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At the turn of the 20th century and during its first decade, Finland held a status of Grand Duchy in the Russian Empire, enjoying autonomy granted by the Russian Emperor when Finland was separated from Sweden as a consequence of a war between Russia and Sweden in 1808–09 but facing Russian attempts to restrict the self rule and introduce imperial legislation and institutions. At the same time, Korea or was in the throes of losing its independence to the Empire of Japan, coerced to become a protectorate in 1905 and fully incorporated to Japan five years later. 
In both countries, an assassination of stemming from political activism related to national independence and autonomy took place at the time: in 1904, the Governor-General of Finland Nikolay Bobrikov was killed by Eugen Schauman in the Government Palace in Helsinki, and in 1909, the former Resident-General of Korean Ito Hirobumi was killed by An Jung-geun in Harbin, China. 
This paper will discuss and compare the historical memory and remembrance of these two incidents, which took place in apparently similar political circumstances and out of similar motives, but have led to different ways of remembering and commemorating in state level as well as among general populace, elevating An Jung-geun to a position of a national martyr and rendering the other, Eugen Schauman, to being merely a person of history and perpetrator of a rare act of individual political violence. 
I will especially take a comparative look into the commemorations and events at the time of the centenaries of the assassinations, comparing the official, semi-official, and lay reactions and thus analyzing how histories are perceived in respective countries. The final section will concern the centenaries of the assassinations in the early 2000s, first in Finland in 2004 and then in 2009–2010 in South Korea.
The Oppression Era, Activism, and the Assassination of Governor General Bobrikov
The final decades of Finland as Grand Duchy in the Russian Empire are often referred to as the “Oppression Era” due to Russia’s attempts to undermine and weaken Finland’s autonomy from the late 1890s until the February Revolution in 1917.The policies which had an effect on Finland’s autonomy were part of a larger process of incorporating non-Russian areas tighter to the Empire and introduce Russian legislation and institutions into all parts of the realm since the late 19th century. The political opinion among nationalists in Russia turned increasingly against Finland’s autonomy in the 1890s. It was realized in Russia that by the final decades of the 19th century Finland had become a state and a nation of its own, with laws, government, a diet, currency, university, and economy, and it presented itself abroad as a state of its own, which for conservative nationalists could set a dangerous example for other minority nationalities in the Empire (Klinge 1997: 335). Moreover, Finland was not an easy place to serve for a Governor-General since he had to deal with local bureaucracy and Finnish civil servants, who had been trained in the local university, providing teaching of a separate state of Finland (ibid: 336).
Even though the Emperor Nicholas II had issued the customary oath of a new Russian emperor to acknowledge and maintain Finland’s autonomy when he accessed the throne in 1894, he approved of the Russification policies drafted by government ministers. Of these policies, the most consequential for Finnish-Russian political relations was the plan to unify military conscription in the empire. Finland had had its own conscription-based armed forces separate from the Imperial Russian Army since 1878. Russia was engaged in a military race with Germany at the end of the 1890s, and Finland’s position was also scrutinized from a military perspective: Finland’s own separate army was against the interests of the Empire, and a new Conscription Act for Finland was prepared in the General Staff of the Russian Army. The appointment of career soldier Nikolay Bobrikov as the Governor General to Finland in 1898 was related to the Conscription Act and getting it approved in the Diet of Finland, and before moving to Finland, the Czar had also given approval to Bobrikov’s own plan of incorporating Finland to the Empire (Zetterberg 1986: 160). Bobrikov’s own unfavorable impressions
 after arriving in the country only strengthened his conviction that Finland’s autonomy was too extensive and contrary to the interests of the Empire.
The Diet of Finland, summoned to convene in 1899, would not give its approval to the bill, and as a consequence, a “February Manifesto” was issued in the name of the Emperor. The Manifesto decreed that laws which were to be implemented in both Finland and Russia were to be enacted in the imperial order so that the Finnish Diet only could give its statement instead of rejection or approval (Paasivirta 1982: 176, Kujala 2005: 83).
From the imperial point of view, the Manifesto was a necessity with regard to the military and political situation at the time as well as a consequence of the lack of loyalty of Finland in an issue of military importance for the empire (Klinge 1997: 346–7). However, far as Finland’s own view of its autonomy was concerned, it was considered an “imperial coup” (Kujala 2005: 83) and the beginning of the “First Oppression Period” (1899–1905). A signature campaign to protest the Manifesto was organized, and more than half a million signatures were gathered (the population was at the time 2.635 million
). In accordance with the Language Decree issued by the Emperor, Russian became the working language of the Senate
 in October 1903, and Bobrikov could start presiding the meetings (Zetterberg 1986: 221). (Until that, the working language of the Senate had been mostly Swedish.)

In general, Finnish opposition and resistance to attempts to curb its autonomy was passive, such as wide-scale refusal to participate in draft to the Russian Army after the new Conscription Act had been promulgated in 1901 by the Czar,
 or refusal by civil servants to apply laws that were deemed illegal. There were, in large, two camps in the Finnish political elite concerning the response to the Russian policies: those favoring conciliation and strategic cooperation with Russia, and those who urged opposition and resistance to Russification policies mainly on legalist or “constitutionalist” grounds (Jussila et al 1999: 77–80, Klinge 1997: 374–8).

