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<& I ION OF (MARQIS) KIDO ICHI
(Continued)

4 DATE AND TIME: 23 Jamuary 1946, 1430 - 1630 hours

} PLACE : Slsmo Prison, Tokyo, Japan

1 PRESENT : (Marquis) KIDO, Koichi

; Mr. Henry R. Sackett, Interrogator

' Lt. Fred F. Suzukawa, Interpreter
(Miss) S. M. Betar, Stenographer.

Questions by : Mr, Sackett

| Q Do you know Colonel Doihara?®
T. A I just learned of him recently.
1.' Q I see. Didn't you know him back in 1931 and 1932 when he was
active in Manchuria?
A No, I did not know him,
Q- Didn't you hear of him in those days or of his activities in those
days?
3 A I didnt't hear much of him,
ﬁ Q My information is that he was the resident officer in charge at
:_ Mukden at the time of the incident in September, 1931,
,. A Be was the Special Resident Officer.
}
3 Q Was that an Army position as dist:.ngu:.ahed from a govermmental
position?
| A T do not know his exact character but I believe it was desig-

nated by the Kwantung Army.

Q T see, You didn't know his attitude about the Manchurian-China

gituation in those days, then? Did you know anything about his
] attitude with reference to the Manchurian-China situation in

those days?




A I did not know what sort of an attitude he had because I
heard of him only after he became Special Resident Officer.

Q Wasn't that on or about the time of the September 19th ine
cident that he was Resident 0fficer?

A I don't believe that is so, I believe he was appointed after q
the Kwantung Army occupied Manchuria.

Q I see. What was his attitude about the time of his appointe- i
ment with reference to Manchuria?

A I don't believe it was anything special. I have no accurate
knowledge of it.

4 Q As I understand it, there were two schools of thought - one

‘-' that advocated the use of force in Manchuria and another

| group that advocated peaceful settlement of differences.
Which school did Colonel Doihara belong to?

| A I do not know a.nything about that. 3
| Q Did you ever talk to him about the Mukden incident? ‘
A I never talked to him, Only after he became a full general .'

did I see him, I only bowed to him but I never spoke to him,

Q There was a lot of agitation, as I understand it, in the press
early in September 1931 which advocated the use of force in
Manchuria., Is that correct?

A I believe that some of the papers did advocate such things but '
; I do not know exactly what ones it is, B
g ,
| Q Did the Government exercise some control over the press in those A
| ] days?
\ |
! | A To some extent but it waasn't anything like the present censorship.
i | Q Bow did they exercise control of the press at that time, in
K 1931 and 1932? What mechanical means did they use to control ;
A on anything that disturbed the peace, they had some control, '

" but on other matters, they were practically free.




Q What agency of the Govermment was concerned with the press?

) A The Home Ministry and the Police Bureau,

! Q Did they require that articles in the paper be submitted to
them for censorship in those days before they were printed?
A I believe it was done., I have no accurate recollection,
|
R Q When you were Secretary to the Lord Keeper in those days,

b | didn't you realize there was some influence being exercised
- : over the press and that it wasn't entirely a free press?

A On political matters, I believe it was comparatively free,
Q There came a time when there wasn't such freedam of the press

but you think in those days a person could say what he wanted
to and it would be printed?

| j‘ A I believe it was possible for anyone to express his opinion but
& _ only with respect to newspapers which differed individually.
| : Q Did the Army group have a newspaper of its own or control such
| -; a paper in those days?
|
| ‘ A It wasn't to that extent. They never did actually control a
1: ' newspaper but later on they used high pressure.,
| i
| | Q Did (KAWA, in those days, have any interest or control over any
| | particular newspapers, to your knowledge?
| A I do not know,
Q What was the political party which OKAWA headed at that time?
| Do you recall the name of it?
ﬂ o
| | A I believe he had a right-wing organization.
l
Q Did he head up a political party that had a name such as the

§ MINSEITO Party? Is that what they called one of the parties?

A He did not have any political party. He Just had some of his
friends, He was more or less a political organizer.

Q He had a following, but he didn't have a political party that '
carried a name or title?

NO.




I'm looking at your diary as of October 5, 1931, On that day
you indicated that you talked to the Imperial Household Mini-
ster Tkki. What was his attitude about the Army and the Mane
churian situation at that time?

He explained the fact that the situation would become more and
more serious instead of conforming to the attitude of the
Govermment which should be kept from UGAKI,

HBe was opposed to the Army increasing its control of the Governe
ment, did you say?

Yes, IKKI was more or less concerned and was opposed to the Army's

policy.

what did he propose to do to try to keep the Army from increase
ing its power.

As Imperial Household Minister, nothing can be done. Only
grave concern has been voiced about the trend of the matter.

You mean by that, that the Imperial Household wouldn't have
official responsibility for administrative affairs but it is
a fact that they rendered advice, didn't they?

The Imperial Household Minister cannot voice his opinion on
political matters,

Who was Mr, FUMIO GOTO?
He was an official of the Home Ministry. He was my friend.

T notice from some information that I have, he was Home Minister
in the (KADA Cabinet. What was he doing insofar as govermment
service is concerned prior to that time, in 1931°?

He was working in the Home Ministry for a long time. He was
Chief of the Police Burean and also was Chief Administrator of

Formosae.

So he, in those days, was really in charge of the internal
police of Japan. Is that right?

T have no accurate recollection., I believe he was more or less
only a member of the House of Peers,

on October 6, he discussed with you same of the conditions of
the MINSEITO. Was that the political party?

Yes.
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What did he say to you and what was it he thought about the
MINSEITO party?

' I have no recollection as to the contents here (indicating diary).

Only I heard that the MINSEITO will be viectorious in loeal
elections,

What was the position of the MINSEITO Party in those days with
reference to the Army, as you recall?

It was oppoaed to the Army.
What was the other main party?

SEIYUK AT.

What was their attitude with reference to the Army in those days?

The political parties were generally opposed to the Army. Both
of them were,

The Army really wanted to rid the country of both political parties.
Is that correct?

Yes, that is why in all the incidents where the Army tried to
capture governmental power they igrnored the political parties,

In your diary, you mention concern about the possible collision
between the Army and the government on the question of the other
negotiation party to the M anchurian problem, What did you have
in mind when you wrote that? :

I have no recollection as to what this part means,

On October 7, you made an entry with reference to the activities
of Lt. Colonel Suzuki., What were his actions in the days that
you refer to?

He is the Lt. Colonel Suzuki we spoke about the other day. BHe
was in the Burean of Military Affairs, At the beginning, we
thought he was more or less a hot-headed radical, who was try-
ing to take on high pressure measures, Later on, we found out
that he more or less restrained the younger officers' group
and as a result of that, our anxiety toward him was lessened

immensely.
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Is he the same Lt. Colonel Suzuki who later became head of
the Planning Board of the Cabinet?

Yes

So, you would say that in those days, Colonel Suzuki was
trying to suppress the Army's belligerent attitude?

Yes, he was trying to keep down the younger officers who tended
to take on radical measures,

Did you talk to him on October 7, according to your diary?
Yes, I talked to him,

What did he say he was trying to do to help relieve the
situation?

I never received any concrete or definite repart - only the fact
that he is suppressing the tendencies of these radicals,

He told you that on that occasion?

Yes.,

Did his actions thereafter bear out the fact that he was trying
to suppress these young Army officers?

'I never heard definite results to that effect.

Who was Count ARIMA?

He was my friend, He was a member of the House of Peers, I believe,

And KOZUI OTANI, who was he?
He was a priest of the NISHIHONGWANJI.

¥Will you read your diary of October 8 and tell me what the sig-
nificance was of OTANI meeting OKAWA?

ARTMA tried to introduce him to KONOYE so that they can meet. I
do not know if they actually met.

flere you cmecerned at all about the incident, or was thet just
a casual notation?

I never heard anything later concerning this incident.

This is the same (OKAWA we have been referring to from time to time?

Yes. I believe he was going to meke shigh pressure speech con-
cerning the China Incident.
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Whom do you mean by "hen?

By "he", I meant OTANI and CKAWA, who are radicalists and they

were going to give a high pressure talk to KONOYE regarding the
China incident,

Did OTANI favor the Army's position in Manchuria, as you say
CKAWA dide

Since OTANI was living in China, he had much concern over the
China problem, but I don't know if he was concerned over the
Manchurian problem,

Did OTANI advocate the use of force in China by the Japanese?

Since he was living in Shanghai, that matter is not clear to
me., |

When you say they were going to make a high pressure speech,
what do you think the nature of the speech was going to be?

Because he was allied with OKAWA and since KONOYE phoned me
to that effect.

