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INTERROGATION OF

(Marguis ! KIDO, Koichi

(Continued)

DATE AND TIME: 8 February 1946, 1400 - 1600 hours
PLACE : Sugamo Prison, Tokyo, Japan

PRESENT : (Marquis) KIDO, Koichi
Mr. Henry Re Sackett, Interrogator
Lt. Fred F. Suzukawa, Interpreter
(Miss) S, li. Betar, Stenographer

Questions by: Mr. Sackett

Q Starting on August 28, 1933 in your diary, you have quite a
lengthy entry with reference to the difficulty between the
Lord Keeper and the Navy over the London Naval Conference.
I think you touched on that once before. I wish you would
explain to me just what that situation was that arose be-
tween the Lord Keeper and the Navy and how it came out into
the open and how it was solved,

A Concerning the London Treaty, Japan had reached the point
where she had to accept it or refuse it.

Q This was the Treaty that involved general reduction of ar-
maments - wold-wide - wasn't it?

A It was the treaty that had to do with the Naval treaty.,

< Yes, and involving reducing naval armament throughout the
world., It was the 1930 London Naval Conference. Isn't
that right?

A Yes, the Chief of the Naval General Staff, Admiral KATO, was
opposed to the Treaty. The then Navy Minister TAKARABE has
been dispatched to London as Ambassador plenipotentiary and
the then Premier HAMAGUCHI acted in behalf of the Navy Minister
in his post during his absence, The Navy Chief of Staff, KATO,
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wanted to present the Navy's opinion to the Emperor and proceeded
to go to the Palace and at that time the Grand Chamberlain SUZUKI
happened to be the Chief of the Naval General Staff previous to
KATO and he warned KATO like a good friend., Therefare, KATO
changed his mind about seeing the BEmperor. At the same time,
HAMAGUCHET came up, seeking the audience of the Emperor in order
to obtain the Emperor's directive to sign the London Treaty.

And when you say that SUZUKI warned his friend, KATO, what did
he warn him of; that the Emperor was favorable to the Treaty?

SUZUKI warned KATO that he should not pull up any opposition to
the thing that the Government would normally do,

Tn other words, you mean that SUZUKI felt that the Treaty should
be signed and KATO was opposing the Treaty and SUZUKI adviged
KATO he should not interfere but should let the Treaty be signed?

SUZUKI only meant that KATO should not present his opinion to
the Bmperor previous to the Prime Minister's presentation of
the Govermment's opinion,

I understand.
I believe that SUZUKI did not criticise the policy.

Tt was a procedural question he was discussing - not whether
it was right or wrong to sign the Treaty?

And I believe that SUZUKI warned concerning the relationship be-
tween the Navy Minister and the Navy Chief of Staff. Consequently,
the result was that KATO lost his opportunity to see the Emperor
and HAMAGUCHT was able to see the BEmperor instead.

Normally, wouldn't it have been perfectly proper for the Chief
of Staff of the Navy to go to talk to the Emperor about a question
of that type?

Yes, that could be.

But would the usual procedure be to go after the Premier to talk
to the Bmperor instead of before?
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Depending upon the matter, it can be either way, only KATO
declined the Imperial audience on his own initiative at that
time, Because Premier HAMAGUCHI was able to obtain permission
for the signing of the lLondon Treaty, a portion of the Navy
vigorously opposed it and began to say that the Lord Keeper
more or less obstructed the Naval General Staff, KATO, audience
with the Emperor. That statement by the Navy circle is abe
solutely erroneous,

Did the Lord Keeper have anything at all to do with the incident?

The Lord Keeper didn't know anything about it. The Naval

Chief of Staff got his Imperial audience through the Aide-de-
Camp and Premier HAMAGUCHI gets his audience through the Grand
chamberlain and the Lord Keeper of the Privy Seal has no part
whatsoever in that, and the Naval propegenda was to the effect
that the Lord Keeper has obstructed the Imperial audience and

it has been widely spread, and it even was criticized as violat-
ing the prerogatives of the Imperor.,

The truth of the matter was that the Lord Keeper did favor sign-
ing the Treaty. Isn't that right?

Yes.
And the Navy was opposed to signing the Treaty and because of

that friction, that aggravated this incident and the Navy took
it upon itself to blame the Lord Keeper for it, Is that right?

