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This paper aims to refute the “incompatibility thesis” that nationalism is incompatible with transnational feminist solidarity, as it fosters exclusionary practices, xenophobia, and racism among feminists with conflicting nationalist aspirations. I examine the plausibility of the incompatibility thesis by focusing on the controversy regarding just reparation for Second World War “comfort women,” which is still unresolved. The Korean Council at the center of this controversy, which advocates the rights of Korean former comfort women, has been criticized for its strident nationalism and held responsible for the stalemate. Consequently, the case of comfort women has been thought to exemplify the incompatibility thesis. I argue against this common feminist perception in three ways: First, those who subscribe to the incompatibility thesis have misinterpreted facts surrounding the issue; second, the Korean Council’s nationalism is a version of “polycentric nationalism,” which avoids the problems of essentialist nationalism at the center of feminist concerns; and, third, transnational feminist solidarity is predicated on the idea of oppressed/marginalized women’s epistemic privilege and enjoins that feminists confer respect on oppressed/marginalized women’s epistemic privilege. To the extent that oppressed/marginalized women’s voices are expressed in nationalist terms, I argue that feminists committed to transnational feminist solidarity must accommodate their nationalism. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Feminists, including transnational feminists (Grewal and Kaplan 1994, Alarcon, Kaplan, and Moallem 1999; Moghadam 2005), are in general suspicious of nationalism. Two feminist objections to nationalism, among others, have been influential, one pertaining to the domestic level and the other pertaining to the international level. First, feminists charge that nationalism is necessarily patriarchal and is therefore detrimental to domestic causes promoting women’s equality and well-being. Second, feminists argue that nationalism undermines transnational feminist solidarity, as it fosters exclusionary practices, xenophobia, and racism among feminists with conflicting nationalist aspirations. Consequently, it creates difficulties in communication, not to mention collaboration, among feminists with opposing nationalities (Herr 2003, section II). Some feminists therefore argue that feminists must “eschew[] nationalisms in favor of solidarity beyond borders” (Moghadam 2005, 89). 
This paper focuses on the second feminist critique of nationalism that it is incompatible with transnational feminist solidary, which I call the incompatibility thesis. I will examine whether nationalism is indeed incompatible with transnational feminist solidarity by focusing on the controversy regarding just reparation for Second World War “comfort women,” which, unfortunately, is still unresolved at the time of this writing. At the center of this controversy has been the Korean Council for the Women Drafted for Military Sexual Slavery by Japan (the Korean Council hereinafter), the advocacy group that represents the voices of Korean former comfort women.  This paper focuses on this issue because it dramatically illustrates the intersection of nationalism and feminism, as the Korean Council (KC) is nationalist and feminist at the same time. Not surprisingly, many feminists, whether inside or outside of Korea, have noted the stridency of the Korean Council’s nationalist stance, and some have held the Korean Council’s nationalism responsible for the stalemate on this issue (Soh 2000, 2003). If these feminists are correct, then this case may seem to exemplify nationalism’s incompatibility with transnational feminist solidarity.<1> 
The paper’s aim is to refute the notion that the issue of Korean comfort women confirms the standard feminist position that nationalism is incompatible with transnational feminist solidarity—the incompatibility thesis. To attain this goal, I will provide a three-pronged analysis: First, I will show that those who subscribe to the incompatibility thesis have misinterpreted facts surrounding the issue of comfort women as it evolved since the 1990s; second, I propose an alternative conception of nationalism—“polycentric nationalism”—that can avoid the problems of essentialist nationalism about which feminists have been rightly concerned; and, third, I will clarify the concept of transnational feminist solidarity and argue that the idea of oppressed/marginalized women’s epistemic privilege is one of the core assumptions of transnational feminist solidarity. If respect for oppressed/marginalized women’s epistemic privilege is a normative injunction entailed by transnational feminist solidarity, then feminists committed to transnational feminist solidarity may be required to accommodate nationalism of women from previously or currently colonized or aggressed-upon nations. In the case of WWII comfort women, in particular, I will argue that feminists must support the nationalist position of Korean former comfort women and the Korean Council in transnational feminist solidarity.
