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Today I am going to give a talk about my book “Contemporary Korean Political Thought and Park Chung-hee.”

Overview

Seventy years have now passed since Korea’s liberation in 1945 from Japanese occupation, and sixty-seven years since the establishment of separate governments in South and North Korea. Looking back at the journey taken by South Korea, it is apparent just how turbulent this period of history and how dramatic its political fluctuations have been. Key events include the following: 
· liberation from Japanese colonial rule 
· occupation by the United States and the Soviet Union 
· national division due to schisms among leading national figures as well as to the confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union

· the Korean War (hereafter, June 25 War) 
· long-term authoritarian politics and rapid industrialization 
· the Gwangju Democratization Movement of 1980 
· the Democratic Struggles of June 1987 and the beginning of the democratic transition 

· the inauguration of the first civilian reformist government of Kim Young-sam in 1993

· the financial crisis of 1997 and the ensuing rapid neoliberal restructuring of the national economy 
· the first peaceful power transfer with the inauguration of the Kim Dae-jung government in 1998 
· the first South-North Korean summit in 2000 
· the impeachment of then-president Roh Moo-hyun in 2004 
· worsening social polarization due to drastic neoliberal reforms 
· the installation of the conservative Lee Myung-bak government after ten years of so-called progressive governments 

· the now-general recession that resulted from the global expansion of the US financial crisis in 2008 
· the launch of the conservative government led by Park Geun-hye, daughter of Park Chung-hee

In the course of these events, Korea has experienced fierce ideological and political conflicts over the processes of modernization, the core tasks of which include modern state-building, socioeconomic modernization (including industrialization), and the achievement of democracy. Compared with changes in other non-Western latecomer countries, however, the industrialization and economic development led by conservative authoritarian governments until 1987 and the democratization led by democratic governments in the twenty years after have been assessed as relatively successful. The task of building a unified nation-state, despite appearing more hopeful after the advent of democracy, now remains an uncertain prospect. 

Bearing in mind the achievements of successful industrialization and democratization in South Korea and the stagnation in the inter-Korean relationship (i.e., unification of South and North Korea), this book provides an overview of ideological trends in contemporary South Korean politics, attempts 
to construct the characteristics of the ideological topography in South Korea, and then analyzes Park Chung-hee’s political thought, focusing on his discourses on democracy, conservatism, and nationalism, while examining his thought in light of the characteristics of the Korean ideological terrain. Finally, the book presents the overall changes that the structural characteristics and the legacy of Park’s political thought have undergone since democratization. 
Part 1 begins by providing an overview of ideological trends in contemporary South Korean politics and then articulates the characteristics of the Korean ideological terrain with the concepts of simultaneity of the non-simultaneous and the sanctification of nationalism through comparison with Western experiences.

Part 2 analyzes and reconstructs the political thought of former president Park Chung-hee in detail, while also examining whether and how it reflected ideological characteristics (suggested in Part 1).
Last, Part 3 traces what has happened to the two ideological characteristics, that is, simultaneity of the non-simultaneous and the sanctification of nationalism, in the almost three decades since Korea’s democratization and speculates as to their future. It also examines the ideological legacy of Park Chung-hee’s authoritarian politics, which has left such an enduring mark on contemporary Korean political history.

Four Major Ideologies

These aims make a discussion of the nature and statuses of four major ideologies—liberalism, conservatism, nationalism, and radicalism—an inevitable part of the analysis of both the nature of contemporary Korean ideology and the political thought of former president Park Chung-hee. These four ideologies have competed fiercely in Western democratization, at times promoting it and at times opposing it, ultimately converging toward democracy and forming the principal ideological framework of contemporary Western democratic politics. Accompanying the global expansion of Western civilization, they have now become universal categories, defining ideological terrains even in the non-Western world. The contemporary politics of South Korea, which came into being under strong US influence after liberation, are no exception. The four major ideologies have proved deeply influential on democratization and on Korean politics in subsequent years. At the same time, the ideologies have themselves been affected by the particular dynamics of Korean politics. Due to differences between the West, where these ideologies originated, and political circumstances in Korea, where they were belatedly adopted, their development and transformation in Korea reflect local particularities, in turn offering a chance to examine their Western counterparts from an outside perspective as well. 
Of course, mutual understanding of such particularities is possible because the developments of ideologies in each region embody and share a prima facie universality based on the framework of Western civilization. In other words, not only do Korea and the West share the material and spiritual foundations of modernity—capitalism, industrial society, enlightenment, rationalism, progressivism, democracy, and so on—but also Korea, as a latecomer country, accepted the four major ideologies of Western origin as its standards in the process of political modernization, pursuing goal-oriented teleological change. The particularities of Korean ideologies can be identified on the basis of such shared framework and experiences. However, while examining the trends in contemporary Korean political thought and its particular characteristics, it is important to leave a theoretical space open for determining the compatibility of the Korean contemporary ideological terrain with its Western counterpart and for identifying its distinctive aspects.

