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1) Who is Nakasone Yasuhiro and why study him?


Nakasone Yasuhiro is a controversial figure in Japanese politics.  Speaking his name can cause a few eyebrows to rise and lead to a significant drawing in of breath from many Japanese.  This reaction can be even stronger when mentioning his connection with certain topics - in particular issues relating to identity, defence and education.  Reactions of friends of mine have ranged from offers to lend me a gun when I went to interview Nakasone, to comments by made the parents of friends such as ‘How can you mix with someone who deals with a man like that?’  Although these reactions seem extreme, one has to wonder what the reaction of many British people in the mid-1990s would be to hearing that a Japanese friend would have the opportunity to meet Mrs. Thatcher!


However controversial a figure Nakasone is, it is also undeniable that he has been highly influential.  Indeed, it may even be fair to argue that he has been one of the most significant, if not the most significant Japanese prime ministers in the post-war period.


Nakasone was Prime Minister from December 1982 to November 1987 - one of the longest times in the post-war period.  Normally, an LDP (Liberal Democratic Party, Jimintô) President (which for most of the post-war period meant also being Prime Minister due to the LDP’s strangle-hold on Japanese politics) has been limited to two two-year periods in office.  However, due extremely high levels of support and a double-election landslide victory in 1986, Nakasone was granted a year’s extension.  Ironically, there may be some that would say, in hindsight, this should not have happened, as during the extra year in office Nakasone’s popularity fell sharply largely due to his attempts to introduce a highly unpopular sales tax.


Nakasone was born in 1918 in Gumma Prefecture.
 He graduated from Tokyo Imperial University in 1941.  After that entered the Ministry of Home Affairs before enlisting in the Imperial Navy.  After the Pacific War, he joined the Metropolitan Police Board before returning to his home city of Takasaki.  There, he was elected to the Lower House in 1947.  Even at this early stage during his political career, Nakasone became quite well-known.  He was then involved in the various steps up to the creation of the LDP in 1955.


During the following decades, Nakasone gradually became more influential within the LDP, despite being apparently sidelined at times in positions which any lesser man might have found it difficult to remain influential within the party as a whole.  Finally, in 1982, he became President of the LDP and hence Prime Minister.


The other key points about Nakasone and his ideologies will be dealt with in greater detail later in this paper.  However, at this stage, it is probably worth clarifying why it is important to study Nakasone.  During his time as Prime Minister, Nakasone initiated many reforms and, unlike many other previous Prime Ministers, tended to get deeply involved in the policy making process, stamping his own authority on them.  One key area, though his involvement has tended to be over-looked, is the area of education reform.  Nakasone initiated an education reform programme, through the creation of a special ad hoc council, Rinkyôshin (abbreviation of Ringi Kyôiku Shingikai) in 1984.  The reforms themselves are still on-going, despite the fact that Rinkyôshin published its final report in 1987, shortly before Nakasone left office.  However, what is significant is that the contents of Rinkyôshin’s reports (four of them were published during the three years) and the reforms now appear to have an ideological content very close to Nakasone’s.  Although many of the ideas are not-necessarily original to Nakasone, Nakasone was significant in that he took action and influenced the direction of the education reform programme (such as through the appointment to Rinkyôshin of those who were sympathetic to Nakasone and his ideologies).  The education reforms themselves are significant due to their ability to change the ideological make-up of the education system and the influence that has upon the creation of ‘norms’ and ideologies amongst future generations of Japanese.


One of the key areas of the education reform debate was the issues of ‘nationalism’ and ‘internationalism’ - a debate that has always been closely associated with Nakasone.  Indeed, one of the lasting images of the 1980s for the Japanese is that of Nakasone standing in the middle of the group of G7 leaders, next to Thatcher and Reagan, instead of being on the fringes as is so often the case with Japanese Prime Ministers.  However, the debate is of particular significance given Nakasone’s involvement in the education reform programme.  


Although Nakasone is often associated with the ‘internationalisation’ (kokusaika) of Japan during the 1980s, he is also closely associated with more ‘nationalistic’ issues, such as Yasukuni Shrine and the Emperor.  Before looking at Nakasone’s ideologies in detail and how they related to the education reform debate, it is first necessary to get a better theoretical understanding of the issues and terms involved.

2) What is Nationalism and Internationalism?


