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ANALYSES OF CURRENT AFFAIRS 
 
 
1. A massive and unprecedented defeat in the 
Senate elections  
 
On July 29th, out of the 121 seats open for re-
election (including 48 on a proportional basis) the 
LDP, which had to win 64 of them together with 
its Kômeito ally in order to maintain its majority, 
actually won 22 as against the 49 taken by its 
Democratic Party rival. The majority party 
therefore fell from 132 to 104 seats, while the 
Minshutô rose from 83 to 112 seats. 
 
The Senate elections of 2004 had already been 
considered a defeat, because the Democratic 
Party had beaten its rival by one seat in the total 
number up for re-election (winning 37% of the 
votes against the LDP's 30%). But the LDP still 
retained its majority. 
 
For the first time in its history, the LDP has lost its 
absolute majority in the Upper Chamber. Out of 
the 29 single-candidate constituencies, the LDP 
lost twenty-three. Yet most of these 
constituencies were considered LDP safe seats, 
which it had held at the three preceding elections, 
in 1998, 2001, and 2004. The LDP only won in 
two of them (Fukui and Hiroshima); ten were 
taken over by the Minshutô (including Yamagata, 
Toyama, Tottori, and Shimane), the many others 
being won by independent candidates 1 . The 
dominant factions are still the Machimura faction 
(formerly the Mori) with 82 representatives and 
councillors, and the Tsujima, with 62 elected 
members. 
 
This outcome was less a matter of support for the 
Minshutô programme than a rejection of the LDP 
and the policies of Mr. Abe, whose popularity 
rating at the end of August stood at 30%, before 
the ministerial reshuffle. At the beginning of his 
term, in October 2006, it had stood at 70%2, but a 
poll conducted in July by Asahi showed that 47% 
of the respondents wanted him to resign3. 
 
This fall in popularity is to be explained as much 
by the scandals which have undermined Abe's 
last months in office as by disapproval of his 
policies. 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun. 
 

                                                 
1 "Hitoriku yoyatô ubaiu", Yomiuri shimbun, July 31st 2007. 

2 "Seiken fuyô haisui no shushô", Yomiuri shimbun, August 27th 
2007. 
3 "'Shoshô wa jinin wo' 47%, 'tsuzukete hoshii' 40%", Asahi 
shimbun, August 1st 2007. 

2. Scandal after scandal has tarnished the 
Prime Minister's image  
 
The government faced a certain number of 
scandals which the Prime Minister mishandled, 
because he maintained his support for the 
ministers concerned for too long. This happened 
in the case of the Minister of Agriculture, Akagi 
Norihiko, for example, whom the Prime Minister 
had only rewarded with the post after the 
elections. Mr. Akagi had already replaced 
Matsuoka Toshikatsu, against whom legal 
proceedings had begun. And Mr. Akagi's 
successor, Endô Takehiko, resigned a week after 
his appointment, being also accused of financial 
irregularities. 
 
In addition to this, some of Mr. Abe's ministers 
made ill-advised public statements. For example, 
the Minister of Public Health chose an 
unfortunate metaphor when he urged an increase 
in Japanese women's "productivity". On June 
30th, the Minister of Defence, Kyûma Fumio, 
declared that the atomic bombs used at the end 
of the Second World War had at least the saving 
grace of cutting it short - which is an 
unacceptable view in the eyes of both the right 
and the left in Japan. The woman who replaced 
him in early July, Koike Yuriko, a former adviser 
to the Prime Minister on security matters, had 
hardly been in her position for two months when 
she started reshuffling her administration, 
arousing their hostility and so leading to her 
decision to resign. 
 
But it was the pensions issue, considered by 
more than 65% of the electorate to be the main 
one in the elections 4 , which caused the most 
damage to the last administration. The records of 
50 million contributors were effectively lost by the 
Ministry of Social Affairs while being 
computerised in 1997. Consequently, anyone not 
employed by the large enterprises often finds 
himself unable to prove that they have indeed 
paid their contributions.  
 
Finally, Mr. Abe pushed through many bills, 
sometimes in the face of opposition, before the 
Senate elections. Among these, the education 
reforms were focused initially on the syllabus 
(within the overall reassessment of Japan's 
history and traditions) before tacking the wider 
issue of structural reorganisation, in order to 

                                                 
4 According to poll results published by Yomiuri shimbun, July 
4th 2007, ("Nenkin mondai, tsuyoi fuman; keiki, koyômo sôten 
ni"). 
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improve levels of achievement and solve the 
problem of pupils' suicides.  
 
Mr. Abe  made changes in defence policy by 
transforming the Defence Agency into a ministry 
and attempting to set up a national security 
council and to reform Japan's vision of the right to 
collective defence. But as the Prime Minister 
pursued his policy of reforming the Constitution, 
the social security system and the financing of 
political parties, the led gap widened between his 
objectives and the essentially economic concerns 
of the population (concerned mainly with growth 
rates, pensions, and social inequalities). 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun, NHK. 
 