The most significant organization of the constitutionalist opposition was the Kagal, named after a derogatory term that conservative Russian press used of the Finnish opposition to Russian policies.  After the Emperor issued a decree for the establishment of public order in Finland, which gave Bobrikov far-ranging powers so that it became to be known as “dictatorship decree” (Zetterberg 1986: 214), Bobrikov had many of the Kagal leaders exiled from Finland, who mostly returned when political conditions were alleviated after 1905. Even though the Kagal maintained its activities as peaceful and non-violent, it also built a clandestine organization to encourage shooting practice and acquisition of rifles (Klinge 1997: 396). This was related to radicalization among activists in 1902‒03. At first this radicalization appeared as distribution of booklets and other printed matter directed against those Finns who were deemed as too appeasing and loyalist, but ideas and plans of violent action—assassination—soon appeared. One of the radicals who was harboring violence as solution was Eugen Schauman. 
The Schaumans were a prominent noble family in 19th-century Finland, producing clerics as well as military officers. Eugen Schauman’s father was an officer in the Imperial Russian Army, rising to the rank of Lieutenant General, and served at the time of Bobrikov’s arrival to Finland as a member of the Senate, the highest administrative organ during the Grand Duchy period. In such capacity he had a working relationship with the General-Governor himself (Zetterberg 1986: 161–4). Schauman the father resigned from Senate after the promulgation of the Imperial Language Decree (ibid.: 173). Eugen Schauman was born in Kharkiv, Russian Empire (currently Ukraine) in 1875 when his father was stationed there. Later, his father was posted to Poland, where Eugen Schauman lived until the age of nine, when he was sent to Finland, speaking Swedish with a Slavic accent (Zetterberg 1986: 59). He graduated from the University of Helsinki with a law degree, and was first employed as a clerk in the Senate, where the assassination was later to take place, and then in the National School Board (Zetterberg 1986: 145–6), being thus a civil servant of the Grand Duchy of Finland.  
Schauman was active in arranging shooting practice as well as distributing rifles in the name of hunting practice and under the auspices of the Finnish Hunting Society (Zetterberg 1986: 200–1). It is obvious that Schauman and other radical activists’ goal was some kind of an armed insurrection leading ultimately to Finland’s independence from Russia, even though no factual plans existed. Instead, plans of assassination of individual persons developed separately, by the increasingly radicalized Schauman as well as in a small circle of students in the Swedish-speaking Nylands Nation student association, where the first target of an abandoned plot was a (Finnish) police commissar, despised for carrying out the imperial policies. The General-Governor soon became their main target, and plans to either throw a bomb at Bobrikov or shoot him were in fact close to being carried out in early 1904 (Zetterberg 1986: 233–5, Klinge 1969: 275). The loner Schauman and the group became aware of each other’s plots, but neither provided support for each other, and Schauman was then the first to act after several months of quiet preparations in June 16, 1904.
 He simply entered the Senate Palace by using his acquaintance with the staff and knowledge of the premises at the time when he knew Bobrikov would arrive to chair a Senate meeting, aimed three shots at him in the staircase and then two at himself. Schauman died on the spot, but Bobrikov only during the following night in a hospital after an unsuccessful operation.
Protectorate, armed struggle, activism, and assassination (3570(5000)
There doesn’t appear to be much disagreement in Finnish research
 on Bobrikov’s own stand concerning Finland’s autonomy ‒ he was eager and active in carrying out Imperial policies from the point of view of the Russian Empire, more so, for example, than the Emperor who in the early years was more cautious than the General-Governor (Klinge 1997: 369). 
Ito Hirobumi’s historical legacy is varied, and the Japanese assessment on him is based on his decades as a leading Meiji politician during of the late 19th century rather than the final years of his life as the Resident-General of Korea, which for Koreans, understandably, is the decisive period for the legacy of his career and life. It has also been possible to regard him, on the basis of history scholarship, as having been against the annexation and favoring the status of protectorate,
 but Ito’s role was so central and instrumental in the legal and political construction of Japan’s imperialist expansion in the late 19th century and at the turn of the 20th century and in Korea becoming a protectorate and losing independence that whatever his actual position towards Korea’s formal status was, he became the symbol of Japan’s takeover of Korea (see Dudden 2004), or a “leading scoundrel for Korean nationalists (Schmid 2002: 93). An Jung-geun thus assassinated, in the words of a Korean scholar (Oh 2008: 13), the “arch villain (wonhyung) of the Korean people and elder statesman (wonhun) of modern Japan”.
 