When studying nationalism and internationalism in Japan, there are various terms that one comes across, for example, kokumin-shugi (civil nationalism), minzoku (ethnicity, people, nation), jinshu (race), kokusui (national essence) – kokusui-shugi (ultra-nationalism), and Jun-ketsu-shugi (pure-blood-ism).  There are many other important terms, however, these are some of the most widely used, and some of the ones that will be found in this paper.


Part of the problem when discussing nationalism is that it can get mixed up with a discussion on race and racism also.  It is important to understand that there essentially only three main races - Negroid, Mongoloid, and Caucasoid.
  However, there is a tendency, at least on a popular level, to treat nationalities as races.  This can lead to debates on the issue to become even more emotive that they might normally be.  To give a very simple example, at a football match chants by fans along the lines of ‘Dutch cheat’ will tend to be treated as being a form of racial abuse.  However, as ‘Dutch’ is not a race, but a nationality, it is not strictly racial abuse.

In the case of Japan, it has been widely held, by most Japanese and many non-Japanese alike, that Japanese society is essentially uni-racial and homogeneous, whereas Western society is poly-racial and heterogeneous.
  This is an area where much significant research has recently been done, and it is worth noting the important work that has been done by Michael Wiener and Rick Siddle to help high-light the problems surrounding the other groups, such as the Koreans and Ainu, in Japan.


One of the key points for the Japanese when debating these issues, according to Kunihiro Masao, is blood.  Kunihiro says that ‘what makes a Japanese, more than anything else, is “blood.”’
  This leads to the ideology of jun-ketsu-shugi (which is crudely translated as ‘pure-blood-ism’).  Normally such ‘pure-blood-ism’ has been believed to lead to decreased ethnic vitality and vigour, however, ethnologist Ishida Eiichiro says that it has produced favourable results for the Japanese, enabling them to assimilate one new foreign culture after another without disruption.


In fact, according to Weiner, in certain senses, the dichotomy between jinshu (‘race’) and minzoku (‘nationality’) is more apparent than real.
  However, the debate has been very emotive and has led to a ‘huge body of literature’
, which began to grown from the 1970s into the 1980s (coincidentally about the same time as Nakasone was reaching the peak of his political career) in Japan about what it means to be Japanese.  This debate is known as Nihonjinron (‘discussion of being Japanese’).  Indeed, Satô Seizaburô believes that this has been ‘one of the most serious issues in Japan since the War.’
 Mouer and Sugimoto believe there are three main points of Nihonjinron; first, the uniqueness of Japan and the Japanese; second, the importance of the group; and, third, the role of consensus.
  Dale characterises Nihonjinron as ‘the commercialised expression of modern Japanese nationalism’.


When discussing nationalism, as well as the terms that have already been touched upon, the Japanese do also use the word ‘nashonaruizumu’ which is derived from the English word.  However for non-Japanese people, part of the problem with debates regarding these issues is the terminology.  Due to the experiences of the 1930s and 1940s, words such as ‘nationalism’ and ‘nationalist’ have taken on a negative connotation.  In Japan, this problem is even greater, given that it was one of the countries that brought about this negative image.  However, although the situation in Europe is different in many ways, Germany  has been able to develop a nationalist programme without the sort of problems that Japan has faced, domestically and internationally.  David Williams points out that ‘words are at the root of the problem.  Any analysis of Japan as a nationalist polity in a language other than Japanese will almost inevitably get the nuances wrong for the good reason that Japanese maps social reality in different ways from English.’


Nationalism is not an easy concept to be defined in a few sentences.  Indeed, one has to question where the border is between certain types of ‘nationalism’ and what is thought of as ‘patriotism’, which usually does not carry with it any of the emotional baggage that nationalism does and is tended to be seen as a positive quality.  For scholars like Hans Kohn, nationalism is basically a subjective ‘state of mind’; for others such as A. D. Smith it is primarily an ideological movement.  Also, nationalism can be a latent phenomenon expressed mainly as pride in the nation’s history and way of life, or it may develop as a dynamic force demanding strenuous efforts and immense sacrifice on the part of the members of the nation.


In other words, whereas ‘nationalists’ will tend to support their own country to their death, if needs be, criticise other countries and see any criticism of their own country (particularly by people of their own country) as being unacceptable; ‘patriotism’, generally speaking, appears to be an ideology whereby one is supportive of one’s own country, but is also prepared to criticise (and allow others also to criticise) aspects of the country at times.
  However, what is often referred to as ‘nationalism’ in the case of Japan should perhaps be understood as a form of ‘patriotism’.