Bearing in mind the four modern Western ideologies, I briefly outline the particular characteristics of their evolution in South Korea. The liberalism embodied in the 1948 Founding Constitution of South Korea was liberal democracy, the final product of democratized liberalism. However, this liberalism developed soon into a Korean variant that would acquire a dualistic feature in the sense that it functioned as an official ruling ideology bestowing legitimacy upon authoritarian regimes and, at the same time, as an insurgent ideology opposing the authoritarian rule and institution that infringed upon (officially proclaimed) liberal democracy. Conservatism in pre-democratic Korean politics played the role of defending the authoritarian regime and the capitalist order in the name of democracy while stressing a cause of political stability that would be indispensable to anti-communism and economic development. Conservatism in this sense may be regarded as another name for liberalism as a ruling ideology.

Nationalism is defined as an ideology and movement seeking foremost to promote the independence, unification, and development of a nation. As to what constitutes a nation, the primordial (objective) theory, which stresses the objective qualities of a nation such as a common history, language, religion, ethnicity and other cultural elements, and its permanent nature, is in opposition to the instrumental (subjective) theory, which regards a nation as a modern product. However, it is widely recognized that the concepts of nation and nationalism in Korea are ontologically different from those in the West, given that Korea, together with China and Japan, has developed a historical state “composed of a population that is ethnically almost or entirely homogeneous” (Hobsbawm 1990, 66). Nationalism before democratization of Korea has been bifurcated into the “nationalism-from-above,” which insisted on anticommunism and economic development, and “nationalism-from-below,” which stressed more strongly the welfare of the people (minjung), democracy, and unification. In South Korea, radicalism basically refers to an ideology and movement that seeks to transform the anti-communist, pro-American, and capitalist social structure of South Korea in the direction of an independent, unified, and socialist Korea.

In the great democratic struggles under authoritarian regimes reaching their peak in 1987, South Korean society was polarized into two broad camps: One was the alliance of liberalism as a ruling ideology, conservatism, and nationalism-from-above, and the other was that of liberalism as an insurgent ideology, radicalism, and nationalism-from-below.  

The Dynamic Evolution of Contemporary Korean Political Ideologies: 
An Overview

Since the Liberation in 1945, contemporary Korean political thought has comprised four major ideologies: liberalism (liberal democracy), conservatism, nationalism, and radicalism. Chapter 1 presents their evolution and interaction in light of the democratic transition that began in 1987, focusing on democratization at the risk of a teleological interpretation. Korean politics would follow a road to democracy whose shape would be determined by the four ideologies competing to fulfill the task of modernization. In other words, Korean politics would be democratized, but only after fierce confrontations between authoritarian regimes and democratic forces, violent conflicts arising from different visions of nationalism, and turbulent accommodation of diverse, radical ideologies. In addition, as Korean politics have experienced democratic consolidation over the past twenty-five years, the four major ideologies have undergone democratic transformation and convergence.

