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JAPAN’S NATIONAL IDENTITY, TERRITORIAL DISPUTES AND
SUB-STATE ACTORS: NORTHERN TERRITORIES/SOUTH KURILE S
AND TAKESHIMA/DOKDO COMPARED *

Alexander Bukh?
Victoria University of Wellington

Abstract:
This paper joins the constructivist debate on Japaational identity and foreign policy. Mainstre@aonstructivists that look at norms as
main components of national identity have focusedapan's anti-militarist or pacifist identity. Whpaying attention to the process of the
emergence and institutionalisation of the antitanilst norms their works have implied the existenfeertain coherence between the
intentions of the various actors that participatethis process and the final institutionalisedmo©n the other hand, critical constructivists
that construe identity of the national "self" asistoucted in opposition to the difference of muéifothers" have focused on broad identity
discourses and have paid little attention to the 06 concrete issues and events in the contintepreduction of these discourses as well as
the processes through which these identity disesuesnerge. This talk is guided by the critical tamsivist ontology. It will focus
however on the processes that led to the emergéne® territorial disputes, Northern TerritoriesdaTakeshima, as main building blocs in
the discursive construction of Japan's postwartityevis-a-vis Russia and South Korea respectivitlgxamines the role of sub-state actors
such as municipalities and civil society groupdhiase processes. | will argue that while both effthal constructs are quite similar, the
processes that led to their emergence have somémportant differences. Furthermore, by analystmginterests of these actors the paper
argues that their interests had little in commothwie final identity constructs. This argument stiens the ideational coherence of the
process of national identity construction impliadnainstream constructivist works.

Keywords: Japan, Takeshima, Northern Territories, ConstristtiyNon-State Actors.

Resumen:
Este articulo se une al debate del constructiviemaorno a la identidad nacional de Japén y a slitjga exterior. El constructivismo de
corte convencional que examina el marco normatimoaa el principal componente de la identidad naciaeaha centrado en su identidad
pacifista y en su explicito antimilitarismo. Al mis tiempo que se prestaba atencién al proceso @egemcia e institucionalizacion de las
normas antimilitaristas, sus obras han dado portaéa la existencia de una cierta coherencia enaihtenciones de los varios actores
que formaban parte del proceso de institucionalizacPor otra parte, constructivistas de la escueliica que observan la construccion
de la identidad nacional como un proceso en el&ugo" se contrapone a una serie multiple de "strse han centrado de forma amplia
en discursos identitarios y no han prestado atemeibpapel de asuntos y sucesos concretos en tadepcion de esos mismos discursos y
en los procesos a través de los cudles tal discigiesatitario emerge. En esta discusion, nos guiapor la ontologia del constructivismo
critico. Sin embargo, nos fijaremos igualmente angrocesos por los que emergieron dos disputasaieales, la de los Territorios del
Norte y las islas Takeshima, como bloques discogsan la construccién de la identidad del Japorpdsguerra frente a Rusia y a Corea
del Sur respectivamente. El articulo examina elgbale actores sub-estatales tales como las admasishes municipales y agrupaciones
civiles en tales procesos. Argumentaré que si lmerconstructos finales de ambos procesos acaterdsisimilares, los procesos que
llevaron a su emergencia contienen importantesefil@as. Ademas, analizando los intereses de estmges, este articulo explica como
sus intereses tenian poco que ver con el constfingbgue acabd emergiendo. El argumento principall articulo por tanto pone en duda
la coherencia del proceso de identidad nacional sgieresupone en las obras del constructivismoeararional.

Palabras claveJapon, Takeshima, Territorios del Norte, constristno, actores no estatales.
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1. Introduction

This paper joins the debate on the constructiodaplan’s national identity. The theoretical
premises that guide paper are located within thiécal” branch of IR constructivism. Unlike
the liberal branch of constructivist theory thatudees on social structures constituted by
norms and ideas, critical constructivism emphasthesrole of difference attributed to the
“other” and meanings associated with this diffeesras a key element in the construction of
the (national) “self® Following these ontological premises, most of émepirical works
associated with the critical constructivist schfimus on broad identity discourses in which
the national “self” is hierarchically juxtaposedthwiits significant “others” through broad
historical narratives, depictions of cultural dttries of the “other” and normative analyses of
the “other’s” political structures and institutions

Arguably however, these broad discourses rely oy specific events and issues for
legitimization of the various meanings embeddetheam and even more importantly when
competing with other discourses for dominance. Tiews would dispute the argument that
Stalin’s purges or China’s Communist Party’s inegroensorship have played an important
role in the construction of US identity vis-a-vieet Soviet Union and today’s China
respectively. Focusing on the broad discourses,elierwy quite often critical constructivist
scholarship tends to ignore the processes throulgithwcertain issues and events are
incorporated into various identity discourses. amse cases, like the examples above, the
answers may be quite obvious and not requirinché&urtacademic scrutiny. In other cases
however, including the territorial disputes dis@aasbelow, the actual process of
incorporation of a specific event or issue intaaval identity discourse is more complex than
it may seem. This paper seeks to address thisigndsy analyzing the role of the various
sub-state actors in bringing the territorial digsuto the fore of national identity discourses,
their interests and interactions with other actors.

The centrality of territorial disputes in nationdentity constructs seems to be rather
obvious. Territory is one of the main attributes aofnation and thus any instance of its
contestation can be expected to play an importamtoi central role in the discursive
construction of the national “self”. Furthermoree tprocess of the "self" identity construction
involves complex instances of ideational differatiin between the self and the outside. On
the other hand, borders, as sharply drawn terittiries, by definition, create a geographical
distinction between the "self" and the outside.s@ish, it can be argued, issues that relate to
the geographical delimitation of the national “Selfe potent tools in the process of ideational
construction of borders that distinguish the “s&éfm its “others”.