 
3. Mr. Abe gives up trying to reach an 
understanding with the opposition and 
prefers resignation  
 
Mr. Abe did not resign after this election but on 
the day following the speech setting out his 
general policy, which was a fortnight after the 
government reshuffle. 
 
The reason he gave was the opposition from the 
Minshutô to renewing the Self-Defence Force's 
mandate in the Indian Ocean. 
 
Since November 2001, the Self-Defence Forces 
have been deployed in the Indian Ocean near 
Afghanistan where, quite independently from aid 
to refugees within Afghanistan, they have been 
providing logistical aid to the allied forces (the 
United States, Britain, France, and even 
Pakistan) by supplying provisions, and especially 
by refuelling (arms and munitions are excluded 
from this support arrangement). 
 
In Sydney on September 9th, during the APEC 
summit meeting, Mr. Abe had stated that he 
would resign if he did not manage to extend the 
legally agreed period allowing Japan to take part 
in the international fight against terrorism, and 
that he considered the aid it was providing in the 
Indian Ocean to be "an international 
commitment". 
 
The Democratic Party's opposition to the 
proposed renewal of the law on the deployment 
was perhaps not insurmountable (in any case it 
would have been worth beginning a discussion 
with them), since in 2001 they had voted in favour 
of deploying the Self-Defence Forces, subject to 
the provisions of the law (and some of their 
proposed amendments had been accepted by 
Mr. Koizumi). Moreover, a new and more 
restrictive proposal to allow the supply of fuel 

only, was already being considered by the LDP. 
Mr. Nakasone had advised the cabinet secretary 
Yosano Kaoru, formerly his own private 
secretary, to "bow as low as necessary before the 
Diet to win the agreement of the Minshutô". But 
he was given no time to follow this advice. 
 
The opposition leader, Ozawa Ichirô, seems 
determined to oppose the renewal of the current 
law - even though he was the initiator of the 
debate on "normalisation" and the strategist 
behind the passing of the "PKO" law in 19925. 
And yet, together with the Kômeito, the LDP has 
a two thirds majority of the sitting members, which 
would allow it to get its proposals accepted at a 
second reading in the Lower Chamber6. Mr. Abe 
felt that he was not in the best position to reach a 
compromise with the opposition (moreover, he 
was suffering from nervous exhaustion). 
 
His declining popularity and the electoral defeat 
have weakened his credibility and his authority 
within his own party. 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun. 
 
 
4. The fall of the Abe government seems to 
have heralded a return to political practices 
set aside by Mr. Koizumi  
 
In an attempt to reassert his leadership of the 
party, Mr. Abe conducted a government reshuffle 
which brought in, or kept in place, the leaders of 
the different factions. Likewise, in his 
appointments to leading positions, he respected 
the balance between the different factions within 
the LDP. 
 
As a sign of the renewed strength of the elected 
members in their confrontation with the Prime 
Minister, the director of the LDP's policy matters 
                                                 
5 In fact, on October 6th Mr. Ozawa proposed the integration 
of the Self-Defence Agency forces with the ISAF (International 
Security Assistance Force), which raised certain problems since 
it opened the way to an armed alliance. 
6 This is provided for by article 59 of the Constitution. It 
applies when there is a failure to reach agreement in a joint 
committee with equal representation, formed at the request of 
the Lower Chamber. But the LDP sought an agreement in 
principle with the opposition, or a fraction of the opposition. 
An "unconventional passing into law", also known as an 
"enforced passing", is the term applied to a majority vote in the 
Chamber taken without the agreement of the opposition. The 
majority also has another weapon in article 56.3, which allows 
any member to request the chairman of the committee to 
suspend its discussions. These are then cut off or continued in 
the plenary session. Finally, under article 69 of the Constitution, 
only the Lower Chamber can pass a contrary motion or a 
motion of no-confidence in the Prime Minister and legally 
bring about his resignation (and the Lower Chamber itself can 
only be dissolved by the Prime Minister). 
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committee, Ishihara Nobuteru, who is the son of 
the mayor of Tôkyô, predicted that after the 
Senate elections the Lower Chamber would be 
dissolved (which would be a last resort, since it 
would certainly mean a decrease in the LDP's 
majority). Immediately after Mr. Abe's resignation, 
the LDP announced that it would very shortly 
name his successor, whereas Mr. Koizumi had 
personnally chosen his successor. 
 
The short-lived government of Mr. Abe will 
therefore mark a return to the rule of the old 
guard and their practices. The achievements by 
Mr. Koizumi (who had managed to take 
advantage of Mr. Hashimoto's administrative 
reforms), will turn out to have been ephemeral, 
demonstrating that the Prime Minister's role as 
leader, which Mr. Abe had hoped to strengthen, 
actually depends greatly upon the character of 
the person exercising it. 
 
In foreign policy terms, however, Mr. Abe has 
managed to get relations with China out of the 
impasse into which they had become locked 
under Mr. Koizumi's government. 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun, and 
the legal documents quoted above. 
 