Were the priests active in politics in those days? Did they take
an active stand one way or another on political questions?

There was no actual interference, but this person was a parti-
cular person. This person has a home in Shanghai and in Java
and he traveled extensively around the world,

Generally speaking, you would say the priests did not take
an active part in politics?

NO.
Was the Chief of Information, SHIRATORI, in the foreign office?

Yes,

You made an entry on October 10 with reference to the attitude
of the foreign office on the Manchurian problem., What was the
attitude of the foreign office in 1931 in the fall?

This was gained from the newspaper correspondents' meeting and
I believe there was nothing significant but I believe he wanted
to keep the incident from developing,
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The Foreign Minister, SHIDEHARA, was scmewhat noted for want-
ing a peaceful settlement of the Manchurian question, wasn't he?

beaceful way,
The Army was opposed to his attitude on the matter, wasn't it9

Yes, the Army was very much opposed to SHIDEHARA's policy toward
Ghina. '

Yes,

As of October 12, you indicate that the visit of Count KIYONRA

to the Iord Keeper was viewed seriously, What were you think-
ing about when you wrote that?

The reporters of the Dewspapers came and they were very much
concerned over the fact that KIYONRA came up to visit the Loxd
Keeper of the Privy Seal, They thought there was going to be
a change in the Government,

Who was Count KIYONRA?

“¢ was the President of the Privy Council and he, at one time,
formed a Cabinet. He is one of the senior stateamen,

Who was YOSHIDA, whose :I.’:‘irat name was SHIGERU?
He was an official in the Home Ministry,
Who was YASUQKA?

He was a scholar of the stody of Japan,

Apparently, he was quite concerned about the Army situation,

according to your diary of October l4h. What did he know
about the situation?
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Because he is a scholar dealing with Japan and he has various
informations concerning it and he became worried that the
militarists would become more and more violent and that it
would spread even to the RONIN and to the students.

What did he advocate, if anything, to be done about it to stop
the movement?

gince he deals with spiritual mattéers, he tried to start spirit-
nal movements among these grcups.

What was to be the program of the spiritual movement?
T did not hear anything definite about it.

Wes it to be in opposition to the Army program?

Yes, undoubtedly 80.

Was HAYASHT in the War Ministry in his capacity as Chief of
the Maintenance Bureau?

He was a War Minister,
He wasn't War Minister in 1931 and 1932%
No. He only became a division commender at that time.

But, was his office as chief of the Maintenance Bureau under
the War Ministry?

Yes.

What was his attitude with reference to the Army progream in
those dwﬂ-

Because of the fact that the Army became more and more un-
disciplined and out of control, he felt it would be best to
institute a government in Manchuria.

By that, did he propose an independent state that Japan could
do business with?

That was not clear but I believe he had that sort of a feeling.

That really was the Army program = to set up an independent
state as Manchukuo, and then do hisiness with 1t?

T believe such a feeling came out inadvertently.

T don't understand what you mean by that, will you explain?

s
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‘: A Inadvertently - without thinking. It is presumably such a
story and I belleve that was the real thing,

Q In other words, HAYASHI was one of the Army group that advo-
1 cated the use of force in Manchuria and set up a new state
| there rather than pulling out of Manchuria. Is that correct?

A HAYASHI was not a radicalist but I believe that the intention
) of the Army inadvertently came out, as written here. (diary)

2 Q In other words, when he talked with you on October 15, he ine
E— B advertently disclosed the thoughts of the Army group?

ane R e s A e wl il S i A SR NN

A Yes, I believe so,.

| . Q By "inadvertently®", you mean he didn't mean to tell you about
| them and just forgot himself and told you?

A As I have written here (diary), it was a presumption and I be-
lieve later on he disclosed everything inadvertently. He
made a presumption to the effect that the intention of the

Army was 8S0.
| ' Q Would you classify him as one of the leaders of the Army move-
1 ment to use force in taking over the Government?
| A I don't believe so, He is more or less a scholar. That is
| why he attends the meetings of the newspaper correspondents.
Q The War Minister MINAMI was a strong advocate of the Army
4 program, wasn't he?
| A Yes,
., | Q He would have to be classified as one of the leaders in the

Army movement to take over political power, wouldn't he?

| R~ A He was looked upon as such, but I have no accurate evidence to
! | that effect.

p Q He was one of the men whose activities you were concerned about
in those days, wasn't he?

A Yes.

Q Tell us in your own words about this October 17 incident con-
cerning which you have written in your diary.
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It is written in the diary that from a report, an officer of
the staff headquarters has been arrested so I visited Marquis
INOUE and I asked him if he knew anything about it and I
learned that MINAMI and our other Army staff officers met in
an important conference at which time they reached a decision
and through the military police they arrested Lt. Colonel
HASHIMOTO of the Staff Headquarters and Lt. Colonel NEMOTO.

What did this group plot to do - this group they arrested?

They planned to execute a coup d'etat by occupying the staff
headquarters and the War Ministry,

Did they plan to take over the Government or a branch of
the Amy?

It seems as though they tried to take over the Cabinet by
capturing the Staff Headquarters.

How would capturing the Staff Headquarters accomplish the re-
sult of taking over the Cabinet?

I have no accurate information to that effect but I believe
they had such a plan,

The Chief of the General Staff, KANAYA, was one of the leaders
of the Army movement to take over political power, wasn't he?

I don't believe so. I am positive he never got involved in
such a plOt.

Did you know him?
Not very well,

What men other than KANAYE were on the General Staff in those
days that wanted to take over political control?

KANAYE was not of the mind of trying to seize the Govermment
but the followers of HASHIMOTO and others of the Staff Head-
quarters were of the mind that they wanted to seize the

Government,

What offices did you say HASHIMOTO later held in the Government?

He only went up to full colonelship.

Did he ever hold a govermment office?

He never held any.




How about this fellow NEMOTO. Did he ever become active in
the Army or in the Government in later years?

I do not know him at all,

Apparently, it was the plan of this group that was arrested
on the 17th of October to assassinate several of the ministers,
wasn't ite

The entire aspect of the plan wasn't clear at this time,

I only thought they were going to capture the Staff Headquarters
and the War Ministry and proceed from there,

Your notations as of October 20 indicate a very comprehensive
plot to assassinate the greater part of the Cabinet.

There was such a theory at that time. I did not believe it at
that time,

I will confess that it is difficult for me to understand how
there can be so many different schemes and plots going on in
Japan to kill people. Wasn't there any authority in the coun-
try that was strong enough to stop that sort of thing?

Popular opinion in Japan was very weak so attempts to stop
such movements was inadequate,

What was the nature of the report made by Foreign Minister
SHIDEHARA to the Emperor with reference to the League of
Nations, Look at your diary as of October 21,

I do not remember anything about the three proposals that
were given., I have completely forgotten about it.

What was the attitude of the Foreign Office at that time with
reference to the League of Nations?

It was of the attitude that they wanted to continue relations
as much as possible with the League of Nations.

Didn't they realize that the Manchurian Incident tended to
cause them to be called upon by the League of Nations to ex-
phin their military actions?

Therefore, the Govermment wanted to solve the Manchurian Ine
cident as fast as possible and they wanted to continue with
the League of Nations. Because the Army was so strong, everye
thing did not go accordingly.




What was the Army's attitude towards Japan belonging to
the League of Nations and satmitting to advice from the
League of Nations.

On the surface, the war Ministry and others were in conflict
with the Leagne of Nations, such as wanting to withdraw fram
it or things like that but actual events in Manchuria have
changed completely from time 10 time, |

In other words, the fact that the League of Nations tcok an
jnterest in the Manchurian affair was resented by Japan,
Is that right?

A faction, especially the Rightists' organization presented
such a thing but I believe the people at large did not.

By the Rightists, you mean principally the Army factions?
Yes, the Army was included in it.

Who in the’ Army was the leader in advocating the League of
Nations'! suggestions and advice should not be followed?

I do not remember any person in particular.

wéll-the Chief of Staff of the Kwantung Army, would be one,
wouldn't he?

That is not clear. It is because T did not know who was the
chief of Staff of the Kwantung Army at that time.

Well, you certainly realized in those days that there was a
a faction you were opposed to and when you thought of that
faction, wham did you think of as ijndividuals you were opposed

to in that faction?

Just as I said - in the Staff Headquarters such a person &s
1Lt Colonel HASHIMOTO and NEMOTO and men like ISHIWARA in the
Kwantung Army. I believe that such persons were maore or less

the leaders of the graap.

And who in Japan proper would you say were the leaders of
the opposition group?

They were HASHIMOTO and NEMOTO of the Staff Headquarters.