If we now turn to ‘internationalism’ (kokusai-shugi),  Roger Goodman suggest there are essentially two types of internationalists. The first group, which Roger Goodman refers to as ‘realists’ (such as businessmen), see that within internationalism, a certain degree of nationalism is also necessary for cultural understanding and for Japan’s future economic growth.  The other group, ‘idealists’ (such as some academics), ‘look towards a genuine global community where people’s similarities are more important than their differences.’
  On the whole, it is probably fair to say that the Japanese media tend to be in the ‘realist’ camp, although Sugiyama Yasushi believes that the term ‘internationalisation’ (kokusai-ka) that is used by the mass media, ‘generally refers to several different aspects of the interrelationship between Japan and the larger international community - the opening up of the Japanese economy; improving Japan’s ability to participate in the world economic order; in general, becoming more like the rest of the advanced industrial societies.’
  However, it is certainly fair to say that Nakasone should be firmly placed in the ‘realist’ group.

3) Nakasone’s views: ‘Healthy Internationalism’


Before looking specifically at Nakasone’s view on ‘nationalism’ and ‘internationalism’, it is worth first explaining the methodology that has been used to analyse and summarise his views and ideologies.


Trying to establish an understanding of any person’s views, let alone a politician’s, can be extremely problematical.  Those who are familiar to Japan will be fully aware of the concepts of tatemae and honne - the difference between saying one thing to please the audience on the one hand, and actually saying what you mean on the other.  The probability that problems inherent in this area can be further increased when dealing with emotive or controversial issues, such as nationalism, and so one has to be careful how comments made to the mass media, for example, are interpreted.


Nakasone is, in fact, one of the easier Japanese politicians to study in this respect due, in part, to his openness and willingness to express and explain his views and also because he published extensively his views on various issues and to present seminars.  Taking into account the shear volume of material that has been produced - and the consistency throughout (although some evolution of thought and changes are inevitable) - one has to question the validity of any argument that Nakasone was using tatemae.


On top of this, some of the books he has written, for example, ‘Atarashii Hoshu no Ronri’ (‘A Theory of New Conservatism’) which was published in 1978, and was a collection of many of his ideas that he had formulated up to that point, and which he described as being his ‘bible on politics’ and used as the basis for the formulation of policies while he was Prime Minister, mean that certain works are particularly significant and need to be studied in greater detail and perhaps taken more at face value.
  These books also point to the fact that Nakasone was perhaps an unusual politician in that he did choose to write and publicise his ideas, although this is something that more politicians in Japan, for example Hosokawa Morihiro and Ozawa Ichirô, are choosing to do, whereas in the past books by politicians have tended to be restricted to being largely memoirs.  Furthermore, it also points to the fact that Nakasone was keen to be an agenda setter rather than being the more stereotypical ‘reactive’ Japanese Prime Minister.


During the course of my research, I have also met and interviewed Nakasone, though I am careful when using information gathered at that time due to concerns about the possibility of things being said to keep a researcher happy (and hence publish favourable comments) rather than a fully ‘accurate’ picture being presented, and have largely tended to use comments and ideas which are consistent with those which I was most familiar with from having studied and read his various books, policies speeches, seminars, and so on.  The key is perhaps ‘consistency’ and it is from the consistency of his views and actions, and the analysis of them, that I have tried to develop a deeper understanding of Nakasone’s ‘true’ ideologies (as opposed to those that he is suggested to believe in according to some sensationalist articles in the media, for example).


Turning now to Nakasone’s ideologies - a term that he uses is ‘healthy nationalism’ - in Japanese he used two words for ‘healthy’, the first being ‘kenzen’ (literally ‘healthy’) and the other being ‘tadashii’ (literally ‘correct’ or ‘justifiable’).  He believes that this kind of nationalism is necessary and desirable so as to ‘reconcile nationalism and internationalism’ and so that Japanese people have a better understanding of their identity.


So what is ‘healthy nationalism’?  Nakasone gave an explanation at an LDP seminar in Karuizawa in 1987;

‘To give a simple definition, it is when a race or group of people who share a common destiny are aware that they share a common destiny and make every effort to enable the country to grow and prosper politically, economically, and culturally.  It is when they have their own identity, or sense of self, in the world politically, economically, culturally, and otherwise and co-operate to contribute to that identity.  Without this, there is no way that a nation will be able to stand on “its own two feet.”’