However, a somewhat unconventional periodization of contemporary Korean history is adopted here, given that this chapter focuses more on the evolution of political ideologies than the actual flow of political events. Instead of dividing contemporary South Korean history since the establishment of the government in 1948 in two in the conventional way (i.e., pre-democratization and post-democratization eras with the year 1987 as the watershed), I will divide it into three eras, interposing “the great transformation,” which refers to the period from 1980 through 1992. This does not mean that one should ignore the historical significance of the year 1987―when the military regime withdrew from politics and a full-fledged democratic transition, including revision of the constitution and the consequent founding election, began as a result of the Democratic Struggles of June 1987―as a decisive turning point for democratization. The democratization that began in 1987 did indeed lead to the consolidation of democracy and provided the basic framework to which diverse ideologies would have to adapt to survive. However, it should be noted that seen in terms of the dynamic flow of diverse political ideologies, the democratization in 1987 was not an abrupt event but a cumulative change that had been proceeding for many years, I suppose, beneath the surface of an official history dominated by the Chun Doo-hwan military authoritarian regime, which seized power with a mini-coup in December 1979 and the bloody suppression of the Gwangju Democratic Uprising in May 1980; reached its climax in 1987; and then finalized its shape in 1993 with the inauguration of the civilian democratic government headed by Kim Young-sam. Moreover, we cannot omit the short period during the Liberation in which South Korea had to establish a government separate from that of North Korea, which would decisively condition contemporary South Korean politics, adding to its tumultuous history. Thus, this chapter examines the evolution of Korean political ideologies since the Liberation, dividing the whole period into four phases: Liberation (1945–1948), the long authoritarian rule (1948–1979), the great transformation (1980–1992), and post-transitional democracy (from 1993 to the present). The main points of the latter two phases are as follows.

The Great Transformation Era (1980–1992): The Vicissitudes of the Four Ideologies and the Transition to Democracy 

· The historical significance of the Gwangju Democratization Movement of 1980

· Political isolation and the decline of liberalism 

· Revolutionary radicalism for the liberation of the class and the nation

· The debilitation of the conservative hegemony: Conservatism propped up by physical coercion

· The decline of division-maintaining nationalism and the rise of unification-oriented nationalism

The Convergence and Normalization of the Four Ideologies in Post-transitional Politics (1993–2007)

· Democratization of Korean politics

· Internal differentiation of liberalism and conservatism and the partial convergence of the two

· Conversion to and challenge from open nationalism

· The search for innovation in coexistence: The acquisition of political citizenship for moderate radicalism

Simultaneity of the Non-simultaneous

In Part 1, after surveying the ideological landscape of contemporary Korea and its dynamic evolution in Chapter 1, I present simultaneity of the non-simultaneous and the sanctification of nationalism as defining characteristics of Korea’s contemporary ideological terrain in Chapters 2 and 3. When comparing the evolution of the four major ideologies in Korea and in Western Europe, the most striking differences are due to these two characteristics, which result from Korea’s particular circumstances as a newly independent state that began facing the task of modernization only after World War II. The dialectic of non-simultaneity can be regarded as a “structural condition” that arises from a clash between world historical time (a product of Western-centrism) and Korean national historical time, and the resultant phenomena such as the former’s dominance and the latter’s repulsion or subsequent mutation. In contrast the sanctification of nationalism can be seen as a “substantial characteristic” of the same terrain that has been formed by a combination of the structural influence of non-simultaneity and the particular historical experiences of Korean politics. In other words, it is not simply a passive reflection of structural conditions but a distinctive characteristic formed as a result of Korea’s particular political and historical experiences since the late nineteenth century. Here, particular historical experiences refers to the failure of autonomous attempts at modernization and nation-state building in the late nineteenth century, colonial rule by Japan in the early twentieth century, and the national division, the June 25 War, and problems with reunification since Liberation in 1945. The basic premise of this book, however, is that such characteristics of the Korean ideological topography distinct from those of the West are not mere deviations from the “normal,” or exceptions or derivatives but must be interpreted as reflections of the particular historical and political conditions in Korean society in its capacity as a space for the operation and development of these ideologies. 
Ernst Bloch (1991) devised the concept of simultaneity of the non-simultaneous in his book Heritage of Our Times (Erbschaft dieser Zeit, 1935) to explain the appearance of Nazism in the Weimar Republic and the rise of reactionary right-wing nationalism in the progressive guise of National Socialism. Bloch used the concept to describe the discrepancy in Germany between the capitalist economic structure rapidly being formed and the archaic sociocultural formation “not yet disposed of” as well as the subsequent phenomena resulting from it. The concept in the widest sense is similar to what we understand today as “cultural lag.” According to Bloch, the economic and political transformation that was carried out in Germany in the absence of a bourgeois revolution was less radical than that in England and France to the extent that heterogeneous and outmoded reactionary social elements remained strong alongside a bourgeoisie much weaker than those of England and France. Speaking more broadly, non-simultaneity refers to “a historical situation marked by an often confused constellation of coexisting economic structures and sociocultural formations from different epochs” (Durst 2002, 171).
Whereas Bloch used this concept to grasp the non-correspondence between the economic base and the superstructure in historical materialism within a single state, I intend to use it to examine the configuration of the ideological terrain in Korean politics, particularly focusing on the dimension of a worldwide dialectic, that is, the clash and conflict between world historical time, which pressures synchronization of ideologies all over the world to liberal democracy (or Communism), and local Korean historical time, which was not able to bear the pressure in socio-cultural formation as well as in economic base. Without presupposing the social change according to Marxist historical materialism in which the base conditions the superstructure in a given society, this study focuses on the points of intersection and discrepancy between the world historical (standard) time and Korean local time, that is, premature pressures from world historical time and stubborn resistance of the delayed national historical time. Thus, the concept functions as a helpful tool to understand the formation of contemporary Korean political ideologies as distinct from that of modern Western ones. 