The growth of Japan’s influence and increasing presence had been initially carried out in the name of modernization, political development (advocating Joseon Korea’s independence from China), and ultimately, preservation of peace and protection from non-Eastern powers such as Russia. Initially, there was acceptance towards Japan’s non-Western leadership in East Asia in the name of Pan-Asianism (Schmid 2002: 80–92) and social Darwinism (Tikhonov 2010) against white Western imperialism in the form of, for example, Russian encroachment up until the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–05, which revealed Japan’s actual intentions towards Korea (Schmidt 2002: 31). In Korea, where Ito Hirobumi had by some been welcomed as a supporter of Korea and defender of the East (ibid.: 93), the sense of betrayal was strong when the same Ito turned out to become the prime operator in forcing the government of Korea, the Great Han Empire, to accept the protectorate treaty virtually at gunpoint after Russia’s defeat to Japan in 1905. 
Korea’s de facto loss of independence brought various responses among politically and socially active persons, from the protest suicide of Min Yeong-hwan and armed struggle of the Righteous Armies to acquiescence, accommodation, and support of Japanese policies. One of the persons who at first is said to have supported Japan in the Russo-Japanese war of 1904–05 but then become disillusioned and ultimately radicalized was An Jung-geun (Chung 2006: 125–6).
 
An was born in 1879 into a wealthy landowning family with roots in holding the position of local clerk (hyangni) over generations in Hwanghae-do. In late Joseon An’s forefathers attained the status of yangban through the military examination (mugwa), and his father carried the title of jinsa for having passed the low-level state examination. It appears that military tradition grew to be important in the family (Oh 2010: 229–31), which manifested, for example, during the 1894 Peasant Uprising when An Jung-geun’s father organized a militia unit for the suppression of the rebellion, and young An Jung-geun also took part in the military campaign (ibid.; Park 2008: 50–1). He was christened to Catholicism at the age of 16 with the rest of his family in 1895.
After the protectorate treaty of 1905, An at first engaged himself in educational activities to counter the Japanese influence, and he was also in the National Debt Repayment Movement. In August 1907 he crossed over to Manchuria (the Gando region in Korean accounts), to a large part as a consequence of his contacts with other activists such as those in Sinminhoe (Oh 2008: 14–16), a clandestine independence movement.
 An’s crossing to Manchuria was related to early independence activists’ plans to establish bases for independence struggle outside of Korea’s borders (ibid.). He soon left Manchuria for the Russian Maritime Provinces to avoid the increasing Japanese colonial presence in Gando and also because of lack of response among the Korean population, and became actively involved in the armed resistance of the Righteous Army (Euibyeong) with the intention to expose Ito’s oppression of Korea and make the Japanese Emperor aware of Korean’s opposition to Japanese policies (ibid: 17–8).  
After an unsuccessful armed raid over the border against a Japanese base in Korea and further military defeats against Japanese troops (Oh 2008: 29–32), An found no more success in raising direct military opposition to Japan’s rule in Korea, and in early 1909 he formed the secret society Dongeui Danjihoe
 which pledged to fight with their lives for Korean independence. This happened when it became known that Ito Hirobumi was to visit Manchuria, and An Jung-geun was the one of the independent activistis who volunteered to assassinate Ito in his inspection tour, firing the three lethal bullets at Ito on Octber 26, 2016.