II. BACKGROUND<2>  
“Comfort women” is a euphemistic term to refer to women who were forced into sexual servitude during the Second World War (WWII) for the Japanese Imperial Army (JIA). The overwhelming majority of them came from Asian nations, which had been conquered and/or colonized during the first half of the twentieth century by the Japanese Empire. <3> Although comfort women were drafted from multiple countries, the overwhelming majority of comfort women were Koreans, as Korea was Japan’s largest and the most strategically important colony since Japan’s forced take-over in 1905. It is estimated that between 80,000 and 200,000 Korean women were forcibly drafted to serve as comfort women between the late 1930s and 1945 (Yang 1998, n.1). Historical facts concerning the comfort women system, including the precise number of Korean comfort women, are largely unverifiable and still disputed among the opposing parties (Chung 2004, 51), as the JIA authorities in their retreat destroyed most, if not all, of official documents pertaining to the comfort women system for fear of post-WWII crime prosecutions by the Allied Forces (HJ Lee 1997, 321). Based on testimonies of former comfort women themselves, we now know that non-Japanese Asian comfort women<4>  lived under inhumane conditions, virtually incarcerated in tiny cells and subjected to constant rape and physical abuse by twenty to thirty men a day on average (MG Kang 1997, 29). At the end of the WWII, all non-Japanese comfort women were abandoned and many were murdered by the JIA to eliminate the trace of the horrendous institutional crime (see Bang 1997, sections 4 & 5). Former comfort women who survived the war and somehow managed to return home stayed silent for over forty years because of their paralyzing sense of shame for having lost the sole virtue for women—chastity—according to the Confucian tradition. 
After the end of the WWII, the silence surrounding the issue of comfort women was so complete that the Korean public was unaware of it for the next 45 years. Korean feminists who finally learned of this issue in the late 1980s formed in 1990 the Korean Council (KC), a feminist organization (Choi 1997, 28) that comprises Korean feminist activists and scholars, with an explicit aim to “restore the victims’ dignity and to correct the distorted relationship between Korea and Japan.”<5> In 1991 the issue of WWII comfort women finally captured the attention of the Korean public when a former comfort woman, then sixty seven year old Hak-Seon Kim, “came out” and publicly testified about her experience as a WWII comfort woman. After the initial shock, other former comfort women followed suit. Most had endured a life-time of extreme hardship after their return to Korea. Having been “defiled” and suffering from untreated post-traumatic syndrome, most of them were unable to marry. Consequently, these women were condemned to live in abject poverty, as they had extremely limited options at gainful employment in patriarchal Korean society; they led a life of hand-to-mouth existence by engaging in the lowest menial jobs as prostitutes, cleaning women, house servants, peddlers, or day laborers. The minority of women who married were mostly unable to bear children, as a result of either contracting sexually transmitted diseases or receiving harsh chemical treatments to cure them. Many such women were abandoned by their husbands in the end (see, SH Lee 1997). 

The KC’s Nationalism 

In this sub-section, I examine the KC’s nationalism and argue that it avoids the problems associated with essentialist nationalism at the center of feminist concerns. The KC has been the most visible and tireless advocate of Korean former comfort women whether domestically or internationally (see HJ Lee 1997). Domestically, it was largely due to the efforts of the KC, a feminist organization formed in 1990 to advocate the rights of Korean former comfort women, that Koreans came to see the comfort women issue as a feminist issue that had been buried under Korean patriarchy. Internationally, the KC has demanded on behalf of these women that the Japanese government recognize the human rights violations perpetrated on them by the Japanese Empire, its direct predecessor, and fulfill its seven-fold national responsibility to redress the harm inflicted on comfort women (http://www.womenandwar.net/english/menu_01.php). Among the seven demands, three have been particularly significant: (1) Public recognition by the Japanese government that its direct predecessor, the Japanese Empire, had committed “the crime of the compulsory drafting” of Korean women as “comfort women”; (2) “an official apology approved by the Japanese Diet”; and (3) proper “legal compensations for the survivors and their bereaved families” as reparation for the harm inflicted on comfort women. I take these three elements to be constitutive of Japan’s national responsibility at the heart of the KC’s nationalism. 

A nation’s national responsibility is a subset of “collective responsibility” attributable to groups, whose members share in collective responsibility by virtue of their membership in these groups. If a group has collective responsibility, then “causal responsibility” as well as “blameworthiness” for harming someone can be ascribed to it (Smiley 2009). The relevant sense of group in this context is “conglomerate collectivity,” which maintains its independent identity as a group despite changes in its constitutive membership (French 1984 5, 13). <6>  Nation is a physically extended intergenerational conglomerate collectivity united by common sympathies among members generated by a common culture, which, in turn, is a comprehensive way of life, predicated on common institutions, language, valuational (moral/religious) frameworks, and history (Kymlicka 1995, 18, 76). Nation in this sense is distinct from “state,” which is primarily a territorial-political unit. <7> The identity of nation as a conglomerate collectivity is determined by national culture shared by members. National members not only self-identify with the national culture but also mutually recognize one another as national co-members. Their common national culture makes it possible for members to “share aims and outlooks in common” and “recognize their like-mindedness” (Miller, 117, original emphasis). Consequently, they feel emotional allegiance to their nation and co-members, and regard the continued existence and flourishing of their nation as “a valuable good” (125). 