Yes.

They claimed that the Lord Keeper had interfered with the supreme
prerogatives of thé Navy and Naval affairs. 1Is that correct?

Yes, but it was absolutely false.

That came ocut at one ccf the trials in connection with the May 15
incident. Someone that was on trial for the May 15 incident,
brought that out in the opinion?

Yes.

How was the matter finally settled or ironed out so as to get
the Lord Keeper and the Navy Department back in good graces?
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No solution was effected whatsoever and it even became the
cause for the February 26 incident and at that time, the
Grand Chamberlain and Lord Keeper were attacked.

You think one reason they were included among those that were
attacked on February 26 was due to this incident back in 1930%

Yes, and it became the impression that within the Imperial
Household, there is an element which obstructed the military
or the Navy.

Well, the truth of the matter was that the Lord Keeper was
generally opposed to this increase in the strength of the
Army and Navy and he was outspoken on that point, wasn't he?

Even though the Lord xeeper does not voice his opinion, he
has been well known to be in opposition,

At least everyone knew that the advice he was giving the Imperor
was to try to minimize the increase and power that was develop-
ing in the military?

Yes,

This supreme prerogative we have mentioned several times, does
that mecan on a strictly naval question? For example, that the
final decision is made by the Chief of Staff of the Navy
rather than by the Cabinet?

On the matter of treaties, the Cabinet has the final word while
on the matter of supply and naval armaments, the Naval Chief of
Staff has the final word.

By armaments, you mean the size of the Navy is determined by the
Navy Chief of Staff and not in the Cabinet?

Yes.

However, the Cabinet and the Diet have something to do with
appropriations which have an indirect effect on the size of
the Navy. Isn't that true?

Consequently, the Diet gets into difficulties on the matter of
’m@et-
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In other words, the Chief of Staff of the Navy has the right
to decide how large the Navy is going to be and the type of

equipmment it will have, etec., but it still has to go to the

Diet to get money, so indirectly, the Diet can exercise same
control over the Chief of Staff. Is that right?

The Govermment has the control of the budget but the Naval Gen-
eral <taff has the control as to how much they need and the Navy
has the freedam of determining just how much it needs and she
does not want any outsiders to interfere in the matter of how
much she needs - not to have her needs determined by an outside
SCurce.

Doesnt't the Diet have the right to control that by appropriat-
ing money?

But its actual materidization is determined by the size of the
budget-

What does the Cabinet have to do with determining the size of
the Navy or the amount of money that is to be appropriated for
the Navy?

The Finance Minister contacts the Navy and determines the size
of the Naval budget.

And subfiits that to the Diet for approval?

Yes, ,

when it comes down to a cuestion of the declaration of war, who
has the final say other than the Bmperor, himself, as to whether
war is declared or not?

The Cabinet requests an Imperial Rescript proclaiming war from
the Emperor.

In other words, it isn't a part of this supreme prerogative for
the Army and Navy, themselves, that decide whether war is de-
clared or not., It must be concurred in by the Cabinet.

That's right, the Cabinet has to be a part of it.
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Then, this supreme prerogative, really only pertains to the
size of the Army and Navy, or in what matters is the pre-
rogatives of the Navy and Army supreme?

The prerogatives is the power to order the movement of the
Naval forces and the military forces.

vou mean that even though war hasn't been declared, they have
the prerogative to determine where their forces shall be
stationed, what strength, and things of that type?

Yes, that is entirely under the prerogatives of cammand and
the Government has no part in it.

In case the Army and Navy should agree that war should be de-
clared, it cannot be declared unless the catinet concurs in 1it?

That is right, on proclémation of war, the Cabinet must do it.

This would be very unusual but would it be possivle for the
Cabinet to declare war even though the Army and Navy didn't
want it to be declared?

Actually, that cannot be done, because when war is to be de-
clared, the Cabinet and Supreme Command have to agree. The
actual operation is within the power of the supreme prerogative.

well, did there develop over a period of years quite an amount
of friction between the office of the Lord Keeper and the Navy?

Because there is no direct contact, there would be no friction.

I mean on account of this incident that happened, was there cone-
siderable hard feelings between the 0ffice of the Lord Keeper
and the Navy Chiefs of Staff? «

There wasn't anything in particular and there wasn't any contact
actuallye.