It is perhaps the last sentence that is of particular importance, as what has appeared to concern Nakasone was that in some countries, such as the United Kingdom and more especially, perhaps, United States, a certain amount of nationalism is not only expected, but is also desirable, and yet in Japan, any person who attempts to introduce such behaviour is seen as a threat. For example, when considering the use of the national flag, an issue which will be dealt with in greater detail below, it is often expected in the United States for people to stand hand-on-heart and sing the national anthem when the flag is raised, whereas the same behaviour in Japan has not only been seen with concern by some people outside Japan, but even by some within Japan.


‘Healthy internationalism’, therefore, is not just concerned with Japan’s relations with other countries, it is also concerned with Japanese identity.
 Nakasone wanted the Japanese to acquire ‘a philosophy of national coexistence and symbiosis.’
 This issue was closely related to education, as he wanted to create a country where people have a respect for ‘freedom, creativity and a joy of life’ as part of its culture and to have ‘love for the country’ (kuni o aisuru kokoro).
 What is being created, therefore, is a brand of internationalism that is closely tied to the need for better understanding, appreciation and use of culture.  Culture is very much a part of the social engineering process, as much a tool as a result of the process itself, and much of the time its influence goes unnoticed.


The essence of Nakasone’s belief on ‘healthy internationalism’ was shown when he said, ‘It is important that we unite in peace and culture around the Emperor, that we contribute culturally, politically, and economically to the rest of the world, that we join together with other nations in seriously considering these issues, and that we share our prosperity with the rest of the global community.  Yet we cannot do any of this unless we are also confident of our own identity.  A nationalism that endeavours to foster self-identity in this sense is a completely justifiable nationalism.  And we must teach this through education.’


Nakasone’s brand of ‘healthy internationalism’ probably came at the right time for Japan.  There were increasing numbers of people in Japan who were becoming nationalistic, aware that Japan was in a position that they could be proud of, what Tsukushi Tetsuya calls ‘Nihon wa Saikô Syndrome’ (Japan is Best Syndrome).
 Indeed, some believe that Nakasone further strengthened this move with the help of the mass media.
 There is nothing new about ‘nationalism’ playing a large role in policy making in Japan, it is something that has been natural since the end of the Occupation.
 However, Nakasone was aiming to instil an ideology into the people that would eliminate the excesses of some nationalistic ideas, whilst maintaining a spirit of doing what is best for Japan.


Part of the problem is that there is no agreed ‘Prime Directive’ concerning international relations, and countries involvement in the cultural, economic and political development of other countries.  It has been assumed that the system established in the West, in particular, is the correct, and perhaps only way, and so other countries are expected to conform to these norms.  This view was summarised by Yamazawa Ippei’s observation about the different perceptions of the term ‘internationalisation’ between certain Western countries and Japan; ‘The former perceive internationalization as doing to others, while the latter perceive it as adjusting to others.’
 One of the oldest English proverbs relating to internationalisation is ‘When in Rome do as the Romans do’.  However, as Mouer et al. point out, ‘The full implications, however, are difficult to discern.  If the guest travels to Rome and tries to accommodate himself to local customs, he is said to cosmopolitan; on the other hand, if the host demands the visitors adhere strictly to all the house rules, he is said to be ethnocentric or at best ungracious.’


One point that Nakasone continuously stresses is that he does not want his views being used by those who may want to promote ultra-nationalism.  Nakasone does not want a return to the age of ‘expel the barbarians’ and forming ‘a bamboo fence’ around Japan to close it off from the outside world.
  He was also aware that Japan had to be careful not to worry its Asian neighbours, which were wary of the possible rise of militarism and another attempt at imperialism.
  This was a view Nakasone reiterated when he spoke of his worries about any change from the established political stability and the importance of not letting ‘any “loose springs” pop up on the right and also control the radicals on the left.  We have walked a safe middle course so far, veering off neither to the left nor the right.’