So, when you were fearful of the Army attitude in wanting to
take over political power, you really were fearful of
ISHIWARA, HASHIMOTO and NEMOTO. Are those the people you
were worried about?




Q
A
Q
A
Q

I felt that they were the ones who were really powerful and
werc exercising their power,

They were the leaders of the opposition movement, you would say?

Rather than leaders, they were the ones who were the intriguers
and plotters.

Then, who were the leaders if they were merely the plotters?
Who directed the plotters what to do?

The leaders are these plotters,

How about MINAMI. He was one of the advocates of the Army taking
over political power, wasn't he?

In the March incident, Ugaki was said to be the leader but in
the Qctober incident, the leader is not clear.

Who in the Army was the strongest and most ocutstanding advocate
in those days of the use of force in Manchuria, would you say?

They were the plotters I mentioned - no one in particular,

You think the same individuals who plotted to overthrow the
Govermment were the ones who advocated moving in throughout
Manchuria?

In the same way that they instituted Manchukuo, they wanted to
reconstruct Japan.

And MINAMI was favorable to the Manchukuo enterprise, wasn't he?
He was persistently advocating it in the Cabinet conferences.
And ARAKTI Was also in that same category, wasn't he?

I believe ARAKI was also of the same mind

And, FUMIO GOTO likely sponsored and favored the use of force
in Manchuria, didn't he?

It is absolutely different. Goto was not of that mind because
he was a civil official and that is why he was not concerned

with such a thing,

What was the Lord Keeper's attitude with reference to submitting
to arbitration of the Manchurian incident through the League

of Nationse.

He advocated harmony with the League of Nations, He was Ame
bassador plenipotentiary to the Versailles Conference.
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MINAMI was opposed to cooperation with the League officials,
was he not?

As I said before, MINAMI on the surface was strongly in

favor of the League of Nations but the action of the Army
was in direct opposition.

Who was General MUTO? You made reference to him in your
diary as of October 28,

I believe he was the Superintendent of Military Training,

And, he was one of the Army group that advocated the use
of force in Manchuria, wasn't he?

I don't believe that is so. He was of the mind of dealing
8tiff -penalty to Lt. Colonel HASHIMOTO.

What was it you wrote in your diary on October 28 about
General MUTOQ?

Mr. OTSUBA is a newspaper correspondent and I heard the
reports from him,

What reports did you hear from him, as noted?

That the policy of punishment or the measure of punishment
concerning the Ocbber incident was not decided upon; that
General MUTO and other division leaders advocated stiff
punishment to those perpetrators. I felt that if such a
nmeasure was carried out it would be to the great benefit
of the nation, I felt that law and spiritual morality
mst go hand in hand and be maintained,

You don't think that Chief of the General Staff KANAYE was
one of the leaders in the use of force in Manchuria®

He was not a radical,
He must have had some radical men on his staff, didn't he?
Yes, and he was more or less taken by those radicals.

What particular radicals on his staff do you think influenced
him the most?

They were men in the positions of chiefs of the sections or
bureaus but I do not know their names,
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The situation caused by the Army attitude became so serious
that on November 1, according to your diary, the elder states-
man came to Tokyo. Is that right?

I don't believe he came for any special reason., He occasionally
came out to Tokyo.

You don't think he came to Tokyo because of the acute political
situation?

Yes, I don't believe it was for that reason.

In your diary on October 23, you mention the Prime Minister,
WAKATSUKI's attitude as being indifferent. In what respect
was his attitude indifferent. What was he indifferent to?

It was a very private confidential matter as HARADA was a
private secretary to WAKATSUKI and he was being invited
occasionally to his home and HARADA complained on various
political matters. He, HARADA, said a stronger attitude was
desired.

In other words, HARADA began to fear that the Prime Minister
was indifferent to the serious situation which existed and
didn't propose to do anything about it. Is that what you
mean?

It means that he understood the serious situation alright but
that his attitude was not strong enocugh.

Then, again, on November 7, in your diary you write that the
Prime Minister in your opinion at that time was "week-kneed",
Do you mean by that he waan't putting up any effort to

solve the problems created by the Army?
it

I meant that he gave/much concern but he was unable to'do anything
about it.

So, by November 7, you and same of your friends concluded that
the situation could never be solved by the present Prime Minister
and that there would have to be a change,

Yes.

All during this time, the Army was moving further and further
into Manchuria, wasn't it?

Yes.

And their aggressive attitude as to Manchuria was becoming stronger
and stronger, wasn't it?

Yes,
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Q What, if anything, did the Emperor do to try to lessen this
aggression in Manchuria.

A The Emperor advised that the situation be kept from developing
any further but the War Minister was unable to cope with the
situation, There were even worries that the forces would cross
the Great Wall into China and at that t s the Emperor per-
sonally ordered the Vice-Minister to stop it and the Vice Chief

Q In other words, the Emperor, among others, was fearful that

the Army would just keep on going and go on into China?
Not just stop in Manchuria?

A Yes, he felt it would be terrible for such a thing to happen,
Q So, the Emperor called in the vice Chief of Staff?
A The Vice Chief of Staff was dispatched there,
Q Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, you mean?
A YB&.
Q Did the Emperor first call in the Vice Chief of Staff and
talk to him about it?
A I do not know that procedure. I know the person that was dis-
patched was the Vice Chief of Staff.
Q What whs his name?
A It is not clear but I believe it was MASAKT.
Q Was that a written order to the Vice Chief of Staff to proceed
to Manchukuo or was it done orally?
| A I do not know. Such a thing is not known to us, I only heard
1 | about it later on,
) Q Do you know whether the Emperor talked to KANAYA, the Chief of
A Staff, about the possible movement into China?
A I do not know.
Q All you know is that the Vice Chief of Staff did go to Manchuria
to try to stop further expansion? '
A I heard a story to that effect.
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Q Where did you hear that story?

A I do not know exactly. I heard such a story when I was having
conversations with my numerous friends.

Q In other words, there were occasions when the situation got

| serious enough, the Emperor would come forth and take a
| definite stand, wouldn't he?

A That is not clear. The Emperor did not directly order it but
he, through the Vice Chief of Staff would give such an order,

- Q In other words, from time to time, the Chief of Staff of the
Army would come o see the Emperor about military affairs,
wouldn't he and? one of the conferences, the Emperor ex-
pressed the desire that the Army dispatch someone to Manchuria
to stop the expansion?

A I believe that is so.

| | Q Did the Emperor ever express a desire or cause anyone to be
| dispatched to Manchuria to stop the Army from spreading further
into Manchuria instead of into China?

A Concerning the abrogation of the Manchurian incident, the Emperor
did not have anything to say.

Q In other words, the Emperor took the position that the Army
shouldn't go into China, itself, but insofar as what the Army
did in Manchuria, he never took a stand.

A Yes, he stood as the intermediary and let everything be handled
througt; the Cabinet,

Q In other words, the Emperor was willing to let the Army, the
Cabinet, and ordinary Government bureaus control what happened
in Manchuria but when it came to China, the Emperor in effect
said "Hands off"? Is that right?

A Ordinarily, the Emperor does not have any authority or is not
customarily in the habit of doing things by himself but lets
amatter be handled through the Cabinet but later on because
the situation had became so grave that I believe he personally
I do not know if he personally ordered it or whether the Chief
of Staff supported the opinion of the Emperor.

Q The Emperor wasn't willing to interfere in what was taking
place in Manchuria but he was willing to express an opinion
to interfere so as to prevent the thing from spreading into

China,

A Yes.,
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INTERROGATION OF (MARQUIS) KIDO, KOICHI

(Contimed)

DATE AND TIME: 24 Jamuary 1946, 1415 - 1400 hours

PLACE

: Sugamo Prison, Tokyo, Japan

PRESENT : (Marquis) KIDO, Koichi

Mr. Henry R. Sackett, Interrogator
Lt. Fred F. Suzukawa, Interpreter
(Miss) S. M. Betar, Stenographer

Questions by : Mr. Sackett

I would like to make an addition to what I said yesterday.

anything
I might say that at any time you think you want to addA. I
want you to feel perfectly free to say so. Any of the things
you want to say, I want to hear,

Concerning General MUTO, I believe there has been a mistransla-
tion of the diary. -

What date was that, do you recall?
I would like to check on the translation.

What does your diary actually say with reference to General
MUTO?

