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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1. Statement of the Problem: The question of Koizumi’s peated visits

Junichiro Koizumi, the former Prime Minister of Japannually visited the Yasukuni Shrine
during his office’ The visits provoked harsh criticism mainly from their@se and South
Korean governments. His continued visits under suchisntigvere the first since the
government of Yasuhiro Nakasone: No Prime Minister peréal repeated visits to the shrine
during the intervening 15 years.

Since 1945, Japanese Prime Ministers as well as the Jaganpsror, Hirohito, have
visited the Yasukuni shrine, which is dedicated to the swfulse about 2.5 million Japanese
men, women and children who have died in the name ofdbentry since 1869 (Financial
Times, Aug 16, 2006). After 14 Class A war criminals of\erld War Il began to be honored
in 1978, the visits by Prime Ministers became internalisues: Asian countries—especially
Chinese and South Korean governments—have opposed theNRriiseers’ visits to the shrine.
Sincein Shinto (Japan's national religiohlymans are transformed ink@ami [deities] after their
death and worshipped by their descendants, those coungidsese visits as a sign of Prime
Ministers’ respect for the Class A criminals and polltineent for militarism. Suspecting this,
Asian countries have expressed dissatisfaction wghnkzse Prime Ministers’ visits and rebuked

them?

! yasukuni Shrine was founded in 1869 on the orders of Emperijir M&urrounded by war banners and
military regalia, the Yasukuidami[deities] are venerated by hundreds of thousands of visitoos w
attend the shrine each year” (BBC. Aug 15, 2006. “Japan’s@a@msial Shrine”).

2 Before the class A criminals were enshrined, theinggsiby Japanese political leaders and emperors
were not an internationalized issue: China and Soutka&did not see any political intent. Again, after
them being enshrined there, however, these visits bechigalg political issue.



Due to such criticisms, Japanese Prime Minisfegs ldakasone did not visit the Yasukuni
repeatedly. For example, Nakasone stopped his visitshédteontroversial ‘official’ visit in
1985 and Ryutaro Hashimoto, who was the only Prime Mimigséing the shrine between
Nakasone and Koizumi, did not visit there more than aleeto the growing discontent over his
visit by the Chinese and South Korean governments. Howéweichiro Koizumi did not stop
visiting the Yasukuni shrine, even though Japan faced sam@réapan movements in China and
South Korea followed by official criticism by those gonments. He did not change his
mind2 Why did and could Koizumi visit the Yasukuni shrine repegtadtler harsh criticism,
which implied the risk of deteriorating the relationshw@hina and South Korea? What political
situations enabled him to continue the visits? This studiaddress these questions.

Conventional explanations for Koizumi’'s visitene formulated in terms of his own personal
beliefs and interest groups who support his government. Askéuatds ofvisiting, he replied
that “I did not go to pray for Class-A war criminalsvént to offer condolences to the many that
died in war and with the resolve that (Japan) mustvagie war again.” (Kyodo News Service,
Aug 15, 2006Y. In addition to that, the support from political interggiups who encourage
Prime Ministers to visit the Shrine also has beep@sed as an explanation for his visits.
However, these explanations leave some questionswegatsas briefly reviewed later in this
chapter. This paper sees that Japanese institutionadgohlled the 1955 System provide us
with the key to addressing this issue. More directlyjribgtutional change of the Japanese

political system shall be seen as the answer tquhbstions this study proposes.

* Asked why he visited the shrine, he stated that “I denderstand why | should stop visiting Yasukuni
shrine” and “I will decide appropriate when to go” at thaisof Representatives Budget Committee
session (People’s Daily. May 16, 2005. “Japanese PM Hintsiting Yasukuni Shrine again”, see
<http://english.people.com.cn/200505/16/eng20050516_185282.html>.)

* Along with this question, as discussed later in thigtéra he emphasized his personal pledge not to go
into war again as his motivation to visit the shrigze also BBC News. Aug 15, 2006. “Japan’s
Controversial Shrine.” <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pai830223.stm>



1.2. Conventional Explanations of Koizumi’s Visits

“That is fine with me,” Prime Minister Junichiro Koizuneplied, given the cancellation by the
Chinese foreign minister of his visit to the 2005 Decembemsit in Japan. This cancellation
was triggered by Koizumi’'s annual Yasukuni visits: it waansas the expression of the Chinese
government’s dissatisfaction with Koizumi’s visits1 2006, Koizumi criticized the Chinese and
South Korean governments for refusing to hold summit talkey cancelled these talks
because of the Yasukuni visit on the day of tnié@iniversary of the end of World War II.

Asked about enshrinement of Class A criminals in themehKoizumi replied “their

enshrinement is a different issue from my visit. Irewhpaying homage for particular persons”.
Also Koizumi said “"people criticizing me are telling met to do anything to annoy China and
South Korea, but | don't think that's necessarily tighThese reactions on this issue express his
attitude toward Yasukuni Problem well. As another expianathe pressure from political
groups has been reported. Especidifypon Izokuka{the Japan War-Bereaved Families
Association) shows strong influence over the Diethosissue (especially when election as vote-
gathering group).

Nippon Izokukawas established in 1953 in order to seek “to boost stateitiseioef
bereaved families and lobbied prime ministers and cabinetoees to visit Tokyo's Yasukuni
Shrine, which enshrines the nation's war dead” (The Dailpiri, May 24, 2005). This is the
group that promotes Prime Ministers to visits the shrifieis association considers the

Yasukuni shrine as the only memorial facility for tipériss of the war dead and it opposes

®> Kyodo News Service. August 15, 2006. “Koizumi raps Chin&dBea for refusing summits over
Yasukuni”.
® Agence France Presse. August 15, 2006. “Japanese PdMasishrine on WWII anniversary”.



establishment of any new facilities for the war deatténfuture’. The strong channel dfippon
Izokukaito the LDP enables the group to make influence over the®LDA senior member of
Koizumi's LDP Koichi Kato recognized that the visits stdrby the request dfippon Izokukai
(Financial Times, June 13, 2005).

In sum, Koizumi’s Yasukuni trips have been understood mgeaf his personal pledge
and the influence of political groupslippon I1zokukagiaccording to mass media reports. The
repeated visits have been seen as his renewing pledgeat® aed the strong influence of

Nippon Izokukaover the Koizumi government.

1.3. The 1955 Political System: Japanese Institutionalized Pods

From 1955 to 1993, the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) dotechdapanese politics as the
majority party in the Diet (parliament) in every dlen; every Japanese parliamentary
government has been an LDP government; and every Jagaimsaninister was a LDP
president. According to Pempel (1990), parties should “domihateléctorate, other political
parties, the formation of governments, and the public palienda” to be the dominating party
(Pempel 1990, 4). The LDP fits these criteria of a donmgaiarty since the LDP “held
unambiguous majorities in both houses of parliament, prayill the prime ministers and
virtually all the cabinet ministers, from its formatiofPempel 1990, 4). This LDP’s long
dominance of the Diet from 1955 to 1993 was a unique politysé¢m (Fukui 1970; Kohno

1992; Curtis 1999; Pempel 1990). This becomes clear when compnetther countries’

" SeeNippon Izokukas web page for this official statement. < http://www.nippon
izokukai.jp/index2.html>

® The regional branches of théppon Izokukafunction as vote-collecting machines for the party. Also
before Presidential election in 2001, Koizumi visited thalbgarters of th&lippon Izokukafor their
support (The Daily Yomiuri. May 24, 2005. p.3).



political parties. Under the 1955 System, the LDP retained power from 1955 to 1988 i
House of Representatives and in the upper house (the EbGseincilors) until 1989.

This single long dominance by the LDP can be characteinzedms of contestation for
power with the JSP and factional politics within the LCFRactionalism played a fundamental
role in Japanese politics (Fukui 1978). The support fronofasis imperative for candidates for
general elections especially under the single narsteaable votes (SNTV). Its support is
critical when a candidate run for the LDP’s presideglegtion, because supports—votes—are
gathered mainly factional basis. In addition to tthis, coalition of the LDP with the Japan
Socialists Party (JSP) is another characteristib@tystem (Curtis 1999, 35). Management of
party politics with JSP is required for the LDP to kaspifice (Kohno 1997, 116-121). For
this, the diet policy committee should be noticed.sTdammittee is composed mainly of the
LDP and JSP played critical role in communicating wébleother. The primary aim of the diet
policy committee for the LDP is to enable the LDPvoid confusion with the JSP in Diet
proceedings. With communication through this committez | DP tries to dismiss the

uncertainty in Diet.

1.4.Yasukuni Mondai[The Yasukuni Problem]
Yasukuni, according to Harootunian (1999),tlsg'place of memory, principally because it
enshrined and deified the heroic spirlEsréi) of the nation’s war dead, those who gave service

and life to the emperor” (Harootunian 1999, 150, emphasisgmat). In this context, unlike

° A comparison with the Swedish Democratic Party and thisiin Democratic Party in Italy bring us a
solid foundation for its statement. The Swedish DewatacParty had dominated the Diet from 1932 to
1976 and returned to power in 1982, but only in 1940 and 1968 could th@bin a parliamentary
majority. And although the Christian Democratic Partytalfy dominated the parliament in the post-
Second World War period, they had had to make a coalitittnother parties. (Kohno 1997)



other Shinto shrines, Yasukuni holds special meaning to Jsgaeeple: Yasukuni shrine was a
product of Japan’s modernization and national formatidghemineteenth century” (Harootunian
1999,150).

Yasukuni shrine began to enshrine Class B and C crimimaB859 and until 1970 it was
completed® As for Class A criminals, they have been added tdighef the shrine in 1978
Since Yasuhiro Nakasone, who was' 722", and 78 Prime Minister in the period from 1982
to 1987, made ‘official’ visit to the shrine in 1985, thigsukuni MondaflYasukuni Problem]
became an internationalized issue among Asian countiiésas China, Singapore and South
Korea. Mass media in South Korea, Singapore, HonggKdnited Kingdom, the Soviet Union,
and the United States reported Nakasone’ official visi gieat concern (Takahashi 2005, 64).

This provoked huge reaction: Asian countries see theiaffiisit as implying Japan’s
revival of pre war militarismi?> Put simply, the official visits can be understood asging
understanding of the Japanese government of the waex&omle, the Chinese government
aggressively opposed Nakasone’s visits that ‘put Asian desinthich were invaded during the
war into fear’ (Ishikawa 1999, 164). Since then, Prime NBnssafter Nakasone barely visited
the Shrine due to the risk of deteriorating relationf it Chinese and South Korean

government$® However, Koizumi continued to visit the shrine undeshsrisk, posing that he

19 Fifty seven hundred people convicted as Class-B angar@riminals for abusing prisoners of war and
murdering civilians. Of the accused, 920 were sentencedth dad executed.

1 Class A war criminals were convicted of against peawkother wartime atrocities in the planning and
execution of wars of aggression in the Internationaitdy Tribunal for the Far East, also called Tokyo
saiban [Tribunal]. Twenty eight Class A criminals ud#d Hideki Tojo who was the general in charge
of the Kwangtung Army in Manchuria at the time of thareb Polo Bridge Incident in 1937. The
incident escalated into the Sino-Japanese war, whicdlastil 1945. Seven of these war criminals
received death sentence, 16 were sentenced to life anprent and two were imprisoned.

121n Shinto, the dead is respected as ‘god’. See footrador Shinto in Japan.

1282 and 8%' Prime Minister, Ryutaro Hashimoto, visited the shrin&996 but stopped visiting there
due to the risk of deteriorating relations with Asianrtoies.



seemed not to pay any attention to those courlttié&®izumi’s visit of 2001 brought about the
Yasukuni Problem.

The visits are also problematic in terms of the ‘safi@n of religion and state’ provision
in the Japanese Constitution. Under the Constitufiapanese officials are banned from doing
any religious activity. Accordingly, visits by Primeifsters (Official Person) are problematic
in terms of Japan’s constitution. However, Koizungreed not to pay attention to this.
Koizumi has said that “everybody is free’ to visit Yasakuvhether he be prime minister, chief
cabinet secretary or emperor” (The Nikkei Weekly, Aug 14, 200B)is statement expresses his
ignorance of a great number of post war court cdsgsgought to determine whether a visit by
an elected official to Yasukuni violates the ‘separatibreligion and state’ provision in the
Japanese Constitution (The Nikkei Weekly, Aug 14, 2006). Néhether the visits are
performed in official or private capacity has receivadrdton. Koizumi answered “I'm both a
public and private person,’ to the question on whetheetivese made in a private or official
capacity” (BBC, Aug 15, 2006). In his logic, he could defend/isiss and criticized Chinese
and South Korean governments for cutting off dialogué Jatpan due to the dispute (Kyodo
News Service, Aug 13, 2006).

The Yasukuni Problem holds two issues: the risk of detging relations with Asian
countries and the constitutional problems. Koizumi rega visited the shrine; other Prime

Ministers stopped visiting it.

To him, presumably some argue that his visits haveskef deteriorating the relations with the
Chinese and South Korean governments, irrespective of Ko&zpensonal intentions (Japan Times. Aug
15, 2006. “Editorial: A time to learn from the past”), be@egery act a national leader commits in
public reflects on his administration, whether intended otike(The Straits Times states (Kyodo News
Service Aug 16, 20061 “Asian editorial excerpts”) .



1.5. Temporal and Spatial Parameters

This study addresses Koizumi's Yasukuni visits within tstitutionalized political system of
Japan. The political system called the 1955 Politicaie®ystarts in 1955 and ends in 1993.
Instead of taking a look at the entire 38 years, this stMdgnines Japanese politics during the
Nakasone Government (1982-1986). Nakasone first made offisia to the Yasukuni that
triggered huge criticisms from the Chinese and South Kayeeernments (Yasukuni Problem).
Then, the Yasukuni Problem was internationalized. Simsestudy comprehends the Yasukuni
Problem with the relations with Asian countries reacbf Prime Ministers’ visits, it starts from
Nakasone governmerf. The study addresses Koizumi's visits by taking a loalapanese

politics under the 1955 System [Time 1] and after the syfieme 2] (Figure 1.1

1.6. Organization of this Study

This study is composed of five chapters. As seen smftire first chapter, the problem of this
study was introduced. This chapter contains an explicafitdre problem of this study followed
by conventional explanations to the issue, institutioadlizapanese politics, and the Yasukuni
Problem. In the second chapter, the framework of thiyswill be presented. In the following
chapters, the primary explanations to this issue arestied (chapter three), alternative
explanations driven by conventional explanations velblssessed (chapter four), and in

conclusion, a discussion of this study and concluding mesnaill be presented (chapter five).

> Takahashi (2005) points out the controversy relating to thleriging Class A criminals at Yasukuni
shrine in the public opinion and to the law which has theta$reak Japanese constitution on
‘separation of religion and state’ (Takahashi 2005, 66).



Tasulouu Problem

1955 Makasone 1993 K nizumi
(1982-36) (2001-2008)
|

» | oo

Titne-1 Tine-2

Figure 1.1 Time Frame of this Study



CHAPTER 2

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

2.1. Institutionalism

2.1.1. Institutional Change: New Institutionalism

A great deal of institutionalist literature has discds$e relationships between political actors
and the institutions to which they belong, and moreovaddresses the questions of why
institutions take particular forms, why the are needed vehy they survive (March and Olsen
1984; Hall and Taylor 1996). The Institutional approacfihielen and Steinmo’s words, is
“interested in the whole range of state and sodiesatutions that shape how political actors
define their interests and that structure their ratatof power to other groups” (Thelen and
Steinmo 1992). In this sense, the institutional changeopesvmuch discussion. In Krasner’s
‘punctuated equilibrium,’ institutional change only occurdlart alternative becomes possible
(Krasner 1984). To Kloppenberg, Institutions persist onlyajtare able to maintain their
legitimacy (Kloppenberg 1995). The growing discussion oritugtnal change—“Why
institutions take the form they do” in Thelen’s words€Bm 2004)—brings about a great deal
of terminological confusion. Given this confusion, Hadd Taylor, inPolitical Science and the
Three New Institutionalismgresents new categories namedNke&vInstitutionalisms:

Historical Institutionalism, Rational Choice Institatalism, and Sociological Institutionalism

(Hall and Taylor 1996).