Eugen Schauman: assassinator as character of history 
After the assassination of Bobrikov, the opinion about the deed was for the most approving or at least understanding in the sense that Bobrikov as the Governor-General had become the embodiment of infringements on Finland’s autonomy and domestic legal order, “embodiment of evil” (Klinge 1969: 278). There were expressions of joy even among those who otherwise had promoted and implemented only passive resistance (Zetterberg 1986: 268)
. Finnish press, which was under censorship, could not articulate such sentiments. The newspaper of the “Old Finns,” the main group of appeasement, published an editorial condemning the “abominable crime” which would be disastrous for the Finnish people (Polvinen 1989: 85–6).
 It became later known that the author of the editorial did not express his true feelings, and the editorial had been written out of concern for Russian retaliation (ibid.). Another paper in the “constitutional” camp lamented the fact that conditions in the country had become such that the representative (Governor-General) of the highest power (Emperor) no longer could count on loyalty of the subjects (Zetterberg 1986: 274).
What then took form during the first years after the assassination has been described as a “cult” (Zetterberg 1986: 287; Klinge 1997: 435–6). Schauman’s unmarked grave in the outskirts of Helsinki soon became a site of visiting and homage, which the authorities (Finnish policemen under the command of a Russian district governor) were not able to wholly prevent (Zetterberg: ibid). The Russian Revolution of 1905 and adjacent changes in Russia’s Finland policy brought a change to this: it became possible to publicly attend the grave and honor Schauman, and when his family reburied him in the family grave in Porvoo in May 1906, it became a big nationalistic occasion, and a few years later a four-meter high stone monument was erected on the grave (ibid: 309–10) with funds collected by the student association Schauman used to be a member of (Ahl and Bränn 2004 126–8).
Poems were written in the memory of Eugen Schauman (Zetterberg 1986: 317–8), and Jean Sibelius composed a funeral march in late 1900s originally with Schauman in mind.
 After censorship was alleviated due to the 1905 Revolution in Russia, Finnish newspapers printed countless small notices on remembrances and commemorations of Schauman, for example organizations bringing wreaths to his grave, or Schauman lauded as hero and martyr in festive addresses. There was even a cigarette brand named “Eugen Schauman.”
 Copies of busts, photographs, and portraits of Schauman were sold to the public (Zetterberg 1986: 311–3, Ahl and Bränn 2004: 131). Leading the formal commemorations was Schauman’s student association, which at times was in conflict over this with public and university authorities (Ahl and Bränn 2004). 
The declaration of independence in 1917 and the establishment of the new state after the Civil War of early 1918 appear to have sidelined the memory of Eugen Schauman instead of providing auspicious conditions for elevating him to a position similar to that of An Jung-geun after Korea’s liberation from the Japanese rule in 1945. In the Civil War the “White Army,” nominally the military force of the legal government headed by Carl Gustaf Emil Mannerheim
, defeated the “Red Guards” of the Finnish People’s Delegation formed by the revolutionary faction of the Social Democratic Party. 
The newly independent Finland maintained an antagonistic relationship with Soviet Union, and under the circumstances of the pre-World War Two anti-Communist “White Republic,” it is conceivable that evoking Schauman’s memory would have encouraged vigilance towards Soviet Union. However, the 1918 war, termed at that time and long thereafter “Liberation War” 
 in the sense of liberating Finland from Russia and Bolshevism and guaranteeing its independence, held an overwhelming position as one of the main foundations of the newly independent country, laying also the foundation for subsequent commemoration of wars and fallen soldiers. In the presence of the recent memory of the “Liberation War,” even in the politically auspicious conditions of pre-World War Two Finland Eugen Schauman could not rise to a similar position of a national hero and martyr as An Jung-geun in the Republic of Korea. The Civil War brought new heroes, among them the “soldier boy” Onni Kokko, who was lethally wounded at the age of 14 in the Battle of Tampere and became a widely known and commemorated “fallen hero” (Niinistö 2003), and General Mannerheim.
In 1933 a memorial plaque with Schauman’s name, the date of the assassination, Finland’s coat of arms (lion), and text Se pro patria dedit (“he gave himself for the fatherland”)
 was attached on the staircase of the Government Palace where the assassination had taken place. The plaque was acquired by civil servants of the government in a capacity of private persons, and it was attached without formal ceremonies (Savolainen 2011: 29). The text of the plaque celebrates Schauman’s deed instead of neutrally indicating a historical event, which groups it with commemorations of war heroism: giving one’s life for the common good and survival of the nation. The plaque remains in its place to this day. 
Eugen Schauman’s character appeared at least in two movies before the World War Two, The Dawn (1930) and The February Manifesto (1939), of which the former was subdued in its depiction of Finnish nationalist activism in the 1900s,
 whereas the latter was manifestly nationalistic and anti-Russian in its representation of Finland’s history during the Grand Duchy era. Seppo Zetterberg (1986: 324) remarks that Eugen Schauman was commemorated most intensively during the Second World War. When Finland was waging war against Soviet Union as a de facto ally of Nazi Germany, a figure such as Schauman certainly worked as an appropriate symbol for resistance against Russia. After the war, however, with Finland’s accommodative policies towards Soviet Union, there was little room for a figure such as Schauman, whereas the memory of soldiers was commemorated on a regular basis by state authorities as well as organizations and private citizens. 

Eugen Schauman appeared in a joint Finnish-Soviet movie “Trust” (1976), which depicts the late-1917 events of Finland gaining recognition from Lenin’s revolutionary government
. The assassination comes as a flashback when the members of the Finnish delegation discuss the origin of the idea of Finnish independence while waiting for news from the People’s Commissars’ meeting: Schauman shoots at Bobrikov, then turns the gun at himself, after which the Czar is shown to be listening to Schauman’s letter describing the motives for his act. The Czar is disappointed that Schauman had killed himself and says that he would have deserved to be hanged. Schauman appears thus in this Soviet-approved depiction both as an independence-minded patriot and an opponent of Czar’s rule. 
Still, the changes towards a more relaxed atmosphere in Finnish-Soviet relations at the end of the Cold War and, eventually, the demise of the Soviet Union did not bring about a significant surge in Schauman-related remembering. Instead, the memory of the World War Two became permanently elevated to and commemorated as the nation’s foundation myth.
 