Was there less contact betw€en the Navy and the Lord Keeper's
office after the 1930 incident than there was between the two

offices before?
There wasn't any contact befare.

you think it was just sort of a perscnal attack of the Navy on
the lLord Keeper with reference to this London Conference?
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There were just personal feelings involved and actually KATO
has given an injurious remark concerning the Lord Keeper.,

We have talked quite a bit about how this lManchurian Incident
started and how it developed and spread in Manchuria. My in-
formation is that in December 1931, same few months after the
incident itself in Manchuria, it was officially determined at
a Cabinet meeting that it would be the policy of Japan to ex-
pend throughout four or five of the irovinces of Manchuria and
move its forces in there and take control. Do you have any
recollection as to whether that was a Cabinet action? I am
told it wase. ‘

T have no recollection.

Tt was my understanding that ARAKI, War Minister in the latter
part of December, proposed that Japan move into the main pro-
vinces of Manchuria; that it was brought up at the Cabinet
meeting, discussed and decided upon as a matter of policy

and thereafter carried out., Do you know whether that is true
or not?

T have no recollection.

That did happen. My point is whether that was discussed in ad-
vance of its happening or not.

There may have been such a thing but I don't know anything about it.

Wouldn't you likely have heard such a decision by the Cabinet
which involved moving into new territory on the part of Japan?
It is rather an outstanding decision, is it not?

I have no recollection whatsocever., If such a critical decision
has been made, I would have known samething about it.

Tt was more or less in line with what ARAKI, himself, was ad-
vocating in those days, wasn't it?

Yes.

vou think that the Cebinet, itself, did not favor what was taking
place in Manchuria?®

T believe that the WAKATSUKI Cabinet did not favor it. Because of
Home Minister ADACHI's proposal to become more closely affiliated

with the military, the WAKATSUKI Cabinet collepsed. I do not be-
lieve that such a radical policy has been adopted by the WAKATSUKIL

cabinet., I have no recollection as to whether such a thing

occurred in the following INUKATI Cabinet. May be it may have been
done under the INUKAI Cabinet,
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Do you have any recollection of it being done under the INUKAI
Cabinet?

NO«

Didn't the operation in Manchuria, by December, at least, long
after the original incident, almost require the cooperation of
the various ministers in the Cabinet in order to be accomplished?
Recause of the fact that a propriations were needed and financing
was needed and in order to expand the Manchurian Incident as it
was throughout all Manchuria, didn't that itself require coop-
eration on the part of all Cabinet members?

Yes, I believe that was necessary because if there were dis-
agreement among the Cabinet members, the Cabinet would collapse.,

By that you mean that the Army in December of 1931 could not
have carried out this program of moving into other provinces
of Manchuria without the support of the Cabinet?

Yes, undoubtedly without the support of the Cabinet, they would
not be able to operate because they wouldn't be able to get a
budget.

Hed the Cabinet not supported what took place in Manchuria, it
would have had to fall, wouldn't it? |

And therefore Home Minister ADACHI, wiko wanted to join hands
with the militarists and form a naticnal unity cabinet and he
wanted to include the Seiyukai also but WAKATSUKI disagreed
and wanted to make it a Minseito Cabinet and INCUYE advocated
the stand of WAKATSUKI at the home of KONOYE.

I am thinking in terms of what happened after the INUKAT
cabinet came in, it teking office on December 13, 1951, That
particular Cabinet supported the policy of Var Minister ARAKI
in Manchuria, didn't it?

I believe that after that, the Seiyukai became implicated with
the military under ARAKI.

There really was, in those days, a plan to expaud the Manclhurian
Incident so that Japan would spread its military force throughout
Menchuria and that plan was carried out. Isn't that right?

I never could understand that because previously INUKAI has even

quoted to the extent he cannot recognize the establishment of
Manchukuo,
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But he permitted that expansion to take place when he was Premier,
didn't he?

That is why I cannot understand it.

Then, the only logical conclusion we can reach is that he coop-
erated in the expansion, otherwise, he would have had to resign
and the Cabinet would have fallen. Isn't that correct?

That is why I think that the changing phases and development of
the situation has been carefully and skillfully explained to
TNUKAI and therefore he was swept away by the tide of events.