The conception of nationalism compatible with this understanding of nation is what I have elsewhere called “polycentric nationalism,” which is a political movement among members of a nation for the attainment and maintenance of self-government and independence in order to protect and promote a unique national culture shared by national members (2006). If an aggressor nation conquers or colonizes another nation and inflicts harm on its national members, then polycentric nationalism is consistent with attempts by members of the aggressed-upon nation not only to regain self-determination and independence but also to seek redress from the aggressor nation for the harm inflicted on its national members. Recall that the Korean Council (KC)’s nationalist position is that the current Japanese government, as the direct successor to the Japanese Empire and representative of the nation of Japan, discharge its national responsibility by recognizing its predecessor’s infliction of grave harm on Korean comfort women and offering them an official government apology and proper legal compensation. This exemplifies polycentric nationalism.
The KC’s nationalist position makes intuitive sense: The primary harm to Korean comfort women was inflicted by the Japanese Empire, which authorized the Japanese Imperial Army (JIA) to institutionalize sexual slavery predicated on the violent coercion and exploitation of young Korean women. This is not to deny that many Korean civilians were recruited by the JIA as the “victim-perpetrators” at low levels of the comfort women system to deceive and coerce young Korean women into sexual slavery (Lu 2011). This is undoubtedly a serious matter that ought to be dealt with properly among Koreans within Korea, perhaps by launching a Truth and Reconciliation Commission. Yet, it is undeniable that the Japanese Empire and the JIA have created and administered the abominable institution for the “benefit” of their soldiers and a fortiori their national interest in winning the war of aggression. In this sense, the Japanese Empire and the JIA are the main perpetrators of the crime inflicted on former comfort women (Chung 2004, 72). If the legitimate representatives of an aggressor nation brutalize and exploit members of subjugated nations as a matter of national policy, then the aggressor nation ought to be held accountable for the harm suffered by the victims. 

The KC’s nationalism as an instance of polycentric nationalism is distinct from essentialist nationalism, which presupposes some monolithic and unchangeable national essence predicated on the subjugation of women. The latter has been the target of feminist critiques, and rightly so. The “unique national culture” at the center of polycentric nationalism need not be essentialist; indeed, it ought to be recognized for what it is, as “hybrid, heterogeneous, … differentiated, and unmonolithic” (Said, xxv), undergoing continuous change, as a consequence of intercultural exchanges as well as internal dynamic. Fluid and variegated culture is not only compatible with but in fact reflective of at times conflicting internal discourses among members regarding differences in gender, race, class, or access to power. A democratic nation that accommodates such differences can involve “deep, horizontal comradeship” (Anderson 1997, 7) not only among its male but also female members. When nation is reimagined as a more egalitarian and inclusive community, then nationalism can serve feminist purposes, reconceptualized as a political movement to attain and maintain national self-government and independence in order to protect and promote an egalitarian and inclusive national culture. This nationalist ideal is a “realistic utopia” (Rawls 1999) that has been presupposed by those who aspire to combine nationalism and feminism, including the KC. This is not to deny that the KC has sometimes resorted to a binary rhetoric that pits “us” Koreans against “them” Japanese as national “enemy.” Yet such essentialist rhetoric is not at the core of the KC’s nationalism and, given the KC’s feminist commitment, from which the demand for justice for former comfort women is derived, the KC’s nationalism is ultimately incompatible with essentialist nationalism. 
Japanese government and the AWF

The post-war Japanese government has been actively and adamantly denying for almost fifty years the Japanese Empire’s involvement in the comfort women system, citing the lack of evidence. Ironically, however, the lack of evidence resulted from the willful destruction of relevant documents by the JIA at the end of the WWII, probably by the order of the Japanese Empire’s highest authorities. In 1992, the Japanese historian Yoshimi Yoshiaki discovered some official documents that revealed the JIA’s operation of comfort stations, and the Japanese government finally admitted, albeit reluctantly, the historical existence of the comfort women system. In 1995, then Japanese Prime Minister Tomiichi proposed at a press conference “An Appeal for Donations for the Asian Women’s Fund,” the purpose of which was to offer “the Japanese people’s atonement” for the harm inflicted on and to promote the welfare and medical care of the non-Japanese former comfort women. Subsequently, the Japanese government launched the “Asian Peace and National Fund for Women (Asian Women’s Fund, AWF for short).” While the Japanese government contributed money “to subsidize the Fund’s expenses,” the AWF is not a governmental organization: First, the atonement money was raised strictly through donations from the Japanese civilians (Nishino 2008, 53); and second, its staff members are civilians and not government officials. Despite frequent references to “atonement,” their website reiterates the “Government’s position” that this money does not count as reparation for war crimes. The reason is that “the issues of reparation, material restitution and the right to claim compensation for events in the war” have “already been dealt with by the San Francisco Peace Treaty, bilateral treaties and other relevant accords, and that Japan had acted in accordance with those treaties and accords.” Consequently, “Japan could not offer compensation to individuals” through the AWF disbursement. <8>  
Initially, former comfort women and their advocacy groups in affected Asian countries objected to and resisted the establishment of and the disbursement of the money by the AWF, as it is merely private remuneration and did not involve official government apology. <9> South Korean and Taiwanese<10>  former comfort women and their advocacy groups were the most vociferous in arguing that the AWF is merely the Japanese government’s ploy to evade its national responsibility altogether and rejected the AWF as falling far short of satisfying former comfort women’s demands for justice. The Japanese government, however, did not address such concerns and unilaterally began its “atonement projects” and started to distribute the AWF money in 1996. Although women’s groups in countries other than South Korea and Taiwan initially shared the KC’s skepticism about the AWF, they changed their position once the disbursement began. For example, Filipina women’s groups, despite their initial resistance, approved of Filipina former comfort women’s reception of the AWF money (Soh 2003, 227-231). The AWF money was first delivered to Filipina survivors in 1996 and the total of 285 former comfort women, mostly from the Philippines and the Netherlands, received them by the time the AWF disbanded in 2007 (Jeong 2008, 70). The majority of South Korean and Taiwanese former comfort women, however, refused to accept the money to the end, not only because they received financial support from their respective governments and women’s groups, but also because they were adamant about getting an official government apology and legal compensation (Jeong 2008, 68-70; Nishino 2008, 54). 