It should also be noted that Schauman has never figured prominently in historical research on the late Grand Duchy era, most apparently for the reason that the assassination of Bobrikov was not as epochal and did not bring major changes in Russian-Finnish relations or Russian Imperial policies towards the Grand Duchy. For example, in an authoritative textbook of Finnish political history (Jussila et al 1999)
, Schauman and his act are given no more than a few lines in the chapter on the February Manifesto of 1899 and its aftermath. The author of that section, Osmo Jussila, does not give much weight to Schauman either in his earlier study of Finnish-Russian relations at the turn of the 20th century (1979). He notes in his half-page long discussion of the assassination that it did not bring any change in Russian policies and that Schauman’s self-sacrifice was most likely almost useless, because the revolutionary events in Russia in 1905 would have removed Bobrikov from his position as swiftly as they removed his successor Obolensky (Jussila 1979: 51–2).
The National Martyr
‒ This needs to be extended considerably
Korea was fully annexed by Japan soon after the assassination of Ito, and the first decade of Japanese rule was considerably more repressive towards Korean social activities and public expressions of opinion than the Imperial Russian rule by the Governor-General, Imperial Army, gendarmes and police in the Grand Duchy of Finland (Jussila 1979: 53–4). Accordingly, there was little room for the appearance of the forms of commemoration and honoring of the assassinator of the reviled executor of imperial polices that took place in Finland soon after the deed.
Moreover, in addition to the lack of possibilities to disseminate knowledge and ideas concerning An Jung-geun and his act, the objects of commemoration and reverence that were available in Finland for Eugen Schauman very early after his death were lacking in Korea until more than a decade after liberation, when the first An-related memorial structures were erected. For example, whereas the successive graves of Eugen Schauman became the main sites of commemoration and reverence, the Japanese authorities did not allow An Jung-geun to have a proper burial and disposed of the body in secret in order to prevent a gravesite to be established for An and that become a place for revere An and nurture Korean nationalism (Kim 2015: 128–31).
Works on An were written and published outside of Korea during the Japanese rule, and knowledge on An circulated orally (Hwang 2016: 144, Shin 2013). An Jung-geun was mentioned in domestic Korean press occasionally during the period in neutral news reporting, but in overseas Korean press in Russia and United States he was elevated to the position of a hero very early on, and the title euisa (“martyr” or “righteous gentleman”), which domestically could be used only after the liberation in 1945, was used soon after the deed.
 
After the liberation various works on An such as biographies started to be published (Hwang 2016: 144–5), and memorial ceremonies with high-level political figures were arranged from the first post-liberation death anniversary on, but it took one and a half decades before the first concrete memorial object for An Jung-geun was established.
The first concrete memorial structure dedicated to An was the erection of a statue in 1959 in the Namsan area in Seoul with funds collected with a national campaign. In 1967 the statue was moved to its approximate current location where the Memorial Hall was built some years later. In the memorial day of the March 1 Movement of 1919 in 1962, during the rule of the Supreme Council for National Reconstruction after the May 16 military coup in 1961, An Jung-geun was posthumously awarded the Order of Merit for National Foundation (Yi, Tae-jin 2009: 7), and in the late 1960s, the An Jung-geun Memorial Hall was constructed in Namsan Park, to be opened on October 26, 1970, the anniversary day of the assassination (Podoler 2011: 192).  The old hall was pulled down and a new, modernist-looking structure erected and opened in 2010, also on October 26.
The Independence Hall (Dongnip Ginyeomgwan) in Cheonan, Southern Chungcheon, built in the mid-1980s during President Chun Doo-hwan’s regime, commemorates An Chung-geun in its Independence War Hall with a large statue with statues of Yun Bong-gil, who made a hand bomb attack on Japanese military dignitaries in a victory parade in Shanghai in 1932, and Kim Jwa-jin, a military commander in early 20th century in Manchuria (Podoler 2011: 191). Guy Podoler remarks that An’s deed is situated within the context of overall anti-colonial struggle with armed means against Japan, instead of having been a mere political assassination (ibid: 191–2). 

The old Memorial Hall in Seoul was operated under the auspices of the Seoul municipal government by the An Jung-geun Society (An Jung-geun sungmohoe). The public sector patron for the current hall is the Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs (Kukka pohunch’ô).
 The Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs is also in charge of the annual memorial ceremony (chumosik) for An with the Memorial Association on the day of “sacrifice for the nation” (sun’guk).

At the moment, An Jung-geun is one of the very few historical figures that are recognized as a national hero or a patriotic martyr in both Koreas (Hwang 2016: 140; Denney 2016; Tikhonov 2016a: 135). Based on discussions and observations during a recent visit to North Korea, Steven Denney remarks, however, that while An is valued as a patriot and his life is taught in primary schools, the ideological basis of the North Korean state in the narrative of the revolution led by Kim Il-sung prevents An Jung-geun from becoming a national hero (Denney 2016). National martyrdom, such that is celebrated in the South for An Jung-geun, is reserved to those whose struggle or death is directly related to the leadership of Kim Il-sung. 
In South Korea, where statehood does not depend on the real and alleged feats and leadership of one singular person but rather on a longer continuum of time and larger gallery of persons, An Jung-geun and his legacy have had room to develop into one of the main milestones in the construction of the national narrative of the Republic of Korea in confrontation, contrast, and competition with Japan (Hurh 1998, Podoler 2011). Even if historiography has started to examine shades in the shadow of Japanese rule through the study of everyday life worlds during colonialism mostly in the name of “colonial modernity” since the late 1990s, Japan remains a “confrontational other” (Hurh 1998: 20) in many of the political and social discourses. They are reproduced by, for example, contemporary political treatment of contentious issues such as that of the “comfort women,” in which the contentiousness arises as much from domestic South Korean politics as from differences in views of history with Japan. That was sharply experienced by President Park Geun-hye, when she and her administration had to face broad criticism after Park incorrectly gave the location of An Jung-geun’s death as Harbin in her Liberation Day address on August 15, 2016. 
Centenaries of the Assassinations in 2004 and 2009