This paper focuses on two territorial disputes thablve postwar Japan: the Northern
Territories/ South Kuriles dispute with USSR/Russna the Takeshima/Dokdodispute with
South Korea. As this article focuses solely on daparely for the sake of convenience the
Japanese names for the disputed territories (Northerritories and Takeshima) will be used
throughout the main body of the paper. The histébrizmackground of the disputes and the
historical arguments forwarded by Japan and theroparties to support their respective
claims have been thoroughly discussed and analgyeodther scholars. Some of them are
mentioned in other articles in this issue. Thusléak of space | will refrain from repeating

® Rumelili, Bahar (2004): “Constructing identity amelating to difference: understanding the EU's enod
differentiation”, Review of International Studiegol. 30, no. 1 (2004), pp. 27-47.
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these facts and argumefiEr the purposes of this paper it suffices to rioé in both cases,
the roots of the disputes can be traced to theigwbf early Cold War that drastically altered
the US perceptions of its national interests arnatioms with its main WWII ally. Namely,
increasingly complicated relations with the Souktion, the Korean War and other Cold
War events, resulted in the various bodies of tiseddvernment (the main architect of the
peace process with the defeated Japan) issuingrderuof contradictory statements and
decrees with the final draft of the Peace Treaty Wapan being rather brief and ambiguous.
This ambiguity combined with multiplicity of documis and statements that preceded the
signing of the Treaty enabled the parties to tlspulies to produce interpretations supportive
of their respective claims to the islands in questi

The paper will proceed as follows. In its first piurwill examine the various sub-state
actors that participated in the Northern Territorend Takeshima related activism, their
interests and actions. In particular, it will focus the role of local governments
(chihgjichitai) and grassroots groups. The second part of therpefp examine the processes
of incorporation of the territorial issues into ioaal identity discourses, the domestic
political changes that enabled this incorporatiow @ghe roles “Northern Territories” and
“Takeshima” came to play in Japan’s identity comstion vis-a-vis Russia and South Korea
respectively. In a nutshell, this paper argues #fiadf the actors have pursued their rational
(maximization of material utilities) goals in thegrritorial disputes related activism. These
goals, | argue had little to do with the “otherts idifferences or the national “self’
construction but can be traced to other, more pedignmterests of the actors.

2. Grassroots Groups
2.1. Northern Territories

The grassroots movement for the return of the $@aeupied territory sprung on Hokkaido

almost immediately after the completion of the bwccupation in September 1945. The
numerous groups consisted of former residents efdbcupied territories or residents of
Hokkaido proper with vested interests in the teri@s.Reflecting the background of their
members, some of the groups demanded the retwlh afthe Kuriles, others focused on the
four islands known today as the ‘Northern Terrigsij some only on Habomai and Shikotan,
and some hoped for the return of southern Sakhairwell® Besides the variety in the

geographical scope of the territory, the variousugs varied in terms of their interests related
to the territory in question. Some were interestethe islands per se due to property rights.
Other groups that included not only former residemtit also fishermen from villages on
Hokkaido or Northern Honshu had more interest m fishing areas located in the waters

* For the Northern Territories/South Kuriles dispaée for example: Stephan, John (197%)e Kuril Islands:
Russo-Japanese Frontier in the Pacifixford, Oxford University Press; For the Takeshibakdo dispute, see
for example: Koo, Min Gyo (2009)slands Disputes and Maritime Regime Building iasEAsia,London,
Springer, pp.63-102.

® Hara, Kimie (2006)Cold War Frontiers in the Asia Pacific: Divided Tieories in the San-Francisco System
London, Routledge.

®Kuroiwa, Yukiko: "Dvijenie za vozvrashenie Severnghritoriii Nemuro (The movement for the returntbe
Northern Territories and Nemuro)‘iberal Arts (Iwate Prefectural University), no.3 (2009), pRQ.-
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adjacent to the islandsThe analysis below will focus mainly on the movamnformed the
city of Nemuro which is considered to be the spaitorigin of the irredentist cause.

The first appeal to reverse the Soviet occupatpeared almost immediately after its
completion in the town of Nemuro. Prior to the Swccupation, Nemuro was the center of
the economic zone that encompassed the islandthar@hstern part of Hokkaido. It was also
the place where most of the former residents ofdisputed islands have settled after the
Soviet occupation. The movement was led by #sldisuke, the mayor of Nemuro. Ahdnd
his followers formed an organization called the @ussion to Petition for Returning Islands
Attached to HokkaidoHokkaidy fuzokusshofukkikonseiiinkaihereafter the Commission).
Most of initial members of the movement belongeatiezi to the local administrative elite or
held senior positions in the local fishing indus#y of them had clear personal stakes in the
islands.An@ for example, owned a farm on Shikotan and waslw@gbin running a crab
cannery on Etorofu prior to the Soviet occupafiobater, however, probably as the result of
the Soviet expulsions of the remaining resideramfthe islands, the movement expanded to
include other members of the community.

Similarly to the grassroots organizations today @ommission activities involved
submission of petitions to the occupation authesitand the Japanese government and
organization of rallies. Like other civil societyganizations that emerged in Japan in the
aftermath of the defeat, they campaigned againstpiblicy pursued by the authorities,
demanding its amendment. Thus it is not surprisingt some of the activists were
occasionally detained and questioned by the ocirpauthoritieSAs the main purpose of
the irredentist activism was to improve the livellds of its members, the rationale
behindtheir demands was dominantly economic. Byoagkaking, the ultimate purpose of
the activism was reinstatement of the pre-1945l@anomic zone that included eastern
Hokkaido and the southern part of the Kurile chadinis local economic zone having Nemuro
as its center was interrupted by the Soviet occopaand the imposition of the so-called
‘MacArthur line’ that severely restricted the aregsere Japanese fishermen could engage in
fishing activities. Thus the early petitions suliedt to the Occupation Authorities
emphasized the economic importance of the watgexat to the Soviet occupied islands
and urged the authorities to place them under ®@®ttupatiort’

Similarly to the later discourse on the Northernriteries, the petitions did champion
the return of four islands and appealed to histbriacts and international justice. The
petitions also argued for a deep natiomainzokuteRi connection of the islands to the city of
Nemuro. In their attempt to attract attention tip®sitioned the territorial issue within the
broader question of postwar national revit/alhese arguments, however, were perceived as
means in mobilizing governmental and public suppartthe irredentist cause and providing
it with broad legitimacy rather than ends in thelwsg As the main parts of the petitions as
well as the internal debates of the Commission shibe return of the islands was seen as a

Kajiura, Atsushi: "Rigai &5 ni yoru hoppryoudo henkan uridno bunseki" (Analysis of the irredentist
movement for the return of Northern Territoriesnfrthe perspective of interests structuk)kusai kankeiron
kenkyuno. 7 (1989), pp. 97-127.
® Kushiro (1988):Ands Ishisuke to hopfrysdo (Ands Ishisuke and the Northern Territories), Kushiraiskiro
Shimbunsha.
? |bid.
12 Nemuro City (1997)Shima o kaes@Return the four islands!), Nemuro, Nemuro CityficH.

Ibid.
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matter of economic life or death for the city of M&o and hence carried a local and
pragmatic agends.