Nakasone also tried to distance himself from ‘narrow-minded nationalism’,
 or what could be termed ‘dangerous nationalism’, when he said that ‘Championing the cause of nationalism may well strike a resonant chord among some people, excite their inner emotions, and be met with applause and cheers.  But it is just that sort of thing that dragged pre-war Japan into that war.  That is what happens when emotions run rampant and turn into fanaticism, and we must never forget this.’
 Naturally, such comments could have been tatemae, in an attempt to dispel fears of those who did not trust his beliefs.  Indeed some would argue that actions, such as his increase in the defence budget, would indicate his true nationalistic tendencies.  However, there is no evidence to suggest that Nakasone would ever advocate a situation where Japan used any military capability for anything other than the defence of its islands and sea-lanes (see below),
 as he has demonstrated with his proposals to strengthen the peaceful nature of the constitution,
 and his support for an international ban on land mines.


On top of this, Nakasone has also been involved in international exchanges, and was a key figure in the establishment of the JET (Japan Exchange and Teaching) Programme.  These kinds of statements and actions are not consistent with someone who could be described as a nationalist, if one were trying to attach a negative image to that word, nor are they, in some respects, consistent with the image that the media (and many so-called academics) have tried to portray of Nakasone.  In summary, Ichikawa Shôgo believes that ‘the image that Nakasone was a nationalist was very often strong, but his nationalism was different from the characteristic of traditional nationalism and imperialism.  It was something to secure national identity within internationalism.’


Although he believed he had the ‘mistaken label of a “nationalist”’,
 a view supported by Satô Seizaburô, who said that he was ‘wrongly but widely believed to be a “rightist”’,
 this image meant that Nakasone had to ‘tread carefully’.
  However, there are certain parts of his ideologies which worry many Japanese (and to some degree non-Japanese even more so).  One of these areas are Nakasone’s views regarding the Emperor (tennô).


Nakasone is a very strong supporter of the Emperor.  Although most believe that Nakasone wanted a return to the pre-war situation, as opposed to the present situation where the Emperor is effectively divorced from the political process and is merely a ‘symbol of the state’, he made it clear that it was closer to a pre-Meiji situation that he sought, with ‘a reversion to a form that had prevailed for more than a thousand years.’
 This way, the Emperor could become the ‘shining sun in the sky’ and be an international symbol of national unity and peace, and not have ‘to come up through the maelstroms of politics’ like the Prime Minster does.
  Nakasone wants the Emperor to be recognised at the head of state and be respected accordingly.


Another area that caused a great deal of controversy was Nakasone’s visit, while he was Prime Minister, to Yasukuni Shrine, where some of Japan’s war dead are enshrined (including those who are considered to be war criminals from the Allies’ Tokyo Trials) on 15th August 1985, after he had received a report that saying that such visits were not unconstitutional (though this was not a surprise as many of the members of the group that studied the issue were close to Nakasone).
  Nakasone was the first post-war Prime Minister to do so and again this lead to a further strengthening of the view of Nakasone being a nationalist.  Due to the controversy, Nakasone chose not to make a visit while Prime Minister again, and it is still something that most Japanese politicians do not do while they are in a high-profile position (and many make it clear if they do attend that they are doing it on a personal level rather than as an officially recognised state level).


Nakasone view was that ‘even if only once, a prime minister of Japan was obliged to pay reverence at Yasukuni shrine and say to the war dead, “Thank you for all your hardships and pains.  Rest assured, we shall build a new Japan as a peaceful state.”’
 He was also probably moved by the fact that soldiers going off to war were often heard to say ‘Let’s meet again at Yasukuni Shrine’, and although those ‘words were spoken in jest, there was an underlying seriousness to them’, a fact that Nakasone was all to aware of since one of his brothers was killed during the war, and he narrowly escaped death himself on at least one occasion.


It is perhaps a shame that his visit caused such great controversy.  As Nakasone points out; ‘In every country there is somewhere like the National Cemetery at Arlington in the United States, where the public can offer their gratitude to those who died for their country.  This is an entirely normal state of affairs.’
 The following year he did not attend due to the criticism he received in 1985, despite his claims that ‘It is wrong to think my own visit… meant some kind of homage to militarism and ultranationalism.’