10



2.1.2. New Institutionalism: Rational Choice and Historical Irstitutionalism

The main purposes of these Institutionalists’ discunssare to examine how institutions affect
individual's behaviors and to understand how individuals &fffecinstitutions to which they
belong. Put simply, ‘how institutions evolve’ is tbentral argument. In order to address this,
Hall and Taylor (1996) suggest two key concepts: “calculus apptand the “cultural
approach”. The calculus approach assumes that human deisamstrumental and based on
strategic calculation. In this sense, institutionsame extent, circumscribe the actor's behavior
by offering information regarding the behavior of others (p.93%e cultural approach, on the
other hand, presumes that human behavior is not aledgslated and thus it is confined by “an
individual's world view” (p.939). In this regard, Pierson andcpkb (2002) see that historical
newinstitutionalists trace the history of institutions.€jfsee organizational and institutional
configurations over a relatively long span, whereasoRatiand Sociological Institutionalists see
it in a short time period (Pierson and Skocpol 2002, 720).

The main point of the Rational Choice Institutionalist to find coordination
mechanisms to establish equilibrium. This approach ipritduct of rejection adld
institutionalism, which focused on formal laws, rulesj administrative structures, in the 1950s
and early 1960s. Instead of formal attributes of governimstitutions, this approach sees
informal distribution of power, attitudes, and politibghavior (Thelen and Steinmo 1992, 4).

As Margaret Levi puts it,

11



The strength of rational choice in comparative andhdsdl analysis is also
evident in its capacity to spawn testable theory witarcdeope conditions, its
ability to make sense of a correlation or a set afeawi by providing a plausible
and compelling story that identifies the causal mechanliskiag the
independent and dependent variable, and its universalism vhalse
generalizable implications applicable to cases beyomgkthinder immediate
investigation. Rationalists in comparative politics are committed to explanation
and to generalization. ....The major task confronting comparative rationaists i
how to offer explanations that compel both logically and empirically.
(Levi 2002, 20, emphasis added).
Levi argues that the power of rational choice thestiss in parsimony and testability.
Historical institutionalists see this assumption oibra! choice institutionalists limit the
possibilities of institutional approach (Steinmo et al. 1992)

Historical institutionalists think that a long-time framork allows us to see how
institutions are created over time. Important to b&adthere is that Historichlew
Institutionalists do not deny “rationality” itself: thege that the established routine affects the
actor's “rational” behavior. For example, Historicamparative analysis shows this well
Based on the critique from Rational Choice theorlsas historical approach focus too much on
norms and thus they are antitheorett€apmparative historical analysis, one of the historical
newinstitutional approaches, can addresses the skepticalaqupssed by rational choice
theorists. Historical comparative analysis has esgblyut of the following assumptions: (1)
causal configurations that produce major outcomes ofisitef2) historical sequences and the
upholding of process over time; and (3) systematic ancegtualized comparisons of similar

and contrasting cases (Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2003ARB)g with this line, this study

explains Koizumi's Yasukuni repeated visits by focusing orohesdl sequences of Japanese

16 Rational Choice institutionalism successfully draws gagintion due to their critique to Historical
institutionalism. However, at the same time, they théraseealize that it is in the “infancy” in macro-
comparative research (Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2003, 19).

12



institutionalized politics and comparing with Prime Ministafter the Nakasone government on
the Yasukuni Problem. More concretely, seeing Prime Mirgsts political actors in institutions,
this study shall explain Koizumi’'s puzzling visits in terof other Prime Ministers (why they

did/ did not visit the shrine). Theoretically impottém be noticed here is that both institutional
approaches share similar assumption on political aetibhg institutions: individual actors own
rationality when they make judgments. Accordinglys #tudy sees every Prime Ministers made

their judgment on the Yasukuni Problem based on their gadlitbntext with rational decision.

2.1.3. Ideas in Institutionalism

In addition to individuals’ rationality, the conceptidéas should be examined here. Ideas in

institutions enable both approaches to be unified. Indciabn’s words,

Long dormant in the systematic study of politics, ide@ge staged a remarkable

comeback in the social sciences in the last 15 yeags.olndeed, the challenge

of bringing ideas baclkn to political science and political explanatioroige of

the central issues now facing the discipline.

(Lieberman 2002, emphasis added)

As he argues, ideas become a key element when we thizestitutional approach: both
institutionalists address the question of ideas in oodantderstand how institutions shape
actors’ political strategies and influence political outesmKloppenberg (1995) states that
Institutions need to be “historized” in order to understasttutional change (Kloppenberg
1995). Put differently, the Historical Institutionaligiénk that the change of institutions cannot

be understood without tracing their histories: what Geq979) calls “process tracing”. Along

this line, how ideas are constituted becomes an integestgument, because the examination of
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institutional change, critical juncture in other woridspne of the main interests shared with
institutionalist (Fiorina 1995; Kloppenberg 1995). The Histotinalitutionalists recognize that
interest has been formed in a historical context (Klappgg 1995) and ideas, which define
political actors’ strategies, have also evolved in taettext (Thelen 1999). In this sense,
process tracing is the central argument for the hegtbinstitutionalist approach: historical
institutionalists seek not only fetrategieswvhich rational choice theorists emphasize, but also
for the goals that political actors pursue.

The rational choice theories, according to Fiorina,tke ideas as “simply given” and
people as acting according to their interest (Fiorina 198&)reover, Robert Grafstein (1988)
sees that individuals act in ways that are consistéhtinstitutions because they find conformity
within the given information (Grafstein 1988). For ratioctaoice theorists, institutions pose
constraints on choice of self-interested behaviaccoddingly, they focus on the actors who
make choices within constraints to obtain their deseneds, whose decision rest on their
assessment of the probable actions of others, and \pkosenal outcomes depend on what
others do. According to Thelen and Steinmo, the “prefertemogation” is the core difference
between historical institutionalism and rational chamnsgitutionalism. Historical
institutionalists see that institutions influence pdditiactors not only in terms of their strategy
but also in terms of their goal in the institutionahtext. On the other hand, the rational choice
institutionalists deal with preferences at the levedsgfumption. In other words, by taking the
goals, strategies, and preferences as something to benexiplaie can see the core differences

between historical institutionalism and rational chanstitutionalism (Thelen and Steinmo,

pp.8-9).
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For Lieberman, Historical and Rational appreadend to take ideas as an auxiliary

explanation for the pre-existing problem within each neseproblem (Lieberman
2002). Accordingly, the institutional approaches lack thktyabd examine substantial causes of
change. Lieberman (2002) sees the new institutional peigpas the approach that “relegates
ideas” (p.699). In this sense, he recognizes focusing on “@@asdes” can bridge the gap
between them. Along with this line, there is no needréate equilibrated order to provide
convincing accounts of political change.

Table 2.1presents the Yasukuni visits as the idea in Japanesesolits Table shows
the Yasukuni visitbeforethe Yasukuni Problem has been internationalized: Theds ki not
been criticized from foreign countries. Since Naruhtfigashikuninomiyd, fourteen out of
twenty eight Prime Ministers have visited the shridéthough every Prime Minister visited the
shrine, some visited there at high frequency. Espectiigeru Yoshida, 48Prime Minister,
went there eleven times during his office. This wasigkeest number of visits after World War
Il (Nakasone visited there at the second highest nurtdretifnes]). Also, only four out of
eleven Prime Ministers from Higashikuninomiya to Nakastidenot visit the shriné® They
hold relatively short period of government: three of foad just one year (see footnote 18).
Since most of prime ministers visited Yasukuni and those duh not had less than one year, the
Yasukuni visits by Prime Ministers can be recognized asa&tembedded into Japanese

politics.

7 Higashikuninomiya, 43Prime Minister, was from the imperial family and vis first Prime Minister
after the end of World War 1.

8 The Prime Ministers who did not visit there are the foltayiTetsu Katayama (1947-1978) from the
socialist party, Hitoshi Ashida (1948-1948) from the Domestity&ater the LDP), Ichiro Hatoyama
(1954-1956) from the Domestic party, and Tanzan Ishibashi (1956-f®&7Ythe LDP.
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2.2. Theory: Combined Institutionalism

Based on rational choice theories, political actBra{e Ministers) after the institutional change
(the end of the 1955 Political System) became freenilzethe case under the system. The end
of the system implies the end of the JSP as the cdwopet the LDP and the factional politics
within the LDP: Prime ministers take such pressure fifam no longer. Important to be
noticed here is the concept of ‘ideas’ which are embedatdiedtitutions. According to idealists,
a focus on ideas is the key to understand institutionsta&e change. Especially, Lieberman
(2002) argues that the ideas which are embedded in institatieriaken over to the actors after
the institutional change (Lieberman’s ‘ideas-episodes’).

This study suspects that Koizumi’'s continuity is dueéneodhange of Japanese
institutionalized politics which can be characterized lgnges in political power balance and
also changes in factional politics within the Libdbemocratic Party (LDP). This study
recognizes repeated Yasukuni visits by Governmental Offidiaisg the early post war period

to turn Yasukuni visits by Prime Ministers into a ‘normJapanese politics. The decisions of

the Prime Ministers are affected by the ‘ideas’ whinkh embedded into Japanese politics

(Yasukuni visits as norm). Accordingly, this study thesgithat political actors (Prime

Ministers) have been ‘freer’ to make their decisiog@hg or not going to the Yasukuni after

the change of the institution. However, their decsiare under the affect of normalized

Yasukuni visits which has been embedded within the Japanksespo

Focusing on the change of the Japanese institutionalizeédgdhis study will address
how Koizumi achieved the continued Yasukuni trips. For #ke ©f this explanation, this study

makes two primary hypotheses based on this institutidr@alge and two alternative hypotheses
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based on conventional explanations. After the digr@nvariable is operationally defined,

those hypotheses will be clarified.

2.3. Hypotheses and Variables

2.3.1. Yasukuni Visits

The continuity of Koizumi’s visits is puzzling becauséats been done under harsh criticism by
the Chinese and South Korean government. Put simglgptitinuityis the operational

definition of the Yasukuni visits (DV). The study shaes continuity by considering the
number of visits made by each Prime Ministers afteiNbkasone government. More
concretely, this study looks #ite number of visits of Prime Ministers to the Yasukuni shrine

under harsh criticism by the Chinese and South Korean governments

2.3.2. Primary Explanations

2.3.2.1. Primary Hypothesis #1: Power balance among parties (IV)
Under the 1955 political system, contestations for powewdeen the LDP and JSP restricted

Prime Ministers’ Yasukuni visits. This study hypothesites:

A) Primary Hypothesis #1: Power balance

Under the 1995 political system, Prime Ministers whotlaeerepresentatives of
the Liberal Democratic Party needed to pay particatk@ntion to the contestation
for power with the Japan Socialist Party, which wasrttajor alternative party in
the system, in order to keep their power.
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2.3.2.2. Operational Definition:Party Power in the Diet (The JSP in decline)

This variable holds two concepts that are needed to b&edafarty power and the Diet. First,
power can be defined according to Dahl (1961) in W. Phillips Shi28l02). Dahl sees power
as “whether one has patrticipated in a decis{@tiively 2002, 37). Since this study holds 1955
Political System characterized competition particyladtween the LDP and JSP, the word of
party power is defined as the competitions between thedridRhe JSP for securinglacision

in the Diet. Second, the Diet. The National @Edapan consists of two houses: the House of
Representative and House of Councilors. Based on tharsiecations, this study takes look at
how the relations between the LDP and the JSP cdefoeed. More concretely, how the affect
of the JSP to the LDP has been in decline. Fortthigstudy shall seie number of seats
which each party acquired in comparison to other parties and the percentage®faothose
parties in each general electiorBy so doing, this study expects to see how the JSBdeas

located in the power balance in the Diet.

2.3.2.3.Primary Hypothesis #2: Power Balance among the LDP’s factions\{)
The strong factional politics within the LDP is onetwb characteristics of the 1955 system.

Focusing on this, this study hypothesizes that:

B) Primary Hypothesis #2: Faction power

Under the 1955 political system, political factions migave had influence over
the behavior of the Prime Ministers who are repregamets of the Liberal
Democratic Party. Factions in the LDP might influetice political behavior of
Prime Ministers.
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2.3.2.4. Operational Definition: Power Balance among the LDP’si€tions

The number of factional members shall be observed after providing nareaflenations of
factions in Japanese politics and categorizing them based on their ideoltdpedogical
categorization allows this study to see the powarta of the pro-China factions in the LDP.
For understanding their power shift, they will be examhior the basis of the 1955 System. By
so doing, this study expects to see the transitioneoptb-China and anti-China school in the

1955 System and in the Post 1955 System.

2.3.3 Alternative Explanations

2.3.3.1. Alternative Hypothesis #1: Individual Beliefs (1V)
Conventionally the Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visit has beenlaikped in terms of his strong political

beliefs:

C) Alternative Hypothesis #1: Individual Beliefs
Individual beliefs may enable Prime Ministers to ignoteeofpolitical actors. In
particular, when governments are supported at a highRabee Ministers might
recognize their own political beliefs as one of thesons for the support.
2.3.3.2. Operational Definition: Individual Beliefs
Koizumi has been seen as a conservative politici@nexpressed dissatisfaction with the
criticisms from the Chinese and South Korean governmeitsordingly, his visits
conventionally have been interpreted in terms oftngng individual political beliefs: the

conservative beliefs to try to re-identify Japanese naliem. For this, Yasuhiro Nakasone

shall be compared with Junichiro Koizumi since Nakasose ialwell known for his
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conservative political ideas. Nakasone made officgits/to the Yasukuni in 1985, which

triggered this Yasukuni ProblenT.heir statements shall be examined. By that, this study expects
to understand each Prime Minister’s attitudes toward the Yasukuni probfearder to

understand their statements, their governments shakdmined as its backgroundlso, the

‘high rate support’ shall be clarified by looking at public opmdata asking “do you support the

Nakasone/Koizumi government” conducted by Asahi shimbun andu¥oshimbun.

2.3.3.3 Alternative Hypothesis #2: Political Interest Groups (V)

Underthe parliament government, governments need to recodp@zmportance of their
supporters—political pressure groups—because they can bas#anprimary

supporters. When nationalistic movements are powerdalple tend to support their political
leaders’ nationalistic behaviors. In this case inipaler, one of the major supporter groups is a
politically orientated group. Accordingly, this group canénafluence over the Prime
Ministers’ political ideas, even if these ideas are oeptable to other nations: their influences
over the Prime Ministers enable political leaders taegardless of the opinions of other

countries.

D) Alternative Hypothesis #2: Political Interest Groups
The higher the degree of support those political leaderfsaye interest groups,
the more restrictions they face.

2.3.3.4. Operational Definition: Political Interest Groups

The number of votes interest groups hold will be examiA@adong various interest groups, the

groups which support the Prime Ministers Yasukuni visits arested on. Relating to the

Yasukuni problem, there are four interest groups: (1) thégailPension Federatios(njin
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Onkyu Renmgi (2) the Association of Shinto Shrinenja honchg, the Japan Conference
(Nippon Kaig), and (3) the Group to Honor the Souls of the War OiEae@i Ni Kotaeru Ka),
(4) the Bereaved Families AlliancHippon Izokukgi Among them, the Military Pension
FederationGunjin Onkyu Renménij154,500 members) and the Bereaved Families Alliance
[Nippon 1zokukph(110,200 members) shall be addressed because these two greeienjoyed
strong influence on the LDP. By looking at the number of members through time, stidly

expects to see a transition in these groups.