I might say that General ARAKI now states that in December 1631
he proposed that Jepan expand into these four provinces of lMane
churia; that he brought the matter up in a Cabinet meeting and
it was unanimously approved that Japan do that sort of thing.
Do you have any recollection of that?

I do not know if such a thing has been decided upon. If it had,
I most likely would have written it down here (indicating diary).

Tt would have been an important decision, wouldn't it?
Very important.

Although that was more or less the policy of ARAKI, himself, ine-
gofar as your opinion is concerned?

Yes.,

on September 2 in your diary, Marquis, this Viscount KANEXKO
proposed the publishing of a book and in that book was involved
a discussion of Imperial virtue., According to your diary, there
seemed to be some concern about a treatise on Imperial virtue
being published. What was the opposition to that and what was
meant[ by "Imperial virtue"?

The Imperial Household Minister said that before that matter

could be published it would have to be investigated by him, and
carefully, before publishment and it doesn't mean he was in

opposition to it.

Wwhat were they referring, to when they discussed Tmperial virtue?
Wwhat does Imperial virtue mean?




:_ |
iz-'
;
Eﬁ
E

|

Tmperial virtue is the situation such as that in which Emperor
MEIJI found himself; that is, even during the Sino-Japanese Var
and Russo-Japanecse War, Bmperor Meiji did not fully agree in 1it.
He always opposed it and finally after a unified Cabinet agreement
to the effect of a war did Meiji acquiesce to it and for that
reason it is knowvn as Imperial virtue,

I still don't understand what Imperial virtue means.

It means that always the Emperor is desiring peace.
(

Was it impossible in those days for somebody to write a book
involving the subject of Imperial virtue without first getiing
consent to do sof?

Previously a book on this sort of thing has been published but
the problem is whether or not the Imperial Household Ministry
should publish it,.

This man, being a Viscount, was in the Imperial Household?

Yes.

We were talking a little yesterday about these proposed changes
in the structural set-up of the Navy General Staff. Why was

it, in your opinion that the Navy wanted to change its internal
organization. What was it seeking to accomplish by this change?

I do not know the details well but I believe that the Navy was
beginning to teke on the attitude of the Army more and more and
it attempted to obtain supreme prerogatives from the Naval

Ministrye.

In other words, you think the Navy was becoming more aggressive
minded?

Yes.

And in order to better get itself in a position To participate in
aggression, it wanted to reorganize its set-up?

Because the Navy has taken on the attitude, following the London
Naval Conference, that its naval ratioc has become so0 much less
+han the others that it has to be made independent from the other

branches and therefore be, in a stronger position.
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Q Well, now, is it true that prior to the revision of this Navy
set-up, the Navy Minister had the firal say on Navy matters?

A I believe that its scope of operation was much larger than that
of the Army.

Q In the case of the Army, the supreme prerogative rested with

the Chief of Staff and not with the War Minister. Is that
correct?

A Yes,

Q While in the case of the Navy prior to this revision, the supreme
prerogative really rested with the Navy Minister?

A Not entirely., I don't know the details,

< But the Navy Minister had much more to say on naval affairs than
the War Minister in those days? Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And the Navy was advocating that the Chief of Staff increase its
prerogatives?

A Yes.

Q Who in the Navy was the outstanding advocate of the change?
What man or men?

A The Naval Vice Chief of Staff SUETSUGU was very active in that
respect.

Q Was SUETSUGU closely affiliated with the Army Chief of Staff
in those days?

A NOe

Q Would you say he was being influenced by the Army chief of Staff
in this movement?

A I don't believe so. Many of the ideas of the Navy resulted from
the London Naval Conference.

: Q I notice fram your entry of September 22 in your diary that the

3 Emperor voiced some inquiries with reference to this proposed
: , change, - Can you find that? What was concerning the Emperor
: with reference to this change of organization in the Navy? You

mention that the Emperor was concerned about the dispatch of

war ships and the dispatch of troops overseas? What was that
problem?
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The Navy has always been dispatching its forces overseas while
the military would not be able to dispatch forces overseas

under the same circumstances and the transfer of prerogatives

of supreme command of the Navy would make the dispatch of

Naval forces overseas rather difficult and becare quite involved.

Why did it tend to complicate that problem? Why didn't it make
it easier?

Because of the chain of orders that would have to be issued bee
cause during peace time hitherto the Navy Minister has had all
the matters of naval dispatches.