III. IS NATIONALISM NECESSARILY DETRIMENTAL TO TRANSNATIONAL FEMINIST SOLIDARITY?
Misconstrual of Facts
The dissention among former comfort women of different Asian nations and their respective advocacy groups regarding the Japanese Asian Women’s Fund (AWF) may seem yet again to confirm the incompatibility thesis that nationalism adversely affects feminists and feminist issues at the international level and undermines transnational feminist solidarity. Even before the advent of the AWF, some, although not all, women’s groups from other affected Asian nations criticized the strident nationalist stance of the KC as not representing their own national experience. When the KC raised the AWF question in Asian Solidarity Conferences<11>  and asked for support from the Asian Women’s Coalition in opposing the AWF, similar concerns with the KC’s nationalist position were expressed. The KC led feminist coalition of affected Asian countries to boycott the AWF disintegrated when Filipina former comfort women, supported by Filipina women’s NGOs, began to receive the AWF money (Chung 2004, 116-17; Soh 2003, 227-228; Soh 2000, 127). Some Japanese women’s groups (Chung 2004, 116-17) and Dutch former comfort women, who were eager to embrace the AWF money, denounced the KC’s refusal to accept the AWF money (Soh 2003, 230-231; see note 1). Based on this turn of events, some claim that the KC’s adamant demand for the Japanese government’s official apology as well as compensation and its inflexible opposition to the AWF has “hamper[ed] global feminist solidarity on the universal issue of gender” (HK Kim2009, 10). <12>
This interpretation, however, misconstrues facts. Before the Japanese government established the AWF and began its unilateral disbursement of the AWF money, there was a consensus, however limited, among former comfort women and their advocacy groups from affected Asian countries. Although many were critical of the KC for various reasons, they agreed that the Japanese government has national responsibility toward former comfort women to offer official governmental apology and legal compensation, and that the establishment of the AWF does not count toward fulfilling Japan’s national responsibility. This is the gist of the KC’s nationalist position, as we have seen. The consensus was based on the explicit admission in the AWF official website that the AWF is not intended as “compensation to individuals.” the reason for this, according to the website, is that the issue of reparation has already been resolved in the San Francisco Peace Treaty and the 1965 Treaty of Basic Relations between Japan and South Korea (Basic Relations Treaty, for short). This basically reiterates the Japanese government’s position. <13>
The short-lived unified opposition to the AWF began to falter, however, as soon as the Japanese government began to disburse the AWF money unilaterally, without attempting to respect, let alone consider, the rationale for the opposition. Women’s groups in the Philippines approved Filipina former comfort women’s acceptance of the AWF money largely because of their “financial problems” in the absence of any government welfare assistance. Some Filipina former comfort women even publicly professed that they are receiving the money out of necessity (Soh 2003, 228). Upholding one’s principles and maintaining one’s dignity is difficult when one’s survival is at risk. Undoubtedly, one reason why most Korean former comfort women were able to resist the temptation of the AWF money was that they received some, although by no means sufficient, financial assistance from not only the KC, raised through private fund-raising, but also the Korean government in the form of monthly welfare stipends. 
The disagreement among former comfort women and their advocacy groups in different nations, then, was mainly about whether to receive the AWF money and not about whether the AWF money qualifies as just reparation. There was an initial consensus among former comfort women and their advocacy groups in affected nations that the Japanese government ought to discharge its national responsibility—the KC’s nationalist position—and it is by no means the case that the KC’s nationalist position caused transnational feminist solidarity to disintegrate.  Therefore, the rift among Asian former comfort women and their advocacy groups does not exemplify the incompatibility thesis. 