 
5. Mr. Abe will turn out to have restored a 
balance to his predecessor's foreign policy  
 
Mr. Abe has made a contribution towards better 
relations with China. 
 
In August, all the members of his cabinet, with 
one exception, refrained from visiting the 
Yasukuni shrine to commemorate the end of the 
Second World War, just as they had promised at 
a press conference on August 10th, following a 
meeting of the Council of Ministers. They offered 
different explanations for this. Mrs. Koike was due 
to make a visit to Okinawa; the Prime Minister 
said he would go for the Spring and Autumn 
festivals instead; Mr. Yanagizawa claimed to be 
busy with preparations for a ceremony to honour 
the fallen; but the Kômeitô saw it all as proof of 
the Prime Minister's willingness to show a 
favourable attitude towards China7. 
 
A strategic dialogue with the Chinese government 
was re-established under the Abe government. 
His visit to Beijing in October 2006 marked the 
reopening of a dialogue between the heads of 
state which had been suspended for four years. 
The two leaders affirmed their desire to establish 

                                                 
7 "Zenkakuryô 'yasukunisanpai sez' seiken tatenaoshi wo 
yûsen", Yomiuri shimbun, August 11th 2007. 

"a mutually beneficial relationship based on 
shared strategic interests". This visit was followed 
by the resumption of talks in the area of defence, 
which had also been suspended. 
 
Perhaps wishing to draw lessons from the failure 
of American policy in Iraq, Mr. Abe also set out to 
diversify Japan's partnerships. On December 
15th 2006, Mr. Abe and Mr. Singh signed "a joint 
declaration in favour of a strategic global 
partnership between Japan and India". On 
January 12th 2007, Mr. Abe held talks with the 
General Secretary of NATO and appeared before 
the NATO council, where he affirmed his interest 
in deepening Japan's co-operation with that 
organisation. On March 13th 2007, a joint 
declaration in support of co-operation in the field 
of security was signed with Australia. 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun, 
MOFA. 
 
 
6. The LDP opts for Mr. Fukuda  
 
The LDP normally chooses its President after the 
Prime Minister's two-year term in office has 
expired. His successor is elected by an electoral 
college comprising LDP supporters, party 
members, and people elected to national or local 
seats. The members of parliament and the 
electors representing the regions vote separately.  
 
As Mr. Abe had only been in office for a year, and 
had resigned suddenly, this was not a normal 
situation. What is more, with the law on the 
renewed deployment of the Self-Defence Forces 
in the Indian Ocean due to expire on November 
1st, the party adopted a more rapid procedure, 
allowing representatives of the regional electors, 
who had been elected during a primary round, to 
vote at the same time as the parliamentary 
representatives. Out of the total of 528 votes, 3 
were given to each representative of locally 
elected members (these votes are not necessarily 
given to a single person: each region decides on 
the modalities of its primary round) and 1 to each 
parliamentary member (304 representatives and 
83 councillors). This procedure had six 
precedents (the most notable being the 
appointment of Mr. Obuchi after Mr. Hashimoto's 
resignation in 1998).  
 
All the factions in the LDP, except for Mr. Asô's 
supporters, gave their majority vote to Mr. 
Fukuda, who was duly elected by 254 
parliamentary votes (against 132 for Mr. Asô) and 
76 regional votes (against 65 for Mr. Asô). 
Following this, Mr. Fukuda was nominated by the 
Lower Chamber and Mr. Ozawa by the Upper 
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Chamber. The joint committee with equal 
membership which met in accordance with article 
86 of the Diet regulations was unable to reconcile 
the two chambers, so the Lower Chamber's vote 
carried the day. 
 
Mr. Fukuda, who is the son of the former Prime 
Minister Fukuda Takeo, took over because he is 
a moderate figure on the Japanese political 
scene. Having served as General Cabinet 
Secretary under the Koizumi government, he left 
office in May 2004 at the time of a previous 
pensions scandal - it had transpired that a large 
number of members of parliament had not 
declared that they enjoyed extra sources of 
income when they were elected. Mr. Fukuda had 
failed to declare a small amount. 
 
He is in favour of building a new war memorial 
which can be visited by government leaders 
without stirring up controversy. Mr. Abe who, like 
him (and like Mr. Koizumi before him), belongs to 
the Machimura faction, had been the preferred 
candidate in September 2006. At the age of 71, 
Mr. Fukuda seemed to have given up the 
scramble for high office for ever, but the 
opposition victory in the July elections for the 
Senate worked to his advantage. 
 
The ceremony to swear in the new government 
took place on September 26th. Machimura 
Nobutaka, the former Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
became the General Cabinet Secretary; Ishiba 
Shigeru returned to Defence; Kômura Masahiko 
remained with Foreign Affairs and Ôta Hiroko 
stayed with Economic and Financial Policy. Mr. 
Fukuda appointed Mr. Tanigaki to the post of 
chairman of the LDP Policy Research Council. He 
is a like-minded moderate leader of a small 
faction and a former official in the Ministry of 
Finance. 
 