After this change, it would be up to the Chief of Staff to do
that work. Is that righte?

I believe that would make the situation difficult.

I don't understand why it would make it more difficult. It just
meant that a different person would have the right to decide,

It would mean thaet the Chief of Staff, who normally takes on
such a function during war-time would be taking a similar func-
tion during peace-time and that has a rather grave significance.

In other words, the Emperor was concerned about the Chief of
Staff having so great a power over over-seas questions in
peace~time? Is that right?

He felt that was bad.

In other words, the Minister of the Navy in peace-time had a
right to decide where the Navy wat overseas? Is that right?

Yes,

But the Minister of War or the Chief of Staff in the Army in
peace-time couldn't make that decision., Is that correct?

The Army can dispatch forces overseas only during war-time,
while the Navy in peace-time can dispatch its forces from
Naval stations to Naval stations and the situation is entirely
different.

Was this change in the structure of the Navy finally accamplished
50 as to make the two branches of the military equal in admini-
stration?




Yes, I believe that was done and as a consequence, the Chief
of General Staff took on the same name like that had by the
Chief of the Army General Staff.

You say that in peace-time, it is impossible for the Chief of
Staff of the Army to dispatch troops overseas while after war
has been declared, it is within the prerogative of the Chief

of Staff to dc so, Is that correct?

Yes.

When the Manchurian Incident occurred in 1931, no formal declara-
tion of war was ever made on China, was it but as a matter of fact
weren't numerous troops dispatched into Manchuria?

Yes,
How was that accomplished?®

Because 1t was an incident and it is something like that of war
80 it could be done, Only during peace-time, the overseas ship-
ment of trcops cannot be done,

Well, it is merely a matter of words whether war exists or war
doesn't exist. JIs it up to the Chief of Staff to determine
whether times werec peace-times or war times?

I believe there is a regulation that in the case of incidents,
they can do such things.

Un “eptember 26 you indicated you attended a meeting where there

were present the Minister of Foreign Affairs and others and the

Minister discussed the foreign policy of Japan with reference to

Russia, United States, Great Britain and China., Do you recall

who the Minister of Fecreign Affairs was on that occasion? Was it

SAITO, UCHIDA or HIROTA? My notes indicate that K(KI HIROTA be-

came Foreign Minister in September 1933. .*_

I have no recollection as to what sort of a story he gave,
You don't recall who it was on that occasion, even?

I have no recollection, I don't believe his opinion had any sig-
nificance because I hadg't:made any further notations,

Was there any opposition on the part of the Cabinet or the Govern-
ment to changing the Navy set-up - Navy regulations?
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The Government wasn't inquiring of its opinion, I suppose.

In other words, the Cabinet wasn't consulted on that question
of changing the Navy regulations?

I don't believe that problem was presented to the Cabinet at all.
It was a matter that was submitted to the Emperor for a decision?

It is a prerogative of supreme command so I believe that the
Navy Minister presented it to the BEmperor.

Would it require a law or an Imperial Rescript to accomplish?

I believe it is written in Naval regulations.

But who authorizes the issuance of these regulations, the Emperor?
The BEmperor issues it, It is something like an Imperial Order,

In other words, the Catinet or the Diet doean't have anything
to say as to how much power the Chief of Staff of the Navy has.

It is purely a matter for the Emperor to determine that question,
is it?

The Cabinet does not get involved in matters or prerogatives of
cammand. :

The prerogatives of command are something that are granted to
certain Chiefs of Staff or Ministers or other officials by the
Emperor. JIs that right?

Yes.,

In other words, the Emperor, in the final analysis really has
the right to decide those questions but he delegates them to
different officials in the Government?

Yes .

So, on that occasion, he delegated to the Chief of Staff of the
Navy the right to determine either in peace or war, whether
ships were to be sent overseas?

Yes, )

I am reading from your diary as of September 30. Was there con-
siderable friction between the Chiefs of Staff of the Army and
the War Ministry over policy questions? Was that a source of

friction in those days?
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At that time, there wasn't much friction between the War
liinister and the Chief of Staff. Only there was friction
with the Cabinet.

I see. What was the friction between the War Minister and
the Chiefs of Staff on the one side and the Cabinet about?