To the contrary, there are reasons to suspect that it is the Japanese government that is largely responsible for fueling conflict among former comfort women and their advocacy groups in its unapologetic refusal to accommodate former comfort women’s demand for justice and its unilateral and heavy-handed distribution of money despite their vociferous opposition. Such suspicion is further supported by the Japanese government’s ambiguous position regarding the comfort women issue from the beginning. First, the Japanese government has only reluctantly recognized the existence of the comfort women system in 1992. Second, the Japanese government still has not engaged in any rigorous investigation of historical facts nor punished the major perpetrators regarding the comfort women system; in fact, many of “Class-A” WWII criminals are consecrated as “national heroes” in the Yasukuni Shrine (Jeong 1997, 430). Third, the most dramatic indication that Japan’s “atonement” is not genuine, however, is the active and persistent attempt by the Japanese government to leave out any mention of comfort women in Japan’s middle school history textbooks. Ironically, such attempts first began at roughly the same time as their establishment of the AWF. This ultimately led to the elimination of any references to the comfort women issue from the Japanese middle school history books by 2006 (Nakano and Kim 2008, 5). Under such circumstances, it is unclear that the KC should be criticized for not having caved in to the pressure to relinquish their demand for justice. 
Transnational Feminist Solidarity

Regardless of whether there was an initial consensus on the KC’s nationalist position on the resolution of the WWII comfort women issue, some feminists may still argue that the adamant insistence by the KC on their nationalist position has damaged transnational feminist solidarity nonetheless. According to C. Sarah Soh, women’s groups in the Netherlands and the Philippines took “a more pragmatic approach” toward the AWF, which should have been emulated by the KC (2000, 128). Soh supports the position of those who disagreed with the KC’s adamant rejection of the AWF money as follows: The disbursement by the AWF money counts as a “concrete action” to help “elderly survivors” experience a modicum of comfort before they die (Soh 2003, 224). After all, most former comfort women needed the money, given their indigence and old age. For the purpose of improving the condition of former comfort women’s lives, according to Soh, it is of little difference whether the financial assistance comes as “compensation” or “remuneration.” From this point of view, the KC’s refusal to accept the AWF money because it does not count toward fulfilling Japan’s national responsibility has only prolonged the “stalemate of international redress politics,” while old and impoverished former comfort women are dying everyday (ibid., 232). Transnational feminist solidarity premised on such reasoning would have to accept the conclusion that the AWF money ought to be considered as an acceptable means toward resolving the issue of WWII comfort women.

This raises the question: Can the rationale for accepting the AWF money, in the way characterized by Soh, count as a morally justifiable basis on which to build transnational feminist solidarity? To answer this, we must first examine what counts as a justifiable basis for transnational feminist solidarity. Sally Scholz provides a much needed clarification to the concept of solidarity. Taking diversity among women across borders seriously, transnational feminist solidarity cannot be predicated on commonalities of identity, culture, or experience. The unity underlying transnational feminist solidarity, rather, must be “based on shared commitment to a cause” (2008, 34). <14>  What could such a cause be? Chandra Mohanty’s “noncolonizing feminist solidarity across borders” (Mohanty 2002, 503) provides us with important clues for conceptualizing the cause for transnational feminist solidarity. <15>  In calling for “potential alliances and collaborations across divisive boundaries” among third world women, Mohanty argues that they must be predicated on an “imagined community” of third world women who share a “deep commitment” to “horizontal comradeship” (1991, 4), united by “the common context of struggles against specific exploitative structures and systems” (ibid., 7). Although Mohanty focuses in 1991 on solidarity among third world women, I propose that transnational feminist solidarity relevant to today’s world should be inclusive of all feminists and women across borders committed to the cause of resisting, opposing, and overcoming pervasive and systemic forms of domination over women occurring anywhere in the world (see, Scholz 2007, 38).
Efforts to form and maintain transnational feminist solidarity, however, would face formidable obstacles, not only due to reactionary forces that work from the outside to weaken and interfere with transnational feminist solidarity, but, more importantly, also due to internal factors epitomized in Miranda Fricker’s term “the disunity of the ‘we’” (1998, 207). Without denying the importance and urgency of overcoming external obstacles, I will focus here on internal obstacles: Advocates of transnational feminist solidarity, although united by a shared commitment, come from diverse “social worlds” (204), not only in terms of class, race, and sexual preference, but also ethnicity, culture and nationality. Since “ignoring and annihilating differences” is not an acceptable feminist option, women must continuously work together “across our differences” (Narayan 1988, 34). In working across differences, however, women sharing the feminist commitment must recognize not only “vast power inequalities” among discourse participants (Jaggar 1998, 20), <16>  but also a “hermaneutial injustice” in the discourse itself, resulting from the exclusion of historically oppressed/marginalized groups’ experiences (Fricker 1998, 208). Miscommunications are bound to arise because members of advantaged groups may be not only oblivious to the experiences and perspectives of women and feminists from historically oppressed/marginalized groups, but also unaware of the fact that they themselves are perpetuating “assumptions and attitudes born out of centuries of power and privilege” (Narayan 1988, 35). Under these circumstances, “good-will is not enough,” as “even the most resolute possessors of good-will will find themselves baffled and angered by failures of communication.” Frustrations and resentment resulting from miscommunication and misunderstanding will certainly lead to “resurgences of mistrust” (ibid. 34).  