2.4. Summary: A prospect of study

This study will examine four hypotheses for the YasukuniszisT able 2. Zummarizes each
independent variable with its operational definition. hibws the logic of study. The two
primary hypotheses will be supported when the legislatats and votes the JSP secured has
been in decline (Primary Hypothesis #1) and the factioaistake the anti-China stance have
been gaining its power (hypothesis #2). On the other handalternative rival hypotheses will
be discredited if this study proves that Junichiro Koizuatied the relations with China and
South Korea (Alternative Hypothesis #1) and the influesfqmolitical groups is not enough for
Koizumi to visit the shrine with the risk of deteriargf relations with those countries
(Alternative Hypothesis #2).

In the next chapter, primary hypotheses will be tefstetheir validity to explain the

Yasukuni visits. The alternative explanations will karained afterwards.

9 As the major interest groups in the LDP, there are grbygmostal officers (239,600), building
constructers (182,500), nurses (124,000), and medical doctorsgdapdadical Association] (115,100)
(Ibaraki Shimbun. Apr 18, 2001).
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Table 2.1 Prime Ministers who visited the Yasukuni beford975

Prime Minister

Year Number of Visits

Date of Visits

Naruhiko
Higashikuninomiya

1945.8 — 1945.10 1

1945 (Aug 18)

Kijuro Shidehara 1945.10 — 1946.5 2 1945 (Oct 23, Nov 20)

Shigeru Yoshida 1948.10 — 1958.12 5 1951 (Oct 18), 1952 (Oct 17), 1953 (Apr 23)Oct 2
1953 (Apr 24)

Nobusuke Kishi 1957.2 — 1958.6 2 1957 (Apr 24), 1958 (Oct 21)

Hayato lkeda 1960.7 — 1964.11 5 1960 (Oct 10), 1961 (Jun 18,Nov 15),
1962 (Nov 4), 1963 (Sep 22)

Eisaku Sato 1964.11 - 1972.7 11 1965 (Apr 21), 1966 (Apr 21), 1967 (Apr 22),1968 (Apr
1969 (Apr 22, Oct 18), 1970 (Apr 22,0ct 17),
1971 (Apr 22, Oct 19), 1972 (Apr 22)

Kakuei Tanaka 1972.7 -1972.12 5 1971 (Jul 28), 1973 (Apr 23, Oct 18),

1974 (Apr 23, Oct 19)
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Table 2.2 The four hypotheses in this study

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

Power Balance| Power Balance Individual Political Groups
among Parties | among Factions Beliefs
(Primary (Primary (Alternative (Alternative
Hypothesis #1)| Hypothesis #2) | Hypothesis #1)| Hypothesis #2)
Operational| Legislative Number of Statements Number of
Definition | seats and votes| affiliates of the regarding groups’ affiliates
the LDP and pro-China and the Yasukuni will be observed
JSP secured anti-China Shrine will be
will be factions examined
compared
Hypothesis | Koizumi could | Koizumi could His strong For the sake of
continuously attempt the political beliefs | promise he made
visit the Shrine | continued, with | enabled and supports
due to the declining power | Koizumi to visit | from political
declining power| of the pro-China | the Shrine groups, Koizumi
of the JSP factions. annually visited Yasukuni
Research | Ifthe JSP lose | If the pro-China | If Koizumi If the number of
Expectation| its legislative | factions lose its | valued the affiliates in War
seats and votes| power in the relations with | Veteran and
to its party, this | relations with China and Bereaved
hypothesis will | anti-China South Korea, | Families

be supported

factions, this will
be supported

this explanation
is discredited

Association has
been in decline,
this explanation
will be denied
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CHAPTER 3

PRIMARY EXPLANATIONS

3.1. Introduction

This chapter is to test the main explanation on Koizioantinuity of this study: the

institutional change in 1993 allows Prime Ministers to tis# Yasukuni shrine. As explained
before, the Japanese institutionalized politics haea lsbaracterized as (1) party power politics
and (2) factionalism in the LDP. Accordingly, explaoas on his continuity based on those
variables shall be examined after operationalizatiche@tlependent variable (Koizumi’'s
Yasukuni visits).

Koizumi performed Yasukuni visits under harsh criticisom the Chinese and South
Korean governments. He promised these visits when hereaidency election for the LDP. He
visited the shrine annually from the inception of his goresnts. These repeated visits were the
first to occur since 1985 when Yasuhiro Nakasone made miabffisit to the shrine, which was
the starting point of the Yasukuni problem.

The JSP was the major opposition party to the LDP rui@e1955 System. Although
the JSP had not got the power all over the systean]3F was a major political and ideological
opponent to the LDP. Because the JSP owns ideolagioakction with the Chinese
government, the decline of the JSP implies less pressareYasukuni visits by the LDP’s
leaders (Prime Ministers) since the JSP had tried itd buutually supportive relationships”
with the Chinese government and “to assume a positivenremmunications and mediation”

between those governments (Lee 1978, 275) ”
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(Lee 1978). Accordingly, this study suspects that the €ddpanese institutionalized politics
(1955 Political System) explains the continuity by KoizgRrime Ministers after the 1955
System).

In that same line, the factionalism in the LDP stad well be a main explanatory
variable. As Cox and Rosenbluth (1993) sees, the factidhe LDP are so autonomous that
the LDP can be seen as a coalition of each facGomx @nd Rosenbluth 1993, 577). In addition
to that, factions in the party can be categorized basédedr attitude toward the Chinese
government. Based on this, the current study expectpdier decline of the pro-China school

explains the lessened pressure on Prime Ministers.

3.2. Koizumi’s Yasukuni Visits (DV)

Since this study tries to explain Koizumi’s repeated wisitthe Yasukuni shrine, the number of
visits held by him is clarified here. For this explanatihe Prime Ministers who did not visit
the shrine should also be clarified. After Nakasongadase politics held nine Japanese Prime
Ministers: Noboru Takeshita (1987 to 89), Sosuke Uno (1989 to 89hiki Kaifu (1989 to 91),
Kiichi Miyazawa (1991 to 93), Morihiro Hosokawa (1993 to 94), Tsutdtata (1994 to 94),
Tomiichi Murayama (1994 to 96), Ryutaro Hashimoto (1996 to 98y &®buchi (1998 to
2000), Yoshiro Mori (2000 to 01). There was nine year gap betwasunhifo Nakasone (1982
to 87) and Junichiro Koizumi (2001 to 06). During that period, mmmd>Minister visited the

Shrine repeatedKy

% Ryutaro Hashimoto was the only Prime Minister who wisttee shrine during the period. But he did
stop his attempt after criticism by the Chinese and S¢otban governments.

25



Junichiro Koizumi visited the Yasukuni since the first yafis government (Table
3.1). His visits were made annually (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2@0f@)aly held
on August 18 in his final year 2008' The visit on the War Anniversary (August™&vas a
very symbolic visit for his understanding by Asian counirespecially China and South Korea.
He did not stop visiting the Yasukuni Shrine even thougkld the risk of deteriorating the
relations with China and South Korea. In the follogvé®ections of this chapter, the dependent
variable will be explained with two primary variables {garower balance in the Diet and

Power Balance among the LD).

3.3. Party Power in the Diet: The JSP in Decline (1V)

3.3.1. The JSP as Major Party
As the reaction to authoritarian regimes, liberal pamten set up the situation in which they can
enjoy majority party for the sake of ‘zest’ for libarakion and checking of conservative parties
(Pempel 1990, 26). The Socialist Party (JSP), which plagexed in 1951 when the San
Francisco peace treaty was enacted, increased itstigegth in the successive elections of
1952, 1953, and 1955. As for conservatives, after the end ottiwpation, they were divided
into two parties; one was the Liberal Party led by TateeOgata and the other was the
Democratic Party headed by Ichiro Hatoyama.

The advance of the liberals put conservatives in felrsoig its government, because

the conservatives had faced their shrinking power irtieteafter election. In 1955 the

21 August 18'is the symbolic day for Asian countries as well@sah: on the day, Japan announced the
acceptance of the Potsdam Declaration in 1945. With thipptastce Japan surrendered the Allies in
World War II.
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Democratic Party headed by Hatoyama Ichiro fell fartshiba majority. On the other hand, the
right and left wings of the Japan Socialist party mergEuis consolidation made conservatives
worry to lose their power in the government. In tH®Wing month two conservative parties—
the Democratic Party and the Liberal Party—were joimatliabecame the LDP.

The rationale for the mergers clearly was abovthaldesire for political power and
control for the government. Pempel (1986) states “[wtherLiberal Democratic party was
formed in 1955, the conservative politicians could agreg @ambne aim—which was not to rule
the nation. At its inception, the sole purpose ofltiberal Democratic party was to keep the
opposition parties—the socialists, in particular—out ofied (Pempel 19863 As Table 3.2,
3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 shows, the LDP successfully dominatepaoliaments.

Table 3.2and_3.3present the percentage of seats the LDP secured fromd 2993 in
the House of Representatives and from 1980 to 1992 in the l@dG@srincilors. During that
period, the LDP secured half of majority (around 60%) enHlouse of Representatives (Table
3.2). Although the JSP only acquired half of the LDPaséaround 20%), its party had been
contested for power with the LDP (Table 3. 2). Ondtieer hand, the JSP only could secure 5
percent in the House of Representatives (Table 3.2) amkeEcBnt in House of Councilors
(Table 3. 3). As for Komei party, it attained about 1@eet in both House of Representatives
(Table 3. 2) and House of Councilors (Table 3. 3).

Table 3.4and_Table 3.present the percentage of the votes each party acqluiried)

the same period with Table 3.2 and 3.3. These tablestadsotbe dominance by the LDP

*2 There is explanation in terms of the outbreak of the Cadd. ViPempel (1990) explains why then
liberals in Japan as well as Germany and Italy coulénjoly its majority in parliament. Although
liberals reemerged by the ‘renewed zest of liberabmatifter the end of war, U.S. policy was changed
due to the outbreak of the Cold War. He sates “becausmefica’s leading role, particularly its
occupation of Germany and Japan but also its economic atebgtrdominance of the agendas in ltaly,
Japan revitalized the right and weakened the left ithadke” (Pempel 1990, 26).
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during that period and the JSP had been alternative partiesh parliaments. The LDP
obtained around 48 percent of total votes in the House meRBentative (Table 3.4) and around
34 percent of votes in the House of Councilors (Table 3B)e JSP gained around 20 percent
of votes in both the parliaments (Table 3.4 and 3.5)th@mwther hand, the JCP attained about 8
percent in the House of Representatives (Table 3.4) and @lpercent in the House of
Councilors (Table 3.5). As for Komei party, about 9 peraefouse of Representative (Table
3.4) and 13 percent in House of Councilors (Table 3.5).

Graph 3.1and_3.2present the percentage of the legislative seats ardttdd votes cast of
the LDP are nearly twice as much as those of thead&Buring that period; the LDP shows
supremacy in those elections. However, during that ghetti@ LDP was the sole and strongest
conservative party. As for the Liberal party, the 388 Nihon Komei (NK), and the Japanese
Communist Party (JPC) belonged to the Liberal/Reforrtygéshikawa, 1999). By comparing
the row of “Cons” (the LDP) with “Liberal” (other pags including the JSP), it becomes clear
that the party balance in the Diet had been impendiagordingly, the LDP could not enjoy its
“supremacy” during the period: they had to balance the paititycs.

Then, let this study move on to the comparison witltiparout of governmental power.

As Table 3.2 Graph 3.3and_Graph 3.4how, the JSP was a major opposition party to the LD

under the political system. The JSP had enjoyed the doogreanong the parties out of power.
As seen so far, the LDP dominated in both the Hotigepresentatives and the House
of Councilors from 1979 to 1993: it had always secured hatiagbrity and attained votes twice
as many as the JSC did seats in both parliamentaudiout the period, the JSP had been a
‘major’ party among other alternatives (the JCP and KHqawty). The JSP as major alternative

party to the LDP is shown here.
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3.3.2. The JSP in Decline
Ideological rigidity and Poor leadership
The Socialist party has never been in government, thibligis been a major opponent of the
LDP. To explain this, Giovanni Sartori's (1990) words “pa@ssible opposition” precisely
describes the Socialist party (Sartori 1990, 333). The dSBden an alternative party rather
than providing plausible policies which were supported bytl®ic to get power. More
concretely, Christensen (2000) analyzes its failuresaltieetrigid ideology or inflexibility of
the opposition, the party leaders' lack of desire to pakeer, or their bad leadership, and the
party’s lack of resources. According to Hrebenar (1986)J8fefailed to acquire the power
because “[m]any Japanese regard it as poorly organizefferadtly led, narrowly based,
doctrinaire and irresponsible in policy, lacking in autogppoor in human talent, and overly
prone to ideological and factional division” (Hrebeh8B6, 83). Christensen (2000) sees
Hrebnar's analysis as the prevailing explanation andgibban accepted: the JSP’s failure can be
attributed to its poor leadership and ideological rigiditiiri€tensen 2000, 155). The poor
leadership was a strategy of the SDP and it made thbel8f@ second party in the parliaments.
However, the JSP attempted to change its ideologiaéltyig

Since 1984, the JSP has tried to issue ‘realizable’ psligichanged from Marxism-
Leninism ideology to social democracy. This enabled tRetd$iold possibilities to make a
coalition with conservative parties (Ishikawa 1999, 167)weier, the JSP faced a huge loss in
the next general election held in 1986 (Table 3.2). Yet ldlss led the JSP to a huge win in

1989: Takako Doi was elected to the party leader right idtelectoral defeat on in July, 1986.
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She was the first woman party leader in the histbdapanese parties and brought about the

victory of 1989 (Ishikawa 1995, 178).

Ideological Antipathy
Moreover, there was the ideological limitation of tJ#§P in public. Put simply, Japanese people
had not supported socialism. As stated before, the dufjppdne JSP was the product of a
renewed ‘zest of liberalization’, as the reactiomwohoritarianisn?* Accordingly, the JSP was
supported by the working class instead of its ideology. Téusines clear when we focus on the
supporters of the party. Table 3&sents a showing that the JSP was supported mainly by
people who lived in medium and large towns.
Throughout 1950s and 1960s, the Japanese econolysgdergpid industrial

development. Due to the shift of basic industries fegmcultural to manufacturing industry,
this industrialization provoked a huge urbanization: peoplelivbd in rural areas moved to the
urban area (Table 3ahd_3.8. Rapid economic growth has resulted in a decline in the
agricultural sector and the old middle class, an expamditre blue and white collar wage
earning classes, and a growing diversity of interests (@di@2, 75).

Moreover, the antipathy toward the socialism candieed here._Table 38resents the
LDP supports in terms of public opinion: they show reédjifavorable feeling toward the
LDP—the average of their feeling thermometer indicabesa the 50 (51.5). On the other hand,

feeling toward JSP and JCP is far below 50 (31.4 for JSR@ador JCP respectively). This

> The JSP’s victory in general election of 1989 is the produgbliical distrust from publics to the

LDP. Ishikawa (1999) identifies this as following reas@hsin 1988 the LDP introduced consumer tax;
(2) insider stock dealing by the LDP’s parliaments wasisext in 1988 (called ‘Recruit stock scandal’);
and (3) Prime Minister, Sousuke Uno’s scandals becauskici We needed to resign his office in 1989.
(Ishikawa 1999, 167-176).