To summarize the above, the irredentist movemerntiemuro was propelled by the
severe aggravation of the local economy that reduftom the Soviet occupation of a
significant part of the economic zone of easterkkaglo. The perceived value of the islands
was dominantly economic and appeals to history r@ferences to the nation in the early
irredentist discourse were made based on stratadgalations in an attempt to draw a broad
public and official support to their cause. Otheoups formed by the former residents and
local fishermen also pursued a pragmatic agendaréfiacted their economic interests and
the feasibility of their demands based on theierptetation of broader political issues that
shaped Japan-USSR relations. In 1953, anotherfismmi grassroots group was formed in
Nemuro. The group was called ‘Nemuro Area Peacesdpvation Economic Revival
Alliance’ (Nemurochildheiwaijikeizaifukkdomei) and its members were mainly local
fishermen and common residents. Headed by TOGAS&hdMu who later became one of
the local leaders of the left leaning civil movermprotesting US war in Vietnam and Japan’s
complicity in it®, this Economic Revival Alliance championed theiretof only two islands,
perceived as the most pragmatic solution to th@tdeel dispute and subsequent alleviation
of local fishermen livelihood¥'

2.2. Takeshima

The first organized citizen’s group devoted to Tlakeshima issue emerged only in 2004 and
will be discussed in the final section of this @di However civil activism did exist on
Shimane Prefecture’s Oki Island, the administratieater of Takeshima, starting from early
1950s. Before proceeding further with analyzingadhases of this activism, it is important to
briefly outline the international situation in tearly 1950s in relation to Takeshima.

Takeshima islets or rocks were officially incorpechinto Japan’s Shimane Prefecture
in 1905. The rocks cannot sustain human habitadimh thus did not have any permanent
residents but administratively they were part of&ackllage located on Oki Island. After
Japan’s defeat, the above-mentioned MacArthur imgosed by the Occupation authorities
precluded Japanese vessels from engaging in fishrtyities in waters adjacent to
Takeshima. In July 1952 due to its location andt laicpermanent residents, Takeshima was
designated by the US-Japan Joint Commission ingehaf implementing the security
arrangements as a special area used as bombirg paagtice area for US aircrafts engaged
in the Korean War. Thus, while certain individuslhermen conducted trips to Takeshima,
officially Japanese fishing and other vessels vpeohibited from approaching the islets until
March 1953. Six months prior to imposition of théstriction however, in January 1952, in
the midst of Korean War and three months beforeRbace Treaty with Japan came into
force, South Korea’'s Syngman Rhee government issuéBresidential Proclamation of
Sovereignty over the Adjacent Seas” under whicheldadleclared national sovereignty over
the seas within the designated line, known as gda®Line or Rhee Line. The purpose of the
line was to replace the Mac Arthur Line and estfibKorean sovereignty over what the Rhee

" Ibid.

¥ Honda, Ryo'ichi (2006): “Nichiro kankei to anzewgyo (Japan-Russia relations and safe fishing)” in
Iwashita, Akihiro and Honda, Ryo'ichi (edsNichiro kankei no atarashi iapurochi wo motoméie search for

a new approach to Japan-Russia relations), Hokkdidwersity, Slavic Research Center,*2Tentury COE
Occasional Papers no.25, pp.67-72, at http://13B/A0227/coe21/publish/nol5/contents.html.

“Matsu’ura Yoshinobu testimony in front of Fishexi€Committee",House of Councilor§April 1% 1954),
National Diet Library database.
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government saw as Korean territorial waters. Thisven by the Korean government
significantly increased the tensions in Japan’'siti@hs with its neighbor, led to heated
diplomatic exchanges, seizures of Japanese fislgagels and clashes between the Japanese
and Korean fishermen.

However, already in summer 1951, well before theacBe Line Declaration,
representatives of Oki fishing unions submitted petitions, one to the Prefectural Assembly
and another to the central government. Both ofpitions argued that resulting from the
massive repatriation of soldiers and civilians apah’s mainland from former colonies that
followed Japan’s defeat, Oki has experienced a esuddcrease in overall population and
inthe number of fishermen. This, the petitions argued, brought the urgentrteedevelop
new fishing areas in order to be able to sustanettonomy of the island that was completely
dependent on maritime products. The petitions afghat the MacArthur Line restrictions
aggravated the economic situation on the islandaashed for the removal of restrictions on
fishing activities in waters surroundingTakeshitfiehe conclusion of the San Francisco
Treaty in September of the same year and the subse@bolition of the MacArthur Line
were met with high expectations by the local resisieand manifested in a number of festive
activities celebrating the expected resumptionfishfng on Takeshima®’

Thus at a first glance it may seem that the plajl@ki’'s fishermen was identical to that
of the Nemuro area activists who sought to reeistalthe local economic zone interrupted by
Japan’s defeat and the subsequent occupation. Taeablels between the two movements
can indeed be drawn, however with an important aa\wamely, in the case of Takeshima,
Oki fishermen’s view of the islets as their rightfishing zone was made possible by the
occupation and the subsequent reforms. In othedsyon a somewhat paradoxical fashion,
the activism was spurred by the defeat and ataheedime lobbied against its consequences.
This paradox can be better understood if we briegmine the economic activities on and
around Takeshima during the pre-1945 years. Inyez(ﬂh century Takeshima was an
important ground for seal hunting and to a lesseerg for abalone gathering. These two
activities were monopolized by the Takeshima Fighand Hunting Company established in
1905 and the successors of its three original osvner 1908 the extent of Company’s
monopoly was extended to include fishing rightadfacent waters. The Company employed
Oki locals for seal hunting and Korean female divErr abalone gathering. In late 1920s,
these exclusive rights were leased to a Japandseaialoentrepreneur based on Korean
Ulleung Island who continued to monopolize the abalgathering and fishing activities on
and around Takeshima till Japan’s defeat and hisréo Japan propéfln 1953, in line with
the broad reforms initiated by the Occupation arties, Shimane Prefecture abolished this
monopoly and granted the rights to “fishing” (adtyaabalone, sea urchin and seaweed
gathering and octopus catching) on Takeshima toF@kiing Union. Thus the celebrations of

!> The appeal to a sudden rise in population wasanotere rhetorical tool as statistical data fromn@trie
Prefecture shows that in 1947 the population of Wés$ 42,400- 33% more than the 31,794 resident940.
Shimane Prefecture (2011): "Shimane kekeisho (Statistical data of Shimane Prefecture)atdde, Shimane
Prefectural Statistics Association.