What Nakasone sought was a form of internationalism that allowed Japan to ‘assert itself to the same extent as other nations assert themselves.  We must look out for our own interests so long as they are compatible with international peace and prosperity.  For unless we do this, our culture will not progress.’
 Although such words may still cause unease for some, Sir Sydney Giffard, who was British Ambassador to Japan while Nakasone was Prime Minister, believes that nationalism is unlikely to become a problem in Japan due to the country’s relationship with the United States.
  However, one must reiterate that Nakasone, although his special relationship with Ronald Reagan (known as the ‘Ron-Yasu Relationship’) is one of the most noted parts of his foreign policy, was also very aware of the importance of Japan’s relations with its neighbours and devoted a lot of time and attention to this rather than merely concentrating on a ‘Westernisation’ (or ‘Americanisation’) interpretation of ‘internationalisation’ as has tended to be the way in Japan.


Nakasone is also a strong supporter of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces and believes that Japan should take greater responsibility for patrolling its own waters, but also playing supporting roles in international disputes in keeping with the responsibilities that come with being an important economic (and, at least in Nakasone’s view, also a political) power.   Indeed, Nakasone, in a pamphlet handed out to journalists on the day he became Prime Minister, stated that ‘Japan must rely upon its own military forces for the defence of the motherland [sokoku] rather than on the US military.’


It is this area which naturally causes the greatest concern for some of Japan’s neighbours, who are wary of seeing a build up of Japanese military power and seeing them being deployed abroad.   This is something that Nakasone was aware of, as he demonstrated when he said that Japan should ‘pay due attention so as not to become a military power and not pose and military threat to neighbouring countries’ and that ‘Japan must never again become the pariah of Asia.’
  Although, the SDF are not supposed to be used in a way that would mean that force would be necessary, it is doubtless the case that if they were, for any reason, placed in a position where they were fired upon, this would be used as an excuse for them to be given the right to return fire.  With the tests by North Korea in 1998, the degree to which Japan should use ‘pre-emptive strike’ to protect itself from a potential ballistic missile attack is also raising questions about the role and size of the SDF.


Nakasone, while Prime Minister, was responsible for increasing Japan’s defence budget and the percentage of the budget spent on defence reached 1.004%, breaking the self-imposed 1% limit that Nakasone had promised to stick to.  Gerald Curtis suggests that such a move ‘hardly amounted to a quantum jump in Japanese military expenditure or a fundamental change in Japanese defence policy,’
 but it was highly significant to the Japanese people.  However, it should be noted that many areas of spending that are included in the defence budget of other countries, such as war pensions, are not included in the Japanese figures, and so one has to be careful about making an international comparisons (on top of this 1% of the Japanese budget is a very significant amount of money).

One of the problems that Nakasone suffered from was in fact that he did like to speak so much and at times he made comments which was either misinterpreted or were probably best not made at all.  This further increased the level of distrust shown towards him by various groups, and in some cases added fuel to the argument that Nakasone was a nationalist (in the negative sense).  For example, in January 1983, Nakasone apparently stated ‘What I personally consider to be the objectives for the defence of Japan are firstly to transform the Japanese archipelago into a bulwark, like an unsinkable aircraft carrier…’
 (the last time such comments had been made about a Japanese aircraft carrier, it has about the same effect as the comments made about the Titanic!).  Nakasone later denied the comment that had been quoted in the Washington Post.  


Then, in September 1986, Nakasone told an LDP national study and research meeting that ‘There can be no other society as awash with information as modern Japan.  What is more it is only Japan that has become a highly educated society.  Because of the considerable presence of blacks, Puerto Ricans and Mexicans in the United States, the average intelligence level is extremely low.’
  These comments soon appeared in the US media, and Nakasone was eventually forced into making an apology to both the people of the United States and Japan for the comments and the trouble that they had caused (though, it should be noted, a large number of Japanese actually agreed with the comments, but were merely angered by the embarrassment that it has caused Japan by him making them).  Also Nakasone made comments related to Ainu – and the absence of racial minorities in Japan in 1986, which led to some reports about his own possible Ainu ancestry.
  A final example, though less related to nationalism, was in July 1986, when Nakasone said ‘I have no intention of bringing in a large-scale indirect tax that is opposed by the electorate and the ruling party,’
 comments that echoed later that year.  However, in September 1986, he began to start the moves towards introducing such a tax, which led to a significant fall in popularity so that he left office even more un-popular than when we first became Prime Minister (his approval rating when he became Prime Minister was a record low for the post-war period), though he tried to suggest that the proposed sales tax was not going to be ‘large-scale’.