More than anything, the dialectic of non-simultaneity has brought to contemporary Korean politics the dual political order of authoritarianism and liberal democracy as well as an ideological ambiguity in Korean conservatism. It has also brought about phenomena found in other latecomer countries that are symptomatic of teleological change, such as liberalism without a bourgeoisie, socialism before the development of a proletariat, and a conservatism for modernization. Subsequently, various features of the Korean ideological terrain derived from the dialectic of non-simultaneity were elaborated in subthemes, such as the importation of various ideologies as finished products, the premature clash of divergent ideologies, the precocious “conservatization” of liberal democracy, trans-contextual confrontation among ideologies, and the authenticity controversy of various ideologies.

Finally, it should be noted that the dialectic of non-simultaneity was observed during the Japanese colonial rule as well as in the post-Liberation period. Moreover, its legacy persists to a certain extent, even after successful industrialization and democratization. It is a baffling paradox, however, to witness the stark realities of non-simultaneity in former communist countries undergoing the painful process of uneven capitalist modernization since the fall of the Berlin Wall in the age of postmodern Western Europe. In this context, Fredric Jameson, who rose to become the foremost Marxist theoretician of postmodernism with the publication of Postmodernism, Or, The Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism in 1991, characterizes modernism as “uniquely corresponding to an uneven moment of social development” or “the coexistence of realities from radically different moments of history,” thereby resorting to “what Ernst Bloch called ‘simultaneity of the non-simultaneous’” (Jameson 1991, 307). It is rather intriguing to observe that Jameson has shifted his position from that of “all embracing totality of capitalism” à la Lukács to that of Bloch’s dialectic of non-simultaneity, thereby raising it to the fundamental characteristic of (high) modernism (Durst 2002, 171). 

Seen from this perspective, then, the dialectic of non-simultaneity may well be interpreted as a common variable that applies not only to many non-Western nations belatedly undergoing modernization, but also to some Western nations that undertook retroactive capitalist modernization. The difference between the two, then, in the dialectic of non-simultaneity, may not be one of kind but of degree. In fact, it may be understood as a continuum, not as a dichotomy. Following this interpretation, it could be stated that it is not until the collapse of communist regimes and their subsequently uneven transitions to capitalism that Western intellectuals like Jameson have witnessed belatedly the simultaneity of the non-simultaneous that non-Western societies have been experiencing as a part of their everyday lives in carrying out the task of modernization.
The Sanctification of Nationalism