Sources: Asahi shimbun, Yomiuri shimbun, NHK, 
and the legal documentation quoted above. 
 
 
PUBLISHED  COMMENTS ON CURRENT 
EVENTS 
 
 
Takayasu Kensuke, "Does the Abe 
government show leadership abilities?" [ Abe 
seiken wa kantei shudô ka? ], Sekai , July 2007, 
pp. 119-127 
 
The circumstances surrounding the fall of the Abe 
government make us forget his earlier attempts to 
strengthen the leading role of the Prime Minister. 
 

Mr. Abe took on five advisers (hosakan), which is 
the maximum allowed under the Cabinet rules. 
Their respective areas covered communications, 
the birth rate, defence, economic growth, and the 
Japanese kidnapped by the North Koreans. He 
also wished to promote "second opportunities" 
and innovation, and appointed some special 
ministers (tokurei tantôsô) to implement these 
policies. 
 
To deal with important issues, he also set up a 
number of advisory boards, whose legal status is 
still not clearly defined. These boards were to 
serve as agencies of the executive. They are 
charged with matters such as improving 
education, creating a "country of wonderful 
promise", introducing innovations, promoting 
growth, opening access to Asia, carrying 
deregulation further, strengthening executive 
power in defence matters, deciding on the 
allocation of powers to be exercised by central or 
by local government, and reforming the legislation 
covering defence. 
 
In many cases these boards are mainly made up 
of people brought in from outside. The advisers or 
special ministers are appointed as directors, 
representatives of a director, consultants, or 
members of the board, and through them the 
Cabinet or the General Secretary control the 
personnel who organise the debates and propose 
the topics to be discussed. Sometimes the Prime 
Minister, or the General Secretary representing 
him, may attend and contribute. At all events, 
these boards are tightly controlled by the 
executive (kantei). 
 
Among the advisory boards inherited from the 
previous government, the Committee on 
Economic and Fiscal Policy, and the Commission 
for State Revenues were made directly 
responsible to Mr. Abe. Under Mr. Koizumi, the 
Prime Minister had to make proposals, 
particularly with regard to structural reforms, and 
then take care to see that they were properly 
implemented by the people serving him. The 
latter worked in close collaboration with the 
section in charge of tax collection in the Ministry 
of Finance. Mr. Abe changed their remit to focus 
on economic development. 
 
As for the Cabinet supporting staff, traditionally 
the Prime Minister's secretaries were not from the 
political secretariat, which was the point of 
contact with the outside. Since the time of Tanaka 
Kakuei, however, the secretariats were attached 
to Finance, Foreign Affairs, the MITI/METI and 
the Police authority. Consequently, the 
relationship between these secretariats and those 
particular administrative bodies was excellent, but 
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very poor with all the others. Mr. Koizumi set up a 
liaison office (renrakushitsu sanjikan) whose staff 
had the rank of director and came from the 
Ministries of Social Affairs, Education, Defence, 
Land, and Transport. In this way a network linking 
all the ministries was set up. Mr. Abe maintained 
this system by instituting appointments on the 
basis of open candidature, in order to guarantee 
the independence of the personnel from the 
interests of the administrative branch from which 
they came.  
 
As for the governmental General Secretary who, 
together with the Assistant General Secretary, 
provides support to the Prime Minister, 
traditionally he played an internal co-ordinating 
role and exercised decision-making powers, 
owing to the strength of his connections, his skill 
in managing the administration, or his political 
influence. Abe appointed a close supporter, 
Shiozaki Yasuhisa, as General Secretary, and a 
former secretary of his father, Matoba Junzô, as 
administrative assistant Secretary. The two other 
assistant secretaries, Suzuki Seiji, who had been 
appointed by Mr. Koizumi, and Shimomura 
Hakubun, were also close Abe supporters.   
 
By breaking from previous practice, which 
allocated positions to personnel from the Ministry 
of the Interior, Mr. Abe politicised them. By 
contrast, in the 1980s Shimomura had retained 
such posts within the Cabinet. Furthermore, the 
director of the Cabinet's Legal Bureau, whose 
ideas on the right to collective defence differed 
from those held by Mr. Abe, resigned as soon as 
Mr. Abe took office. This shows how, under Mr. 
Abe, particular emphasis was placed on the 
centralising powers of the Prime Minister, and the 
Cabinet was able to divide the administration 
along federal lines. 
 
The need to strengthen the Prime Minister's 
leading role arose in the 1980s under pressure to 
reform the welfare state, the public sector in 
general, and the civil service. Up until then, the 
latter had initiated policy proposals, but it could no 
longer be listened to now that it was due to be 
reformed itself, so governments turned to outside 
sources - in Japan, they turned to political 
analysts, researchers, and members of policy 
review bodies; in Britain the equivalents were the 
think tanks. 
 