In order to minimize miscommunication, misunderstanding, and mistrust, then, it is of utmost importance that feminists from advantaged groups acknowledge that women/feminists of oppressed/marginalized groups have “an epistemic advantage” (Lugones 1995; Harding 1993) or “epistemic privilege” (Mohanty 2002) concerning events and conditions related to their oppression and/or marginalization. Many mainstream liberal feminists who do not recognize the possibility that the oppressed/marginalized women may have an epistemic privilege regarding the conditions of their lives have accused them of compromised agency due to “false-consciousness” (Okin 1994) or “adaptive preferences” (Nussbaum 2001). The idea of epistemic privilege of the oppressed/marginalized has been justified on different, albeit related, grounds by feminists: Some have argued that “marginalized” social locations are especially propitious for producing “less partial and distorted,” and even “objective,” understanding of the human condition (Harding 1993, 56, 62); others have argued that members of oppressed/marginalized groups have a “more immediate, subtle and critical knowledge” about their oppression and marginalization than those who are outsiders to the oppressed/marginalized groups (Narayan 1988, 35). At a minimum, members of oppressed/marginalized groups would have a privilege of “a corrective variety” that would adjust and remedy the pervasive but distorted understandings of the social world by providing perspectives that had previously been unrecognized or concealed (Fricker 1998, 210). Feminists of advantaged groups must therefore always exercise “methodological humility” and accept that they may be “missing something” or what may seem as “mistakes” on the part of the oppressed/marginalized may turn out to “make more sense” if they had “a fuller understanding of the context” (Narayan 1988, 38). While no viewpoint is infallible, any account that purports to explain oppression or marginalization must include “the way it is experienced and described by the oppressed” (ibid., 36). 
Accepting and respecting the epistemic privilege of the oppressed/marginalized would not come naturally or easily to members of advantaged groups. It must therefore be predicated on their assiduous effort to recognize the limits of their imagination and comprehension in grasping the “details of lived oppression” (Narayan 1988, 37) and to reach out to those who have the first-hand experience of oppression and marginalization. As demanding and potentially disorienting as this process may be, there is simply no alternative to forging transnational feminist solidarity without such humility on the part of the advantaged/powerful, since women’s reality is “complex” and “plural,” with “more than one way of understanding reality” (Lugones 1995, 142). Only by recognizing the epistemic privilege of and paying attention to the experiences and voices of women in oppressed/marginalized  groups can feminists of advantaged groups begin to understand women’s complex and varied social worlds and prepare themselves for transnational feminist solidarity with the former. 

Epistemic Privilege of Korean Former Comfort Women and Nationalism 

Let us come back to the question with which we started the previous sub-section: Can the AWF money, understood as remuneration and not compensation, count as a morally justifiable basis on which to build transnational feminist solidarity? The answer is in the negative, as it goes against former comfort women’s demands for just compensation for their human rights violations and official government apology from the perpetrator of those violations. If we accept that acknowledging the epistemic privilege of women from oppressed/marginalized groups is key to transnational feminist solidarity, then an argument can be made that transnational feminist solidarity must accommodate the nationalism of Korean former comfort women represented in the KC’s position. In Korean former comfort women’s testimonies compiled and published by the KC, they argue that Japanese imperialism and colonialism had direct causal links to the indignities they suffered as WWII comfort women and identify the Japanese Empire, which instituted and implemented the comfort women system, as the main culprit for the egregious violations of their human rights with life-long deleterious effects. Former comfort women therefore blame Japan for having forcibly and violently taken away their “youth” and “trampling upon” their lives (KC 1996, 132). Many express intense hatred toward Japanese imperialism and colonialism, arguing that even proper apology and compensation would not appease their anger (KC 1996, 144; KC 1997b, 117). However, the overwhelming consensus is that mitigating the harm inflicted on them as members of a subjugated nation requires nothing short of the recognition by the Japanese government of its national responsibility; a fortiori mere monetary remuneration or expressions of personal sympathies are insufficient in rendering justice to former comfort women (KC 1996, 132; KC 1997b, 28, 82, 207, 223). As we have seen, this is the gist of the KC’s nationalist position. 
One might feel inclined to object, once again, that former comfort women’s nationalist sentiment is predicated on nationalism of the sort that ought to be rejected—an essentialist conception of nationalism that posits Koreans as victims and the Japanese as the enemy, blind to the patriarchal nature of the Korean culture. I hope, however, that the argument presented in this paper that former comfort women’s nationalism is a variant of polycentric nationalism would allay such concerns. Their nationalism is in fact incompatible with essentialist nationalism, which contradicts the feminist normative intuition that the epistemic privilege of oppressed/marginalized women must be respected, on the basis of which I have argued for taking former comfort women’s nationalism seriously. 