16 Oki Fishing Union (1951)Takeshimagyoku nasgysseigen no kaijofnitsukuching (A petition to lift the
operation restrictions in the Takeshima fishingedon

Y"Sugihara, Takashi (2011): “San Francisco heigyaliu teiketsu kinen Oki Gokamura no shokuju nitesui
(Tree planning activities in Oki’'s Goka village ebtating the conclusion of San Francisco Peacetyljfe&Veb
Takeshimaat http://www.pref.shimane.lg.jp/soumu/web-takesditakeshima04/takeshima04-1/.

¥Hayamizu, Takashi (1954)akeshima gyogyno henser{Transitions in Takeshima fishing), Tokyo, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, Asia Bureau, Second Section.
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the Peace Treaty on Oki and the petitions werersguby the memory of the colonial
economic subzone that included Oki, Takeshima alhelibly Island and where members of
Shimane elite controlled the economic activities.tihe same time however, Oki fishermen
activism was triggered also by the reforms initlatey the Occupation Authorities that
enabled Oki fishermen to perceive Takeshima as tiodiective fishing grounds.

Oki fishing unions and the municipal authoritiesitoued their petitioning activities in
the 1950s and 1960s. Overall the arguments anpdifeeptions of the territorial dispute were
similar to those espoused by the prefectural aittesr

3. Regional Governments
3.1. Hokkaido Prefecture and the Northern Territories

From 1950 onwards the Hokkaido prefectural govemtméender the leadership of the
Socialist Governor Tanaka Toshifumi fully embractdte irredentist cause. Hokkaido

Prefectural government under the leadership of Hanplayed an important role in

establishing another major non-governmental orgdioiz called the Alliance for Petitioning

the Return of the Chishima and the Habomai isld@Gtéshima oyobi Habomai henkan konsei
dome) (hereafter the Alliance). In an attempt to esshbit as representing Hokkaido as a
whole, the board of directors included the maydralbof the main cities and towns in the
prefecture. Its funding was coming mainly from theefectural government. The active
involvement of prefectural government in the irneiikd cause and the formation of the
Alliance which was dependent on the prefectureffmding signified the beginning of a

process of a gradual appropriation of the irred¢rtause and its institutionalization on the
prefectural level.

The main explicit reason that drove Tanaka’s adstiaiion to engage in the territorial
issue was the fear that despite the heavy investofeesources into the development of the
Kurilessince the 19 century, the central government may give up theiesooccupied
territories during the peace settlem&hfTanaka’s prior carrier as a public servant at the
Department of Forest Management of the Hokkaiddetere as well as his vision for an
overall development of Hokkaido also probably pthya important role in arousing his
interest in the islands that included the timbeh iKunashiri. At the same time however, it is
important to remember that in 1950, the year ptafat government embarked on its active
participation in the irredentist movement, Tanakadsinistration engaged in a fierce conflict
with the central government over the establishnoérthe Hokkaido Development Agency
within the Cabinet Office. The rationale behind ttreation of this administrative body,
whose responsibilities overlap with those of thefg@etural administration, was generally
understood as a conservative attempt to wrestledgheol over Hokkaido from the influence
of the Socialists and fiercely contested by Tarfdkahus, the irredentist cause provided
another platform for Tanaka to criticize the celhgavernment and to enhance his own
legitimacy in the eyes of Hokkaido residents. Imeliwith the general focus on economic
development espoused by Tanaka, his rationaleh@mpioning the return of the islands was
similar to that of the grassroots organizationsnily, the islands were argued to be the main

*Tanaka, Toshifumi (1950Chishima henkan konsei ni kan suru shoi@pinion regarding the appeal for the
return of Chishima), Hokkaido Prefectural Librargkkaido Prefectural Government..

Hanno, Akihito (2003)Hokkaido kaihatsukyoku to wananik&/hat was the Hokkaido Regional Development
Bureau), Sapporo, Juyrosha.
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source of protein for Japan and constituting aregretl part of Hokkaido economic zofle.
Contrastingly to the grassroots organizations tpatsued an improvement of their
livelihoods, the struggle with the central govermmnglayed an important role in shaping
prefectural and its affiliate, the Alliance for Rening the Return of the Chishima and the
Habomai islands agenda. Thus, in opposition to PdghYda’s government which, however
reluctantly, renounced Japan’s rights to the Karilg San-Francisco Peace Conference,
Tanaka and the Alliance followed the position gbal@s Socialist Party and advocated the
return of all of the Kurile chain as well as thaketan and the Habomais.

Thus, in early 1950s the Hokkaido prefectural gowent went against the
conservative government’s policy and advocatedrétiern of all of the Kuriles, Habomais
and the Shikotan. Tanaka admitted the renounceaiel#pan’s rights to all of the Kuriles in
the Peace Treaty and at the same time arguedhisaadtion did not reflect the wish of the
people of Japaff By following this line of argument the Alliance @&nTanaka’'s
administration engaged in implicit critique of Yas&'s government for its lack of adherence
to the democratic principles. Just like the conagve government brought the struggle with
the left to Hokkaido by establishing the Developimégency, Tanaka and his affiliates
utilized the territorial dispute in their attempd bring their struggle with the central
government to Tokyo. Thus for example, a mass splynsored by the Hokkaido Governor,
Hokkaido Assembly and the Alliance was held in Tokgn 19" of July, 1953. The
declaration issued by the rally contested the semesof the Kuriles in San-Francisco.
Appealing to the ‘instinctive desire’ shared by lllmans to protect a territory which was
developed by shedding ‘sweat and blood’, it cali@dthe correction of this injustice and
demanded the return of all of the Kurlies as wslte Habomais and ShikotahBearing in
mind the importance of the broader rivalry with ttenservatives dominated center, it can be
argued that despite the nationalistic rhetoric, giabolic value of the islands for Tanaka’s
Hokkaido administration was mainly in their delagizing effect on Yoshida led central
government.

During the 1955-56 peace treaty negotiations betwdpan and the Soviet Union,
many on Hokkaido believed that they will resultarreturn of at least parts of the occupied
territories. In February 1956, taking advantagehi§ widely spread belief the prefectural
administration established a new department nameddélarters for Countermeasures
Related to Reversion of Territory and Fisherieshimitits General Affairs Division. The
official purpose of this department was to colldeta and to plan the reconstruction and
development of the territories that will be retudney the Soviets but also to engage in
“nurturing” and “guiding” related grassroots orgeations®* Thus this further
institutionalization of the territorial cause oretprefectural level can be seen as an attempt to
capitalize on the possible return of the two iskaadd to consolidate the local public opinion
under the banner of “return of all of the KurilesS'hree years later, however, Socialist
candidate lost the gubernatorial elections andrméo LDP Diet member MachimuraKingo,
became the new Governor of Hokkaido. This mearit ftloan now onwards, the prefectural
policy on the territories will be in line with thaf the state and that the various institutions
established under Tanaka will now serve the paiaye central government.