** See Pempel's (1990) analysis for detail.
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table shows that Japanese voters do not embrace li¢evéealings toward socialism and

communism parties after the political system.

3.3.3. After Institutional Change: Koizumi Governments

Then, let me move on to the examination of Koizumiegament. The Koizumi government is
not under the same system: the JSP is no longerraysli@rnative party to the LDP. The LDP
created a coalition with the New Komeito, which hastgate as many seats as the JSP has.
Moreover, as Table 3.lidicates, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJehaerged as the
strong alternative party to the LDP. The DPJ has aedugoout 30 percent of the legislative
seats in House of Representatives (Graph 3A5the same time, the decline of the JDP is
catastrophic_(Graph 3.6 The JDP can only occupy less than 2 percent obthédeats. Based
on this change, this paper recognize that the pressur@®oner Ministers’ behaviors (Yasukuni

visits, in this study) become lower than it used to be.

3.3.4. Summary

Table 3.11presents the institutional change of Japanese politicsler the 1955 System, the
JSP was the main opposition party to the LDP; it alspeshinterest with the Chinese
government due to their ideological similarity. Yeg #nd of the system shows change in party
politics: Under the Koizumi government (post 1955 Systin@)JSP no longer was the major
opposition party. The power of the JSP shows sharmdesshd amounting in drastically low

numbers of legislative seats (7 seats in the Housepfdentative and 5 seats in the House of
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Councilors). Accordingly, this study concludes thatghressure from the JSP over the Yasukuni

Problem has become weaker.

3.4. Factions in the LDP (1V)

“The legislative factions of the Liberal Democra®arty of Japan are so

autonomous that the LDP is typically viewed as a doalibf factions, rather than

a unitary party.”

(Cox and Rosenbluth 1993, 577)

As Cox and Rosenbluth stated, the impact of factionseoEDP goes beyond the existing
framework of factions. They excise great influence okerintra-party process, no one can
grasp the dynamic of Japanese politics “without understgrainv factions work” (Park 2001,
429)% Although ‘factions in the LDP’ is the very terms whiare hardly defined clear?y,
‘faction’ can be defined here based on Beller and Bel®i78)’s definition as “any relatively
organized group that exists within the context of some @jtwarp and which (as a political
faction) competes with rivals for power advantages withe larger group of which it is a part”
(Beller and Belloni 1978, 419). According to Koller, theirid#ibn on faction is ‘valuable’,
because (1) it can “encompass various types of party gramos(2) it is free from explanations

based on cultural perspectives (Kollner 2004, 88). Accorditigly study adopts Beller and

Belloni's definition of ‘factions’.

2 Fukui (1978) also emphasizes the important of understandihg aDP’s factionalism (Fukui 1978,
44).

% The factions are not defined by law—unlike the politicatiparhowever politicians, newspaper
reporters, scholars, voters, and others generally uaddrstferences to factions without any need for
clarification (Fukui 1978, 68).
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3.4.1. Factions in Japanese politics

In both houses—a House of Councilors (upper house) and & ldbBepresentatives (lower
house)—there are factionalisms. Conventionally fastiof the House of Representatives have a
stronger influence than the House of Councilors do. Udef 955 System especially, factional
competition in the LDP had been promoted. That wathtosake of support when the LDP’s
candidates ran political campaign: without a supporefactions to which candidates
belonged, it was hard for candidates to run electiorcoling to Thayer, the factions play five
keys parts in Japanese politics. First, the leadeecses] through the factions. Second, through
the factions, the funds for elections are raised. dTlposts both in the government and in the
party are assigned based on the decision of the factlemsrth, individual candidates get the
human resources as well as money resources throudgrctians to which they belong. Fifth,
the factions meet the psychological needs of thenigiet(Thayer 1996, 17). The first
explanation will be the focus of this section becabgestudy sees the factions in the LDP have

been promoted by competition for the presidency of thepart

3.4.2. Incentive of Candidate for Factionalism

The electoral system in Japan from 1947 until 1994 was ansysterhich voters voted for a
candidate in multi-seat districts (the SNTV). Twyiig five or six candidates would run in a
three-seat district, and the three with the highestoeuraf votes would go on to serve in the
House of Representatives. The LDP usually had morediheucandidate in the same
district. The factions inevitably functioned in order fbem to receive support. Then,
candidates affiliated themselves with factions in otdetistinguish themselves from other

candidates who were running from the same LDP. Coegssthat “the LDP candidates often
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found that other LDP candidates, or independent candidtiieted to an LDP faction, posed
the gravest threats to their own electoral chan@ésit being so, individual LDP candidates had
strong incentives to seek a competitive advantage oggrddpartisan competitors” (Cox et al.

1999, 35).

Features of the factions of the LDP
Because the LDP dominated both parliaments during the 19557%yktepresidency of the
LDP became the presidency of the government. AccordiWgatanabe Tsuneo (1959), factions
in the LDP serves three purposes: they provide (1) edcopport, including earning party
nominations for its members and the mobilization of supdy cooperative political funds
mobilization; and (3) a means for collective negotiatiovesr portfolio distribution in times of a
cabinet reshuffle (Watanabe 1959, 3). In other words,sthection of who will lead Japan’s
government is the product of conflict and compromise amoad DP’s factions rather than of
any popular endorsement” (Park 2001, 429). In that seres&dtions of Japan’s politics can be
characterized in the process of conflicts and cooper&tiothe presidency.

Nathaniel Thayer refers to factions within the LDP asrtfal political entities with a
headquarters, regular meetings, known membership, an siséab$tructure, and firm
discipline” (Thayer 1969a, 15). Accordingly, the factioas be seen as “not loosely connected
informal groups but rather formally institutionalized orgaions of politicians with declared
membership identities (Fukui 1978, 78; Park 2001, 430). Factiond igier control of the
party, regular meetings of the faction, factional ba¢aim the making of a cabinet, factional

distribution for political funds have been institu@gdized in the context of Japanese politics.
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The greatest stimulus to the growth of the factiorbé present conservative party has been the

party presidential elections.

3.4.3. Pro-China and Anti-China
In July 1971, Richard Nixon, U.S. president, visited China amthalized the relations with
Chinese government. This normalization put huge impacteofotRign policy of Japanese
government to Chinese government. Although the Japanesengwré had held the stand anti-
Chinese government (pro-Taiwan stance) since 1951, the needndlization with China had
been increased (Wakamiya 1996, 108). Along with this line,odgxd| stance—pro-China or
anti-China—factions took became major political issubemfactions contested for the power
(Wakamiya 1996, 123).

Four of the five major factions take pro-China stantesdéka, Ohira, Nakasone, and
Miki factions) and one of them holds an anti-China &a(Kishi faction) (Wakamiya 1996, 108-
146). In the process of electing the LDP’s presidency,dbislogy played important role. For
example, in the presidency election held in 1972, KakueaRa (pro-China) defeated Takeo
Fukuda (the anti-China) due to the support from other the pneaGactions (Miki faction and
Ohira faction) (Wakamiya 1996, 123). Among pro-China factionsaKa faction can be
noticed. In the next year after Nixon’s China visitspié Minister Kakuei Tanaka, the head of
the Tanaka-faction, visited China and restored diplomatictietween Japan and Chth&his
normalization, according to Junnosuke Masumi (1987), “opemesvadimension in then LDP
and diplomatic policies by reestablishing relations wittn@hithin the framework of the

Japan-U.S. Security Treaty” (p.308).

%’ Kakuei Tanaka—the leader of Tanaka faction—normalinedlapan-China relations in 1972.
Accordingly, this study sees this Tanaka faction is tleeGrina faction in the LDP.
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Table 3.12and_Table 3.1®resent the transition of five major factions in L. These

show the transition of major five factions’ membeeacth general election by table 3.12 and
transition of LDP’s factions by table 3.13. Bolded names of factions such as Tanaka, Ohira,
Nakasone, and Miki mean that they take the pro-Chinaetahanaka faction has enjoyed its

majority in the LDP (Table 3.12).

3.4.4. Regime Shift: Tanaka to Kishi

After the 1955 political system, the power balance didas in the LDP also has been
changing. More concretely, the pro-China stance fasti@mve been losing their power. As
Table 3.12 indicates, most of pro-China factions enjoyednitgjn the LDP. In 1986, most
pro-China factions—Tanaka (87), Ohira (59), and Nakasone (6@)sugerior to the Kishi
faction (56). At that time, the Kishi faction was ftuout of five major factions. However, the
member—power of the faction—has been increasing: in 2004 féstion became third largest
(39) and in 2003 one of the largest factions (51) in the LIichiro Koizumi did not belong
to the Tanaka faction: he belongs to the Kishi faction.

This study calls this regime shift in the LDP: the d@nf power balance between the
pro-China stance factions and the Kishi (anti-China). Taldléshows the Prime Ministers
from Nakasone to Koizumi from the LDP. Kishi factibas three Prime Ministers. This number
of the Kishi is the same as that from the TanakadactTable 3.1%resent the regime shift
under and post 1955 System. Under the system, Prime &fglsid been elected from each

faction. However, in the post 1955 System, Prime Mirsstave been from only the Tanaka or

*8 Since there are various ways of names to one factiomdimeon newspapers or researchers, let this
study name each factions based on the famous politicia@infaction.
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Kishi factions. This implies an increasing influencehef Kishi faction in the LDP. The
increasing power of the Kishi faction (anti-China) camdmognized as one of the explanations
for Koizumi’s continuity.

The case of Yoshiro Mori is not explained with thisrieavork. He was the Prime
Minister that shared the same faction with Koizune: isla conservative, and an anti-China
politician. From this study’s point of view, he was suggabto visit there, but he did not visit
Yasukuni during his office. For this case, two explanatioesvarthwhile to be noted: his short
term and functionally equivalency. First, he held pofeeonly one year (April 2000 to April
2001). Second, he performed other actions that wereidnatequivalent to Koizumi’'s
Yasukuni visits. Mori made a very controversial statématedKaminokuni Hatsugefirhe
statement of “emperor at its heart in the land ofiek]. ThisKaminokunistatement implies
that he has positive ideas regarding Japan’s pre-war nisititgMainichi Shimbun, May 17,
2000). His view regarding China and South Korea is cergrat tme did not worry about
envoking negative reactions from these neighboring cosrigeause of his action, in common
with Koizumi. Thus, what Mori did can be comprehendedhaving functionally equivalency
with Koizumi's visits. However, again the framewadhis study proposes holds logical flaw in

Mori's case.

3.5. Conclusion

As discussed so far, this chapter examined the main arguhthis study: the institutional
change allowed Koizumi to visit the shrine repeateDl)( Japanese institutionalized politics

can be characterized as the party power balance betheeDP and the JSP (IV) and factional

37



politics in the LDP (1V). This chapter tested if teasdependent variables can address the
Koizumi’'s continuity to the Yasukuni.

As this study shows, the power of the JSP has begecime: the JSP has lost its
legislative seats (3.9% in 2000, 1.2% in 2003, and 1.4% in 200bsefds in House of
Representatives). With this decline, this study conclutghe Junichiro Koizumi did not have
to consider the JSP’s influence in the parliament. J8f2 is no longer the major opposition
party to the LDP. This declining power of the JSP ingpli@t the declining influence of
Chinese government to the Prime Ministers’ visit to theneh As the power of the JSP in the
Diet shrank, the leaders of the LDP became freeroess their ideas without considering
objections imposed by the JSP and the Chinese governmeng. chlmretely, Prime Minister
Koizumi does not have to consider party politics as mgabtlaer prime ministers used to
do. Koizumi was the Prime Minister who took less preséuam the JSP.

The regime shift should be noticed: Factions in th& lHave also changed since the
1955 political system. The change of power balance battireepro-China stance factions and
the Kishi (anti-china) is the key to this shift. In thest 1955 System, the pro-China School does
not show superiority to the Kishi (anti-China) factiddnder the 1955 System Prime Ministers
were elected from the Tanaka faction as well as gifeeiChina factions. But in the post 1955
System, Prime Ministers have been from only the TanaekiaedKishi faction. From this number
of Prime Ministers, this study sees the increasing infled€ishi faction in the LDP. Although
the declining power of the pro-China faction is identlifi#ori’'s behavior cannot be explained
from this institutional approach. However, as far azldmi’'s Yasukuni visits with concern,
this hypothesis is still supportive. Accordingly, eveoudh this is no perfect explanation, the

validity of this framework is still kept.
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Table 3.1 Koizumi’'s annual visits to the Yasukuni Shrine

| 2001(8/13)| 2002 (4/21) 2003 (1/14) 2004 (1/1) 2005 (10/20)06 (8/ 15)|

Table 3.2 The Percentage of Seat Distribution of Major Parties the House of
Representative from 1979 to 1993

General LDP JSP JCP Komei Right-Wing Left-Wing
Election parties in | parties in
total total
1979 (35" 77 20.9 8 11.2 52.3 47
1980 (36') | 56.2 20.9 5.7 6.5 59.7 40.3
1983 (37" 50.7 22.3 5.3 11.5 52.6 47.4
1986 (3§") | 59.3 16.8 5.3 11.1 60.9 38.5
1992 (39') | 55.9 27.1 3.1 9 56.8 51.87
1993 (40") | 44.6 15.1 2.9 10.2 N/A N/A

Ishikawa (1995), pp. 230-235.

Table 3.3 The Percentage of Seat Distribution of Major Parties the House of Councillors
from 1980 to 1992

General Election LDP JSP JCP Komei
1980 (13" 54.6 18.7 4.8 10.8
1983 (13" 55.0 17.7 5.6 10.8
1986 (14) 57.5 16.7 6.3 9.9
1989 (18" 44.0 29.4 5.6 8.3
1992 (18" 43.3 29.0 n/a 9.5

Ishikawa (1995), pp.254-262
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Table 3.4 The Percentage of Votes Distribution of Major Partiesh the House of
Representative from 1979 to 1993

General LDP JSP JCP Komei Right-Wing Left-Wing
Election parties in | parties in
total total

1979 (3%") | 45.85 19.71 10.68 9.95 50.68 48.05
1980 (38') | 48.38 19.31 10.07 9.19 52.83 46.27
1983 (37") | 46.98 19.88 9.58 10.32 51 47.86
1986 (38') | 50.3 17.75 8.98 9.6 56.02 43.74
1992 (39" | 47.27 24.77 7.96 8.16 51.87 47.94
1993 (40" | 37.42 16.35 7.7 8.38 N/A N/A

Ishikawa (1995), pp.230-235.