Indeed, when we pay attention to Korean former comfort women’s testimonies, it is obvious that they are not oblivious to Korean patriarchy and do not blindly accept the binary essentialist logic of us Koreans vs. them Japanese. Instead, we find that they are fully cognizant of the patriarchal subjugation they experienced within Korea: Some argue that the Korean government owes them compensation, as Korean Confucian patriarchy exacerbated their hardships (KC 1996, 57). Former comfort women were not unaware of the fact that Korean nationals often colluded with the Japanese authority in seducing, coercing, and abducting young Korean women, claiming that they “hate Korean turncoats who played the role of Japanese watchdogs more than the Japanese officials” (KC 1996, 57, 71). Those who experienced kindness from individual Japanese soldiers during their time of captivity (ibid., 226; KC 1997b, 112, 161) often recognize the common humanity of Japanese soldiers (KC 1996, 206, 221, 248, 292; KC 1997b, 77, 113, 133, 159).

Acknowledging former comfort women’s epistemic privilege implies not only listening carefully to their voices and taking their perspective seriously, but also providing the strongest possible theoretical justification for their account. Therefore, rather than attributing false-consciousness or adaptive preferences to their identification with their subjugated nation and condemnation of Japanese imperialism, as liberal feminists often do, we ought to understand their nationalism as arising from natural human sentiments of loyalty and attachment to their nation, which is the modern  cultural community par excellence. This requires shifting one’s philosophical stance toward a more social or communal conception of persons from a more individualistic conception of persons to which mainstream liberalism has subscribed. After all, we exist as members of a group, society, or culture (Turner and Oakes 1997, 359) and our identity is formed only in “webs of interlocution” enabled by the language of a specific, historically embedded cultural community (Taylor 1989, 36). Although national members are not always conscious of the national dimension of their identity, they become consciously, and perhaps radically, nationalistic when threatened by the “Other” who violently conquers and attempts to annihilate their cultural community, which is the source of their language, values and world perspective (see Walzer 1994, 82). Under these circumstances, I believe that it is only natural that members of the aggressed-upon nation, such as former comfort women, would experience their suffering within a nationalist framework. At times emotional responses of Korean former comfort women against the Japanese Empire and its direct successor nation must be viewed with sympathy in this context. <17>  
IV. CONCLUSION: TRANSNATIONAL FEMINIST SOLIDARITY AND NATIONALISM 
In an increasingly globalizing world, transnational feminist solidarity is a sine qua non for the feminist agenda to transform the world into a more inclusive and just world community. Transnational feminist solidarity would manifest in different ways, depending on particular groups of women and particular issues involved. Yet one of its core values remains steadfast: In promoting the well-being of disenfranchised and disadvantaged women across the globe in transnational feminist solidarity, feminists must acknowledge the epistemic privilege of women and feminists from oppressed/marginalized groups whose viewpoints may not always make sense or be intelligible to those who come from a more advantaged background. Attempting to stay engaged when communication fails may entail frustrations and resentment. Yet feminists must exercise “methodological humility” and persist in their engagement with oppressed/marginalized women by applying the principle of charity until they gain sufficient contextual knowledge and insight to connect the dots from oppressed/marginalized women’s perspectives. 
Recognizing that one of the core assumptions of transnational feminist solidarity is the epistemic privilege of oppressed/marginalized women makes the reconciliation between transnational feminist solidarity and nationalism possible, contrary to the standard feminist view that subscribes to the incompatibility thesis. When the voices of oppressed/marginalized women are expressed in nationalist terms, as is the case with former WWII comfort women, then their nationalism compatible with feminist goals must be supported as expressive of their epistemic privilege. This shift in feminist perspective is not just theoretical but would bring about a significant change in praxis and outcome. Had there been sufficient interest and support from the larger transnational feminist community for the KC’s nationalist position initially agreed upon by former comfort women and their advocacy groups from affected Asian nations, perhaps the issue of WWII comfort women would have been resolved more expeditiously. Sadly, the issue of WWII comfort women is still unresolved, while the number of elderly former comfort women is dwindling fast. The transnational feminist community’s opportunity to help resolve the issue of WWII comfort women has been lost. The best I can hope for is that the story of the WWII comfort women as recounted here will serve as a cautionary tale to remind the transnational feminist community of its moral responsibility to support nationalism of women in formerly or currently colonized and aggressed-upon nations in transnational feminist solidarity.

NOTES

I wish to thank Elora Chowdhury, anonymous reviewers, and the editor of Hypatia for their helpful feedback on previous versions of this paper.