In Japan, especially, dealing with a majority and a 
strong parliament, the Prime Minister had to 
strengthen the basis of his own authority in the 
face of subsections of the government centred 
around interest groups. This has given rise to a 
process of "presidentialising" the institutions of 
the state. 

Takenaka Heizô 8, "The Minshutô  Manifesto: a 
lack of precise detail in the absence of a 
macro-economic vision" [ Minshutô 
manifesuto; Makuro seisaku nashidewa saiten 
funô ], Voice , October 2007, pp. 66-70 
 
The former minister uncovers weaknesses in the 
Democratic Party's electoral promises. 
 
The problem with the Democratic Party manifesto 
is that it aims at a specific growth rate without 
saying how it means to achieve it. It states the 
party's intention that by 2011 city budgets will no 
longer show a deficit, borrowing this aim from the 
government, but without saying by what means it 
will set about it. It does not say to which areas it 
will give special attention in order to promote 
innovation. It does not provide enough 
explanation of its policy in favour of the small and 
medium-size companies. 
 
Its proposals are not always bad. The proposal to 
put pensions under the control of the taxation 
authorities, for example, is a good one. But, as an 
opposition party, it does not have the support of 
the civil service, and therefore finds it difficult to 
put its proposals in the context of a well 
researched over-all economic analysis. 
 
 
Kabashima Ikuo 9, and Hayano Tôru 10, "Prime 
Minister Abe was checked by the 
Constitution" [ Abe shushô wa Kenpô ni 
yabureta ], Sekai , October 2007, pp. 68-79 
 
The university professor and the journalist 
analyse the reasons for the electoral defeat of the 
LDP, and argue that the nature of the Constitution 
is at stake in the elections. 
 
Kabashima: Since the government does not have 
the power to determine the date of the Senate 
elections, the latter fall upon it like an axe. 
Moreover, since there is a greater distance in 
these elections between the electorate and those 
to be elected [because of the nature of the 
constituencies not the direct method of counting 
the votes], they bestow greater authority on the 
leader of the party and his policy. 
 
Hayano: These elections were held nine months 
after Mr. Abe took office. As the first government 
leader to be born after the war, and because of 
the importance that he gave to China and Korea, 
Mr. Abe at first gave a good impression. But 
hopes were dashed when he reinstated those 

                                                 
8 Professor at Keiô University, and former minister under Mr. 
Koizumi. 
9 Professor at the University of Tôkyô. 
10 Column writer for Asahi. 
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who had been expelled from the party (by Mr. 
Koizumi, following the reforms of the postal 
service), which was followed by the problems of 
Mr. Matsuoka's political financial dealings, and 
then by the failure to keep records of the 
contributions to the pension funds. Faced with 
this issue, Mr. Abe seemed to be saying that 
spreading further alarm must be avoided. He tried 
to clear himself by throwing the responsibility for 
the scandal onto Kan Naoto (the former leader of 
the Democratic Party who was Minister for Social 
Affairs in 1996), which was an unusual position 
for an incumbent Prime Minister to take. 
 
Kabashima: Mr. Abe provoked scepticism, even 
among conservatives, by pushing for 
constitutional reform and raising the issue of the 
right to collective self-defence. In the provinces, 
the reforms have aroused considerable 
dissatisfaction, particularly among farmers. Mr. 
Abe inherited Mr. Koizumi's reform projects 
without knowing how to carry them through. 
Unlike his predecessor, he was not a "new 
democrat" (....). He is not the man one could have 
wished to see undertaking such serious reforms 
as those which concern defence policy. The 
supporters of the LDP say that they can by no 
means put up with a stance which seems to 
warrant war. Many of them felt a deep disquiet 
when they heard someone who had never known 
war, and was unaware of the positive virtues of 
the Constitution, speaking about revising article 9. 
That was an error of judgement on his part. (....) 
International comparisons tell us that 
Constitutions change during periods of instability, 
precisely because such periods provide the 
opportunity to make changes. To make that his 
priority was a truly strange choice. 
  
In the Minshutô camp, Mr. Ozawa certainly made 
a major contribution to his party's success. He is 
a reformer in the Koizumi mould, but his position 
has shifted considerably since he became leader 
of the Minshutô. He has emphasised social 
inequalities and farmers' incomes. 
 
A striking new feature of these elections has been 
the electorate's tactical voting patterns. They tried 
to get beyond the simple choice between a pro-
Minshutô vote and an anti-LDP one, by showing 
no hesitation in supporting two, or even three, 
Minshutô candidates within a single constituency. 
(...) Left-wing criticisms of the proposed 
constitutional reform have borne their fruits, but 
they were harvested by the Minshutô, which 
appears more fit for government. 
 
For its part, the Kômeitô, which usually garners 
the votes of supporters who are not members of 
the Sôkagakkai sect, did not do so on this 

occasion. It owes nothing to the LDP. On the 
contrary, if it left the coalition, the LDP would fall. 
And one cannot entirely dismiss the possibility of 
an alliance between the Minshutô and the 
Kômeitô. 
 