Uchida Kenzô believes that Nakasone’s attempt to use ‘fine-sounding words’ to cover up his political manoeuvres fuelled the people’s distrust of Nakasone,
 however there were also times when it ‘would have been better if Nakasone had kept his mouth shut.’
 Construction Minister Amano Kosei remarked ‘Nakasone would be a fine fellow if he just kept his mouth shut, but the minute he starts talking the illusion is shattered.’
  Chief Cabinet Secretary Fujinami Takao was another who seemed to be frustrated by Nakasone’s occasional slips, when after Nakasone had made an unfortunate comment about Okinawa and Hokkaidô, he said ‘The Prime Minister did not really mean what he said.  The problems rests solely with his choice of words.  I tell you, I would really like to get my hands on Takasaki Junior High School’s Japanese teachers.’


One issue that was always central to the education reform debate is that of Hinomaru and Kimigayo, that took on extra significance again in 1999 following the suicide of a principal in Onomichi (Hiroshima prefecture) after a dispute with other teachers about whether they should be used or not, leading to moves for their legal status to be recognised.  Hinomaru is often translated at the national flag, and Kimigayo as the national anthem.  However, there is no legal basis (at the time of writing) for them being ‘national’, though there is not necessarily a need for any legal status for something to be treated in such a manner, as the United Kingdom demonstrates in many areas.  However, they have also become symbols of the right wing’s desire for greater nationalism.


The problem with them particularly surrounds Kimigayo, sometimes translated as the ‘Emperor Song’, the words of which, according to Nishimura Hidetoshi, ‘undeniably extol an absolute emperor and hence have an ominous ring to those concerned by the conservative party’s moves to revise the Constitution and strengthen the authority of the state.’
 For many, however, they are both reminders of Japan’s past and the results of the ‘unhealthy nationalism’ that led to war and defeat, and so they will continue to be controversial.


After the War, SCAP (Supreme Commander Allied Powers) had stopped the use of Hinomaru, though it did not restrict the use of Kimigayo.  However, in 1948, it was decided that Hinomaru could be used on national holidays, and all other restrictions were lifted the following year.  This change of position was due to General MacArthur’s hope that the flag could become a ‘symbol of peace’.
 Moves then began in the 1960s, following the Tokyo Olympics where they were given great exposure, to have them used more.  By the late 1970s it was being recommended that they were used in school ceremonies.


Nakasone strongly supported the use of the flag and anthem at schools, as he demonstrated when he said; ‘The Japanese flag and national anthem exist as symbols around which the people can go forth in full awareness that we are one nation and one community sharing a common fate.  In every country, the people cherish their flag and national anthem and unite around them.  That is why flags are raised and national anthems played during the Olympic Games.  These are expressions of respect for the country.’


Since the education reform process initiated by Nakasone, all schools have been expected to use the flag and anthem at both entrance and graduation ceremonies. What is clear from this data is that there is less opposition to the use of Hinomaru, and that on average schools are using them both more (see Table 1).
 However, although the percentage of schools using Hinomaru and Kimigayo appears to be quite high, there are regional differences between the prefectures.  Most noticeably, some prefectures, in particular Okinawa, continue to use them on only a very small scale.  This is interesting as up until Okinawa reversion to Japan in 1972, Hinomaru had been a symbol of the people’s hopes to be freed from occupation.  However, the flag has now become the symbol of Tokyo’s influence over the prefecture and the problems that led to Okinawa’s eventual occupation.
 It will also be interesting to see what happens in Okinawa in the future, given that Nikkyôso at the national level has dropped its opposition to the use of the flag.

Table 1 - Use of Hinomaru and Kimigayo at Ceremonies (National Average)

	
	Elementary Schools
	Lower Secondary Schools
	Upper Secondary Schools

	
	1984
	1991
	1994
	1984
	1991
	1994
	1984
	1991
	1994

	Using Hinomaru
	92.5
	97.6
	98.4
	91.2
	97.3
	98.0
	81.6
	91.5
	97.5

	Using Kimigayo
	72.8
	84.6
	85.6
	68.0
	80.4
	83.6
	53.3
	68.5
	77.9


Based on Table 1 in Denise Cripps, ‘Flags and Fanfares: The Hinomaru Flag and Kimigayo Anthem’, in Roger Goodman and Ian Neary (eds.), Case Studies on Human Rights in Japan, Japan Library, Surrey, 1996, 91.


