self-benefit. When people had the chance to ‘see the larger picture’ of how
they could benefit through a policy, they were able to objectively acknowledge the necessity of it”
(p. 194). However, I would argue that issues such as security cooperation are bound up with uncer-
tainty in various ways and are therefore not as straight-forward as implied. For example, even though
participation in GSOMIA would enable South Korea to cooperate with Japan in the area of intelligence
sharing related to North Korea and China, it is arguably necessary for any “prudent calculations of
self-benefit” to take into account North Korea’s and China’s possible reactions as part of the “larger
picture”. Since the book more broadly is concerned with cooperation and perceptions between not
only South Korea and Japan, but also between these two countries and China, I find it especially rele-
vant to consider how security cooperation between two of these states might have a negative influence
on cooperation with the third state.

As a second concern, the book’s limited discussion of NIA within actual political practice seems like
a missed opportunity. While most of the book’s enquiry consists of survey experiments, the conclud-
ing chapter presents an example of NIA in practice in the form of Barack Obama’s speech on the
reversal of US relations with Cuba. This is the only clear example I could find in the book of what
actions resembling NIA in real world politics might look like. There is no explicit discussion of
what specific NIA measures East Asian states could have taken to improve their relations. Instead,
the final chapter contains several pages on the role of the United States in East Asia and how its behav-
iour influences relations in the region, along with calls for a “sensible diplomatic gesture from the
United States” (p. 227). However, this discussion does not follow from the NIA theory. While bilateral
episodes where relations between East Asian states improved are discussed in the book, such as the
so-called honeymoon period in Sino-Japanese relations in the 1970s and early 1980s, these are not
explicitly analysed through the theoretical lens of NIA. However, they could be analysed using
NIA. For example, statements by Japanese prime ministers containing apologies to the victims of
Japanese wartime aggression and colonialism strike me as textbook examples of NIA in practice.
These statements contain not only apologies, but also constructions of Japanese identity. Before
expressing “feelings of deep remorse” and “heartfelt apology” for Japan’s “colonial rule and aggres-
sion” in his famous 1995 speech, Japanese Prime Minister Murayama Tomiichi (cited in
Gustafsson 2015, p. 124) highlighted Japan’s post-war achievements as something for the Japanese
to be proud of:

The peace and prosperity of today were built as Japan overcame great difficulty to arise from a
devastated land after defeat in the war. That achievement is something of which we are proud,
and let me herein express my heartfelt admiration for the wisdom and untiring effort of each
and every one of our citizens.

This appears precisely like the kind of rhetorical use of NIA that the book argues could reduce defen-
siveness and increase support for apologies and other conciliatory policies. Just as Obama did in his
Cuba speech (p. 222), by highlighting how different post-war Japan had become from wartime Japan,
Murayama and other prime ministers have engaged in “temporal othering” of Japan’s own past
(Gustafsson 2016). By emphasising that Japanese have a lot to be proud of, Japanese prime ministers
could be said to have used NIA to increase support for, and decrease opposition to, apologies and
accompanying reparation policies.
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Of course, despite Japanese apologies and reparation payments, the history problem has not gone
away. This could be interpreted as NIA being insufficient on its own and needing to be accompanied
or followed by other measures. One notable difference between Japanese apologies and the Cuban
thaw is that Japan had to address both domestic and international audiences, while Obama mainly
needed to address domestic audiences. Japanese prime ministers, even though they sought to increase
domestic support, ultimately addressed Korean and Chinese audiences, whose receptivity to the state-
ments played a key role. Additionally, in the case of Sino-Japanese relations, one factor that arguably
has contributed to the deterioration of Japanese views of China is Chinese denial of the identity
Japanese prime ministers constructed of post-war Japan as different from wartime Japan in the apol-
ogy statements mentioned above (Gustafsson 2015, 2016). Consequently, one possible limitation of
NIA might be its domestic focus, which does not take into account whether or not the identities con-
structed when NIA is practiced are recognised by international audiences.