As mentioned previously, the sanctification of nationalism was formed and strengthened not only by the dialectic of non-simultaneity but also Korea’s particular historical experiences. When South Korea pursued “catch-up” modernization modeled on Western nations and then set the nation as the agent of modernization, nationalism came to function as an ideology of mobilization for modernization. In addition, particular historical experiences that gave birth to Korean nationalism impressed the sanctification of nationalism upon the Korean ideological topography. In the late nineteenth century, Korea was confronted with the task of building a modern state to meet the challenge of intruding Western powers but ended up losing its state sovereignty as a result of Japanese imperialism, which put an end to efforts at modernization. Furthermore, Korea also suffered the shock of losing its “natural congruence of the state and the nation,” something it had so long taken for granted, and became “a nation without a state.” This presented the country with difficulties completely unlike anything experienced by England, France, or even Germany. As a result, the national question (i.e., national survival) overwhelmed the social question (i.e., the problem of social class) even after the introduction of socialist ideology in the early 1920s under Japanese colonial rule. In the process of undergoing such national crises and frustrations, Korean nationalism has coagulated into a racial form stressing the biological bloodline. It was further reinforced by the addition of the ideology of danil minjok (a single and pure nation), an ideology insisting on racial homogeneity as unique to the Korean nation. Unlike other non-Western states that shared colonial experiences with Korea, the country unexpectedly met with national division after Liberation, which would lead to the fratricidal June 25 War. It was thus unable to achieve the building of a national state in the full sense. 
Due to the inferiority complex incurred by such trauma, nationalism in Korea has now grown into an ideology with greater and heavier political symbolism than any other, acquiring an air of inviolable and infallible sanctity in the minds of most Koreans. Of course, sanctification is not a phenomenon confined to Korean nationalism. Surveying the trajectory of nationalism in the last part of twentieth century, Eric Hobsbawm noted this aspect of nationalism at the end of his book Nations and Nationalism Since 1780, saying, “Above all, where ideologies are in conflict, the appeal to the imagined community of the nation appears to have defeated all challenges” (Hobsbawm 1990, 163). In addition to the task of belated modernization that contributed to strengthening the nationalist fervor, it should be noted that South Korea had to accomplish  capitalist modernization as if it were a life-and-death struggle, in order to secure nationalist legitimacy in desperate competition against North Korean communist brethren and to achieve national unification by defeating them. This intra-national aspect has added another intense dimension to the already serious international struggle for national dignity and recognition. Thus, nationalism has become all the more fervent and sanctified. 
This book discusses the effects of the sanctification of nationalism on the contemporary Korean ideological terrain, primarily focusing on the period before democratization. To examine these effects, I divide them into two distinct but interrelated concepts: the overdetermination of other ideologies by nationalism and the overpowering presence of one task over other tasks in nationalism. 
First, I investigate the way nationalism, as a source of (ultimate) legitimacy, has overdetermined conservatism, liberalism (and liberal democracy), and radicalism, the other three of the four ideologies.
 Liberals, conservatives, and radicals in South Korean politics clashed vehemently due to their differences regarding ways of prioritizing the political tasks at hand, ways of interpreting them, and their various strategies and agents of change. As part of this process, they called upon their own respective ideologies and at the same time appealed to sanctified nationalism for legitimation; as a result, nationalism became the common denominator of the various ideologies, ultimately overdetermining the legitimacy of conservatism, liberalism, and radicalism alike due to Korea’s structural and historical conditions.
Then, through the concept of overpowering presence, I will explore how one task among various tasks of nationalism—for example, overcoming division (or reunification), economic development (or modernization), anti-communism (or national security), democracy/democratization—acquires supreme importance and marginalizes the others. This phenomenon takes place in the discursive struggles over nationalism by various political protagonists when a certain group presents, stresses, and imposes one task as the top priority of nationalism and wins a viable (albeit controversial) hegemony among the general populace—consensus reached by intellectual and moral leadership in a Gramscian sense. 

Here, overdetermination focuses on the reciprocal relationship among conservatism, liberalism, radicalism, and nationalism and approximates the structural and objective phenomena that have an influence beyond the subjective wills of political actors. In contrast, overpowering presence is concerned with the competitive relationship among diverse advocates of nationalism within the autonomous sphere allowed by the ideological terrain, stressing the subjective position of ideological protagonists and their efforts to gain subsequent hegemony and impose it upon others. 

