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Worksheet 4: Comparing Regional Perspectives

Analyse how different national contexts shape interpretations of shared colonial history. Develop the
ability to read media and public discourse comparatively, attending to how domestic political contexts,
audience expectations, and institutional interests produce divergent framings of the same historical
events.

Instructions

Using sources from the Regional Perspectives module (Module 07) and the Sources section, select two or
three sources from different national contexts — for example, one South Korean, one Chinese, and one
Japanese. For each source, work through the analysis below.

Part 1: Individual Source Analysis

For each source, answer the following:

1. Genre and context. What type of source is this (news report, documentary, government statement,
editorial, social media post, academic article)? When was it produced, and in what political context?

2. Framing. How does it frame Hashima’s history? What aspects are emphasised — industrial
achievement, labour exploitation, diplomatic dispute, heritage governance, or something else?

3. Terminology. What language does it use to describe the labour conditions? (e.g., “forced labour,”
“mobilisation, " slavery”) What does the choice of terminology reveal
about the source’s interpretive position?

nou ”ou

wartime workers,” “requisition,

4. Japan’s governance. How does it position Japan’s heritage governance — as denial, inadequacy,
good faith effort, diplomatic compromise, or something else?

5. UNESCO'’s role. What role does the 2015 UNESCO inscription play in the source’s framing? Is UNESCO
treated as an authority, a forum for contestation, or an irrelevance?

6. Audience. Who is the intended audience for this source? How does that audience shape what can be
said and what must be left unsaid?

Part 2: Comparative Analysis
* What patterns emerge across national contexts? What differs?

* How do domestic political contexts shape each source’s framing? Consider the role of public
memory, bilateral relations, and domestic constituency pressures.

¢ Do any sources acknowledge complexity or ambiguity, or do they present the history as
straightforward? What might explain the difference?

e How do the sources handle the gap between what Japan committed to at UNESCO in 2015 and what
it has implemented since?

* What audiences are these sources addressing, and how does that shape their approach?

Part 3: Reflection
In 200-300 words, consider:
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e What does this comparative exercise reveal about the relationship between national context and
historical interpretation?

¢ |s it possible to write about Hashima from “no” national perspective? What would that require?

* How might awareness of these divergent framings change the way you evaluate any single source
about a contested heritage site?

EXTENSION
Using the Institutional Positions section in the Sources, compare how Japanese institutional actors (IHIC,

Agency for Cultural Affairs, Cabinet Secretariat) framed the same history. What explains the divergence
between regional media discourse and official Japanese positions? Is there also divergence within the

Japanese institutional landscape?
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