Compared to the diverging memories and commemorations of Eugen Schauman and An Jung-geun in the contemporary history of the two countries, the centenaries of the assassinations present an even bigger contrast. When the centenary of Bobrikov’s assassination in 2004 approached, the Finnish Government did not need to deliberate how to commemorate the event. The Prime Minister Matti Vanhanen of the moderately bourgeois Center Party, had made the decision already beforehand that nothing will be arranged on the state level: “One year ago in the summer as I went up the stairs in the Government Palace I paid attention to the plaque [attached in 1933] and to the coming centenary. I announced that it will not be commemorated” (Helsingin Sanomat June 15, 2004). The prime minister elaborated his position further by saying “by today’s standards it was purely an act of political terrorism, and totally condemnable.” He would not even recognize the sentiments at the time of the assassination: “At that time some felt that it was a heroic act, which it wasn’t. The same kind of thing can be seen right now around the world. People celebrating murder” (ibid).
In the end, closest to any kind of official commemoration was an event of lectures by two professors of history with topics “Bobrikov as Governor-General” and “Eugen Schauman, national hero or a terrorist,” arranged by the National Archives Service. The same organ also held a small exhibition, including neutral descriptions of the background and unfolding of the assassination and Schauman-related paraphernalia such as the clothes he wore at the time of the shooting. The clothes were first preserved in possession of his family and later of the National Museum of Finland. The suit which has two bullet holes in the chest and the blood-soaked shirt have been exhibited every now and then, for example in a 2002 exhibition of personal belongings of historical dignitaries (Helsingin Sanomat, April 27, 2002), and then in the 2004 centenary exhibition.

No scholarly activity beyond the above-mentioned lectures and occasional newspaper columns can be detected as a consequence of the centenary of the assassination. When historian Matti Klinge (whose works have been cited at length above) suggested that Schauman might be regarded as a hero in the sense that he committed suicide after murdering the Governor-General, another historian Juha Sihvola disagreed strongly:  “With his suicide, Schauman escaped from the consequences of his deed, just as his current-day counterparts do. Even though the motive of suicide terrorists might be a reward in heaven, it is better to regard their actions as coward rather than heroic. Since other conditions for justified violence are hardly fulfilled in the case of Schauman, there is nothing to commemorate in his memory” (Helsingin Sanomat, June 21, 2004).
After the centenary, Eugen Schauman, Nikolay Bobrikov, and the assassination of 1904 became again one of the numerous occurrences and characters of Finnish history, as they had been some years earlier in the city of Helsinki’s 450th anniversary parade (Helsingin Sanomat, June 12, 2000). Schauman and his deed appear in media publicity occasionally, the last significant occasion having been the commemorating event held at Schauman’s grave in Porvoo in June 2015 by a nationalist right-wing organization. A member of parliament of the Finns Party had to face questions about his participation in the event, where even some known neo-Nazis were present. The MP was not apologetic, and asserted that Schauman was a “real freedom fighter, who was ready to give anything for his people and fatherland.”