Table 3.5 The Percentage of Votes Distribution of Major Partiesh the House of
Councillors from 1980 to 1992

General Election LDP JSP JCP Komei
1980 (13" 42.49 13.12 7.28 11.92
1983 (13" 35.33 16.31 8.95 15.72
1986 (14 35.38 17.20 9.47 12.97
1989 (18" 27.32 35.05 7.04 10.86
1992 (16") 33.29 17.76 7.86 14.27

Ishikawa (1995), pp.254-262

Table 3.6 Distribution of Non-Conservative Votes By the Type of Btrict, 1947 — 1955

Type of District Non-Conservatpercentage of total votes in election of
1947 1949 1952 1953 1955

Village (pop, less than 5,000) 473.6 28.6 27.6 30.4
Larger villages and small
Towns (pop, 5,000-30,000) 47385 294 311 31.4

Medium towns (pop, 30,000-150,000) 50.1 40.6 35.86.9 39.8
Large towns (pop, more than 150,000) 53.6 46.1 44.144.9 44.9

Source, Cole, Totten, and Uyehara, (1996, 420)
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Table 3.7 The Percentage of Farmers

1950 1960 1970

45.2 30 17.9

Oguma(2002, 294)

Table 3.8 The Percentage of People who lived in urban area

1945 1970

2 72

Oguma (2002, 294)

Table 3.9 Antipathy toward socialism/communism

Q: Would you describe your attitude toward political gerton the scale from 1 to 100?
(1=dislike, 50=neutral, 100=favor)

LDP JSP JCP
0-49 23.7 59.1 62.9
50 41.5 33.6 28.8
51-100 34.8 7.3 8.3
Average 51.5 31.4 290.1

Public Opinion Surveyy Yomiuri-shimbun irSeorn Chosa NenakgB2003) (N=1862)

Table 3.10 The percentage of legislative seats in the Koizumi gaveaent

LDP JSP JCP DPJ Komei NCP
2000 (429 48.5 3.9 4.1 26.4 6.4 1.4
2003 (4%) 495 1.2 1.8 36 7 0.8
2005 (44) 62 1.4 1.8 23 6.4 1.4

2003 %eneral Electiom Nikkeishinbun (2003) and 2005eneral Electionn Asahi-shinbun
(2005

29 source: Asahi Shinbunhétp://www?2.asahi.com/senkyo2065/
Sankei Web kttp://www.sankei.co.jp/databox/election/2083/
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Table 3.11 The JSP over the 1955 Political System

The Japan Socialist Pafty

Under the 1955 Political System Under the Koizumi Govenime
» The Main Opposition Party » Its power has been declining: it
» Strong connection to the Chinese negligible in the parliament. (7 in
Government due to the ideology the House of Representative. 5 in

the House of Councilors.)
* Less influence over the
government.

Table 3.12 Transition of major five factions affiliates in each geeral election

Tanaka Ohira Kishi Nakasone Miki
1972 49 45 55 38 36
1976 43 39 53 39 32
1979 48 52 49 39 30
1980 53 54 45 43 31
1983 63 50 43 42 28
1986 87 59 56 60 28
1990 69 62 61 48 26
1993 29 55 56 52 21
1996 46 54 60 54 18
2000 61 45 39 36 12
2003 51 11 51 30 13

% The JSP has name change in 1991. Then the party is asithd Social Democratic Party (SDP) as of
2005.
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Table 3.13 The transition of the LDP's factions*

1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s
Ikeda » Ohira___, Suzuki___, Miyazawa > Tanigaki
(1956-) [42] [54] [86] [16]
(1971-) (1980-) (1986-) (2005-)
Yoshida — Niwa-Koga
(1955-) [50]
(2006-)
\_, Sato » Tlanaka—, Takeshita* » Hashimoto—,  Tsushima
(1956-) [49] [87] [61] [78]
(1972-) (1987-) (2000-) (2005-)
Kishi Fukuda . Abe Mori . Machimura
(1956-) (1962-) T [56] (1998-) - [87]
(1986-) (2006-)
Kamei > Ibuki
(1999-) [33]
(2005-)
Hatoyama Kohno Nakasone . Watanabe Yamazaki R
(1955-) ~ > (1956-) "~ (1966-) > 48] — > [36] >
(1990-) (1998-)
Miki/ Miki R Koumura R
Matsumura  (1962-) - [16] -
(1956-) (2001-)

* [ ]; shows affiliates of its faction at the time.
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Table 3.14 Prime Ministers from the LDP and their factions

Year Prime Ministers Factions
1982-87 | Yasuhiro Nakasone Nakasone
1987-89 | Noboru Takeshita Tanaka
1989-89 | Sousuke Uno Kishi
1989-91 | Toshiki Kaifu Miki
1991-93 | Kiichi Miyazawa Ohira
1996-98 | Ryutaro Hashimoto Tanaka
1998-00 | Keizo Obuchi Tanaka
2000-01 Yoshiro Mori Kishi
2001-06 | Junichiro Koizumi Kishi
SourceTsuchiya 2000
Table 3.15 Number of Prime Ministers under and post thd955 System
Under 1955 System
Tanaka Ohira Kishi Nakasone Miki
1 1 1 1 1
Post 1955 System
Tanaka Ohira Kishi Nakasone Miki
2 0 2 0 0
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Graph 3.1 Percentage of votes for the LDP and JSP (1978 to 1993)
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Graph 2.3 A Comparison among parties out of power under the 1955 sgsh
(JSP, NK, and JCP)
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Graph 3.5 Power Relationships between the LDP and JSP in Kmimi Government
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CHAPTER 4

ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

4.1. Introduction

This chapter is to test if the arguments of the expiams conventionally done can be verified.
Here, two variables—(D) the individual beliefs and (E9ssure from political group—shall be
examined.

The first conventional explanation to be examined stidizt his political beliefs enabled
Koizumi to visit Yasukuni repeatedly even though they weder harsh criticism by the
Chinese and South Korean governments. His visits heldsthef deteriorating the relations
with the Chinese and South Korean governments. As éagameports, Koizumi Junichiro has
been seen as a conservative politician who carrie€ainta views and his continuity in
Yasukuni visits has been recognized as the product of hisdodivbeliefs (Christian Science
Monitor, Sep 29, 2005). However, this study doubts theitsald this explanation. For this,
this study furthers the examination on Koizumi's indual (political) beliefs with a comparison
with Nakasone Yasuhiro, Prime Minister from 1982 to 198feifTfgovernments showed
similarity in many points; they enjoyed high rate suppamifthe public and they shared similar
‘nationalistic’ views to try to re-identify Japaneseioalism.

The second explanation to be tested for its validithis chapter involves political
pressure groups. The LDP has been supported by variowestreoups such as the association
by retired postal officers, medical doctors, and people lagtatheir families and relatives in

wars. Since votes from those associations havedraeial especially when the LDP candidates
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run for elections, Junichiro Koizumi promised Yasukuni visigennterpreted as a way to
secure votes from the Bereaved Families Alliance wigeran the LDP’s presidency election.
Accordingly, conventionally his visits have also berplained in terms of his promise with the
Alliance. However, this study also doubts the validityhis explanation. In the following

sections, first the individual beliefs will be addresaad next the factions shall be examined.

4.2. Individual Beliefs (1V)

Based on the operational definition, this section @ilhmine the Koizumi's and Nakasone’s
individual beliefs regarding on Yasukuni visits. Also, for ustiending their individual beliefs
and the reason for high rate support each governmeintbétiefs, their background shall be

addressed first.

4.2.1. Background: Nakasone Governments

High Rate Approval

Nakasone Yasuhiro was the first Prime Minister who naadefficial visit to the Yasukuni
Shrine on August 15 since the Class A criminals were eresht’ The visit brought about harsh
criticism by Asian countries, especially from the Chenaad South Korean governments
(Takahashi 2005, 66). His government, like Koizumi’s, wahlitigupported by the public.
According to amAsahi shimbursurvey (1985), almost fifty percent of people supported the

Nakasone government (Table 4. This high support rate was shared a propensity with

31 On August 15, 1945, the Showa Emperor officially announcechdapeceptance of the Potsdam
Declaration that dictated an unconditional surrender hyiltgary after accepting the Declaration on
August 14. The day, to Japan, is a day of institutinedImorning to the victims during the war
(Financial Times. August 26, 2006. “National day, inrtqah and in defeat”).
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Koizumi’'s government. He kept his government during thel hhgest period in post war
history (1,803 days). He was a Prime Minister who couldgsepwn ideas and address them
based on high support from public. In the following sectitetame examine his political key
concept—Sengo Sokkesdthe Conclusion of Postwar Politics]—and the reasuriss high rate

approval from the public.

Economic Development and ‘National Pride’

To Nakasone, occupation by a foreign country followingdéteat of the war undermined
Japanese national heritage. Economic developmeng jpast war period enabled Japanese
people to hold the belief that they needed to take on aaievin the international society,
especially regarding the relations with Western coun{Rgte 1987, 255). A survey conducted
in 1983 reveals such popular opinion. The Asahi newspaper'yasked, “Compared with
Westerners, do you think, in a word, that the Japaneseipegior? Or do you think they are
inferior?" In 1953, 20 per cent answered that the Japarerseswperior. In 1983, 53 per cent
answered that the Japanese were superior (Pyle 1987, 251-Pi2suiey implies increasing
self-confidence and national pride, which were loshendefeat of the war.

Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone had put forwardeias in the context of increasing
self-confidence and national pride. He insisted thaadappreciate its own national interests.
More concretely, he “appears to answer a felt ne¢deodapanese people in the mid-1980s to be
at the center of the world stage rather than at thphmsy" (Pharr 1986). More concretely, he
insisted on the following points to tiee global leader:

* A new vision of Japan's future: Japan should no longer p&apart of follower nation.
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* Global leadership by remaking Japan into an “internatistadé”: with increasing
economic power Japan needs to rethink its role.
» Formulation of a new liberal nationalism in Japan.
He believed that Japan held the ability to play a criticl# in international politics because of
Japan's special strengths, which are abilities to shéttees and traditions with other natiofis.
He proposed ‘Conclusion of Post-war politics’ for grecess of retrieving national pride and

self-confidence in international politics.

Sengo SokkesaftConclusion of Post-War Politics]

Japanese people started to feel that Japan is a “mercioamiiy in the international

community: Japan's economic development did not contribute political maturity at all.

People came to share the idea that Japan shouldmaihra passive country. Japan should
become a member of the international community. Ja@@na reactive nation because the
Japanese political system is fundamentally incapaliigkafg the initiative to deal with
international criticism of its policies. The reasavhy Japan is a reactive nation are (a) Japan's
modern history: as a late developer it accepted othds ekileveloped countries such as
Germany and the U.S.A, (b) Japan's complicated decisstammprocess, and (c) Strategic
passiveness: it “was the product of a carefully constduabel shrewdly implemented foreign

policy” (Pyle 1987). Nakasone was the Prime Minister gfoke repeatedly about settling

2 This idea, which seems ethnocentric, was severelyizeitidy the opposition, especially by
the JSP. They opposed his policy as pre-war styleradison and militarism, with suspicion
that he intended a revival of prewar nationalism (Nurama®87).
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postwar accounts and overhauling the postwar socioecoritamework of the nation to meet
the challenge of the twenty-first centdry.

Nakasone perceived that such feelings were shared amodgpidneese people. He
insisted that the Japanese acquire the capability forlidMeadership, engaged in international
political-strategic issues, participating in its ownefefe, possessing its own goals and values
and objectives, and reshaping its institutions for the ebglobal leader” (Pyle 268). His
strategy, at the same time, was his hope to estahtistvanational consensus in place of the
Yoshida Doctrine, which consciously chose a dependatiaeship with the United States. In
this line, he tried to dismiss the conventional budgetilligion to the self-defense force. The
Japanese Diet only admits its budget within one perceBNéf. Based on a proposal from a
private advisory body to Nakasone in December 1984, Nakdisatly achieved to distribute

more than one percent of GNP (1.004 %) to the defense t{idigiawa 1995, 163).

Support for Conclusion of Post-War Politics?

However, the Public did not support Nakasone’s idea.ttft®part, a survey frotNHK
(November 1983) shows interesting data (Tabl¢. 452cording toNHK’s survey, not so much
people agreed with Nakasone’s political idea. For examagled whether or not Japan should
increase the capacity of Self-Defense force, only 14epeiaf participants replied positively. 58
percent thought it should maintain the present level ammkdcnt of people held the opinion of
a gradual decrease. As for the defense budget (one of is®jes in conclusion of post war), 43

percent thought that the budget should be within one pep¢&NP (Should maintain status

¥ Nakasone can be categorizedsaschu h@Wartime generation], which is critical for the
postwar materialism and criticizes the failure to deaw pictures of national ends in the process
of economic development.
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guo). The second most frequent answer (23 percent) wan&kebudget should be greatly
decreased’. Overall, people were on a cautious nokdakasone’s political idea: Asked if the
special treatment for the Self-defense force (incnggtsie budget of the force) is appropriate, 48
percent of the people thought that it was inappropriate.

NHK conducted another survey showing how Nakasone’s poiitieal—conclusion of
post-war politics—was received among the public in 1986. Tinseyg shows the same
tendency as the one previously referred to. Here, 6&ipeot participants chose “to continue
the present stability”, and only 14 percent showed posititteide toward the idea. According
to this, Nakasone’s political thought—*“conclusion of post-palitics"—was not positively
supported by the public. Rather, as will be discussed ifolibaving section, Nakasone’s
governments were supported due to other elements.

(Table 4.3 about heye

Economic issues preferred
Then, what was the public interested W@miuri ShimburOctober 1985) shows the political

issues the public wanted Nakasone to address (Tabladd4Bable 4.4b Table 4.4a shows

that the major interest held by the masses were eaorissues (‘Medical costs, pensions’
[53%]; ‘Recession’ [39%]; and ‘Reforming the unfair tax syst[34%]). Table 4.4b shows a
similar tendency (Inflation/ recession policy [15%] arak Teduction [10%]).. As for the
Yasukuni Problem, only 13 percent recognized the Yasukuni visBsitne Ministers as a

major political issue (Table 4. 4a). From that, Naka&opolitical thought was not supported by

the masses: Their major interests are economicacidl welfare issues such as
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inflation/recession policies (15 %), tax reduction (108 medical costs, pensions (53%)
rather than his ideas such as ‘Defense budget’s ceiling{IBNP)’ (23%).

Especially, Table 4.Should be noted. It shows what political issues the puzEnted

Nakasone to refrain from doing. It says 21 percent gpleeto not want Nakasone to tackle
‘War’ and ‘Increase in defense budget’ issues. Accorgingls result indicates the disapproval

of ‘conclusion of post-war politics’, which was Nakasts main political idea.

4.2.2. Background: Koizumi Governments

Koizumi’'s Popular Support

Given the deep political distrust cased by ex-Prime Minisoshiro Mori, the Koizumi
government enjoyed high support rates from the public singsaitguration. As Table 4.6
shows, the distrust for the Mori government was seriedigercent of participants did not
support the government and, moreover, 54 percent wanteddvi@sign as soon as possible
(Table 4.6).

The Koizumi government, succeeding the Mori governmenbyedjhigh support from
the public. According t&¥omiuri Shimbur§2001), 66 percent of people supported the
government (24 % did not support) and 45 percent of them waiedridi to keep the
government ‘as long as possible’ (almost 90 % wanted himep tkee power more than one
year) (Table 4.)) As the reason for the support the majority (54.2éplied ‘because it is better

than any other government’ rather than his policy (34.88d)his personality (21.5%)
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(Table 4.8. This implies Koizumi could hold high support out loé thigh expectation shared in

the public due to deep political distrust caused by the Mogmorent*

4.2.3. Individual Beliefs: Yasuhiro Nakasone

Yasukuni Problem under Nakasone Government
The Yasukuni Problem was paid great attention by Japanese peéamlording toAsahi
Shimburs survey (October 1985), 57 percent knew Tojo Hideki whdHedwvar is enshrined at
Yasukuni shrine_(Table 4.9 Moreover, asked if you are interested in the feat thembers of
the Nakasone government (including Nakasone himself) and lmiheaucrats visit the shrine,
55 percent of the participants replied they were intedegVery interested’ and ‘Somewhat
interested’). 44 percent were not interested (‘Not vetgrested’ and ‘Not at all interested’).
From this survey, this study observes that the Yasukubigmmowas recognized in public and
the officials’ visits to the shrine was seen as prohalan

A Yomiuri Shimbus survey (September 1985) shows that 36 percent of peophtetiiein
visits by Nakasone and his governments was ‘appropriately dega‘ding to ‘separation of
religion and the state’ (Table 4.10). On the other hanly, 20 percent recognized that the
visits themselves were unconstitutional. Accordinglyhat point, the visits held by Nakasone
and his cabinet members were not seen as political idsnesstically.