I meant to say that in the punishment of the perpetrators, no
definite decisions were given and General MUTO and other
division commanders advocateda stiff penalty of the perpetra-
tors. If such a course is taken, it would be highly beneficial
to the N&tiﬁn. ,

I understand your reaction is that General MUTO was for stern
justice being meted out to the plotters in that event we were
discussing as of October 28, 1931%

Yes.
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The translation is not necessarily a mistranslation but it
did not convey the idea you have now given. This not in
your diary, I want to ask you when you first heard about the
Tanaka Memorial or whether you are familiar with what I mean
by the Tanaka Memorial,

There were stories about it but I do not remember when I started
hearing about it,

To the best of your recollection, how far back does your knowledge
of the Takana Memorial go?

I believe it was in 1930 but I do not accurately remember,
What did you first learn about it and how?

Such a story was given during the conversation with XKONOYE and
EARADA but I did not give much attention to it.

What was said, as you recall it, in that conversation?

I do not remember accurately concerning that,

What did you first learn about the Tanaka Memorial as to what
it was, who said it, and the significance of it?

It was to the extent that there were elements in the Army that
had such a plan in mind,

\
Was Tanaka an Army man?

Yes.
That was the Premier back in 1927 to 1929%

Seiyukai,

You mean, he was a member of the Seiyukal Party but he was a
General?

Yes.

According to your understanding, what did the Tanaka Memorial
advocate?

I do not know anything about it and I do not know if such a
thing existed.

In later years, at least, you heard discussions about the
Tanaka Memorial, didn't you?
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It wasn't to the extent of discussion, It was only to the extent
of a rumor saying that such an opinion was existing in the Army.

What was your understanding as to what that Army opinion was?

I thought at that time it might be concerned with the independence
of Manchuria,

Did you ever learn later the purported contents of the Tanaka
Memorial?

I do not know. I have never seen it.

Is it a fact that the Tanaka Memorial advocated the use of force
and expansion of the Japanese influence into Asia,

I do not know,

I don't mean to imply that you had anything to do with the
Tanaka Memorial. I'm trying to find out what your knowledge
is, being a citizen and a resident of this country. I'm trying
o find out what this document is.

I do not know anything about it.

It wasn't a matter that was discussed in Government circles?

There were not many stories about it.

What was the attitude of Premier TANAKA with reference to China
and Manchuria?

He was a redicalist toward the China problem,
What do you mean by that?
He was aggressive,

He advocated, didn't he, the expansion of Japanese influence into
China and Manchuria and the use of force if necessary to do so?

I do not know anything about that at all. I know he was at the

head of the Seiyukai Party and as a party, the Seiyukai did not
advocate such a thing. That is, openly, they did not advocate

such things.

oS
I thought you just said he did advocate ag gression in China
and Manchuria.
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As a military man, he was vigorously of that opinion but after
becaming head of the Seiyukai Party, his attitude became obscure.

What was his attitude in his capacity as premier so far as
Manchuria and China were concerned?

I didn't concern myself so much so I do not know anything about
the TANAKA cabinet,

What was the attitude of Premier HAMAGUCHI with reference to
Manchuria and China as compared or distinguished from Premier
TANAKA?

HAMAGUCHI was a very peaceful man so he was an advocate of peace
in dealing with Manchuria.

As campared with TANAKA, you would say TANAKA was for aggression
while HAMAGUCHI was for a peaceful settlement of Chinese affairs?
Is that a fair statement?

Yes,
What was the general attitude of Premier WARATSUKI?
Wakatsuki was of the same mind as HAMAGUCHI.

Neither one of those premiers advocated an aggressive policy
in China?

They were opposed to an aggressive policy,.

As a matter of fact that was one of the reasons that the WAKATSUKI
Cabinet fell and was succeeded by INUKAI, wasn't it « the fact
that the Army didn't feel they were aggressive enough so far as
the China question was concerned? Is that correct?

Yes.,

To your recollection, what were the principal complaints that
the Army haed and made about the WAKATSUKI Goverrment? What did
they criticise in that Government?

I didn't hear much about the eriticism given by the Army but
generally, the Amy was very much dissatisfied with the policy
of non-development of the incident,

They advocated a more aggressive policy in Manchuria?
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Yes. A faction of the Army desired it.

Those were the sentiments of the War Minister MINAMI?

Yes,

In your diary under the date of November 7+ you refer to cer-
tain conversations with SENTARO EDO with reference to Manchuria,

Do you recall his explanation of the Army's attitude on that
date?

I don't know the exact content but I believe that because the

Army has been advancing rapidly I felt that the activities
of the Army became quite clear,

And what do you mean by "quite clear"? What does that signify?

It is that certain Armies create a certain situation and has been
advancing or acting accordingly,

In other words, you mean it was quite apparent the Army was
moving further and further into Manchuria?

ies.

Under November 10, you mention an investigation of the Navy Dew=
partment. Why did they have occasion to investigate themselves.
For what purpose?

There were rumors to the effect that there were radicalists ad-
vaating the policy within the Navy circles so the Minister of :
the Navy investigated the matter and because of the lack of
evidence, the matter was suspended,

When you say they were advocating the "same thing", what do you
have in mind by that statement ?

It's content is not clear but I believe it is the same thing as
they advocated by the Army.

And by that you mean an aggressive policy towards Manchuria and
China?

I believe rather than the aggressive policy toward China and

Manchuria, it dealt primarily with internal conditions such as
reconstruction of the Government or making a united cabinet.

In Manchuria?

In Japan, itself,
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Part of that Army policy was to expand Japanese influence in
Manchuria, wasn't it?

Yes,

And that was one of the things the civilian members of the Governe
ment were concerned about?

Yes,.
What do you mean in your diary as of the same date (Nov. 10)

when you indicate there was evidence that soldiers were entering

the right-wing group at night? What did you have in mind when
you wrote that?

I heard the story to the effect that the Army was joining Rightists
organizations and were visiting them. Later on the rightists and
the military united which has maede the Govermment very unstable,

Was the Seiyukai considered a right-wing or lefte-wing organization
or neither.

It is neither.

What would you designate it in that parlance?
1t is conservative,

mt about the MINSEITO Party?

Conservative. They are both conservative.,

In other words, both leading political parties were on the opposite
side of the fence from the Army group?

From the Army's viewpoint, it was unsatisfactory.

By that you mean that the Army didn't approve of the policy of
either one of those two leading parties?

Yes.

Under November 12, you mske a note with reference to the escape

fram Tientsin into Manchukuo of HSUAN=-TUNG-TI and that the ea~
cape had certain significance. What was the significance of this

escape?
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It was concerned with the departure from Tientsin of HSUAN-

TUNG=-TI which can only mean that Manchukuo will be created
and this would have an unfavorable repercussion throughout
the world and I was very much worried.

You mean that the event was indicative of the formation of
an independent state of Manchukuo which might arouse the
concern of the League of Nations and eventually did, didn't it?

Yes.

What is the JUICHI~KAT?

It is an organization composed of my friends.

What does it mean in English? Can you tramdate it?

It is called that because it was organized on the eleventh
year of TAISHO, It is an organization composed of my friends.

It is a name which you created for a group of your friends?
It was started on the day we all got together,

I understand, What was the purpose of this group - just to
discuss current affairs?

When it was organized we were still young men and we started
out as a reading club, Later on, we began to discuss current
affairs. The members were generally liberal,

You mention the "Northward Advance Continental Politica" -
policy, I presume, What does that refer to and was that
the Army platform or program?

The Army had such a policy but the Government did not have any
policy which opposed the Army's policy. Neither did the
political parties have anything to oppose it.

Wwhere did the term "Northward Advance Continental Politics"
come rrom.gha as that a phrase invented by you or was that
something, generally in the newspapers, press and things
in those days?

This was a term given by us. I don't believe such a term came
out in the newspapers.

Tn other words, you and your friends called the Army "Northward
Advance Continental Politics"?

Yes, we spoke of it as such
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By that you meant the Army group had ideas of expanding north-
ward into Manchuria and possibly China?

Yes.

And when we speak of the Army in this interrogation as of those
days, we are referring, as I understand it, to a group of
people led by MINAMI, ARAKI, MASAKT, HASHIMOTO and NEMOTO,

and ISHIWARA of the Kwantung Army? Who else were we speaking
of as the leaders you recall of that Army movement.

They were the principal ones.

T would like to ask if they were all of the top leaders or
were they just the top leaders you are able to remember?

The younger group followed MASAKI and ARAKT.

Do you think those men we have nsmed are all of the outstand-
ing leaders of that movement or were there others that you
cant't recall?

I believe there were others but I cannot remember their names.
Others equally as important so far as leadership is concerned?

Noe

None as outstanding as those mentioned?

No. | .

Did you ever talk to any of those men even in those days or
later as to what they themselves said their program or policy

Wase

T never spoke with any of them.

You never had any direct contact as to what their ideas were?