As a result of the multidimensional nature of nationalism and its sanctification, such crucial tasks as anti-communism (national security), economic development (modernization), democratization/democracy, and reunification came to constitute a discourse on nationalism in South Korea. In addition to their respective importance as essential tasks facing modern states, they enjoyed halo effects of nationalism at the same time, thanks to the sanctification and legitimization they gained by appealing to nationalism. Consequently, until the 1980s at least, dictatorship for the sake of anti-communism (national security) and modernization was able to pass for nationalism and liberal democracy in Korea. By the same token, socialism was isolated and suppressed by the invincible forces of anti-communism, failing from the start in the competitive struggle for legitimacy. But among opposition activists in the 1980s, when anti-communist taboos were mitigated due to anger at the Chun Doo-hwan regime, which came to power after bloodily suppressing a struggle for democracy in the city of Gwangju, radicalism attempted to acquire new legitimacy of its own among opposition activists by appealing to the nationalist values of minjung (popular or people-centered) liberation with strong class tendencies as well as national liberation from US imperialism, which was allegedly responsible for national division and the perpetuation of dictatorships. In this process, the nationalisms promoted by conservatives and progressives acquired quite different undertones. The overall effect of the conflict between these two political forces, however, was to further reinforce nationalism and contribute to its sanctification.
The Political Thought of Park Chung-hee

Part 2, “The Political Thought of Park Chung-hee,” is devoted to examining the ideology of former president Park Chung-hee. Park, for better or worse, was one of the most influential contemporary Korean leaders. The Park regime was the longest in contemporary South Korean history, dominating national politics for no less than 18 years, from the day Park seized power through a military coup in May 1961 to the moment of his assassination in October 1979. During this time, the Park regime launched Korea’s modernization in earnest and achieved economic growth at a phenomenal speed. As a strongly authoritarian regime, however, it thoroughly demolished the institutional basis of liberal democracy and crippled its proper operation. Among the Republic of Korea’s past presidents, Rhee Syngman and Park Chung-hee have been subject to the most intense debates regarding their legacy. No matter the outcome of the debates, it cannot be denied that as a politician Park Chung-hee laid the foundations of Korea as a modern state and left a lasting political legacy in the light and shadows of which twenty-first-century Koreans continue to live. Thus I examine Park’s political thought, focusing on the discourses he produced with regard to democracy, conservatism, and nationalism. In the process, I also consider how and to what extent Park’s discourses reflected the ideological characteristics of simultaneity of the non-simultaneous and the sanctification of nationalism.
The abundance of existing academic research on the Park regime has touched on various realms: leadership, ruling strategy, ruling ideology, and manner of authoritarian rule; constitutional revision to allow a third presidential term and the Yushin (revitalizing reform) Constitution; state-led economic development, industrial policy-making, and economic achievement; the relationship between industrialization and democracy; the nature of the state; opposition and student movements; and the shifting international relationships with the United States and Japan. When it comes to researching Park Chung-hee’s own political thought, however, scholars have shown a considerable degree of hesitation. Most academics regard Park as a practical man only concerned with draconian imposition and administrative measures. It appears persuasive to assert, as several scholars have, that Park Chung-hee was not a man who planned and decided upon his actions on the basis of any particular passionately held ideology, but rather a man of realpolitik who was single-mindedly immersed in seizing, maintaining, and expanding his own power with practical and rational temper like a Machiavellian prince. 