[As for the LDP's policy of international co-
operation, the Japanese electorate has taken 
note of the Bush government's failure in Iraq]. 
 
Hayano: Without the Constitution, Japan would 
most probably have been more deeply involved in 
that failure. From that point of view, it can be said 
that these elections have indeed been concerned 
with the Constitution. 
 
 
Nakanishi Terumasa 11 , "The Tragic Fate of 
Ozawa Ichirô" [ Ozawa Ichirô no higeki ], Voice , 
October 2007, pp. 52-65 
 
This university Professor outlines the career of 
the leader of the Democratic Party, bringing out 
its contradictions 
 
In 2003, Ozawa merged his Liberal Party (Juyûtô) 
with the Minshutô. Following that, Kan Naoto had 
to resign from chairmanship of the party over a 
problem with the pensions scheme, followed by 
Okada Katsuya after the elections following the 
postal reforms. Next to go was Maehara Seiji 
because, relying upon an e-mail, he had tried to 
implicate the General Secretary of the LDP, 
Takebe Tsutomu, in the Livedoor affair (Horie 
Takafumi, the director of Livedoor, was facing 
criminal proceedings), and the authenticity of the 
e-mail contents had proved dubious. Against this 
background, Ozawa was elected in April 2006. 
 
Ozawa, a former grandee of the Tanaka faction, 
is a typical embodiment of the LDP in which he 
grew up politically. When he split from the Jimintô 
in 1993, over the question of political reforms, to 
set up the Shinseitô, he allowed the coalition of 
seven parties to be formed under the control of 
Hosokawa. Ten months later the SP left the 
coalition which was then under the control of 
Hata, and a Jimintô-Sakigake coalition was 
formed by Murayama. Together with the Liberal 
Party, Ozawa entered a coalition with the LDP 
and the Komeitô, after which the Liberal Party 
split and Ozawa brought in the Minshutô, which 
had originally come into being, however, to 
oppose Ozawa. 
 
In the four years since he joined up with the 
Minshutô, he has relied politically on the left of the 
party. That is probably why his position has 

                                                 
11 Professor at the University of Kyôto. 
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changed so much. In a 1999 issue of the journal 
Bungeishunshû, for example, he vehemently 
attacked article 96 of the Constitution, on the 
question of revision, and he emphatically 
committed the party to vote for a law allowing a 
referendum on the Constitution, whose 
dysfunctional aspects he criticised, and to revise 
it as soon as possible. When the Abe government 
put forward its bill on the referendum, however, 
he opposed it, in view of the elections to the 
Senate. 
 
He is an advocate of rapprochement with China 
and North Korea, having inherited this line from 
his seniors, Tanaka Kakuei and Kanemaru Shin 
(who was very close to business circles, which 
would have encouraged him to develop Japan’s 
ODA to China). In China, he has close links with 
Wang Jiarui, the director of the Communist 
Party's foreign liaison bureau, and with Li 
Keqiang, Hu Jintao's heir apparent. 
 
When he was General Secretary of the LDP 
(August 1989-January 1990), he called for the 
deployment of the Self-Defence Forces to co-
operate with the United States in the Gulf War. 
But on the question of renewing the law on 
terrorism, he takes a firm "no" position against the 
United States, just as he had done as Minister of 
the Interior in 1985. 
 
Is Ozawa finding his own voice again? If not, that 
would be for him, as both politician and man, 
quite simply tragic. 
 
 
Kawabata Kiyotaka, "The Anti-terror Law and 
the Security Council Resolution" 
[Terotokusohô to anporiketsugi ], Sekai , 
October 2007, pp. 113-118 
 
As Ozawa Ichirô has been proposing since 
October 5th that Japan should participate in the 
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), 
this writer looks at the different structures 
involved in Afghanistan and on the choices open 
to Japan in the area of international co-operation. 
The United Nations, in addition to its own 
assistance mission there (UNAMA), has 
supported the formation of ISAF by the NATO 
countries. At the same time, operation Enduring 
Freedom is being conducted separately. 
 
Resolution 1746, passed in 2007, assures the 
Karzai government of the support of the 
international community, and it is not directly 
connected to the war on terrorism. The support of 
the United Nations, operating through ISAF, is 
based on different premises from the war on 
terrorism. This is being conducted by an 

international coalition led by the United States, in 
accordance with resolution 1368. These two 
activities do not have the same status within the 
purview of the UN. In this respect, Mr. Ozawa 
was quite correct to say that "the anti-terrorist 
activity with the US at its centre is not directly 
covered by a Security Council resolution". 
 
The State Department has refused to commit all 
the American forces to the ISAF, thus keeping the 
latter in the capital, and delaying its deployment 
throughout the rest of the country. It only moved 
into the south as late as Autumn 2006, five years 
after it first arrived. This has given the Taliban 
and the warlords time to reorganise themselves. 
 