Whether or not Class A criminals were enshrined wasmioicus even after Nakasone’s
visits. 60 percent of participants did not see Nakasonsits as problematic (‘appropriately
done and should follow formal Shinto rituals’) (Table 4.18s for his policy, economic and

social welfare issues had been the focus for the Jagpanésic rather than Nakasone’s

* On the contrary to Mori's government (54%), only 3.5 percays Quit as soon as possible’.
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‘conclusion of post-war politics’. These public opinidata show that Japanese people
supported the Nakasone government due to the expectatiomoiaicgolicy, but not for his

political thought that might lead Japan toward militarism

Summary: Nakasone’s Individual Beliefs

A survey conducted in October 1985 shows that Nakasone's@dgroval rating amounted to
60 percent®> The high support enabled Nakasone to confidently forgadetship style that
rested heavily on winning popular support. Then, how did Japanepke gxperience the first
official visits of his since the Class A criminals wereshrined?

Table 4.11presents how Japanese people reacted to the officianade by Nakasone
on August 15, 1985. Ninety-three percent of the particidar@® about the official visit and 50
percent of people showed a positive attitude towardet\(ihit was a ‘good’ idea). Twenty-
three percent regarded the official visit as ‘questionabith this data, the official visit
seemed not to become a major political issue domegti€dkther, the majority supported the
official visit.

The official visit was supported in domestic politics, Watsnotin international
relations. High approval from the public for his governtréirected Nakasone too much on
‘domestic’ and he misread the support for him as suppoktigguolitical ideas. As seen so far,
the public support to him was not because they agreed witbltcgion of post-war politics’, his
nationalistic idea. The reactions from Asian co@str-especially from the Chinese and South
Korean government—were less in his mind. As Muramatsu (198@s, “[i]f he had had a firm

grasp of China’s and other Asian countries’ leaders’rigelabout Yasukuni, Nakasone

** That was the highest figure since his government was foffirelJapan Times. October 3, 1985. p.1).
Also see Table 4.1 for public approval for the Nakasone government.
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probably would have decided against making the visit” (Muram@i$). Accordingly, he
stopped visiting the shrine after the upsurge of anti-Japaeesenents, which might have
caused a serious damage to relations with those couhteissid he made no further visits out
of a desire to protect Japan's interests and preserve dioeiations (The Japan Times.
November 23, 2005).

He was surely supported by the publics who were gettingitemde’ due to the
economic development. Nakasone consulted his Chief Ge@neetary for his Yasukuni visit
and got confidence with the vist. However, after the official visit in 1985, the situatisoon
developed beyond his expectations: his visits held huge ri&tésiorate relation with the
Chinese government. Two days later, the Chinese Foreigath criticized Nakasone,
accusing him of deeply damaging the feelings of the Chinesegplepbiis visit to the shrine that
honors class A war criminals who are among the wad daahrined there. Given such

criticism, the Chief Cabinet Secretary Masaharu Gotowtgedsofficial statement. It says;

Nakasone visited the Yasukuni shrine in terms of domasditer; Japanese
nationals support his visits. His intent of the visiswat for the Class A
criminals enshrined there, but for expression his mowsetivho lost their lives
under the name of Japan and his pledge for the peacealapather countries
currently enjoyed!

(Prime Minister of Japan and his Cabinet; My translation)

Although his government explained his official visit was duddmestic matter, Nakasone
cancelled a plan to visit the shrine officially forecend time, because of the risk to deteriorate

the relations with the Chinese government. Asked whydppsd visiting there, he answered “it

% A report from then Chief Cabinet Secretary Takao Fukursapmivate advisory organ that an official
visit without taking part in a Shinto ceremony would bestitutional (Nakasone 1997).

¥ This statement was issued (in Japanese) in next yearNai@sone and his cabinet members visited
the shrine as official capacity.
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was the primary purpose to try not to deteriorate tladioas with China. | visited it for the sake
of Japan, but deteriorated relations won't be good fomésgeanational interest” (Wakamiya
1995, 154)2

In sum Nakasone decided on an official visit on Augubtebecting public support.
However, he did not take into account the importand@isfissue to China. As Wakamiya
(1995) points out, he failed to pay much attention to ¢feions with Asian countries, because

of the high rate support for him.

4.2.4. Individual Beliefs: Junichiro Koizumi

Under bitter criticism, Koizumi Junichiro, the 56th Peiflinister, repeatedly visited the
shrine®® He stated that “I can't understand why foreign goverrsngatild intervene in a
spiritual matter and try to turn it into a diplomatioplem,” because the stated his purpose for
the visits is to acknowledge the sacrifices the Jagapesple made in the name of Japan and to
pray for peace (Financial Times. August 16, 2006). From gtasements, Koizumi seemed to
be a narrow minded politician: he did not care about théisas with Asian countries.

However, further examination of his individual beliefaléheveal his ideas on Yasukuni shrine

and the Yasukuni problem. For this, in the following settKoizumi's statements on his own

8 My translation. Also, there is another explanation af;the was afraid his visit would hurt the feelings
of the Chinese people and it would put general secretaryatigban who was pro-Japan in a difficult
position. Nakasone himself was also afraid that pronkgmaleaders such as Hu should fall from power
because of domestic criticism from conservatives; it wouldblpan's loss (The Japan Times. Nov 23,
2005. and Wakamiya 1996, 153).

¥ Takahashi (2005) sees that the Chinese and South Korean gemesiries to solve this problem by
narrowing this problem down to the enshrinement of Classriinals. Put differently, the criticism by
those governments implies that they do not rebuke Yasukuni sisffethey suspect Japan’s neglect to
war responsibility which might lead to militarism. mg sense, according to Takahashi, Chinese as well
as South Korean governments do not criticize that Yaswdastirine Class A criminals. They criticize
the ‘political act’ that Prime Ministers’ visit thersiie, knowing Yasukuni enshrines Class A criminals
(Takahashi 2005, 70-71).
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beliefs shall be documented. These statements veeredisnnually when Koizumi attended

‘Memorial Service for War Dead’ on August™5

Koizumi’'s statements
These annual statements were issued by Prime Ministehifonkoizumi. They express
Koizumi’'s pledge for peace, mourning to people who lost hvas for Japan, and wishes to
build friendly relationships with other countries (Tahlé?. For example, he expressed in 2002
his idea on relations with other countries as follotkgmly maintaining the nation’s antiwar
pledge, I will make utmost efforts so that Japan furtleselops its friendly relations with
neighboring countries”. As for ideas about peace, ltedsta 2003 that “I will not let the lesson
learned from the tragedy of war fade with time anchlfrmaintain the nation’s antiwar pledge,
dedicated to the construction of Japan as peacefuhhatino 2006 when he made the first visit
to the shrine on the day of anniversary for the end ofd\far 1l since Nakasone’s official
visit in 1985, he emphasized his pledge for peace and thdlfrieelations between Japan and
the other countries.

His statements clarified his stance: he actuallyedhhne relations with the Chinese and
South Korean and tried to prevent the disputes fronridediing relations with the governments.
As explained in Chapter one, sint®45 Prime Ministers had visited the shrine. After Yasuhiro
Nakasone, however, no Prime Minister attempted repeatitd thiere. The risk for deteriorating
relations with those countries prevented them frontingsrepeatedly. But Koizumi under such
criticism visited Yasukuni annually during his office (Refeifable 2.1 and ‘List of Prime

Ministers’ Yasukuni Visits in Appendices). In sum, his ipe visits held annually did not
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intend to deteriorate those relations. His actigeaat to him, purely means his expression of

‘pledge for peace’ and ‘mourn’ war dead in that period.

Yasukuni Visits and Apologies

Koizumi has repeatedly visited the shrine under the stromgueements from the neighboring
countries such as China, Singapore, and South Korea (MekvT¥me, Jun 22, 2005). Those
governments recognize his repeated visits as a neglesgpari’'d war responsibility and
resurgence of militarism of Japan (Takahashi 2006 b, 155).Miistry of Foreign affairs tried
to avoid deepening distrust among those countries: it isbeestatement titled ‘The Basic

Position of the Government of Japan” in October 2005tates;

“Prime Minister Koizumi is of the firm conviction thdapan's present peace and

prosperity are founded on the noble sacrifices madedsetvho lost their lives

in the war. He visits Yasukuni Shrinermurnandoffer his respecand thankgo

those who had to lay down their lives on the battiéfainst their will.*°

(The Ministry obfeign Affairs of Japan, emphasis added).
Koizumi had visited the shrine in order to respect and thdrtkose who lost their lives under
the name of Japan as well as mourning them sincerelhisisense, he expressed dissatisfaction
with the criticism from the Chinese and the South ldargovernments: it seemed to him that
they were intruding in his individual beliefs. Furthermdrethought that the Chinese and South
Korean governments should stop interfering in “individuigéds.
However, at the same time, he was not trying to waitsemelationships with those

countries. He sates that “[t]he task of further striesging its relations with neighboring

countries and contributing to the peace and stabilith@&ast Asian region is one of Japan's

“ For the complete document, see <http://www.mofa.go.jpArplistwar/yasukuni/position. html>.
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most important policy priorities” (Basic Positiontbe Government of Japan). Accordingly, he
claims that there is no intention from him to detegie relations as the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs of Japan published;

Following a mistaken national policy during a certain period in the past, Japan

imposed, through its colonial rule and aggression, immeasurable ravages and

suffering particularly to the people of the neighboring countries in Asi&. has

left a still incurable scar to many people in the regiSimcerely facing these

deeply regrettable historical facts as they are, heffel my feelings of profound

remorse and sincere mourning to all the victims of the war

(Statement by Junichiro Koizumi, emphasis adtfed)

In his logic, by visiting Yasukuni, he tried to express léslge to the prosperity Japan now can
enjoy: by so doing, he thought that those who had to laydbaeir lives against their will can be
respected and mourned. He reaffirmed the importancesobtbsperity by annual visits. In
sum, he did not try to forget the war responsibilityhizyannual visits: he, in fact, apologized the
Japanese “mistaken national policy” in the war timehihe, his visits to the Yasukuni shrine
were not of glorifying Japanese pre-war militarisms apmgnce for Japanese war responsibility,
but of his ‘pledge for peace’ and mourning war dead: He apolbgiz@sian countries for acts

held by Japanese pre-war imperialism. From his apolagiss;lear for him to share the same

views on pre-war Japan with Asian countries.

4.2.5. Summary: Nakasone and Koizumi, Compared

Both Prime Ministers enjoyed high rate public approvalstrate strong political ideas

regarding the Yasukuni shrine. Their views were attack#lgeaesurge of pre-war militarism

*I Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan August 13, 2005.
<http://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/pm/koizumi/state0108.htmi>
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by China and South Korea. Yet, they explained thatdigtyot intend to worsen the
relationships with China and the South Korea. Nakaslteaelg expressed his attitude toward the
relations with those countries: he did not intend teiderate the relations. Asked why

Nakasone stopped the visits, he replied

“Since the shrine visit has become a diplomatic iskde,not think it is
appropriate as a proper action as a prime ministerecgttte. | will refrain from
making the visit this year.”
(The Japan Times. November 23, 2005.)
For this, Nakasone cancelled the further visit afterctiteism from China and South Korea.
Koizumi, on the other hand, did attempt continued visieheunder harsh criticisms. For the

criticisms, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japahtbe Koizumi governments issued

following statements:

“[T]he purpose of his visits to the shrine is to exprespeet and gratitude to the

many people who lost their lives in the war, that besdnot visit for the sake of

the Class-A war criminals, and that Japan acceptecksiodts of the International

Military Tribunal for the Far East'®

(The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan

As seen so far, both Prime Ministers to a greatngxdieare similarities. They enjoyed high rate
approval from public. They did not try to deterioraterdlations with China and South Korea.
They recognized the importance of the relations. Howyéle result shows an important
difference: Nakasone did not visit the Yasukuni more tvare; Koizumi did visit annually

during all of his office (six times in total). Based aistresearch, this conventional

explanation—political beliefs—cannot fully explain Kaoini's contiuity to Yasukuni.

2 See “Basic Position of the Government of Japan Regardimg Rfinister Koizumi's Visits to
Yasukuni Shrine” &ttp://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/postwar/yasukuni/position. feml
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4.3. Political Pressure Group (IV)

4.3.1. Interest Groups in Japan

The fixed relations of parties to interest groups link tostiecessful dominancy in the
parliament. In Muramatsu and Krauss’ (1990) words, “domiparties are parties that
successfully use political strategy and their contvefaesources to build a permanent social
coalition among some interest groups and exclude othHdg’afnatsu and Krauss 1990, 284).
Like Pempel (1990) states that “single dominant parties teelsten to what interest groups say
to establish their parties' dominance over time” (Perb@@0).

In this sense, the 1955 political system, the LDP’slsilang dominance during 38
years, can be seen as the product of management abHtynod Ministers’ with interests
groups. More concretely, “the successful continuanddd®& dominance in Japan indeed lies in
that party’s flexible adaptation to change, and partitutarits ability to broaden its social
interest various channels of influence to the opposit@mtcoalition” (Muramatsu and Krauss
1990, 283). Along with this line, this study sees the LDP’g ldominance could be achieved
due to its ability to establish fixed relations with inteig®ups and its adaptability for changing
interest.

Japanese parties hold various interest groups: somear@neic interest groups such as
the Japan Association of Cooperate Executieszi Doyukd, the Japan Business Federation
[Nippon Keidanrefy and the Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industppdn Shoukou
Kaigishd, and some hold ideological orientations like Japargsher unionflihon Kyoshokuin
Kumiai]. Along with the Yasukuni Problem, there are four ies¢égroups: (1) the Military

Pension FederatiorGjunjin Onkyu Renmentokyu Renfné) the Association of Shinto Shrines
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[Jinja honchg, the Japan Conferenclippon Kaig], and (3) the Group to Honor the Souls of
the War DeadHirei Ni kotaeru kdi, and (4) the Bereaved Families Allianddéppon Izokukdi
All of these pressure groups hold close relationshipstw@gh.DP (Shibuichi 2005, 200).
Among them, the Military Pension Federati@ujjin Onkyu Renmentokyu Renhagid the
Bereaved Families AlliancéNjppon Izokukdishall be addressed because two groups show

strong influence over the Prime Ministers as wellhesltDP.

4.3.2. The Bereaved Families Alliance and its History

The Bereaved Families Allianchlippon Izokukdiwas established in 1947 for bereaved families
during World War Il as thélippon Izoku KosérRenmeiBereaved Families Welfare

Alliance]. They have been politically active in demdang the official warship of Prime Minister
and emperor, because it represents one million famvieshad relations who lost their lives for
Japan from the Meiji period to the war (Takahashi 2006 déydews. Jun 14, 2005). Since the
votes they have amount to hundreds of thousands, ndddder or candidate can ignore the
Nippon Izokukai.

In 1952, after the end of the American occupatialapan, some rightist groups and the
Nippon Izokukalaunched a movement to rehabilitate the Yasukuni Shriaggasernment-
sponsored institution. This was severely criticizedhayléft in terms of Article 20 and 89 of the
Japan’s constitutionArticle 20 guarantees the freedom of religion and the separitreligion and
state, and Article 89 forbids the use of public funds fogieis purposes. The proposal by them might
have violated the constitution.

When Koizumi ran for the LDP’s presidentidotion in 2001, he made a commitment to

The Bereaved Families Alliance that he would make annsits to the shrine. Presumably this
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was because of his expectation of support from the graine alection. Conventionally, his
repeated visits to the shrine have been interpreted tetms of this commitment. In other
words, the group can motivate Koizumi to visit the shrawen though his visits entail the risk to

deteriorate the relations with the Chinese and the S¢utdan governments.