I Tanakaop. cit.

22 Kuwabara, Teruji (1965)The History of the Movements for the Return ofNbethern Territories Sapporo,
The Association for the Return of the Northern iteries.

8 (1953): Chishima oyobi Habomai shibthenkan konsei kokumintaikaHokkaido, Hokkaido Prefectural
Library.

4 “History of the Northern Territories”, Hokkaido é&ecture Website, at
http://www.pref.hokkaido.lg.jp/sm/hrt/hp/histo.htm.
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This policy of creating a national mission out airthern Territories related irredentism
pursued by the LDP led government can be seenlgsdtional within the domestic political
context of the 1970s and 1980s. The end of the @Wdand the changes in domestic politics
that took place in the 1990s, however, strippesl plalicy of its initial rationality. The idea of
the “Northern Territories” however took a life déiown and proved to be invisible against
attempts to question its rationality in the contextradically different international and
domestic environments.

3.2. Shimane Prefecture and Takeshima

Shimane Prefecture’s Takeshima related activismiestan early 1950s and was spurred by
petitions that emerged from Oki. On the™6f March, 1953 a week prior to lifting of the
“special area” measures that restricted Japanesssado Takeshima Shimane Prefectural
Assembly adopted a resolution on the issue. Theimwusly adopted resolution argued that
the islets are an integral part of Oki Island’s @olllage administrative area and are in need
of further development under the forthcoming Renist@nds Development Law. It called the
central government to recognize the importanceadeshima as a fishing area and to take all
possible measures to protectit.

There is little doubt that the prefectural authestsincerely believed that Takeshima
belongs to Japan and the ownership of the rockslitiedto do with Japan’s colonial rule
over Korea. Furthermore, Korean seizures of Japafisking vessels and detainments of
fishermen prompted the prefectural authoritiesrigage the issue and appeal to the state to
take measures. At the same time, to a certain e#tenimportance attached to the rocks by
the prefectural authorities is directly relatedJapan’s colonial legacy. Namely, as the result
of the defeat and the loss of colonies Japanekerfrgen lost access to fishing grounds in
waters adjacent to the Korean Peninsula. Along tighalready mentioned sudden increase
in population, and natural calamities in precedjegrs® this was one of the factors behind
Shimane Prefecture’s sense of urgency to estaittisights to Takeshima and develop new
fishing grounds in adjacent watéfsThus, regardless of the question of legality qfaies
claims to the rocks, the initial attention paidthbe issue by the prefecture stemmed directly
from Japan’s colonial history.

From early 1950s onwards, Shimane Prefecture agmusly lobbied the government to
establish territorial rights over Takeshima ancet@able safe fishing conditions. During the
final round of normalization negotiations betweapah and Korea in early 1960s, Shimane
Prefectural authorities vehemently opposed the idkegoint ownership over Takeshima
floated by one of LDP heavyweigHtSin the same year local activists proposed to éskab
an Alliance for Securing the Territorial Rights Takeshima tekeshima rgdo ken kakuho
kisei dme). The purpose of the organization which accordimghe proposal was to be
headed by the governor of Shimane Prefecture ara$evbxecutive body would have been
comprised of high level prefectural politicians amehd of the prefectural fishing union was
to act as an advocacy agent aimed at mobilizingleats of Shimane but also the broad

%5 Shimane Prefectural Assembly (195&ecords of 147th Shimane Prefectural Assembly Npefilatsue,
Shimane Prefectural Assembly, pp.81-82

*Tamura, Kyosaburo (1955)akeshimamondai no kerk$tudy of Takeshima Problem), Matsue, Shimane
Prefecture, General Affairs Division, p.65.

%" Shimane Prefecture (1965): Takeshima no@&Butline of Takeshima), Matsue, Shimane Prefecture

2 “Takeshima, nikkanky yaan mo aru” (Takeshima: there is also a proposaljdorg ownership)Asahi
Shimbun 10 January 1963, Tokyo, morning edition, p.1.
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public in Japan and exercise direct and indireesguire on the government “not to abandon”
territorial rights to Takeshima in the process efatiating with Kore&?

After the conclusion of the Japan-Korea Treaty @siB Relations which normalized
the relations between the two countries and sheltred territorial dispute, Shimane
prefectural authorities continued their petitioniagtivities. In 1977 after over a decade of
relative calm, the tensions around the territatiapute have heightened again. Following the
US and Soviet declarations of 200 miles exclusisikeiry zones Japan and Korea declared 12
miles territorial waters and 200 miles exclusiv&éry zones. In this context the question of
territorial rights to Takeshima surfaced againhe tlomestic debates in both counties and
resulted in a number of heated exchanges.

During this period, Shimane Prefecture made a nunabeattempts to revive the
Takeshima issue and apply pressure on the govetriméming it back to negotiations table
with Korea. In February 1977, the Prefectural Adsignpassed a resolution calling for
“maintenance of territorial integrity and secursgfe fishing.” Two years later, in April 1979,
after over a quarter of a century of petitioning tbentral government to resolve the
Takeshima issue, Shimane Prefecture establishedgamization called Shimane Prefectural
Council for Facilitating the Solution of TakeshirRaoblem. It purpose was to coordinate
Takeshima related activities of the various bodhweslved such as the prefecture, municipal
authorities and fishing unions, and to engage titipeing and enlightenment activities. This
was the starting point for enlightenment activitiesnducted by the prefecture. These
activities that included publication of pamphlet&l aonstruction of road signs that called for
the return of Takeshima, were directed at the ptefal residents with the purpose of raising
residents’ awareness and deepening their undeistpafithe Takeshima probleffi.

What accounts for this escalation in prefecturalegpment’s activities and how can
their nature (enlightenment of Shimane’s resideb&skxplained? One could argue that the
damage suffered by Shimane’s fishermen as a reSKlbrean policy of excluding them from
the radius of 12 miles zone around Takeshima emthtite sense of urgency among the
prefectural authorities. In June 1978, the prefectoublished a report that estimated the
losses from the exclusion of Japanese fishermem fn@ters around Takeshima at three
hundred and twenty million yet.