The ISAF and the anti-terrorist forces do not only 
have a different status, but they also employ 
different strategies. Under chapter 7 of the UN 
charter, the ISAF soldiers are allowed to open 
fire, but their goal is the restoration of the peace 
process, so their military tactics are purely 
defensive. The war on terrorism, however, is 
aimed at eradicating the Taliban and Bin Laden, 
so their approach is offensive. The ISAF aims at 
bringing together the enemies of peace - the 
regional warlords, radical Islamic forces, former 
Mujahideen opposed to the peace, arms and drug 
trafficking gangs, the Taliban, and Al Quaeda 
supporters. The war against terrorism is only 
aimed at the latter two groups. 
 
Mr. Ozawa's declaration raises the question of 
Japan's defence policy. Because of the 
restrictions laid down by the Constitution, the right 
to collective defence could not be invoked as the 
legal grounds for the deployment of the Self-
Defence Forces, so it was replaced by UN 
resolutions and the duty to "implement the goals 
of the United Nations Charter". This concealed 
Japan's contribution to the American coalition 
while also blurring her co-operation with the UN's 
activities. 
 
The basic precondition for this ambiguous 
situation is the UN-centred nature of Japan's 
policies. Post-war Japanese strategy has had 
three prongs: the central role of the UN, co-
operation with the United States, and attention to 
Asian affairs. But in reality, in the context of the 
Cold War, co-operation with the United States 
was the most vigorously pursued. 
 
With regard to Afghanistan, Japan did not send a 
single person to participate in the ISAF set up by 
the Security Council, but it deployed some 
frigates in the Indian Ocean in accordance with 
the special law on the fight against terrorism, 
which had no connection with UN actions. 
Similarly in Iraq, Japan openly supported the war, 
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and after the conflict it took part in the US policy 
on Iraq by sending the Self-Defence Forces to 
help in the reconstruction, on the basis of a 
special law. 
 
Unlike Japan, Germany conducted a policy within 
the UN quite independent of the United States. 
When the Iraq war broke out, she happened to be 
a temporary member of the Security Council and 
called for a continuation of the inspections, 
together with France and Russia, and this led to 
heated exchanges with the United States. 
Following that, she opposed the principle of 
occupation by a single power and refused to send 
troops. In Afghanistan, by contrast, she 
committed over 3,000 soldiers, within both the 
ISAF framework and the fight against terrorism, 
believing that the situation there meant that the 
UN would not be sidelined (as in Iraq). In this way 
Germany has been engaged in a genuine 
multilateral diplomatic effort, whereas Japan has 
been hobbled by being joined at the hip with the 
United States. At a time when the future of 
Japan's international co-operation ought to have 
been concentrated within the United Nations, in 
July 2007 she had a mere 38 people in 
Afghanistan, including police and soldiers. In 
terms of international co-operation, her ranking is 
at number 80 - India is number 3, China 12, and 
Germany 18.... 
 
Mr. Ozawa's declaration raises three difficulties: 
 
Firstly, let us allow that there is an effective 
rejection of participation in the war against 
terrorism (and that the Democratic opposition is at 
the head of a majority which opposes the policy in 
place since 2001 on the basis of the special law). 
There has never been a Japanese contribution to 
international efforts sufficient to offset the 
absence of military contingents. If Germany, for 
her part, was able to dissociate herself from the 
American interventions, that is because she had 
international recognition of her forces on the 
ground in support of peacekeeping operations 
(MPOs or multinational forces). Neither the 
international community nor the United States in 
particular are able to understand why Japan, 
which shows no enthusiasm for OMP 
participation (let alone for multinational forces), 
should not be involved in other kinds of 
international action, even to a small extent. 
 
What is more, Mr. Ozawa talks of joining the 
ISAF, but that would make it necessary to change 
Japan's interpretation of the right of collective 
defence in order to authorise armed intervention 
overseas, but the legal provisions for this are far 
from being ready. Within the Minshutô itself no 
proposals have been drafted. In the present state 

of affairs, we cannot lay claim to any credibility in 
the eyes of other states. 
 
Secondly, while the war on terrorism is admittedly 
not a UN activity, the Taliban and Al Quaeda do 
constitute a threat to international peace and 
stability, and as a member of the UN we cannot 
just say that it is an "American war" in order to 
distance ourselves from it. A distinction must be 
made between the war in Iraq, which in the end 
feeds the growth of terrorism, and the one being 
waged in Afghanistan. In 1999 the Security 
Council passed resolution 1267 in favour of 
sanctions against the Taliban which the 
Committee of Sanctions against Al Qaeda and 
the Taliban is trying to implement. Al Qaeda's 
activities are worldwide, and for Japan to refuse 
to take part in the war on terrorism amounts to an 
abdication of responsibility. In the United States 
itself, practically all the Democrats, including the 
best contenders in the US primaries, Obama and 
Clinton, are hoping for an American withdrawal 
from Iraq while still standing for a strengthening of 
the war on terrorism in Afghanistan. 
 