1. For such views, see Yang 1998; Lu 2011. Catherine Lu, in particular, theorizes about the issue of Korean comfort women by resorting to the idea of a “structural account of colonial injustice,” according to which “moral responsibility for wrongful acts can certainly be attributed to the colonizing state and culpable individuals” (269). Yet, her analysis of the issue approximates the mainstream feminist theories that prioritize the structural oppression of gender and class, leaving “structural colonial injustice” in the back burner. Lu’s top-down analysis of this issue ultimately entails disregarding the position of Korean former comfort women who adamantly insist on holding the Japanese nation accountable for their suffering. My paper is intended to provide a counter-argument to such views.
2. More detailed background information regarding Korean former comfort women and the KC can be found in Korean publications listed in the References, such as Chung 2004. Among English publications, Soh 2008 provides a relatively detailed account of this issue. It should be noted, however, that Soh’s position is not endorsed by the KC and Korean feminists, as is discussed in this paper. 
3. A minority of Dutch women residing in the then Dutch colony of Indonesia were also forced to serve as comfort women for the JIA (Korean Council 1997a). However, their situation differed from Asian comfort women in at least two ways: (1) their country had not been colonized or conquered by the Japanese Empire; and (2) being Europeans, they were treated more humanely by the Japanese army than their Asian counterparts. I believe these differences affect their perspective significantly enough to warrant my leaving them out of this paper’s discussion.
4. Japanese women also served as comfort women. Most of them, however, were formerly prostitutes and gave consent to the Japanese authorities to serve as comfort women. They were also paid for their services and treated more humanely than comfort women of other nationalities (Korean Council 1997a). Recognizing this fact is not meant to imply that the case of Japanese comfort women is justifiable, but rather to highlight the qualitative difference between Japanese and non-Japanese comfort women.
5. For a detailed account of the KC’s establishment and feminist activities regarding the issue of comfort women, see HJ Lee 1997.
6. The other sense of group is “aggregate collectivity,” which is merely a collection of individuals (ibid.).
7. Smith 1983, 176-80. Not every nation has a state, as the Kurds and Tibet illustrate. In the case of Japan, however, the Japanese nation is coextensive with the Japanese state.
8. All quotes are from their website http://www.awf.or.jp/e-preface.htm, accessed July 8, 2009.
9. The AWF’s medical and welfare money was accompanied by a letter from the Japanese prime minister (Soh 2003, 222) that expresses his “personal feelings” of “apology and remorse” (225). The “personal” expression of apology by a prime minister cannot count as the official government apology that the KC is demanding. For the distinction between the two, see, Nobles 2008, 5-6.
10. These are the two former colonies of the Japanese Empire, although North Korea was not included among recipients.
11. These were held by the nongovernmental organization (NGO) coalition organized by the KC and was made up of various women’s organizations from South and North Korea, Japan, the Philippines, Taiwan, Indonesia, China, East Timor, and the Netherlands (brochure 2005, 43-44, cited in HK Kim 2009, 7).
12. Kim is not endorsing this statement; she is merely elaborating on a wide-spread position among feminists regarding this issue.
13. The Japanese government’s insistence that issues of factual investigation and punishment have “already been dealt with by the San Francisco Peace Treaty” of 1951, however, is at best debatable, as this treaty was inherently flawed on multiple levels: Korea, despite being one of the most victimized nations by Japan, was excluded from even participating in the negotiations then led by the US and the UK (Nakano 2008, 25). Only member nations of the Allied Forces were eligible to request reparation from Japan (Jeong 1997, 398). On the other hand, negotiations for the Basic Relations Treaty between South Korea and Japan did include matters of reparation. When the two nations signed the final agreement in 1965 after acrimonious disagreements, however, a large portion of the money that came to South Korea from Japan was in the form of a loan for “economic cooperation” (399). In exchange for a small portion of “free money,” the Japanese government strongly pressured, successfully, the South Korean government give up the right to demand future reparations, should they be called for (Nakano, 25). Not surprisingly, the existence of the WWII comfort women was not even recognized in either of these two treaties.
14. In this sense, my usage of “solidarity” corresponds to Scholz’s “political solidarity.”
15. Mohanty does not elaborate on this idea in her 2002 work, and, as Scholz points out, Mohanty conflates political solidarity and social solidarity in this work(2008, 38). My conceptualization of transnational feminist solidarity, however, relies on her 1991 work, although the term “solidarity” is not explicitly used there.
16. This has been noted especially in regard to the superior power Western/white feminists have vis-à-vis women and feminists of color (Jaggar 1998; Lugones 1995; Narayan 1988). However, this is relevant in any feminist discourse, even among women and feminists of color themselves, as is the case at hand.
17. This is not to say that any expression of nationalist sentiment goes. Overly emotional, antagonistic, vengeful, or binary expressions of nationalism that presuppose essentialist nationalism, predicated on the essentialist conception of nation as monolithic, timeless and incorrigibly patriarchal, must be monitored and ideally suppressed altogether, especially from a feminist perspective.
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