Statistical data however shows that during the [E&0s the actual catch did not
decrease and for some kinds of fish and squidtitadly increased in 1979 and 1980t
could be argued that regardless of the actual dartm&himane’s fishing industry, simply a
perception of damage drove the prefectural govemimewards intensification of its
Takeshima related activities. To a certain extdrd,perception of damage probably did play
a certain role. This however does not explain theune of the activities initiated by the
prefectural authorities. In other words, one coeMgect enhanced demands from the central

29 Shimane Prefectural Assembly (1965): Takeshimarygdoken kakuho ni kan suru kenmin@nduishin
yokdan (An Outline of Proposal to Promote Prefecturiiz€n's Movement for Securing Territorial Rights t
Takeshima), Matsue, Shimane Prefectural Assembly.

%0 Shimane Prefecture (1983%ensei no ayumishowa 54-%Rrefectural Politics 1979-1982), Matsue, Shimane
Prefecture, General Affairs Division.

%! Cited in Fukuhara, Yuji: “Gyogymondai to rgdomondai no &saku (The interplay of fishing and territorial
disputes)" Shimane Journal of Northeast Asian Reseanch 23 (2012), pp. 65-78.

%Chugoku Regional Agricultural Administration Offiq@984): Shimane ken gyogyno ugoki(Changes in
Shimane Prefecture's fishing industry), Matsue j@gdtural Administration Office.
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government but what is the rationale for enlightgnihe citizens of the prefecture about the
Takeshima issue? A different light can be shedhos issue if we examine the nature of
Shimane Prefectural authorities’ relations with ¢leatral government in late 1970s.

In 1972, Tanaka Kakuei published his famous “Reringeof Japan’s Archipelago”
plan which became the backbone of governmentatyainder his leadership and envisioned
industrialization and economic alleviation of urndkreloped areas of Japan through
improved infrastructure and connectivity. Shimareswne of these areas but the benefits it
gained from the new plan were rather modest. Famgte, the plan for Sanin Shinkansen
line that was supposed to connect Shimane’s Maedeother prefectures in the San’in area
with Osaka

The plan however was put on hold and did not meltee until the present day. Thus in
can argued that the territorial dispute was seeamamportant channel to express prefectural
discontent with the overall disparity in the exéeontof the “remodeling” plan and continuous
economic disparity between Shimane and other regiand simultaneously to draw central
government’s attention to the economic plight & grefecture. Furthermore, it is important
to remember that from 1975 till 1987, the goverabShimane Prefecture was Tsunematsu
Seiji, a former economist and one of the most fiodcadvocates of domestic decentralization,
arguing that regional governments should be giverenndependence that should eventually
lead to establishing a federal system in Japan.s Tdwring Tsunematsu’'s governance,
Shimane was an integral part of “progressive mpaidies” (kakushinjichita) who opposed
the LDP led central government of a wide range omestic issues. In this context,
intensification in prefectural activism relatedTtakeshima can be seen as an integral part of
Tsunematsu led Shimane in legitimizing the clain®uh the ineffectiveness of central
government and provide further support for fedemalias an ideal political structure for
Japan.

Between mid 1980s and mid 1990s, Shimane Prefecamenued to submit its annual
petitions to the central government but otherwise dcope of prefectural activities related to
Takeshima was rather limited. The territorial digpflared up again in mid 1990s, when both
Korea and Japan ratified the United Nation’s Cotieenof the Law of the Seas (UNCLOS)
and engaged in prolonged and difficult negotiatiameed at amending the fishing treaty
without resolving the territorial dispute. In 2008himane Prefecture passed a prefectural
ordinance that designated thé'®@f February, the day Takeshima was officially inmated
into Shimane Prefecture in 1905, as the prefecilaaeshima Day. The fierce reaction from
Korean authorities and public as well as the submeguse of the Takeshima issue by
domestic politicians swiftly elevated “Takeshimabrh virtual oblivion to one of the most
important issues in Japan’s identity discourse fm Korean “other”. Thus for example a
search on one of Japan’s magazine articles searehigines Oya Bunko gives only 65 hits
for a search with “Takeshima” and “problem” keywsifdr the years 1951-2003 and 539 hits
for a similar search conducted for the years 200#22This intense media attention played an
important role in public’s interest of the issuEsr example, in a poll conducted by Yomiuri
Shimbun in 2006, 59% of the respondents said they tire interested in the dispute-this
while four years earlier only 13% believed that @stkima is an important problem in
bilateral relationd® There is little doubt that intensification in Jajsa other territorial
disputes and most notably the one with China olrerSenkaku/Diyaoyu islands played an

¥ Cited in: Nakajima, Kentards Japan Maritime Strategy Changing? An Analysighef Takeshima/Dokdo
Issue USJP Occasional Papel07-08 (2007), at_ http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/apdn/research/pdf/07-

08.Nakajima.pdf, p.23.
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important role in drawing public attention to thakéshima dispute. At the same time the role
of Shimane Prefecture’s “Takeshima Day” ordinaniceusd not forgotten. Thus while not
ignoring other factors, we can plausibly argue théier over half-century of activism
Shimane Prefecture managed to elevate “Takeshinaati obscurity to the fore of public
discourse on the Korean “other”. Mechanisms thabkd this move will be discussed in the
following section.

4. Nationalization of Territorial Disputes
4.1. Northern Territories

Both the grassroots organizations and Hokkaido eetefal government failed in their
attempts to spark a nationwide interest in the thNem Territories” issue and draw attention
to the plight of former residents and others a#iddby the dispute. In mid 1960s, even on
Hokkaido the interest in the territorial disputeswainimal. A public opinion poll conducted
on Hokkaido in 1966 shows that around 40% of thepeadents did not know the
geographical scope of “Northern Territories”, mtran half of the respondents did not know
the historical justification for Japan’s claims tioe islands and less than 10% chose the
“Northern Territories” as an issue of interest agather international issues directly or
indirectly related to Japaf.

“Nationalization” or the incorporation of the Noettm Territories dispute into national
identity discourse was achieved through intenticefédrts of the LDP led government. It
must be noted that the government did not compleighore the plight of the former
residents and fishermen and did take a number abures aimed at addressing their material
needs in the 1950s and early 1960s. Governmernésest in the dispute and in particular its
domestic aspects increased dramatically in late 0496In 1969, Association for
Countermeasures related to the Northern Territafeppy ryodo mondai taisaku kiai,
hereafter the Association), a new quasi-governnheagancy in charge of the domestic
activities related to the ‘Northern Territories’ svastablished. One of the main activities of
this organization has been to enhance and spreadrbwledge of the territorial issue
(meaning Japan’s official interpretations of thetbiy of the dispute and various documents
that justify its claims) among the Japanese people.