Because from the start to the end of the Manchurian Incident
there had been considerable disagreements between the ¥ar
Ministry and the Cabinet because the Cabinet was always Oop-
posed to the development of the Manchurian Incident.

And it was ARAKI and MASAKI, as I understand it, that were
always pressing for the carrying out of the Manchurian In-
cident in those days?

Yes.

Cn October 2, you mention a certain TERASHIMA,who was involved
in the May 15 incident, had been placed on the Naval General
Staff and that this was rather serious. What was the sig-
nificance of this appointment?

This TERASHIMA was reputed to be in favor of the London Naval
Treaty and was to be transferred to the Commanding Chief of

the Training Fleet and consequently because of the ill feeling
of the Navy circles, he was not able to assume that post and

he was uni'ortunately merely attached to the Naval General Staff.

In other words, it was a case where the Navy was, in effect,
exercising some discipline on one of its members because that
one particular member was in sympathy with the London Naval
Conf'erence, J1s that right?

I believe this is an instance where the Naval discipline has
been violated - where a superior officer has been prosecuted,

Was it an instance where the Emperor expressed himself as to
what had happened?

The Emperor inquired as to the reason for it, at which the
Naval lMinister became very much excited because he wasn't able
to give an adequate reason.

The Bmperor, himself, being in favor of the Naval Treaty, d%dn't
like to see a Navy man who was also in favor of it, disciplined
for his attitude. Was it common for the Mmperor to take such
an active interest in personnel affairs of the Navy?
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A He makes an occasional inquiry into a great personnel matter
like that.

Q Was anyihing ever done about restoring this man to a higher
rank or posit ion.

A No, the matter just rolled on, nothing was done about it.
< The Emperor didn't press the matter?
A He didn't make any special request. The repercussion from the

London Naval Treaty had great effect. In fact, all the men of
the Naval Bureau were made to retire,

Q I don't quite understand that. What was that incident? Tell me
more about it,

A Because the Naval General Staff was opposed to it while the Naval
pureau all favored it. Consequently, all the members of the
Navy Bureau were 'persecuted and made to retire.

Is the Bureau of Naval Affairs under the Naval Ministry?

A les,

Q They were forced to retire by the Chief of Staff. Is that right?

A Rather than by the Chief of Staff, I believe they were persecuted
by the opposition,

Q Who were the cpposition, for example?
A KATO, SUETSUGU.
J Q KATQO was Chief of Staff, wasn'! t he?
L A  Yes,
| Q They were really forced to resign from the Bureau of Naval Affairs
by the Chief of Staff then?
A Actually so, although on the surface, it wasn't so.

Q On October 12, what was it that War Minister ARAKI proposed to do
in connection with granting amnesty to criminals?




Because ARAKI has always been sympathetic to the May 15 incident,
and because he felt that public sentiment against them were

becoming worse, he felt that it would be the best thing to pardon
the criminals.

He really proposed to pardon these men because they were carrying
out his wishes in creating the May incident. Is that right?

Rather than say "public sentiment against him", I mean public
sentiment didn't become any better,

As a matter of fact, Premier INUKAT was opposed to this increase
in power by the military and Premier INUKAI on May 15 was
assassinated primarily because he was opposed to the military?
Yes,

The perpetrators of this assassinat.on and incident on that day
were tried and convicted?

Yes,

And ARAKT was always sympathetic with the assassination of INUKAT
and what had taken place on May 15. That is correct, isnt it?

Yes,

And now, when he realizes that these people were carrying out a
progran with which he sympathizes, were being convicted and put
in jail, he proposes that they be set free. Is that right?

At that time, there were two thoughts prevalent in regard to
these criminals. One was that since the criminals perpetrated
the crime with the intent of bettering the country, on the
other hand, they felt that the law must be carried out,

But ARAKI's opinion was that these men had carried out a pPro-
gram he was advocating and he was irying to get them out of
jail because they werc doing his wish and desire., Is that
correct?

And he felt that since they had good intentions, they ought to
be released,

el




In other words, ARAKI approved the assassination of anyone
who opposed his program. Is that what it‘amounted to?

On the surface, it might be so.

But his action in seeking to release these men and free them
is certainly indicative of that position, isn't it?

Yes,

Was he successful in getting these men freed from jail after
tneir due conviction by the court?