Nonetheless, it cannot be said that he had no ideological stance whatsoever when it came to liberalism, conservatism, nationalism, and radicalism, all of which constituted important axes in contemporary Korean ideology; even those scholars who regard Park as a practical leader will accept this. At the very least, it is hard to deny that Park consistently deployed a particular nationalist discourse in speeches after he took power, adhered to an anti-communist stance, mastered a form of authoritarian rule that he justified in the name of political stability and economic development while maintaining a conservative attitude aimed at defending the existing political order, and asserted the “Koreanization of democracy” within the Korean political situation while adopting a reserved or negative attitude toward implementing Western-style democracy. 
Of course, these ideological stances were more an overall representation of those held by ruling right-wing conservatives than the fruits of Park’s original thought. At the same time, however, they were systematically imposed on the general populace through coercive organs of oppression such as the Korea Central Intelligence Agency, the prosecution service, and the police. These stances were also diffused among the populace via a large number of ideological mechanisms, including Park’s own speeches and talks; various school textbooks (e.g., history, social studies education, national ethics) produced and distributed by educational bodies; mass media such as daily newspapers, radio and television news, and films; the management of cultural heritage such as “national heritage for protecting the fatherland” and rediscovery of certain historical characters; various national and international sports events; national security education delivered through both the regular army and police, the Homeland Reserve Forces, and student military training; and ideological mobilization of masses such as the proclamation and diffusion of the “Charter of National Education” and the all-out Saemaeul Movement (New Village Movement). It cannot be said, therefore, that even those in the pro-democracy movement who resisted Park’s authoritarian regime so fiercely were entirely free from the ideological framework he had imposed on society. Consequently, today, more than 25 years after the advent of democracy in Korea, Park Chung-hee’s ideology continues to function as a source of sustainable ideological inspiration for Korean conservatism. The study of Park Chung-hee’s political thought is, therefore, enormously helpful in understanding not just the ideological terrain of Korean politics while Park himself was in power but also that of post-democratization in the twenty-first century. 
On the basis of this discussion, Part 2 will thoroughly examine the political ideology of Park Chung-hee. Chapter 4, first, contains an analysis of Park’s discourse on democracy. In the process of mediating the dual political order in which authoritarianism and liberal democracy coexisted as a consequence of non-simultaneity, Park inevitably produced a variety of derivative discourses on democracy to justify his authoritarianism. Since the democratization of Korean politics was a process of opposing and overcoming the (anti-)democratic discourses put forward by Park Chung-hee, examining these discourses is critical to understanding both Park’s authoritarianism and Korea’s democratization. Chapter 5 illuminates Park’s political thought from the angle of “anti-liberal conservatism for modernization.” In the process of defending his authoritarian regime, Park completed the basic framework of Korean conservatism, centered around the “stick” of anti-communism (or national security) and the “carrot” of economic development. 
Chapter 6, finally, examines Park’s discourses on nationalism. While in office, Park put all his efforts into modernizing Korea through industrialization and economic development. In order to get the entire nation behind his modernization agenda, he produced the most zealous nationalist discourse of any Korean president in history, while taking advantage of top-down nationalism. But Park’s nationalist discourses met with unending attacks from his opponents on the grounds that they ran counter to the nationalism that sought national independence, reunification, and development; openly denied popular sovereignty through ongoing coercive politics; perpetuated and reinforced national division by calling for “construction first, then reunification”; and created an externally dependent economic structure in the process of development. In this respect, the strong resurgence of unification-oriented nationalism in the mid-1980s was partially based on attacking Park’s division-maintaining nationalist discourse, particularly the argument that his doctrine of “construction first, then reunification” was one that perpetuated national division. Thus nationalism was found to a site of most intense discursive struggles and Park’s nationalism was a double-edged sword there. 

Conclusion

In Chapter 7 (Part 3) concluding the book, I discuss how non-simultaneity and sanctification have changed over the quarter century since democratization and what their prospects are. I will then examine the trajectory followed by Park Chung-Hee’s political thought over the same period and what we can expect of its legacy in years to come. 
My assertions in this chapter are that Korean politics has now, at a basic level, completed the tasks of modernization and democratization and has joined the ongoing great transformation of globalization and informationalization coevally with other advanced nations. As a result, simultaneity of the non-simultaneous is loosening, if not disintegrating altogether, as a structural feature of Korea’s ideological landscape. This, in turn, has led to a gradual but inevitable weakening of the sanctification of nationalism. This weakening is confirmed in its most salient form by the paradoxical phenomenon whereby the nationalist fervor that accompanied modernization and democratization in South Korea has decreased with regard to unification since the achievement of the former two objectives. Moreover, South Korea has become an open society since then; the worldwide globalization and informationalization that have accompanied this change have been strongly influential in the weakening of not only “unification nationalism” but also nationalism in general. With regard to this, I briefly introduce contemporary criticism of the sanctification on the part of Korean academics and the emergence of the so-called doctrine of post-nationalism. 
Of course, the factors sustaining the sanctification of nationalism cannot be ignored either: These include the continuous, mutually antagonistic division of the Korean Peninsula and the question of reunification, the persistent belief among some progressive circles that the United States is to blame for Korea’s division, coping with past evils perpetrated by the previous dictatorial South Korean regimes, and unresolved issues relating to the historical issues relating to Japanese colonial rule over Korea. The nationalist clashes that have recently occurred among South Korea, China, and Japan as part of Northeast Asian territorial and historical disputes, moreover, retain the potential to boost nationalism in future. It appears that such factors will continue to exert strong influence on nationalism for some time to come. 