There is no definite answer regarding the ratiotiad¢ drove the LDP led government
towards embracement of the irredentist cause. dimsethough that political calculations
related to domestic politics played an importarle.rd@he reason, it has been argued, was
directly related to the Japan-US negotiations iiggrthe reversion of Okinawa. Namely,
through enlightenment activities, the ruling LDPsa®ping to sway the public support away
from the Socialist Party which opposed the reversid Okinawa with American bas&s.
Thus, the territorial dispute gained further impore in the LDP’s rivalry with its opponents.
The symbolic meaning of the “Northern Territoriggsided mainly in their association with
the Soviet Union and by default with the domestiogpessive forces that included the
socialists and the communists. In pursuing its goflconsolidating the nation, the
government embraced the terminology and the tedesigdeployed by the grassroots

*Hoppo rysdo fukki kisei dmei (1966): "Hopp rysdo mondai ni kan suru seiron

chosa (Public opinion survey on the Northern Terrée)f, Sapporo, Ho@pryodo fukki kisei dmei.

% |keda, Naotaka: "Showa 45 nendai no Hopgpdo mondai (The problem of the Northern Territorieshe
1970s)",Gunjishigakuy vol. 39, no. 3 (2003), pp.39-53; p.42.
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organizations. Government sponsored publicationsthlen issue adopted such strongly
nationalistic terms as ‘our inherent territory’ attehd inherited from our ancestors’ initially
introduced by the Hokkaido based movement. Furtbegnthe enlightenment strategies such
as distributing pamphlets, organizing ‘people’dieal and public events became an integral
part of the government led campaign. The driveetdighten’ the public quickly spread in the
society. Newspapers, magazines and even deparsteeas quickly became mouthpieces of
the irredentist caus®.

Along with the process of nationalization of theedentist cause the domestic discourse
on the lost territories and related events gragiuadcame homogenized. In a somewhat
ironic fashion, the institutionalization of the adentist cause on Hokkaido initiated by the
Governor Tanaka in the early 1950s as a tool ofygte with the central government came to
serve the interests of his foes after the conseevatictory in the 1959 gubernatorial
elections. . Along with the general demise in pulalctivism in Japan, the abovementioned
‘Nemuro Area Peace Preservation Economic Revivdiade’ which belonged to the
progressive grassroots activism and received n@astgrom the government, faded into
oblivion. Those organizations that survived tilletlpresent day are fully dependent on
governmental assistance. The institutionalizatibtine irredentist cause on the grassroots and
Hokkaido prefectural levels contributes to the ewmus reproduction of the illusion of a
synergetic relationship among the central governite prefectural administration and the
people. This creates a certain illusion of the goweental position on the islands as being
dependent on public opinion or of a certain intergooup. However, today the non-
compromising stance can hardly be traced to anycphar interests.

4.2. Takeshima

The process of nationalization of Takeshima dispstatrikingly different from the one
described above. While nationalization of North&emritories can be attributed to the efforts
of LDP pursuing their domestic political goals, temergence of Takeshima as one of the
central points of reference in Japan’s discoursther{South) Korean “other” can be traced to
the collapse of LDP’s internal control mechanisiefore proceeding further however it is
important to outline LDP’s long standing positiam the territorial dispute with South Korea.

In early 1950s, Japanese government vehementlggteat Korean de facto occupation
of Takeshima and the territorial dispute was onehef main stumbling stones in bilateral
normalization negotiations. The situation howeVearged after the 1961 coup de etat that
brought Park Chung Hee to power. Park viewed Jadaréncial assistance as vital to Korean
development and he embarked of developing clossnith Japan soon after seizing power.
On the Japanese side, the rapprochement was diwéme so-called “Korean lobby”-loose
association of business executives and strongliycamimunist conservative politicians that
formed around KISHINobusukg.

The negotiations eventually led to the conclusibnhe Japan-Korea Treaty on Basic
Relations that normalized the relations betweentw neighbors and a fishing agreement
that enabled the two governments to shelve thédeal dispute. According to Daniel Roh,
the two governments reached a secret pact accormlindpich status quo will be maintained

% Stephangp. cit.
3" Roh, Daniel (2008 )JTakeshima mitsuyak{The Takeshima Secret Pact), Tokyo, Soshisha.
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and domestically both sides will continue to makenes of sovereignty but will not contest
the other side’s claims internationaffy.

Roh does not provide any hard evidence in his aklapan/LDP policy related to the
dispute indirectly supports his argument. Throudghbe years, references to the dispute in
governmental and party publications were kept mairimum or were simply omitted?In the
Diet interpolations in 1964 and 1965 that precethexl conclusion of the Basic Relations
Treaty none of the LDP MPs, including those eledigdShimane constituency, raised the
Takeshima question. With only a limited number ateptions, this policy of keeping
theTakeshima issue on the back burner of domesfiticswas maintained by the LDP
throughout its years in power. This continued rdbtgss of the changes in power relations
among various fractions the LDP.

What enabled then Shimane Prefectural Assembly mlatend by LDP members to pass
an ordinance that went against the will of LDP heaights like AOKI Mikio? The idea
itself of inspired by the “Northern Territories D&$but the political mechanisms that enabled
the passage of the ordinance can be attributechgocollapse of LDP’s internal power
relations that resulted from PM Koizumi’s reforms.

In 1972 SATO (Eisaku) fraction came under the lestiip of Tanaka Kakuei and
became the strongest fraction within the LDP. I87.% was renamed Takeshita (Noboru)
fraction (orKeiseikai)and continued to play central role in the partyegoance. Takeshita
was a native of and elected from Shimane. Ironycalbwever, as a faithful student of SATO
Eisaku under whose premiership Japan’s relatiotls Korea where normalized, and a one-
time Chairman of Japan-Korea MPs Alliance he wae ahe of the heavyweights in the so-
called “Korean lobby”, which attributed more impamte to maintaining good relations with
Korea over demanding the return of Takeshima. Traka@s reluctance to engage in the
territorial dispute and to follow the arrangemeuoitshe “secret pact” discussed above can be
seen in his attitude to the dispute in the Diettibjthe four decades of his political carrier he
referred to the dispute only twice and very briadiyring the parliamentary interpolations-
once as the Minister of Finance during discussminthe fishing issues between Japan and
USSR in 1987 and once during his questioning awverSagawa Kyubin bribing incident in
1992 Takeshita fraction split into two (Ozawa group &lslichi group) in 1992 as the result
of growing in-fraction dissatisfaction with Ozawehiro who by that time became the most
powerful figure in theKeiseikai The importance of the fractions in general furtiemised
after the 1994 elections system refd¥irNeverthelessKeseikaibosses continued to play
central role in the LDP after the split and thecetms reform throughout the 1990s: for
example, all of the Prime-Ministers (expect for thréef period of the socialist Murayama)
were from the former Takeshita fraction. There @sdirect evidence thdeisekaileaders
directly obstructed Takeshima related initiativek tbe Shimane prefectural assembly
members prior to 2004. At the same time it canrigeed that the emphasis on solidarity and
strict top-down relations that characterizéeiseikaf“as well as the importance of the party in

% Ibid.