A third issue concerns the book’s argument that identities can be inward-looking and thus do not
necessarily involve comparison. While it is possible to construct survey questions that give the impres-
sion that identities are constructed in an inward-looking way without comparison with others, I would
argue that comparison is never far away. For example, if a respondent chooses “honesty” (p. 87) when
asked what value is most important to Koreans, it arguably implies that Koreans are more honest than
people from other countries. Similarly, in its treatment of the so-called Sino-Japanese honeymoon per-
iod, the book suggests that when Japan became an economic powerhouse, it allowed it to stress this
aspect of its identity, be remorseful in relation to China and thereby improve bilateral relations.
The book thus asserts that: “The basis of the newfound confidence and pride in Japanese national
identity was inward-looking and did not entail comparison with or superiority over a contemporary
out-group”. This is an interesting argument, and I would certainly agree that the fact that Japan
stressed an aspect of its identity it could take pride in enabled this rapprochement. However, the
book states in its description of this Japanese identity that “Japan gained economic superpower status”,
and “the Japanese ‘developmental state’ model grew popular as a model to emulate in developing
states” (p. 50). These statements appear to imply a comparative and relational understanding of iden-
tity. “Superpower status” is only possible if there are other states that lack such status and instead have
a different kind of status, for example as minor powers, middle powers or great powers. In addition,
the idea that developing states wanted to “emulate” the Japanese “developmental state model” similarly
points to the existence of a comparative and relational identity construction. In such an identity con-
struction, Japan is depicted as more economically and developmentally advanced while other states are
seen as lagging behind within this domain. The amicable relations enjoyed during the Sino-Japanese
honeymoon period in the 1970s and early 1980s, were based on mutual Chinese and Japanese recog-
nition of key elements of the other’s identity. Japan recognised China’s identity as a victim of Japanese
wartime aggression, by expressing regret for the war and providing China with Official Development
Aid (ODA), which has often been viewed as unofficial war reparations. Meanwhile, Japan’s provision
of ODA and technological expertise to China confirmed Japan’s identity as an economic great power.
For example, when he visited Japan in 1978, Deng Xiaoping recognised Japan’s identity as econom-
ically superior by stating: “We must admit our deficiencies. We are a backward country and we need to
learn from Japan” (quoted in Gustafsson 2016, p. 622). As pointed out by one scholar (Watson 2014,
p. 107), both Japan and China “view bilateral aid through the lens of a hierarchical relationship”. In
other words, Japan’s identity as an economic superpower was far from inward-looking and the amic-
able relations during the honeymoon period were arguably sustained not just by strong national iden-
tities, but by strong national identities that the other state recognised.

In conclusion, this is a very interesting book that challenges conventional wisdom when it comes to
the relationship between national identity and conflict. It successfully demonstrates the ameliorating
effects of NIA at the individual level. In addition, it takes an important step toward suggesting
ways of initiating the improvement of relations and overcoming historical animosity in practice.
Future research has much to gain from engaging with these insights.
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When I received the request to review this volume, I replied that I had to recuse myself because I con-
tributed to the book as well as having a close professional and personal relation with Ezra Vogel
(1930-2020). He was my adviser in graduate school, and he insisted that I stay in the second floor
bedroom in his house at 14 Sumner Road, Cambridge, whenever I was in town, and he prepared
scrambled eggs (with a dash of milk) or pancakes (blueberry if available) for breakfast while wearing
pajamas, a bathrobe, bedroom slippers and a knit cap. After reading the 155 contributions in the book,
I realized that I wasn’t so special after all, and that’s one of my main takeaways - he treated so many
people, high, low and in-between, pretty much the same way. He wore his fame lightly and surprised
many people with his affability and lack of pretension.

This book is a labor of love. Taking a similar volume in remembrance of China historian John King
Fairbank as a template, two of Vogel’s Asia-focused colleagues in the Harvard Sociology Department,
Martin K. Whyte (China) and Mary C. Brinton (Japan) reached out to who knows how many people
associated with Ezra, and collected 155 brief essays (limited to 1000 words or less) relating a particu-
larly memorable experience they had with him. They relegated the essays into thirteen categories
somewhat arbitrarily. The categories are: family and early years; friends and colleagues; pivoting to
research on Asia; scholarly contributions; in the classroom; mentoring Harvard students for academic
careers; mentoring non-Harvard students for academic careers; mentoring future journalists, business
executives, diplomats and others; institution building at Harvard; institution building beyond Harvard;
shaping public policies and promoting positive ties with Asia; tributes from Asia; and what made Ezra
Vogel so special. Not surprisingly, “mentoring” occurs most often, followed by “institution building”.
The section titles indicate the breadth of his activities and networks. There’s no way to know who was
not solicited for an essay or declined the invitation, or their reaction when they see the completed
volume.

The book provides a Chronology and a Harvard Memorial Minute but the ultimate picture of Ezra
Vogel emerges kaleidoscopically, as the reader take bits and pieces from the contributions to compose
a picture of the man. Perhaps amazingly, although the writers come from a very wide array of profes-
sions and time periods, there is remarkable consistency in the impressions they have. The pieces range
from short, often humorous anecdotes to touching heartfelt testimonials, but here again, no matter
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