Thirdly, Mr. Ozawa has said that the Minshutô 
wishes to "play a real role in the United Nations' 
activities, based on the agreement of the 
international community". But if the existence of a 
Security Council resolution were to be seen as a 
precondition for Japan's participation in such 
operations, there could be no objection to the 
Self-Defence Forces taking part in the activities of 
the Iraq army of occupation. After all, it would 
appear to be a multinational force authorised by a 
Security Council resolution. In fact, every stage 
leading up to the Iraq war was supported by 
Security Council resolutions. Apart from their 
legal aspect, these resolutions have a political 
side, and it is up to every State to decide for itself 
if they really reflect a consensus in the 
international community at any given moment. 
 
The sudden switch in the makeup of the majority 
in the Upper Chamber may therefore have 
important consequences, not only for Japan's 
domestic agenda but also for her foreign and 
defence policies. 
 
 
Ishihara Masaie, "Against a typical 'Yasukuni' 
Justification for the Conduct of the War in 
Okinawa" [ Yasukuni no shiya ni yoru okinawa 
sen no teisetsuka ni kôshite ], Sekai , July 
2007, pp. 67-77. 
 
In March, the textbook inspection committee, an 
advisory board to the Ministry of Education, 
demanded that secondary school history 
textbooks should no longer blame the army for 
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the mass suicides in Okinawa at the end of the 
Second World War. In October, the local councils 
in Okinawa protested vigorously and tried to get 
the Minister to call for further deliberations by the 
committee. This writer thinks that it is no 
coincidence that this controversy has arisen at a 
time when emergency legislation is increasingly 
being put in place. 
 
At the end of the war, the army was induced to kill 
civilians or to force them to kill themselves. That 
was a consequence of the extremely close 
identification (in the closing months of the war) of 
the civilian population with the military (gunmin 
ittai). And it seems that the laws promulgated in 
2003 are aimed at rebuilding a similarly close 
relationship. 
 
This is not the first time that the government has 
tried to suppress any reference to the Okinawa 
suicides in the textbooks. Already in 1983, local 
councils, teachers' unions and organisations had 
protested against such moves, and the 
government had had to give way. The Tôkyô 
university professor, Ienaga Saburô, who brought 
legal proceedings against the State as early as 
1965, referred, in his History of Japan which he 
submitted to the Ministry in 1983, to "the 
numerous cases when the army forced the 
civilians to commit suicide". The Ministry asked 
him to use the term "collective suicides" (shûdan 
jiketsu) rather than "murders of civilians" (shumin 
satsugai) and this was the grounds for his third 
legal action against the State in 1984. 
 
The conception which the Japanese on the larger 
islands have of these suicides is quite different 
from the views on Okinawa. The Japanese 
outside Okinawa are taught that the Okinawans 
committed suicide because the imperial militarist 
education had drilled into them that their fate was 
the same as that of the army; but the Okinawans 
report that, because of the army's extreme fear of 
falling into the hands of the Americans, the 
soldiers told them that it was better that they 
should kill themselves.  
 
If the government preferred one version to the 
other, according to Ienaga's analysis during his 
legal proceedings, that was because the idea that 
the army could have pushed civilians into suicide 
was extremely shocking (.....). In the 1980s, one 
of the editorials in the Asahi newspaper used the 
term "enforced collective death" (kyôsei 
shûdanshi). 
 
How did the army reach such a point? The 32nd 
section, created on March 22nd 1944 to defend 
the south-eastern islands, reached Okinawa in 
August. There being no time to build barracks, 

the soldiers were billeted in schools, public 
buildings, or private homes. The inhabitants gave 
a warm welcome to this section which had come 
to protect them. The women took them food to 
eat at night. Consequently, after a few months, 
the inhabitants had a thorough knowledge of the 
Japanese positions, which is the ultimate military 
secret, and one that is crucial for close combat 
operations. In addition, when the special units 
built the command centres, civilians were enrolled 
to build the airstrips for them.  
 
In this way the civilians moved freely around the 
encampments and were in possession of military 
secrets, while the army could not trust them to the 
same extent as its soldiers.  
 
After the Saipan defeat on October 10th 1944, an 
American attack on Okinawa was just a question 
of time. From that moment on, the civilians found 
themselves subject to the same rules as the 
military. A notice from unit 1616 on November 
18th states that they share the same life and fate 
(death) as the soldiers (kyôsei kyôshi no ittaika). 
 
A military order from the 32nd army on April 9th 
1945 stated that anyone unable to speak 
Japanese (including the speakers of the 
Okinawan language) would be treated as a spy. 
The army was worried by the fact that, at that 
time, nearly all the inhabitants of Okinawa only 
spoke the island dialect. That is how, having been 
drawn into a passive combat role, the inhabitants 
of the islands came to be considered as potential 
spies. The military strategy for fighting against 
espionage made it acceptable to kill civilians.  
 
To guard against the spreading of these military 
secrets to the enemy, that enemy was also 
demonised. Many documents preserved at the 
Okinawa Peace Memorial show that the army 
was no more tolerant of surrender to the enemy 
by civilians than by soldiers.  
 