I would speak with ARAKI who was in the KONOYE Cabinet with
me, He was very mild at that time so he never said anything
in that respecte.

vou mean his attitude toward the Chinese situation wasn't nearly
so aggressive in later years as it was in the early days?

At that time, he didn't say such aggressive things. ARAKI was
very much worried about the soviet Union.

o
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Did we agree that UGAKI was one of these men who should be
on our list of leaders that we are talking about?

UGAKTI was entirely separate from this group concerned with
the China problem.

UGAKI was interested in the Army becaming more active in
home politics, wasn't he?

UGAKI was connected with the disarmament matter after the First
World War, so he handled that matter,

You wouldn't say he was one who advocated this expansion into
Manchuria?

I believe he is not involved so much in that.

Do you recall any statements that were made in speeches or in
the newspapers by any of these men with reference to that
northward expansion program, evel if you didn't talk to them
personally? If so, what was the gist of what they said publicly?

I have no recollection,

Who was ITO?

ITO is my friend,

What was his.business or govermment capacity, if any?

He was a baron and a business man engaged in the mining business
and things like that,

I take it from your diary that by that time you thought the
Army had a very strong and organized program while the opposi-
tion was completely disorganized and didn't have a solid or
substantial program. Is that right?

It seems as though the Government and the political parties were
pulled along by the Army,.

You felt that there was no definite program in opposition to
what the Army advocated?

Yes.

I notice in your diary, as of November 17, INOUYE expressed

the opinion that if the Army didn't quit advancing in Manchuria,
it would be necessary for Japan to withdraw from the League of
Nations. Was that the general attitude of the Govermnment in

those days and their feeling? |
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INOUYE's attitude was very stable and it does not necessarily
reflect on the entire Govermment's 8pirit because at that time
the opinion was quite divided and ADACHT, the Home Minister,

proposed a coalition cabinet and there were stories to that
efoCt-

What was ADACHI's attitude toward the Army program in Manchuria
as you recall?

Generally, the whole Cabinet felt the Manchurian problem should
be solved immediately,

What was Minister ADACHI's feeling on that subject?

ADACHI wanted to have a coalition cabinet and make a powerful
cabinet out of it.

He was the leader of one of the political parties, wasn't he?

He was leader of the Minseito Party. There werc rumors to the
extent that he had connections with the Army,

Just how did the WAKATSUKI Cabinet fall and how was the new
cabinet formed? What was the immediate cause of its falling?

The outstanding cause was that there was a split between the
Home Minister ADACHI and the other members of the Cabinet.

What was that split over or about? Where did they differ  in
opinion?

Because ADACHIE favored a coalition cabinet while on the other
hand, there were the sentiment following INOUYE which couldn't
agree so the Cabinet fell,

What did INOUYE say?

INOUYE was of the opinion that the present national unity cabinet
or coalition cabinet was not strong enough to control the military
and later they were more or less siding with the militarists

s0 such a cabinet could not be allowed to exist,

What sort of a cabinet did INOUYE propose should be formed to
cope with this Army situation?

He was of the opinion that the present cabinet should be supported
because it had been checking the militarists even though it was
not powerful enocugh,

And what did the Army faction do in connsection with the formation
of the new cabinet., What influence and pressure did they exert?
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A The Army was of the opinion that if the Cabinet should fall
they would like to have a national unity cabinet or a coali-
tion cabinet.

Q Did they advocate a cabinet headed by military men?

A It wasn't clear to that extent,

! Q Do you think they were willing to go along with a coalition
. | cabinet without going so far as to insist on a military cabinet?

N A There were rumors to the effect that ADACHI was supported by
1 the militarists and that he was siding with the militarists,
according to the Minister of Finance INOUYE.

Q Was War Minister MINAMI active in the formation of this new
cabinet?

A I have no special impression left,

Q Who in the Army group was most active in representing the Army
in the formation of the new cabinet?

A I have heard that a member of the staff headquarters was active
but I do not know his name,

| Q I realize how difficult it is for you to remember things back
that far but I am trying to refresh your memory with your
i diary so that I can get the picture,

A And it is because of the fact that the general staff members
change so frequently,

‘ Q@  On November 25, you mention various rumors of the Imperial
| families and their retainers creating a problem, What did
| you have in mind,

A There were stories circulated - to the effect that the Ime
perial household ministry should be reorganized and they made
| personal attack against MAKINO, Lord Keeper of the Privy Seal
J and SUZUKI, the grand chamberlain,

Q And who is "they" you refer to as making the attacks?
A "They" refers to the rightist organization.

Q In other words, it is the same group I insist on calling the
Army group?

A The Army group was part of them, MAKINO and SUZUKI were attacked
in the February 26th incident,
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That was 'in 1936, you mean?
Yes,

But the right-wing organizationswe keep referring to were really
being led by the Army, were they not?

Not entirely so, But it had connections,

The names we mentioned a little while ago were the members of
the Army that participated in that movement, weren't they?

Yes,

Do you recall the names of the non-~Army or civilian leaders that
were the leaders of the civilian part of that righte-wing group?

There was such a person as TAKUNO but he is not exactly a leader,
What was his business if you remember, or profession?

He was an artist but he is one of these political Ronin,

I understand. Did he later became active as a govermment official?
No.

Yho else besides this last gentleman mentioned do you recall?

I don't remember others,

But after a period of time, the Army group really took over
in influence, the right-wing movement, didn't they?

Yes.

What was Mr. INUKAI's background before he became Prime Minister?

He was the leader or the head of the Seiyukai Parly.

O P

That is the same party to which ADACHI belonged?

ADACHI was a Minseito.

Vhat was his attitude with reference to the expansion into
Manchuria and China as compared to TANAKA and other prime ministerse?

He was an advocator of peace,
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How did it happen that the Army agreed to his appointment as
Prime Minister if his philosophy was opposed to their policy?

I don't know if the Armmy supported him or not-because of the
fact the Emporer appointed him, they had to support him, Later
on, in the May 15 incident, he was killed,

Well, the Army could have prevented his formation of a cabinet
by refusing to come forward with a War Minister, if they wanted
to, couldn't they?

At that time, they didn't do such things, It was because the

work in Manchuria was progressing so rapidly.

In other words, it was later on that the Army prevented the
formation of cabinets by failure to approve a war minister?

Yes.

When did that first teke place? When was that principle first
exercised by the Army to prevent the formation of a cabinet?

It was one of the reasons why the UGACHI cabinet did not form.
What year approximately was that you are referring to?
It was 1937,

In other words, that was the first time the Army, as such, pre=-
vented the formation of a cabinet by a premier appointed by

the Emperor?
Yese

They presumably always had the power to do that before but never
were quite so bold as to do it. Is that correct?

I believe there wasn't an occasion that necessitated such means,

What was the occasion in 1937 when UGACHI tried to form a cabinet
that necessitated such action on the Army's part for the first
time?

According to the Army's version, UGACHI was reputedly connected
with the March incident and also because of the February 26th
incident, the Army considered it to be a block upon his reputa-
tion. The Army felt that any person of such remtation cannot

be made a premier and at this time when a clearance or reformation
of the Army was being undertaken, such a personality would not

be consistent with the program,so they did not support him,
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They felt UGACHI was sufficiently connected with the March 31lst
and February 26th incidents so that they didn't want him to be
Premier?

Yes, there is a rumor to that effect. They felt that a person
who has been active in that way would not be consistent with
the Army's program of clean-up.

By "clean-up", what do you mean?

It was the assumption that the Army was out of control and dis-
organized which lead to the February 26 incident and because the
Emperor, himself, ordered the reconstruction of the Army.

And establishment of more discipline?
Yes

On December 16, in your diary, you have same things to say about
the appointment of Prince KANIN As Chief of the General Staff.
How does one became appointed Chief of General Staff under the
Japanese procedure? What are the mechanics?

Generally, he is recommended by the War Minister and is thereby
appointed.

By the Emperor?
Yes.

Yhen we speak of the Army exerting influence in the selection of
the War Minister in the Cabinet, who in the Army -~ what officials
in the Army mekes those decisions?

Generally he is selected by the three officers; that is, Chief of
Staff, Inspector General of Military Training and the incumbent
war miniger.

Does the Chief of the Bureau of Military Affairs participate in
sucha selection? :

T don't believe he participates in it.

When it comes to deciding the top policy questions of the m.
what officers generally mske the decisions on policy?

The policies of the Army are made by the War Minister and such
matters with reference to operations are handled by the Chief of

Staff.
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Q But the War Minister is usually selected, indirectly at least,
by Army personnel, is he not, when a new cabinet is formed?%

A Every time a cabinet is formed, the War Minister is selected by
the recomendation of those three men, the Chief of Staff, Inspector
General of Military Training and the incumbent War Minister,

Q S0, those men who control the selection of a new war minister

really speak with higher authority, thean the War Minister himself
when it cames to policy questions?