As it is apparent that Schauman has become a some kind of a symbol of resistance, an “idol,” for extreme nationalists and far rightists in Finland, it seems likely that Schauman-related commemorations shall remain fringe phenomena. Likewise, neither in scholarship is there a particular interest in Eugen Schauman as a separate issue from Finnish-Russian relations during the Grand Duchy era or from events and ideologies of the turn of the 20th century. 
Coincidentally at the time of the centenary of Schauman’s deed, the Finnish Broadcasting Company (Yle), arranged a television poll program Great Finns, a spin-off of BBC’s 100 Great Britons two years earlier, in which viewers voted for the one hundred greatest Finns in a two-round poll. Eugen Schauman finished 34th in the first round. The overwhelming winner of the final round was Carl Gustav Mannerheim, the Commander-in-Chief of the Finnish army in World War Two with almost third of all cast votes.
 At the time of Bobrikov’s assassination in 1904, Mannerheim had been serving in the Imperial Russian Army for 27 years. Mannerheim’s thirty years in the Russian army were in fact considerably longer than his official service for Finland during the early years of independence and again from the early 1930s. The symbolic value of Mannerheim for the statehood, independence, and identity of Finland stems from the World War Two, which remains the ultimate and final struggle for independence, not the events in 1917‒1918, and even less Eugen Schauman’s act on the previous decade. Mannerheim’s service for the Imperial Russia, against which Eugen Schauman carried out the assassination, is insignificant compared to Mannerheim’s standing as the World War Two commander, as the Imperial rule of over Finland as Grand Duchy was not in general considered illegitimate. 
Compared to the distance that the Finnish state kept with the centenary of Bobrikov’s assassination and to the absence of Eugen Schauman as a topic of scholarly research, the centenaries of the assassination by An Jung-geun in October 2009 and his execution in March 2010 were large-scale commemorative events, in which An’s act was interpreted in terms of patriotism and nationalism—defense of the independence of fatherland—but also in terms of building of peace, for which the increasing interest in Ahn’s prison writing “Treatise on Peace in East Asia” has provided a basis.
The Martyr An Jung-geun Commemoration Association (An Jung-geun ginyeom saeophoe) launched a 100-member committee for the anniversary commemorations in early 2006 with the aim to “support and carry out the martyr An’s spirit of independence, just society with rights and freedoms, and East Asian peace” (Hankyoreh Jan 11, 2006). There were two other associations dedicated to An’s memory active during the centenary as well, the above-mentioned An Jung-geun Society (Sungmohoe) and the Lushun Patriotic Martyr’s Memorial Foundation (Yeosun sun’guk seonyeol ginyeomjaedan).
 Among the events and items planned and implemented for the two centenaries were scholarly seminars, publications of An-related materials, exhibitions, musical compositions and performances such as the musical “Hero” (Yeongung), which had its premiere on the centenary of the assassination. 
The main event of the centenary of An’s death was held on March 26, 2010 in Seoul Plaza, with several Government ministers participating, headed by the prime minister, who in his address pledged to increase efforts to return An’s remains to Korea with the help of Japanese and Chinese authorities. After the main commemoration, a parade from Seoul Plaza to a nearby Gwanghwamun took place with “torches of peace” being carried and a military band playing. At the same time, a memorial rite was performed at An’s empty grave in Hyochang Park.
 In memorial events in schools, students were taught of An’s achievements, and poems and essays dedicated to Martyr An were recited (Yonhap, March 26, 2010). The major television channels broadcasted documentaries on An on the centenary (Hankyoreh, March 25, 2010), and North and South Korean delegations held a joint memorial service in the Anti-Japanese Commemoration Hall located in the Lushun Prison in China where An was executed (ibid). 
Shin Woon-yong shows that research on An Jung-geun gained a momentum at the time of the 100th anniversary of Ito Hirobumi’s assassination: he counted as many as 230 scholarly texts (Shin 2013: 148). Shin points out that this large amount of research was achieved in a situation when an all-encompassing An Jung-geun sourcebook (jaryojip) is yet to be published, which according to Shin is having a negative effect on An-related scholarship. Accordingly, Shin calls for a swift publication of such a collection, which would contribute to the development of An Jung-geun studies (ibid). That such a plea is made even when it is obvious that An Jung-geun remains as a topic of historical research suggests that An and the assassination have become a frame through which the late Joseon and Great Han Empire society and politics as well as relations with Japan are examined.
Concluding remarks 
The discussion in this essay on the dissimilar positions that the two political assassins Eugen Schauman and An Jung-geun occupy in the commemoration of the contemporary histories of the two respective nations, Finland and Korea, does not suggests that the country of the former does not commemorate its history and that the country of the latter does so by exceptional intensiveness. Neither does it mean that Finland has opted not to commemorate violent events in its history or that individual acts of violence against an outer force or an intruder would not have been given nationally significant meanings in collective memory. The prominent folklore scholar Matti Kuusi (1974) delineated “idol types” for analysis of personifications of people’s desires, admirations, and aspirations. One of the eight types in Kuusi’s scheme was “killer idol,” who often is a defender of the fatherland. For this, type Kuusi has several Finnish examples.
What this discussion does suggest is that due to specific historical circumstances, spawning through the whole of the 20th century, structurally similar deeds have been relegated into very different positions. Whereas Korea has transformed a singular act of violence by an individual in the early 20th century into collective memory about struggle for independence and against incursion of a foreign power, Finland has done so for the whole period of Second World War. One of the commemorative projects of the centenary of Finland’s independence in 2017 is the third remake of Väinö Linna’s novel of a platoon in World War Two, Unknown Soldier (originally published 1954), which has been filmed twice before, in 1955 and in 1985. The earlier “classic” one, has been shown on television on the independence day (December 6) since the 1990s, the novel characters have become national archetypes, and many lines in the novel have entered the common parlance. The Finnish Defense Forces is a main cooperation partner in the production. 
Besides these issues of difference in historical structures and developments, the personalities and individual legacies of the two assassins certainly plays a role. Schauman did not leave a body of writing except for the letter addressed to the Czar explaining his reasons for killing Bobrikov. In addition to a similar document written by An in his cell, he left the widely analyzed text Dongyang pyeonghwaron (Treatise on Peace in the East) as well as his autobiography, leaving room for intellectual legacy unlike Schauman.
While Eugen Schauman has left hardly any intellectual or social legacy, ironically, the term “Bobrikovian” has remained in Finnish political parlance, denoting both negative stance towards legally stipulated autonomy as well as those who try to counter such policies by appeasement. For example, Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen stated after Government’s negotiations on arrangements with the autonomous region of Åland islands, that the “state should not take a Bobrikovian stance towards Åland, especially as we were having a meeting in Bobrikov’s office” (Helsingin Sanomat, Oct 25, 2001)
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� “I have not seen a single Russian man holding an office in the whole country. […] Everything proved that Finland has nothing in common with the empire and I felt as if I was travelling abroad. And yet this region forms the closest and strategically most important borderland to the capital of the empire” (quoted in Zetterberg 1986: 162).


� The Statistics Finland, population and population changes 1749–2015:�http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__muutl/070_muutl_tau_202.px


� During the Grand Duchy era, the Senate was the highest administrative organ, which after the independence in 1917 formed into a politically appointed cabinet of ministers.