Nevertheless, my diagnosis of weakening in the sanctification of nationalism is derived more from the conceptual framework used in this book. I distinguish between the strengthening of nationalism and its sanctification. Korean nationalism may acquire new strength with various configurations in the near future for divergent internal or external reasons, including those suggested herein, but I believe that it will not be able to sustain the same inviolable sanctity it enjoyed in the past, due to the success of industrialization and democratization, the establishment of a clearly dominant position over North Korea, and the social opening that has occurred after globalization and informatization. In other words, the weakening of the sanctification of nationalism will be confirmed when nationalism’s powerful overdetermination of the other ideologies loses strength and the overpowering presence of one element over other elements in nationalism has weakened.

I also examine how the political thought of Park Chung-hee, which has functioned as a comprehensive version of right-wing conservatism in Korea, has undergone a change as a source of continuity and renewal for conservatism in Korea even after Park’s death and explore the prospect of how it will endure in future.
First, with the progress of democracy made since 1987 the democratic discourse put forward by Park Chung-Hee with regard to the Koreanization of democracy can be seen to have all but collapsed, despite the strong residual presence of obsession with anti-communism (opposition to North Korea) and economic development. In other words, the political goals of modernization and democratization have been reached, the Cold War order has ended with the fall of the socialist bloc, and South Korea has secured a position of overwhelming superiority vis-à-vis the North. Thus, it has now become impossible to justify authoritarianism or so-called Korean-style democracy in the name of anti-communism and economic development. 

Second, Park’s anti-liberal conservatism for modernization is set for inevitable decline in the long term, not only due to the weakening of the non-simultaneity dialectic and the sanctification of nationalism but also due to the democratization of Korean society as a whole. However, it should be noted that his conservative discourses have shown partial continuity and partial change since democratization, through political discourses on contemporary Korean politics such as a revamped version of anti-communism—discourses of banbuk (opposition to North Korea), jongbuk (blindly following the North), “pro-North Korea left-wingers,” and so forth—and developmentalism—discourses on becoming an “advanced,” “first-rate” or “central” country, and “nation branding.”
 In this way, Park’s conservative discourses may continue to exert a visible influence on Korean conservatives in the near future. Yet it is clear that contemporary Korean conservatives cannot deny liberal democracy or Western-style democracy as Park did before. Last, Park Chung-hee’s nationalist discourse, which was effectively used and mobilized for national security and economic development, seems to have lost most of its influence, although nationalism itself remains strong. 
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� I borrow the concept of overdetermination from Louis Althusser’s work. He is opposed to the schematic interpretation of Marx’s theory of historical materialism as the determination of superstructure (“the State and all the legal, political and ideological forms”) by economic structure (the forces and relations of production). Instead, he proposed the concept of overdetermination to explain the complexity of historical change. Noting uneven social development, he stresses the “relative autonomy of the superstructures and their specific effectivity,” while asserting “the economy is determinant, but in the last instance” (Althusser 1977, 111-112). However, the concept is widely used in a loose sense beyond the Marxist circle. For example, when Ella Shohat and Robert Stam discuss the concept of the West in their examination of Eurocentrism, they note the contemporary parlance in which Israel is considered a Western country, whereas Turkey, Egypt, Libya, and Morocco, which lie to the west of Israel (a substantial portion of Turkey also lies to the east of Israel) are all “Eastern” and Latin America is often excluded from “the West.” Moreover, we often observe that Japan is included as part of the West in political discourses and the media. So Shohat and Stam (1994, 13) state that “politics overdetermines cultural geography.” In this sense, it can be said that today the West refers mostly to the regions or countries in which advanced capitalism and liberal democracy prevail. Thus, overdetermination in this book is also used to refer to the phenomenon in which nationalism ultimately overdetermines the legitimacy of the other three ideologies.  


� But I think that the diluted version of anti-communism persisting stubbornly has more to with the continuation of national division by hostile two regimes than Park’s unique ideological legacy as such.
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