Even in those prefectures where schools statistically appear to be using Hinomaru and Kimigayo, it may be that due to local opposition, that Kimigayo is only briefly or softly played, or the music is played but the words are not sung.  In the case of Hinomaru, the flag pole may be hidden out of sight, although there is less opposition to Hinomaru.
 In some cases, teachers have also not sung Kimigayo due to union pressure or membership, although they are not particularly opposed to it themselves.
 The fact that not all schools are complying either in action or spirit, is something that the Monbushô is aware of and is attempting to address.


The Monbushô continues to support the use of Hinomaru and Kimigayo at schools, as they are seen to be ‘essential parts of the children’s training to be good citizens’ and does not believe that their use does or should ‘restrict schoolchildren's freedom of thought or conscience.’
 Teachers’ groups and unions were opposed to their use, criticising the government’s attempt to glorify militarism and war.
 In 1991, 125 school principals (90% of whom were in Kôchi prefecture) were disciplined for not following the new rules.
 Nikkyôso believed that the government’s eagerness to use them was proof of the lack of commitment to ‘real’ internationalism.
 However, the opposition has gradually subsided with the Japan Socialist Party dropping its opposition to them in July 1994, the year after Nikkyôso had removed its opposition to them from its charter.


Whether or not the use of Hinomaru and Kimigayo can be justified, is an issue that is central to Nakasone’s beliefs on ‘healthy nationalism’ and was supported by Rinkyôshin and implemented by the Monbushô.  The success of the implementation has not been uniform throughout Japan, but indications are that opposition appears to be diminishing.  The irony is that the opposition could be swept away if Kimigayo was replaced with a new national anthem, and indeed some think this is needed, as Kimigayo is too hard to sing,
 and many students are unaware of the meaning of the present old-fashioned words.
 However, to do this would not only raise the possibility of strong opposition from right wing groups, but open up a very heated debate over the wording of the anthem with respect to the position of the Emperor.


The likelihood is that as the present generation of Japanese school children pass through the education system with the relatively smaller opposition compared to previous generations due to their exposure to it, so the opposition to Kimigayo as a whole will continue to weaken, though regional differences are likely to continue.  The effect of the extra exposure that Hinomaru and Kimigayo received at the 1998 Nagano Olympics and the 1998 World Cup, and will receive at the 2002 World Cup (which Japan will co-host with South Korea) will also be of critical significance.  Already, the support for them has grown thanks to the actions of people such as Miura Kazu, a former captain of the Japan football team, whose hand-on-heart singing of Kimigayo has been mirrored by the fans waving the Hinomaru at matches.
 There were even calls for the national team’s shirt to be changed before the 1998 World Cup so that the Japan Football Association logo above the heart on the shirt could be replaced by Hinomaru which was only on the sleeve of the shirt at that time.
 This probably reflects the fact that although they would not consider themselves to be particularly nationalistic, according to Satô Seizaburô, ‘Most Japanese are unconscious nationalists.’

4) Prospects for the Future and Conclusions


Due to his involvement in and influence upon the education reform process, which in turn influence the ideologies of future generations of Japanese, Nakasone’s ideologies are likely to remain highly significant.  The under-lying ideology is one that could be described as ‘healthy internationalism’, or what Rinkyôshin called ‘Atarashii Kokusaika’ or ‘new internationalisation’,
 that is to say, internationalism that included ‘healthy nationalism’, as Nakasone defined it.


As to whether Nakasone was a nationalist or internationalist, although there is evidence that helps one understand why some may seem him purely as a nationalist, the overall impression that I have gained is that he was an internationalist.

This paper is based on a presentation made to the East Asia Research Seminar series on 17th March, 1999 - which in turn was based upon a development of certain parts of my doctoral thesis (Nakasone Yasuhiro and Japanese Education Reform: A Revisionist View, University of Sheffield, April 1998). I would like to thank the School of East Asian Studies (University of Sheffield), Japan Foundation Endowment Committee (JFEC) and Daiwa Anglo-Japanese Foundation whose support enabled me to complete my thesis (in particular the latter two whose funding allowed me to travel to Japan to interview Nakasone, amongst others, during the final stage of my research). I would also like to thank those who attended the seminar and added helpful comments, especially Prof. Ian Gow, Dr Marjorie Dryburgh, and Peter Matanle. It has not been published elsewhere. However, much of the material has been further updated and is available in my book Japanese Education Reform: Nakasone's Legacy
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