% For example, see: Namgb hoen gokai (1965)Nihon nsdo no hanashiA talk on Japan's territory), Tokyo,
Nan @do hoen gokai.

40 Nagai, Yoshihito: "The Process of Establishing &stlima Day in Shimane Prefecture” (in Japanese),
Hiroshima Journal of International Studie®. 18 (2012), pp.1-18.

1 Search conducted on the™26f March 2013 at National Diet Library search ewgiat http://kokkai.ndl.go.jp/.
“’Kitaoka, Shin’ichi (1995)Jimint (LDP), Tokyo, Yomiuri Shimbunsha.

3 Ferkov, Anton: "Jimirit saikys habatsu 'Tanaka ha/Keiseikai' no bunseki (AnalgsisDP's strongest faction
"Tanaka faction/Keiseikai")'Kadokagakukenky, vol. 49 (1997), pp. 63-78.
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mobilizing funding for politicians made an emergeraf any local level initiative that went
against its policy structurally impossible. Theerisf Koizumi Junichiro to chairmanship of
the LDP and subsequently to premiership in 2001dwvew dealt an invincible blow to the
internal governance of LDP still dominated by thieessors oKeiseikai Besides coming
from a rival faction $eiwakaliFukuda faction), Koizumi saw it as his missiond&stroy the
LDP which for him was synonymous with the dominanfi€eiseikai The concentration of
policy-making in the Prime-Minister’s Office (as mpsed to the previous center of gravity
that rested with the faction’s leaders) and thdt siflthe old LDP during the debates over
privatization of the postal service that culminaiedthe “postal elections” of 2005 had
probably its merits for Japan’s politics but frohe tperspective of intra-party governance it
eroded if not completely destroyed the existing ma@isms. Arguably this collapse of the
intra-party governance can be seen as the keyrfdotd enabled a group of Shimane
prefectural lawmakers dominated by LDP membersass @n ordinance that went again the
existing party policy and despite strong suggestioot to enact it that were given by a
number of powerful party members.

The passage of the ordinance was mainly an actelbéllion against the central
government and thus its broad implications wereambicipated by the prefectural assembly
members that initiated the moffe.The Korean side fiercely reacted to the ordinance,
perceiving it as having central government backifige exchange of rhetoric that followed,
the symbolic gestures such as lifting the ban amestic tourism to the islets by the Korean
authorities and symbolic retaliations, the pos#ibibf clash between the two countries’
navies after Japan’s decision to send survey $hige06 as well as the political usage of the
Takeshima issue by Japanese and Korean politicattrected intense attention from the
media and placed the territorial dispute in theteewnf Japan’s debates on Korea. Thus,
unintentionally Shimane prefectural authoritiesatee an important symbolic milestone in
Japan’s national identity construction vis-a-vie Korean “other”.

"Nationalization” of Takeshima was further enhandsda newly established citizen’s
group, called “Group to Protect Prefectural Tergitdakeshima” Kendo takeshima o
mamoruka)l. The Matsue (Shimane’s administrative center) astablished in May 2004, in
the midst of exchanges between the Prefecture laadcéntral government regarding the
enactment of “Takeshima Day”. The core of the graaigomprised of local activists that
initially became acquainted when collecting signeguor petitions related to people abducted
by North Korea and it is headed by one of the I&t@hto priests. The group is the first and
only grassroots organization dedicated to Takeshissae? Since the escalation in
Takeshima related activities and the spread indttmaestic interest in the issue, this group
which according to their own estimates has abo00Ifupporters nationwide, has played an
important role in organizing related events andaating local but also national level
politicians to participate in these eveffimitially largely unnoted, over the years the
activities of the Groupcame to be covered by magwspapers and thus its existence became
quite important in creating the semblance of a gead citizens’ interest in the Takeshima
issue.

4 Nakai,op. cit.

“5 For the purposes of this paper, | exclude theauight-wing organizationsugoku)that have continuously
used all of the issues (including territorial ditgm) that exist between Japan and its neighbors wteocating

their militant agenda.

 Interview with Kajitani Mariko, Secretary Generafl “Group to Protect Prefectural Territory-Takeshim
conducted on the T6of December, 2012, Matsue, Shimane Prefecture.
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5. Conclusion

This paper has examined the domestic processetrahatormed the territorial disputes over
Northern Territories and Takeshima into importassues in Japan’s national identity
construction vis-a-vis USSR/Russia and South Koespectively. It showed that while the
final results are quite similar, the processes #rabled this transformation have been
fundamentally different. In the case of the North@&erritories, the “nationalization” of the

dispute took place as part of an intentional pobfythe LDP aimed at diverting Japanese
national sentiments away from the US and its coiiis military dominance on Okinawa
towards the Soviet Union. In the process howeuss, ItIDP led government adopted the
strategies originally developed by the grassrootgamizations and Hokkaido prefectural
authorities. Furthermore, the existence of thegmmizations and their selective nurturing
enabled the prevalence of the semblance of a rstission with both the government and
the people working towards achieving one goal. @mtingly, in the case of Takeshima, |
argued that the “nationalization” of the disputeuwrted against the intentions of the LDP and
can be attributed to the collapse in its internalegnance that resulted from Koizumi’s
reforms.

In this paper | also argued that the interests ymdsby the various actors can be
classified as rational and had little to do witmirdouting to national identity discourse. As
Michel Foucault, has noted"...every sentiment, patédy the noblest and the most
disinterested, has a histo§/ This history can be traced to very pragmatic anthédiate
interests of the actors and it's the winding roafishistory with its unexpected shifts in
relations of power that enable the transformatidn certain pragmatic interests into
sentimental identity constructs.

4" Foucault, Michel (1991): “Nietzsche, Genealogysthiiy” in Rabinow, Paul (ed.)The Foucault Reader
London, Penguin, pp.76-100; p.78.
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