A Those three persons mentioned select the person himself as far
as policy is concerned the War Minister makes it,

Q By War Minister, do you mean the Minister of War, himself, or
he with others surrounding him?

A The entire staff members of the War Minister engage in it and
the bill or the draft of the plan is made by the Chief of the

A I have no accurate recollection as to him.

Q You don't recall whether he was in sympathy with the Army program
of the expansion in Manchuria or not?

A According to the stories, he was not a radical and as far as
his attitude toward that was concerned, it is not clear,

Q ADACHI wasn't in office very long until there was a serious

incident on our about January 8, Is that right. I refer to
the attempted bombing of the Bmperor,

Q Who was back of that incident and what inspired it in your opinion?
A I heard that a Korean had held a bomb, therefore, there wasn't

much behind the incident., I heard that the plot did not have
any roote.

Q Was there any indication that the Army or Army group was involved
in that attempt?

A No, absolutely not.
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Q There were Army groups that were always creating incidents but
you don't think this was one of their affairs?

A This was absolutely different., The Army would not do anything
directly to the Emperor,

Q That was the main reason, I guess, that the Cabinet didn't fell -
because it wasn't a premeditated plot of any great roots? 1Is
that your feeling on the subject?

A Yes.-

Q You mention in your January llth entry Colonel ITAGAKI of the

Kwantung Army. Would you say he was one of the leaders in this

right-wing Army group advocating the expansion in Manchuria and

China?

Yes, he is one of them,

We could well add him to the list of names we have been referring to?

He is together with ISHIWARA.

What did he have to say about the bandit activities in Manchuria?

I did not hear any stories concerning it.

It was mentioned in your diary as of Jamuary llth.

L e A T B

He explained about the punitive measures being exacted against the
bandits in Manchuria,

Q What was his attitude with reference to setting up an independent
state in Manchuria?

A I was very much surprised at his opinion which differed greatly
from ours to the extent that he'advocated the creation of a
Governor General in Manchuria and thereby the creation of an
independent state.

Q Was what he advocated the general policy of the right-wing Army
group? Did he speak with authority for them, in your opinion?

A He spok e for himself but I believe his opinion was generally
that of the Army, particularly the Kwantung Ammy,.

G  And what he and that group advocated was the setting up of a
government in Manchuria which would be ccmpletely controlled by
Japan, is that right?

A Yes,
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Where did this plan of ITAGAKI differ from what you say your
ideas were on the subject?

I was absolutely against the creation of an independent Manchuria,
80 I was deai_r:l.ng to end this problem as quickly as possible.

What were your thoughts with reference as to what should happen
to the civil government in Manchuria in view of the situation
you found yourselves in in those days.

I felt that even if Manchuria was separated from China, it should
be put under the cantrol of the Manchurians themselves, rather
than under the control of Japan.

This policy of creating what we call a puppet govermment in Man=
churia was just another part of the original Army group to ex-
pand Japanese control in Manchuria, wasn't it?

T don't know exactly because I don't know the real nature of the -
ATINY o

Well, it certainly was in line with what the Army was advocating
when ‘it started out on the Manchurian incident, wasn't it?

Yes.

And you weren't particularly surprised that the Army faction
would think in those kind of terms were you?

T was very much surprised that it progressed to that extent.

But it was certainly in line with the philosophy of the Army on
that subject, wasn't it?

Yes, consequently.so.

Did you hear any discussion at that time as to whether such
recognition of a puppet govermment might be in violation of
Japan's treaties?

Yes, I was very much worried about that but the opinion of the

. Govermment was that of self-defense,

Was it the Govermment's opinion that the formation of a puppet
government involved self-defense?

I don't remember accurately on that.
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In other words, it might have been one thing to defend Japanese
nationals with force in connection with the Manchurian incident

but don't you agree it was a much larger step to set up a new
govermment in Manchuria controlled by Japan?

If the Govermment did such a thing on the surface, it would be

a terrible thing but since everything went accordingly beneath
the surface that it took on such a shape and so it seemed as

though it was being done by the Manchurians and Chinese themselves
and I think it was hignly deceptive.

But you will agree with me that these men we have been mentioning
here, were the ones who really thought up that program and put
it into effect.

I believe it was so,

Although they didn't necessarily come campletely out in the
open, behind the scenes they saw to it that that took place,
didn't they?

Unless they come out and do it in the open, we have no way of
controlling them,

I understand, but they actually did it behind the scenes, didn't
they?

Yes,.

What was their real purpose in proceeding in this fashion. What
did they seek to attain, in your opinion?

The institution of Japanese power in M anchuria will be a bulwark
against the Soviet in the opinion of the Army.

That was one of their theories but another theory was that this
procedure would acquire great natural rescurces for Japan. Isn't
that likely one of their policies and objectives?

On the assumption of national defense, natural resources would
be necesgsarye

They also felt that this would crecate new markets for Japan, too,
wouldn't they?

Yes, such a thing is true but that can also be accamplished b y
peaceful means, '
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But this group of whom we are talking had a policy of accom-
plishing it either by peaceful means or by force, if necessary,

Y¥es, such a means can be had by peaceful instruments, but the
Army felt that it was necessary for national defense,

Well, can we say it this way? That the Japanese (Govermment
favored expanding its influence into Manchuria and China for
the sake of markets and defense but the Government as a whole
didn't go so far as to advocate going to war to do this while
the Army faction did resort to war, if necessary, to accomplish
this result., Is that a fair statement?

The Govermment wanted to trade with China in a peaceful way but
the Army wanted to control Manchuria.

Well, for many years there had been a feeling in Japan that they
would like to exercise great influence over Asia and China but

it was the Army group, in your opinion, that was willing to go
to war in order to accomplish that result?

They did not desire war if it could be had without resorting to
force but they got hasty and resorted to force,

There isn't any question but what this Army group and the individuals
we mentioned realized when they did this they might be violating

the Japanese treaties, is there?

According to the explanation given by the Govermment at that time
it waan't clear whether that was a violation of the treaties,

There was certainly a question in the minds of a lot of thinking
people in Japan whether this amounted to gself-defense, wasn't
there?

The enlightened people of Japan were of the opinion that the Army
had gone to far and that as far as the treaty was concerned,
they had gone beyond it.

Were there people in Japan in those days that felt that the
United States was justified along with other countries in protest-
ing at what was taking place in Manchuria and China.

It wasn't very clear but I know that some did support Americats
protest and others that had the militarists' opinion criticized

against it,
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What was the general attitude in those days as to the action
which was taken by the League of Nations, as you remember,.

I was very much worried about cleavage with the leagne of Nations
and Japan being isolated by the rest of the world,

Were there any factions in Japan in those days that felt that the
League of Nations was justified in making an investigation of the
Manchurian incident and announcing a decision as to what it
determined to be the facts?

Yes.

As T understand it, the result of the investigation of the League
of Nations and the conclusion arrive at was that the Manchurian

incident was not in self-defense. Now was that decision received
in Japan in those days,

Yes, there were some that agreed to the decision but the Army group
criticized and commented vigorously against it, Do you recall what
any of these individuals we havq mentioned had to say about it%

I don't remember very much because they didn't say clearly,

But you know very well that they didn't egree with the finding
of the lLeague?

Yes,

Was it this A rmy group that advocated Japan's withdrawal from
the League? -

I never heard any direct stories to that effect but I know that
there existed within the Army group, persons who favored accomplishe
ing the matter even by withdrawing fram the ILeague,

Bow was the decision to withdraw from the League of Nations arrived
at, as you recall it?

That was decided by the Govermment.

Do you remember what the arguments were pro and con in those days
that were with reference to the withdrawal?

I have no recollection,

What was the Emperor's attitude about setting up this independent
state in Manchukia under Japanese control?

Undoubtedly, he didn't favor it very mmch but because I had no
contact with him at that time, I do not know,




What, if anything, did he do to exercise his influence in
opposition to the movement, if he didn't favor it?

I do not know whether he opposed it or not, But I feel he is
generally oppose& to such a policy.

Couldn't the Emperor ,» under your system of Government, take
a8 more positive stand in those sort of affairs if he really
felt that way about them?

Under the Japanese system, it became a habit that the Emperor will
conform to that desired by the Cabinet,

In other words, in the final analysis, the extremists in the Army
were running the Goverrment and also the Emperor, were they not?

Consequently, when the Army started to do things, the usual
thing happened.,

I notice that the Emperor became quite active in ending the war
when things got in a desperate condition. By the same authority,
couldn't he have been active in directing the policy in those
days, if he wanted to?