I am not sure but I believe they were not able to release them,

What plea did he make in favor of these men being free? What
was his public expression on that point?

I believe that he stated it was the generosity of the BEmperor
and the good intention of the criminals,

In other words, INUKAI was opprosing the militarists and certain
assassins who favored the military killed him. ARAKT, later on
after the assassins had been convicted, while he was War Minister,
publicly advocated that they be set free because in assassinating
those who were opposed to the military, they were really venefitting
the country. Is that his reasoning?

I-don't believe such a conclusive statement can be made, It is
not that the action of the Army or the military is wrong but that
the person's spirit or intention has not been WIong.

Well, ARAXT felt that these assassins in supporting the military
were in good faith and therefore shouldn't be punished far it,

Yés,

But the main reason, no doubt, he felt that way 1s because he
was supporting the military himself. That faction of the Governe
ment or that class of people that were concerned about the
increase in the power of the military did not favor the freeing
of these assassins, did they?

NO.

\

On October 14, you had a talk with Prince SAIONJI with reference
to several questions, The first one you mention by number was
the way the BEmperor handled the revision of the Navy regulations.

Do you recall what Prince SAIONJI's reaction was to that?
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The Genro did not agree to the revision of this sort. He felt
that the political parties should handle such matters,

I don't understand your answer. My question was what was the
Prince's reaction as to how the Emperor handled the change in
the regulations of the Navy Department?

Prince SAIONJI had a disagreement concerning that story. He
felt that the Naval regulations should not be revised,

Why did he feel that way? What was his reasoning?

It was because he wanted to have the administration centering
around the Diet and through the political parties and because
he was disagreeing with the many proposals whereby the military
or Navy had their authorities enlarged.,

You also discussed with him this question of amnesty that was
being advocated by ARAKI, What was his reaction and comments
as to that?

I believe that the story was said to the effect that there were
rumors saying that ARAKI, the War Minister, had great ccnf'idence
of the Emperor but that the Navy Minister d4id not have such
confidence,

What I am referring to is some discussion you had with Prince
SATIONJI with reference to this plan by the War Minister that
the May 15 assassins be freed? I wondered what the Prince's
reaction was to that,

SATONJI was very much opposed to pardoning the criminals because
he was advocating the adherence to the laws as much as possible,

What did he have to say about ARAKI in that connection?

And as a conseguence, Prince SAIONJI did not have any confidence

in ARAKI. And Prince SATIONJI mentioned that rumors were prevalent

that ARAKT has the confidemce of the Emperor but he felt that is
the propoganda issued by the younger military group and untrue,

He felt that ARAKI's attitude was another indication of his
program to increase the power of the military. Is that right?

Yes.

299




d P W= o -

Certificate of Interprater

Ll

I, __Lt, Fred Suzukawa _, .. .0=203 E
(;'.“Ix.ﬁ} waziial I A521)
being s.orl Cul catl . Stﬁt“ that I truls tr sieted clie. GueCsH v1on3
4

j

'! T -‘ﬁ#‘

and erswers ¢iven from Bn Zizh 9 Japane:. :.nd from Jaganese L.
2nglish resjectivel., diﬁ ngt t.ie above tr-“.crlﬁt1CL «f cuca

qucetions a.q4 cnsyiers, ccnsis ving of 19 vare & true ard
accureta to thac tes.

-

of iy lmotrledge anG bclx % §

d= s A e
ﬂM?U; s

,_-.-‘-—-.—-.————l'

Subgerized ar’

Dl Detedled Juvestizating officer,
Isternationcl FProsecitlion qaction, G, Sile
Certificcte of Stz cirapher

I, S. M, Betgr
&3 shtenogranhsr At | iiterro 10N
trarseribed the fore; ing cue. 2.0
trapseription is trus -na aoc e te
anG bclicf. '

Pc“tlﬁic te ¢f Interrogates,

, (v¢) __Henry Sack : T ek s X ’
and L : 3 ’
stiey thaton 8 day of _February -, 1346, porsonally
appeared bzfore m. ](-’us) N i+ e
snd accacding to te e zukawa S e e spocter,
ot forth tlLerellies

gave the fo.c~oin. ancwers o the seoveral sucsvious ac

Tokyo, Japan
Fluce

Late

F o T T e E—

8 August 1946 Pt M Dy, NPT