Analysis in the Conventional Explanations

The Yasukuni visits by Prime Ministers are conventignalierpreted as the outcome of
pressure from rightist political groups, especially tieeeddved Families Alliance. Actually, the
number of Bereaved Families Members in the LDP has inedecline. Table 4.1Bresents the
decline of the number of votes from the Bereaved Fasililiance and the War Veterans in the
LDP. In 1980, War Veterans and The Bereaved Familieansk had 990,000 and 920,000
votes, respectively. However, in 2001, they have beeredsing their number to 154,000 and
110,000 votes, respectively. Given his decline, conventioti@lpresidency of the LDP has
been free from pressure from those groups.

Along with this conventional explanation, Shibuichi (2005)spres his argument: he
sees that Prime Ministers more or less are susceptéssypes from those groups and they also
take the pressure within government due to close relatianeée the LDP and those groups
(Shibuichi 2005, p.201). After examining Japanese interest groapsis of their ideologies,
he argues the rightist interest groups like the Berekaedllies Alliance hold strong influence to
Prime Ministers over the Yasukuni visits. He concludhes tightist interest groups influence the
decision of Yasukuni visits: the Prime Ministers whotedithe shrine after Nakasone was
Ryutaro Hashimoto who used to be the chairman of theaBedeFamilies Alliance from 1993 to

1995 and Junichiro Koizumi (Shibuichi 2005, 213-215).
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His argument seems to explain the Prime Ministeesukuni visits. However, his
argument like other conventional explanations std\Mes critical questions unanswered: First, it
cannot explain why other Prime Ministers from the LdiiP not visit the shrine at all. As seen
above, Prime Minister such as Noboru Takeshita, Sousu&eKiichi Miyazawa, and Keizo
Obuchi did not make any Yasukuni visifs According to the conventional explanation, they
also could/ did visit there. Secondly, it cannot explelity Koizumi could/ did visit the
Yasukuni repeatedly under harsh criticisms. More caelyrat cannot explain why Hashimoto
who made the visits in 1996 did no further visits, althouglzitoi did under the same pressure
from those groups. Finally, if the support from that grbag@ enabled Prime Minister to visit
the shrine, Koizumi could not have visited the shrimgesinfluence of those groups has been in
decline.

In sum, conventionally done explanations fail to akp(1) why other Prime Ministers
did not visit; (2) why Koizumi could/ did visit repeatedfnd (3) the declining influence of

political pressure groups.

4.4. Conclusion

Conventionally, Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visits have been ekpd in terms of his own individual
beliefs and the influence from the political groups wtsapport Prime Ministers’ Yasukuni
visits. As this chapter has discussed, these convehégpknations cannot justify the

argument (individual beliefs) and fails to explain Koizisneontinuity (political pressure

groups).

# As for this, Shibuichi (2005) analyzes this in terms ofG@oéd War context. Due to the importance of
the “alliance” with China against the Soviet Union, thBsiene Ministers refrained from visiting the
shrine. However, he fails to provide deep analysis onhhisnerely states this “sounds reasonable”,
citing Nakasone’s interviews (p.212).
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This study examined Koizumi’s individual beliefs—aggressttieude toward criticisms
by the Chinese and South Korean governments—in comparidoiNakasone’s. Put simply,
Koizumi's visits have been interpreted as his ignordritde value of the relations with those
countries. Both Prime Ministers to a great extenteskamilarity: they enjoyed high rate
approval from the public and they expressed strong polileals—as exemplified by
Nakasone'ssengo Sokkesdthe conclusion of post-war politics]. However stlixplanation
cannot really explain Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visits. Fira$, documented in this chapter, Koizumi,
like Nakasone did, actually valued the relations with Chimé& South Korea. Second, this
explanation has a logical flaw when both Prime Mams are compared: Nakasone did not
attempt further visits to the Yasukuni; Koizumi, on the otrend, did visit there annually during
all of his office. Based on these two points, this axation cannot fully address Koizumi’s
continuity.

In addition to the individual beliefs explanation, irghce from political pressure groups
conventionally also has been proposed as an exmlaregifollows: Prime Ministers are subject
to pressures from political pressure groups due to clos@rsdietween the LDP and those
groups. Accordingly, this study chose the War Veteradgslae Bereaved Families Alliance,
because these two groups have demanded official Yasukurs ¥ig#trime Ministers. However,
this conventional explanation fails to explain (1) whiyestPrime Ministers did not visit; (2)
why Koizumi could/ did visit repeatedly; and (3) the dealininfluence of those political

pressure groups.
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Table 4.1 Support for Nakasone government

Q: Do you support or not support the Nakasone Cabinet?

Options Jun 1985 Oct 1985 Dec 198%
Support 45 46 43
Do not support 25 29 27
Other/ no answer 30 25 30

Asahi ShimbuiiDecember 1985) (N=2,388) in Index to International Publimi©op, 1985-
1986, p.173.

Table 4.2 Public support for Nakasone's policy

Q: Should Japan increase or decrease the defense capdbibtelf-Defense Army?

OPTIONS %
Increase 14
Maintain the present level 58
Decrease gradually 12
Have no defense capability 5
Other/ don’t know/ no answer 11

Q: If the defense budget continues to increase, it megeekthe 1% of the GNP in spite of the
government’s policy. What do you think about this?

OPTIONS %
Should keep it within 1% 43
Exceeding 1% may be inevitable 16
Should increase beyond 1% 3
Defense budget should be greatly 23
decreased
Don’t know/ no answer 15

Q: How appropriate do you think it is that the defense budgetives special treatment —that is,
it was increased much more than other budget items?

OPTIONS %
Appropriate 6
Inevitable 36
Inappropriate 48
Don’t know/ no answer 10

NHK (November 1983) (N=1,336) Index to International Public Opinigri984-1985, pp.325-
326.
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Table 4.3 Support for ‘Conclusion of post-war politics’?

Q: With which of the following opinion regarding the resudf this election do you agree?

Options %
The masses supported Prime Minister Nakasone’s “connlo$iq 14
post war politics”
The masses did not consider the appropriateness ofltisiont of 67
post-war politics”, but chose to continue the presttiikty
Difficult to say 10
Don’t know/ no answer 9

NHK (August 1986) (N=1,322) in Index toternational Public Opinion, 1986-198p.403.
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Table 4.4 Political issues Nakasone needs to address
a
Q: The following are some of the current political¢isbissues. If elections for the senate and
congress are held, which issues would be a major fectelping you decide whom to vote for?
(Multiple answers)

Options %
Medical costs, pensions 53
Educational reform 31
Budget deficit 17
Recession 39
Division and privatization of Japan’s railway 15
The Prime Minister’s visit to Yasukuni Shrine 13
Reforming the unfair tax system 34
Defense budget’s ceiling (1% of GNP) 23
US/Japan’s conflict 19
No answer 6

Yomiuri ShimburfOctober 1985) (N=2,250) imdex to International Public OpiniQri985-
1986, p.152.

b
Q: What do you want Prime Minister Nakasone to de#i wiost urgently? (Multiple answers)
Options %
Inflation/ recession policies 15
Tax reduction 10

Educational issue

Political attitude

Social welfare

Administrative reform

Non-increase of defense budget

Peace, friendly diplomatic relations

Agricultural policy

Economic policies such as trade

Increase of defense budget

Other

gml—\r\)r\)oooo.bm\l\l

None/ no answer

Yomiuri ShimburfOctober 1985) (N=2,457) imdex to International Public OpiniQri985-
1986, p.153.
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Table 4.5 Unsupported Nakasone’s policy

Q: What do you want Prime Minister Nakasone to reffeom doing? (multiple answers)

Options %

War 21
Increase in defense budget 9
Political attitude 8
Increase in defense capacity 7
Increase in tax 3
Inflation, recession 4
Militarization 2
Other 6
39

None/ no answer

Yomiuri ShimburfOctober 1985) (N=2,457) imdex to International Public OpiniQri985-
1986, p.153.

Table 4.6 Public support for Mori government

Q: Do you support the Mori government?

OPTIONS %
Yes 18
No 64
Other 18
Q: Do you want Mr. Mori to resign?

OPTIONS %
Yes, as soon as possible 54
No, he has not to do so 34

Asahi Shimbuif2001) inSeron chosa nenkdRublic Opinion Survey Yearbook] (2001)
(N=2094) (My Translation)
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Table 4.7 Public support for Koizumi government

Q: Do you support the Koizumi government?

OPTIONS %
Yes 65.9
No 23.9
Other 2.7
No Answer 7.6

Yomiuri Shimbur§2001)in Seron Chosa NenakdRublic Opinion Survey Yearbook] (2001)
(N=1886)

Q: How long do you want Mr. Koizumi keep the power? (%)

OPTIONS %
As long as possible 44.8
A few years 33.0
One year 10.2
Quit as soon as possible 3.5
Other 1.2
No answer 4.8

Yomiuri Shimbur§2001) inSeorn Chosa NenakdRublic Opinion Survey Yearbook] (2001)
(N=1886)

Table 4.8 The reason for Koizumi support

Q: Why do you support the Koizumi government?

OPTIONS %
Because of his personality 21.5
Because of its policy 34.9
Because it is better than any other government 54.2

Yomiuri Shimbun (2003 Seorn Chosa NenakdRublic Opinion Survey Yearbook] (2003)
(N=1862)
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Table 4.9 Yasukuni problem in public

Q: Do you happen to know that those who are honoree atabukuni Shrine include ex-Prime
Minister Tojo Hideki, - Japan’s leader during World War 11?

OPTIONS %
Yes 57
No 41
Other / No answer 2

Asahi ShimbuiOctober 1985) (N=2,457) imdex to International Public Opiniqgri985-1986,
p.315.

Q: How interested are you in the fact that Prime Btan Nakasone and other bureaucrats visited
the Yasukuni shrine (shrine where the spirits of those dia in wars are honored) on August
15, 1985?

OPTIONS %
Very interested 22
Somewhat interested 33
Not very interested 32
Not at all interested 12
No answer 1

Yomiuri ShimburiSeptember 1985) (N=2,257)limdex to International Public Opinigri985-
1986, p.333.

Table 4.10 Yasukuni visits
Q: Regarding the visit (Nakasone to the Yasukuni Shrinegdliernment explained that the

visit was not unconstitutional because the governmiéintads did not follow the formal Shinto
rituals. Therefore, the visit had no religious meani¢hat do you think about this?

OPTIONS %
It was appropriately done 36
The government officials should have follow the fori@alnto 24
rituals
The visit should not have been made because no matter how it 20
was done, it was still unconstitutional
Other 3
No answer 17

Yomiuri ShimburiSeptember 1985) (N=2,257)Ilimdex to International Public Opinigri985-
1986, p.333.
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Table 4.11 The official visit by Nakasone

Q: Prime Minister Nakasone officially visited Yasukuni f8ar(a Shinto shrine in Tokyo where
spirits of those who died in wars are honored) on Aufjtsfi985. Do you know about this?

OPTIONS %
Yes 93
No 7
Other/ no answer -

(If “yes™): Do you think Nakasone’s official visit wasgwod idea, or questionable?

OPTIONS %
Good idea 50
Questionable 23
Other/ no answer 20

Asahi ShimburiOctober 1985) (N=2,457) imdex to International Public Opinigri985-1986,
p.315.

Table 4.12 Koizumi's annual statements

Year Koizumi’'s Statements

2001 | Ilinscribe the many lessons of the war deep in my aed vow anew to make
my utmost efforts toward establishing a permanent worldepaad realizing a
society full of hope in which people are able to liviilfing.

A4

2002 | Firmly maintaining the nation’s antiwar pledge, | willk@aitmost efforts so
that Japan further develops its friendly relations welyhboring countries...

2003 | I will exert all my efforts so that Japan can furthevelop its friendly relation
with countries all over the world, and actively coniitévto establishing lastin
world peace as amber of the international community.

[*2)

QL

2004 | I will not let the lesson learned from the tragedyarf fade with time and
firmly maintain the nation’s antiwar pledge, dedicatetheoconstruction of
Japan as peaceful nation.

2005 | Japan will, with all its countries and, as country éltiaiches utmost
importance to peace, will seek to gain further trust ftbenworld.

2006 | We should never forget that friendly relations betwd&apan and other
countries and regions around the world have provided Japastaitility in
the post-war world.
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Table 4.13 The Transition of votes

Organizations 1980 1999 2001
The War Veteran 990,000 170,000 154,000
The Bereaved Families 920,000 140,000 110,000

SouceKollner (2002), Michini Shimbun (Sep 9, 1999) and Ibaraki Shinm(yon 18, 2001)

75



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1. Argument

This study finds that the institutional change in 1993 ¢ttt of the 1955 Political System) can
be the key to the Junichiro Koizumi’s repeated visits tactmroversial Yasukuni shrine (Table
5.1). However, as discussed in Chapter 2, one of the prilmgorotheses—power balance among
the LDP’s factions—dose not fully address Mori's case.

This study suggested the hypothesis to test whether thgiobdactional power balance
can explain the Koizumi’'s continued visits. This studyided the declining power of the pro-
China factions (Tanaka faction): the relative powerdase of the anti-China faction (Kishi
faction). Yet, at the same time, this cannot addrasgefMinister Yoshiro Mori's (Kishi
faction) behavior. Although he comes from the anti-Céenfaction, he did not visit the shrine
during his office. His casghould also be explained in terms of this. Therevapesixplanations
for his case: his very short term might be the reasbat he did was functionally equivalent
with Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visits. Why did not he visit telrine? No explanation comes out of
this approach. Along this, the hypothesis—declining powenepto-China factions enable
Prime Ministers to visit the shrine—cannot address the'84case. However, as long as
Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visits concern, this explanationl $tdlds its validity.

For the other primary hypothesis, the declining legisdadeats and votes the JSP secured
were examined. The power decline of the JSP was iggehiif this study. It is no longer the

major alternative party to the LDP in the post 1955 jealitsystem. Based on this decline, this
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study recognized that the JSP has lost the legislativemovenable its party to prevent Prime
Ministers from the LDP from visiting Yasukuni.

This study deems the alternative explanations—Individubé¢eand Political Groups—
to be less convincing. Individual beliefs explanations ceaocount for Nakasone’s
discontinuity: it fails to explain why Nakasone stoppesitivig the shrine if it is true that strong
political beliefs enabled him to visit there. This sdwd strong Koizumi's beliefs enable him to
achieve repeated visits. With examination of his statesn&oizumi’s position on the relations
has been clarified: Koizumi actually valued the refaiwith China and South Korea by issuing
his statements. Accordingly, the strong politicaldfslideas tested in this study cannot be seen
as the primary reason for Koizumi’s continuitgupport from political groups to Koizumi has
been proposed also been proposed conventionally to exygansits. When Koizumi ran the
presidency election, he promised annual visits to one of gtbaps wishing Prime Ministers to
visit the shrine. The promise has been understoadmnstof its influence— the number of
votes from the LDP members. However, this study ifieata decline of the political groups.
The War Veteran Association and the Bereaved Fanlligrse lost more than 700,000
memberships during these 20 years. With this significatindethis study does not think this
is the explanation for the continued Yasukuni visits.