That has not always been the policy of the Emperor, has it?
By that I mean there have been Zmperors who had a firmer and
more direct policy than the present Emperor, such as Meiji?

BEnperor Meiji did not use his power of rejecting anything pro-
posed by the Cabi.ne'bl.

I'm not implying that I'm trying to tell you how to run your
govermment, I am interested in finding out why the Bmperor did
not take a firmer stand in this situation,

. A .
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Because it was unavoidable under this system of constitutional
monarchy under the Japanese system,

In your diary, under Jamnuary 21, 1932, the latter part of the
entry on that day, you write about another attempt to overthrow
the government, What was the motive behind this move?

This is just a report and I have no accurate recollection,

Do you know who inspired that plot?

I believe it was plotted by those persons who was behind the
October incident,

Look at your diary on January 28, where you indicate that you
heard an address delivered by General MINAMI, you were present
at that, were you, and heard that spcech?

Yes

What did General MINAMI have to say about the activities in
Manchuria on that occasion?

He was speaking on having a joint defense program with Japan
and M anchuria together and of establishing a railway line to
Manchuria and other grandiose things.

Why did he say you wanted to establish a new railroad line in
Manchuria,

I believe it had to do with national defense.

Didn't he say at that time that ... - would make it possible for
Japan to contimuie to advance northwards in order to consummate
the complete conquest of Manchuria?

I do not know accurately in that respect.,

Read the last couple sentences in your diary and see if that re-
freshes your memorye.

"There were various organs in Manchuria and Mongolia

[Reading/ and felt that we should be united to Manchuria and
Mongolia®,

You heard him say, in effect, didn't you, that he recommended the
completion of a railroad in order to make it possible for Japan
to further advance in Manchuria and secure territory to help
bolster the defense of Japan from Russia?
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I believe it meant both of them but I just heard his speech
and T don't know anything clear about it.

Read to me in your own words what General MINAMI said in the
first part of his speech. -

/Reading/ *The reason why the Japanese Army has taken decisive
and courageous steps is because the people were united in support-
ing it. They were certain of victory and because of the confidence
they had in their armed strength and techniques. As a conclusion
concerning the Manchurian and Mongolian problems concerned with

the national defense matter, they are trusting or depending upon
Japan for national defense by a new government in Manchuria or a
new regime of Manchuria will be instituted."

Are you reading from your diary as of January 2892 Read that
part where you refer to the completion of the Kirin-Kwainei

Railway.
"Po hasten the completion of that railwey."

1n other words, the General advocated, according to what you wrote
down, the early campletion of this railroed, didn't he?

Yes.
What did he say last, according to your notes?

Lﬁeading? "And make Japan Sea a Japanese lake and facilitate
the advance into North Manchuria,

In other words, in his speech, the General advocated the building
of this railroad in order that Japan might move further north
into Manchuria and according to him, thereby better the defense
of Japan, Is that right? -

Yes.

In this speech, the General advocated further military action,
if necessary, in Manchuria under the theory that it was well and
best for the defense of Japan?

Yes, I believe that is right,

That is your recollection in what you heard him say in making
that speech?

Yes, it seems as though he wanted to stabilize Manchuria for
just a purpose.
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Q This speech he made further verified your opinion that General
MINAMI advocated the expansion into Manchuria by force, if
necessary? ‘

Yes.
-
Is General MINAMI still living?

Yes.

O NI B

| | In his speech, he further advocated the supervision and control
. of the Government of Manchuria by Japanese authorities, did he
-~ B not ?

>

Yes, he wanted to pu{ Japanese orgamns in Manchuria,

3 Q And in making the statements he did on that occasion to the
| Bmperor, was he voicing the opinions of the Army, would you
1 say, and the Army group we keep referring to?

. A No, that was just his impression that he received upon making a
tour of inspection there,

| Q But what he advocated taking in the future referred to policy
N questions and didn't he speak the attitude and policy of the
1 Army in that respect.

A Yes, generally so.

Q What was Ganeral MINAMI's capacity in the Govermment as of
January 28, 19329

: A I believe he was just an ordinary General officer because he
'- retired from his ministerial post at that time,

Q In other words, he was x-War Minister. Did he hold any such
position as of that date as Chief of Staff or was he on the

supreme War Council or in any other such Army group?

A T don't believe he was a Chief of Staff. As to other posts,
I do not knowe.

Q Would you say that in making this report to the Emperor, he
was acting in any official capacity?

A No, he was just giving a report of his inspection as an individuale

Q He went further and gave more than a report. He gave his views
as to what ought to take place in the future as well, didn't he?

A It is just his personal opinion.




Would you say that the then Minister of War ARAKT concurred in
the opinions of MINAMI at that time?

I do not know.

Do you know any others in the Army group in those days that held
the same opinions about the further expansion in Manchuris es
General MINAMI?

I believe that ARAKI can be included in the group because he was
very much concerned about the policy toward RUSSIA,

It would be your opinion that General MINAMT in making his report
to the Emperor spoke the general attitude of the Army as it was in
those days, wouldn't it?

I don't know if it is consistent with the Army's policy or objective
but he just gave his own personal opinion, It is not an official
report this is just a talk, :

But it summed up pretty well the attitude of the Army toward
Manchuria at that time, didn't it?

Yes.




INTERROGATION OF

Marquis icho
(Continued)

DATE AND TIME: 28 January, 1946, 1400 - 1600 hours
PLACE : Sugamo Prison, Tokyo, Japan

PRESENT : (Marquis) KIDO, Koicho
Mr. Henry R, Sackett, Interrogator
Lt¥. Fred F. Suzukawa, Interpreter
(Miss) S. M. Betar, Stenographer

Questions by : Mr. Sackett

Q The other day when we were talking, we had come to January 28,
1932 in your diary and we were talking somewhat about the little

advocated the further expansion northward into Manchuria, Was
that correct?

A Yes,

Q In addition to that, he suggested that a Manchurian state should
be set up with Japan supervising the Govermment through a Govern-
or General. Was that his theory as to what should be done in
Manchuria?

A I believe that it wasn't expressed to the point that a Governor
General should be instituted to supervise completely all affairs
but that more or less that the Nation be unified; that the cen-
tral dispatch from Japan not be divided into three or four dif-
ferent organs but one unified organ in Manchuria, It doesn't
imply that an organ will be instituted to supersede that Nation,

Q He had in mind the separation of Manchuria from China and the
supervision of Manchuria by Japan., Is that a fair statement ?

A I believe that he had that sort of an intent within his mind

but his explanation here (pointing) did not clarify things to
that ertent-
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I see, What is your impression as to what he actually did
say to the Emperor on that with reference to this point?

As far as what he said to the Emperor, it is just as written
here in the diml

I don't know whether my translation conforms with your idea.
Did he say that the Government of Manchuria be brought under
the general supervision of a Governor General appointed by
Japan?

NOe

What was it then?

That the organs placed in Manchuria be unified as one. The
various organs were divided into three sub-sections.

By "organs", do you mean Japanese organs?

Yes, the Japanese organs, The Japanese organs that were dispaiched
there but it wasn't for the purpose of controling the State, but
I believe underneath such an intention was present,

What you mean is instead of having the Manchurian Railway Company
controlled by one part, the Army by another part, and some other
agency another part, you would have one unified controcl. Is that
what he had in mind to be accomplished after Manchuria was
recognized as an independent state?

As written here (diary), it was right after the nation is
established,

which implies that he was advocating the recognition of a separate
nation from China. Is that true?

Yes.

One of the reasons the General advocated recognizing an independent
country was that it tended to provide a buffer state between
Japan and Russia and made the defense of Japan easier. Is that

right?
Yes, that is soe.

In fact that was really the reasoning of the Army group;,that
it would help the defense of the Island, to have a state in

between Japan and Russia?

Yese.
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The whole active program in Manchuria was really undertaken by
the Army so as to create such a situation as to have a buffer
state. That was the reasoning and thinking behind the Manchurian
program, wasn't it?

Yes.

It also would have certain economic advantages for Japan to
have supervision over Manchuria, wouldn't it?

Undoubtedly so, because there are coal, iron and other natural
resources there,

And the Army or military group was anxious to have those resources
from the point of view of being able to defend Japan?

Yes. !

Did it not likewise have the possibility as a place for the ex- .
pansion of the Japanese population? ] :

Yes, that was taken into consideration, too. -

The Japanese population was growing quite rapidly in those years,
wasn't it?

Yes,

T think I read some place that it was increasing at the rate of
1 million people a year. Does that sound about right to you?

Yes.