� In the 1902 draft, 58 % of those called refused, but next year only 32 % (Klinge 1969: 274.  The draft was in the end deemed a failure by the Russian authorities, and instead of actually drafting Finns to serve in the Imperial Army, Finland was obliged to pay a compensation.


� The most famous piece of art related to the Russification policies at the turn of the 20th century was a painting by Edvard Isto from 1899 called “The Attack,” in which a double-headed eagle is trying to snatch a law book from the hands of the “Finnish Maiden,” who had become symbolize Finnish nationhood in the late 19th century. Russia was thus depicted attacking Finnish laws.


� One of the members in the group of activists who were planning the murder of Bobrikov was Lennart Hohenthal, who know Schauman since young (Zetterberg 1986: 234–5). In February 1905 he assassinated the Procurator of Finland, Eliel Soisalon-Soininen, for being too acquiescent to Russian infringements of Finland’s autonomy as the holder of the highest legal office in the Grand Duchy (Klinge 1969: 278–9).


� Attempting to review and assess for example the views of Soviet and Russian scholarship on Bobrikov as the General-Governor in Finland is outside the scope of this paper. Neither has it been possible make the same effort for Japanese research on Ito Hirobumi and his legacy.


� Japanese scholarship is referred to by Alexis Dudden (2004: 67, 164n).


� Of the irreconcilable differences in the historical memory and assessment of Ito Hirobumi between Korea and Japan, see also Tikhonov 2016b and Hwang 2016.


� There appears to be conflicting opinions on An Jung-geun’s early views on Japan, but they could not be taken into account fully for this paper. 


� Of Sinminhoe in English, see Shin Yong-ha 2003.





� Danjihoe refers to cutting off a finger (danji), in the case of the said society the last joint of the ring finger, which since became a strong symbol for An Jung-geun and his deed in the form of An’s handprint and photographs, in which An keeps the cut ring finger visible against his chest.


� There is scholarly disagreement over whether An received help 


� Zetterberg (1986: 269–70) quotes contemporary letters by political and social elite, in which Schauman was likened to William Tell, or immediately declared a “national hero,” whose deed now allowed “people to shake each other’s hands, strangers talking to each other, as of a pile of stones pressing people’s chests had been cleared away.”


� The editorial was written by politician and economist J. K. Paasikivi (1870–1956), who at the time was the Director General of State Treasury, and later served, among other important posts, as prime minister (19444–56) and president of Finland (1946–56). His early policies towards Imperial Russia as well as Soviet Union after World War Two could be described as realpolitik: it was of utmost importance for Finland to maintain cordial relations with the eastern neighbor. One famous phrase by him which has remained in Finnish political history, illustrating his realistic stance, was written in a cable to the Finnish government during Paasikivi’s time as the ambassador to Moscow in 1940, when he advised the government to avoid excessive pleading to law in negotiations with Soviet Union, because  “Kremlin is not a district court” (Polvinen 1995: 188).


� http://www.sibelius.fi/suomi/musiikki/ork_muita_inmemoriam.htm


� Contemporary newspapers have been examined in the historical newspaper archive of the Finnish National Library at http://digi.kansalliskirjasto.fi/sanomalehti.


� Mannerheim served for three decades in the Imperial Russian Army, rising to the rank of lieutenant general before being discharged in September 1917. He returned to Finland after the October Revolution, and was appointed the commander of government forces in January 1918 (Jussila et al 1999: 107‒8). He also served as the Commander-in-Chief of the Finnish army in the World War Two.


� Depending on the political and scholarly position, the Civil War of 1918 has been called by many names. Currently the most common is sisällisssota (“internal war”), which corresponds to the establishe English term used of such conflicts.


� The Latin text was originally inscribed in a bust of Schauman by sculptor Adolf Aarno in 1905, which was widely sold as a copy (Zetterberg 1986: 311).


� http://www.mykkaelokuvat.com/kajastus.html


� Two professional actors portrayed Schauman in these three films, both of them named Schauman and of distant relation to the assassin. Of the three films, only The Trust could be consulted for this paper.


� It should be noted that “myth” is here used in a scholarly sense, being a kind of a narrative of the past providing explanation and justification for ideologies and practices of the present.


� The original Finnish-language edition was published in 1995.


� Early newspaper reporting has been examined from the following sources: Naver News Library (http://newslibrary.naver.com), Integrated Korean History Material Service (http://www.koreanhistory.or.kr/newsPaper.do) and Chosun Ilbo Archive (http://srchdb1.chosun.com/pdf/i_archive/).


� http://www.patriot.or.kr/04.asso/submenu4201.php


� http://www.mpva.go.kr/open/open210_view.asp?id=40187


� http://www.iltalehti.fi/uutiset/2015061719880896_uu.shtml


� http://yle.fi/vintti/yle.fi/suuretsuomalaiset/. 


� http://www.hani.co.kr/arti/society/society_general/343208.html


� For a discussion on the empty grave of An, located next to graves of three graves of other nationally significant persons, see Podoler 2011: 197–9.