Table 5.2summarizes the causal relations in this study. Theptimary hypotheses are
relatively more supported than the conventional explamati&cven though the factional
explanation cannot address the Mori's behavior, tilisssipportive for Koizumi’'s continued
visits. Individual beliefs and political support group ex@ldons hold critical inexplicability for
the Yasukuni visits. Koizumi’'s continued Yasukuni visits barexplained more adequately

with the primary hypotheses of this study.
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5.2. Causal Mechanism

This study identified the changing power of the JSP arn@fead power balance: These can be
the keys to Koizumi’s continued visits to the Yasukuni shrifable 5.3resents the weak
influence by the JSP and the factions in the LDP eptimary explanation for Koizumi’'s

visit. Under the 1955 System, Prime Ministers could nat napeatedly because of the tenser
party politics and the huge influence from the Tanaka factiothe government. However,
since the post-1955 System, those restrictions overritme Rlinisters have been loosening.
That enabled Koizumi to keep visiting the shrine eveneif@hinese and South Korea

governments have rebuked the visits.

5.3. Significance and Limitation of this Study

The object of this study is to understand the controMarsiarentional explanations to
Koizumi’'s Yasukuni visits within an institutional framevkorReviewed in Chapter two, the
‘ideas’ in institutions can be comprehended in a broadeesddeas embedded in institutions
play a critical role on decisions made by politicabastafter the change of institutions.
Focusing on the Yasukuni visits performed by Prime Minidtefsre the Nakasone government
(Table 2.1.), the visits are comprehended as institutiorallyedded ideas. The Yasukuni visits
are embedded in Japanese politics. After the instititicimange, the idea—Yasukuni visits—
still has been in effect in influencing Prime Ministetscisions. In this regard, Koizumi’s
Yasukuni visits can be understood in this framework. Int@chdio this, this study was able to
propose more persuasive explanations to this problerhisinegard, the significance of this
study is a theoretical contribution to existing instituibscholarship as well as empirical

findings on controversial issue.
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This study is not free from limitations. The selectof ideas should be pointed out. The
concept of ideas is very much in danger of bias sinearelsers trace history for finding ‘ideas’
to explain their research object. In the processaging institutionally embedded ideas,
researchers might be biased when they identify the "idleay can select “ideas” that can
explain what they research for. In order to avoid thadbjam, this study tried to keep its
objectivity: the data presented show the number of Yasuksits held by Prime Ministers
under the 1955 system. However, this study still cannda@sxche possibilities that there might

have been other ‘ideas’ that should be examined.

5.4. Implication of this Study

The aim of this study is to re-conceptualize prevailinglaxations of the Yasukuni problem.
Conventionally the Yasukuni problem has been interpretddiddressed in terms of Koizumi’s
own political beliefs and supports from political presggn@ups. These explanations, however,
cannot fully address Koizumi’'s continued visits to thestdauni shrine: Why Koizumi did and
could visit Yasukuni under harsh criticism is left unansder€his study tried to address this
controversial issue with a social science frame work.

Driven from academic interest, this study tries to parhend Koizumi's Yasukuni visits.
The underlying condition of Japanese politics—ideas emiseid#apan’s politics—was so
strong that it cannot be grasped only with the conventiosgtutional frame works. ldeas last
after institutional change. The framework proposed hdide useful for further research on
this Yasukuni problem. This problem is on-going and whetherePMinisters visit the shrine
has been paid great attention. This study expectgdngeivork to hold continuing validity in

addressing the Yasukuni problem into the future.
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Table 5.1 The Institutional change

Did They Stop Visiting After Criticism
Yes No
The 1955 System Yasuhiro Nakasone (10)*
(1955 to 1993) (1982-1986)
The Post-1955 Systeimm  Ryutaro Hashimoto (1) Junichiro Koizumi (6)
(1993 to 2006) (1996-1998) (2001-2006)

*Number of Yasukuni visits during their office
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Table 5.2 Summary of this study

1) 2 3) 4)
Power Balance| Power Balance Individual
among Parties | among Factions Beliefs Political Groups
Primary Primary Alternative Alternative
Hypothesis #1 | Hypothesis #2 | Hypothesis #1 | Hypothesis #2
Hypothesis | * Koizumi could ¢« Koizumi could | ¢ His strong * For the sake of
continuously attempt the political beliefs | a promise he
visit the shrine | continued, with | enabled made and
due to the declining power | Koizumi to visit | support from
declining power| of the pro-China | the shrine political groups,
of the JSP factions annually Koizumi visited
Yasukuni
Research |« If the JSP lose « If the pro-China | « If Koizumi * If the number
Expectation| its legislative factions lose their| valued the of affiliates in
seats and votes| power in the relations with | War Veteran and
to its party, this | relations with China and Bereaved
hypothesis will | anti-China South Korea, | Families
be supported | factions, this will | this explanation| Alliance has
be supported is discredited | been in decline,
this explanation
will be denied
Research |« Power decline] « Relative power | « Beliefs did not| « These groups—
Result Koizumi took | decline of the play a critical | War Veterans
less pressure | pro-China role in and Bereaved

from the JSP

factions: Koizumi
was relatively

free from pressure

from the factions
* Inexplicability
for PM Mori:
why he did not
visit Yasukuni
cannot be
addressed

Yasukuni visits

U

Family
Associations—
have losing
influence to the
LDP
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Table 5.3 The Causal Relationships in a Prime Ministers’ \its in the 1955 System and
Koizumi’s Visits

Prime Ministers under the 1955 Political System

| The JSP
Pressure
A 4
Ideas of the No Further
Yasukuni Visits > Yasukuni Visits > Visits

3

Pressure

| The Pro-China |

Junichiro Koizumi: a Prime Minister in the Post 1955 8yst

- The JSP
Less
Pressure
Ideas of the The Continued
Yasukuni VisitsT———— | Yasukuni Visits T—— | Visits
A
. Less
Pressure

The Pro-China
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Koizumi’s Annual Statements

2001

“On the occasion of the ceremony in the first yeahef2£' century, once againinscribe the
many lessons of the war deeply on my hear and vow anew to make my fitrisgbevard
establishing a permanent world peace and realizing a society full of heg@dah people are
able to live fulfilling**

2002

“This year marks the fiftieth anniversary since the Sam&isco Peace Treaty came into effect
and Japan regained its sovereigntmly maintaining the nation’s antiwar pledge, | will make
utmost efforts so that Japan further develops its friendly relatictmsneighboring countries,
and a member of international community, contributes to establishingstieg peace and
works toward realizing a society in which the lives of the pecgtebe enriched®

2003

“Looking back on the past with humility, as well agriiy maintaining the nation’s antiwar
pledge never to repeat wamyill exert all my efforts so that Japan can further develop its
friendly relations with countries all over the world, and activantribute to establishing
lasting world peace as amber of the international commifiity

2004

“Looking back on the past with humilitywill not let the lesson learned from the tragedy of war
fade with time and firmly maintain the nation’s antiwar pledge, dedicai¢he construction of
Japan as peaceful nationlapan will further develop its friendly relationglwcountries all over
the world, and as a member of the international commuatively contribute to establishing
lasting world peace. | will exert all my efforts $@t Japan will gain further trust from the world
as country that treasure peate”

2005

*4 Koizumi, Junichiro. 2001. “Prime Minister attends the Mealmservice for the war dead”. Emphasis
Added. See Prime Minister of Japan and his cabinet.
<http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumiphoto/2001/08/15shusering=h

% Koizumi, Junichiro. 2002. “Prime Minister attends the Meaimservice for the war dead”. Emphasis
Added. See Prime Minister of Japan and his cabinet
<http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumiphoto/2002/08/15shusering=h

% Koizumi, Junichiro. 2003. “Prime Minister attends the Mealmservice for the war dead”. Emphasis
Added. See Prime Minister of Japan and his cabinet
<http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumiphoto/2003/08/15shusering=h

" Koizumi, Junichiro. 2004. “Prime Minister attends the Mealmservice for the war dead”. Emphasis
Added. See Prime Minister of Japan and his cabinet
<http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumiphoto/2004/08/15shusering=h
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“During the war, Japan caused tremendous damage and suftetivgpdeople of many

countries, particularly to those of Asian natiohgxpress the heartfelt feelings of mourning to
all the victims, both at home and abroad, in the waoday, on this occasion marking thé"60
anniversary of the war’s end, | expressed once again stagment as Prime Minister of Japan,
the feelings of deep remorse for the past war, anddlmséhe path we have made in the sixty
years in the post-war period, my determination to daurtie to world peace and prosperity
without ever again waging a wadapan will, with all its countries and, as country that attaches
utmost importance to peace, will seek to gain further trust frorweinkel” *®

2006

“..we should never forget that friendly relations between Japan and other cewrideegions
around the world have provided Japan with stability in the post-war woititere today, based

on its remorse over the war, Japan vows to upholddtgel not to engage in war and to dedicate
itself to the construction of Japan as a peacefubnatvhile resolving to actively contribute
toward the establishment of lasting world peace asralb@eof the international communits

a country that attaches the utmost importance to peace, Japan will deati ib gain further

trust from the world *°

*8 Koizumi, Junichiro. 2005. “Prime Minister attends the Mealmservice for the war dead”. Emphasis
Added. See Prime Minister of Japan and his cabinet <
http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumiphoto/2005/08/15syuusenngzht

%9 Koizumi, Junichiro. 2006. “Address by Prime Minister Junich{oizumi at the 61st Memorial
Ceremony for the War Dead”. Emphasis Added. See Rviimister of Japan and his cabinet
<http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/koizumispeech/2006/08/15aisatbtmé>.
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Appendix B: List of Prime Ministers’ Yasukuni Visits

# of
Prime Minister visits | Date of visits Political Issues Reactions by Asians
Takeo Miki
(1974.11 — 1976.12) 3 | 1975 (4/ 22)
* Visit as "private" capacity.
* A first visit by PM since the
1975 (8/ 15) end of war on Aug 15.
1976 (10/18)
Takeo Fukuda
(1976.12 — 1978.12) 4 | 1977 (4] 21)
1978 (4/ 21)
Visit with public officers in
public vehicles, but 'private’
1978 (8/ 15) capacity.
Class A criminals were
enshrined and honored on Oct
1978 (10/18) 17, 1978.
His visits did not become
The new that Class A criminals| political issues due to his
Masayoshi Ohira have been enshrined was religious beliefs
(1976.12 -1979.11) 3 1979 (4/ 21) published on Apr 19, 1979. (Christianity).
(2" Term: 1979.11 — 1980.6) 1979 (10/18)
1980 (4/ 21)
His visits were never the
target of protest of China,
Zenko Suzuki due to visit as 'private’
(1980.7 - 1982.11) 9 1980 (8/ 15) citizen.

1980 (10/18)

1980 (11/21)

1981 (4/ 21)

1981 (8/ 15)
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1981 (10/17)

1982 (4 21)

1982 (8/ 15)

1982 (10/18)

Yasuhiro Nakasone
(1982.11 — 1983.12)

10

1983 (4/ 21)

1983 (8/ 15)

(2" Term: 1983.12 - 1986.7)

1983 (10/18)

1984 (1/ 5)

* Visit as "official" capacity.

Chinese governments sta
to protest against
Yasukuni visits by PMs
after this visit as 'official’
capacity on 40th
anniversary of surrender.

1984 (4/ 21)

1984 (8/ 15)

Unconstitutional Judgment by
Fukuoka High Court on Feb 28
1992 and by Osaka High Court
on Jul 30,1992

1984 (10/18)

1984 (1/ 21)

1985 (4 22)

(3 Term: 1986.7 — 1987.11)

1985 (8/ 15)

* A private advisory panel to
Chief Cabinet Secretary Takao
Fujinami reported the visit as
‘official' capacity is not
unconstitutional.

« Official Visit by Nakasone
and his 17 cabinet members.

* On 14 August 1986 (next
year), no 'official visit' will be
made, the Chief Cabinet

Secretary Masaharu Gotoda
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announced.

Noboru Takeshita
(1987.11 — 1989.7)

Sousuke Uno
(1989.7 - 1989.8)

Toshiki Kaifu
(1989.8 — 1991.11)

Kiichi Miyazawa
(1991.11 -1993.8)

Morihiro Hosokawa
(1993.8 — 1994.4)

Tsutomu Hata
(1994.4 - 1994.7)

Tomiichi Murayama
(1994.7 — 1996.1)

Ryutaro Hashimoto
(Jan 1996.1 — 1996.11)
(2" Term: 1996.11 — 1998.7)

1996 (July 29)

* Fist visit in post-1955 System
(11 years since Nakasone's), b
after strong Chinese and South
Korean reaction does not visit
again.

* Unconstitutional Judgment by,
Supreme Court to six time
donations to Yasukuni by publig
funds of Ehime Prefecture on
Apr 2, 1997.

Keizo Obuchi
(1998.7 - Apr 2000.4)

Tsutomu Hata
(1994.4 — 1994.6)

Tomiichi Murayama
(1994.6 — 1996.1)

Ryutaro Hashimoto
(1996.1 -1996.11)

1996 (July 29)

* Fist visit in post-1955 System
(11 years since Nakasone's), b
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(2" Term: 1996.11 - 1998.7)

after strong Chinese and South
Korean reaction does not visit
again.

* Unconstitutional Judgment by,
Supreme Court to six time
donations to Yasukuni by publig
funds of Ehime Prefecture on
Apr 2, 1997.

Keizo Obuchi
(1998.7 — 2000.4)

Yoshiro Mori
(2000.4 — 2001.4)

Kaminokuni Hatsugen
[Comments of “divine country
with an emperor at its core”]: It
“drew widespread criticism for
violating the spirit of the postwa
Constitution guaranteeing a
secure state. Shinto was the
official religion of wartime
Japan, and the emperor was
regarded as a deity” (New York
Time, May 18, 2000).

A

-

Junichiro Koizumi
(2001.4 — 2003.11)

2001 (8/ 13)

* Runs for Presidency election,
pledging he will visit Yasukuni
on Aug 15.

» The Non-binding
Unconstitutional Judgment by
the Fukuoka District Court on

* Chinese President Jiang
Zemin expressed counce
with the Yasukuni-visit
promise made by Koizum
on Jul 10, 2001

» The Chinese Foreign
Minister Tang Jizxuan
expressed his concern at
international conference i
Hanoi on Jul 24, 2001.

» The Korean Ministry of

Apr 7, 2004.

J
rn

=]

Foreign Affairs and Trade
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officially expresses 'regre
to Koizumi's visits on Aug
24, 2001.

tl

2002 (4/ 21)

On Dec 24, 2002, Private
advisory panel to Chief Cabinet
Secretary Yasuo Fukuda subm
report advocating need for the
establishment of state-run,
secular permanent facility to

pray for the war dead and peacde

2003 (1/ 14)

To visits of 2001, 2002, and
2003, Unconstitutional Judgme
without binding force by the
Osaka District Court on Sep 30
2005.

Chinese students’
demonstration against

Japan in Beijing and

nShanghai resulted in
damage to Japanese

, embassy property in Apr
2003.

(2" Term: 2003.11 — 2005.9)

2004 (1/ 1)

(3 Term: 2005.9 — 2006.9)

2005 (10/17)

Chairman of the Liberal
Democratic party's Diet Affairs
Committee Nakagawa, express
his idea that Class As are
honored separately.

€S

2006 (8/ 15)

* On Apr 15, 2006, Chief
Cabinet Secretary Shinzo Abe
(PM later) reportedly visits
Yasukuni.

 With this visit, Koizumi finally
keeps his promise that he will

*» Chinese Foreign
Minister Li Zhaoxing told
ambassador Yuiji
Miyamoto: "The Chinese
Government expresses
strong protest towards thi
measure, which hurts the

make the visit on Aug 15.

feelings of people in
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countries that were victim
of Japanese militarists'
war of invasion and
wrecks the political basis
for Sino-Japanese
relations™

» South Korea's Foreign
Minister Ban Ki-moon
says that all Koreans wer
"frustrated and angry" wit
Japan.

> @D
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