That was really one of the problems that was facing Japan in those

days as to where its people were going to exist, wasn't it?
that

Yes, at that time there was one faction/was advocating birth control.

That was one of the suggestions that someone came forward with
$o solve the population problem?

Yes.

Did the Govermment, generally, in addition to the Army, desire to
£ind new territory for the Japanese people to live in whether by
war or peaceably - was that their policy or program; to find a
place for Japanese citizens to move into and exist?
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A A movement of the population to Manchuria was planned. Also,
the South Sea area and the mandated areas were taken into cone
sideration because immigration into America and South America,
as well as Australia was probibited.

Q Then the Govermment was concerned about finding places for its
citizens to move and live in, wasn't it?

A I don't know the exact measures that were taken up or considered
but I do know that much thought had been given to go out to
foreign countries.

Q Wasn't 1t possible for Japanese citizens to move into certain
territories without having to fight a war and conquer those
territories?

A It was very difficult to immigrate to other countries by peace-
ful means but there was no plan made to the extent that means
of war will be used to gain that end,

Q You wouldn't go so far as to say that there weren't men in the
Army group who weren't thinking in those terms, would you?

A I believe that the Army did not have any such plan, excluding
that in regard to Manchuria,

Q In other words, you mean that the Army did think that moving into
Manchuria might solve the population question but they didn't
have bigger ideas for other places in which to move?

A No, I did not hear of any larger plans,

}: ‘ Q But you did hear statements being made with reference to Manchuria
. helping solve the population question%®

A Yes.,

| Q You mentioned the possibility of Japanese nationals moving into
the South Sea Islands and the mandated islands. Was there any
program set up to accomplish that result?

A I do not know the exact Govermment measures taken in that respect.
I do know that the Govermment advocated or encouraged immigration
- to the South Seas and encouraged the Japanese immigrants to
- raise sugar and other things.

Q The control of Manchuria would also accomplish the result of

" N making it more difficult to have an economic blockade of Japan
| in case she did find herself in war. Isn't that true?
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I do not know anything to that extent.

Wasn't it one of the reasons that motivated the Army group to be

desirous of expanding in Manchuria - the fact that Japan was not

self-sufficient and in case of war she needed many things she did
not have and control of Manchuria would help to solve that

problem?
have

Yes, it is a fact that they/striven to make naturgl resources and
materials more abundant. e

A
In those days, with the increase of population, was Japan produc-
ing sufficient food for the people on the main island to exist
or did she have to import food to live?

Yes, import of foods was necessary from Korea and Formosa and T
believe it was imported from other foreign countries.

Japan was greatly in need of additional food in those days, wasn't ahe?
Yes.

Isn't it true that in fighting a war with anybody, there are same
iwenty basic materials that any country has to have and Japan had
very few of those on the Island - probably three or four or five?
Isn't that, generally speaking, a correct statement?

Yes, generally so.

And, the control of Manchuria would have helped solve that sort of
a problem if you were confronted with fighting a war, wouldn't it?

Not to the extent of food, but it would have helped immensely.

I am trying to think out loud as to the motivating reasons why
Japan, principally the military group, were so desirous of going
so far into Manchuria as they did. I think you will agree with
me that a buffer state between Russia, China, and Japan was one
motivating reason, won't you?

Yes.

Another possible reason is that the Japanese needed more living
space - ironically, something like Germany did. Is that correct?

Yes.

Another reason that might have motivated the military group is
that the control of Manchuria would make it more difficult to
have a blockade in case Japan got into a war with anyone., Is

that correct?

Yes,




Q Do you think those motivating influences were so sirong that
the military group was willing to push forward into Manchuria
without giving very serious consideration to the treaties that

Japan had signed?

A I believe that ultimately was so but in the early phase of the
incident, the War Minister was advocating immediate settlement
of the dispute. Therefore, there are many discrepancies between
what the Govermment was saying and the actual events that took

place.

Q I understand that there were people in Japan that actually thought
what was done in Manchuria was in the nature of self-defense, at
first, at least. There was also the other group who wanted to
minimize the Manchurian incident and get it over with and not let
it spread., It is also true, isn't it, that there was a faction,
the faction which we have been calling the Army or military group,
that aggravated or insisted in moving throughout M anchuria and
setting up an independent state?

A Yées.

Q The real motivating reasons we have been talking about are
population, buffer state, freedom from blockade, food, and

minerals. Fundamentally, those questions were part of the
motivating forces, were they not, in what happened in Manchuria?

A Despite those problems facing Japan, the fact that the political
parties did not have any programs Or' measures for solving such
problems was the great weakness of Japan.

Q Tn other words, you think it was difficult to answer those

problems, When the Army put forth that argument, it was hard
to answer as to what other alternative could be taken?

A Yes.

Q pDidn't there come a time when the Army by other Government officials
was confronted with the fact that their activities were in violation

of Japanese treaties so far as China was concerned?

A T believe that the Government was making lots of arguments with
respect to that. I do not remember the details.

Q At least, it was a subject matter that was discussed in those days?

I believe 80,
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what answer did the Army group give to that kind of an argument ;
that Japan had pledged itself to live up to those treaties? What

answer did they have to that?

T do not remember the details about that but the militarists were
stubbornly insisting that it was in self-defense,

The true situation was, wasn't it, that the militarists were really
indifferent to the treaties in view of the problems that confronted
the Nation and they took the stand that they had to solve the prob-

lems irrespective of the treaties?

Ultimately so. The mos?t unfortunate thing was that no strong
argument was given against it from the political parties.

Don't you consider the argument that Japan hed soundly pledged
herself not to violate the integrity of China or other nations
would be a pretty good grgument against action in Manchuria, or

wasn't that considered a good argument?

The political parties did not have the power to explain fully
such an argument,

At least the militarists didn't consider the argument to be
very strong, did they?

No, they did not give consideration to such an argument and the
gituation kept on developing.

when General MINAMI gavé his talk before the Emperor and ad-
vocated the dew that there should be further expansion in Man=-
churia and implied that the state should be recognized there

with unified control, was there anything said about the
possibility that they might violate the Japanese treaties, as

you recall?

No such story about the violation of treaties was given.

Isn't it a little unusual that someone didn't come forth with that
thought on an occasion such as that?

Oon this occasion it was merely a tea party.

T realize it wasn't an official meeting of any kind. The Emperor
wasn't in favor of Japan arbitrarily violating all of its treaties

olation of the treaty
investigation of the matter.
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And what conclusion did the Foreign Minister ‘come to in reporte
ing to the Emperor?

I do not know about that. I believe that the arguments was had
by the Foreign Minister at that time,

But you don't think the Emperor personally advocated the violation
of Japanese treaties, do you?

He absolutely does not have such an intent.

Under January 31, Marquis, apparently there was another plot by
the Army to take control and you indicate some concern about it.

Do you remember the circumstances of that plot, who was back of
it and what they sought to accamplish?

This is just one of the rumors and it really did not have mach root.

Who was NAKABASHI?

Mr. NAKABASHI is a member of the Seiyukai and he has held ministerial
postsa,

Was it the theory of that plot to get an Army government into
office as distinguished from a political party government?

At that time, the militarists was having various plots made
with that intent and this is just one of the rumors emanating
from such plot.

Is this all part of one big plot carried on in this period we
have been talking about or were they various plots, all part
of one big plot?

I believe this is just one of the mmerous small plots. It
had not developed to the point of becoming a large plot.

You mention General ARAKI in your notes. Do you know how active
he was in this particular plot?

T don't believe ARAKI knew anything about it.

I believe other groups more or less utilized him; that is, his
neme? In other words, this Army group involved in the plot




This Mr. MORI, you mention., Is that the same MORI that was
heading the Socialist barty?

Shortly after the first of the year in 1932 and after the Manchurian
Incident, the Shanghai incident broke out, What is your honest

I believe it was the incident started by the shooting of a
Japanese officer,

Wasn't the action taken by Japan in sending in a large number
of troops the use of considerable more force than normally
would be required in a situation of that kind?
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Q

Do you think that the Shanghai Incident was strictly a self-
defense move on the part of Japan?

I had such an impression, I do not believe Japan made a special
attack.

Well, if the Manchurian Incident hadn't taken on the proportions

that it did and had been limited to strictly self-defense, there
wouldn't likely have been a Shanghai incident, would there?

To put it another way, didn't the Shanghai incident come about because
there was the aggressive movement in Manchuria rather than a

strictly self-defense movement there?

I believe there might be such a relationship. Japan at that time
did not desire any development with Shanghai, Tientsin and Peiping,
and desired that the incidents be solved as quickly as possible,

But those incidents came about more or less because of the extreme
aggressive attitude that Japan was taking up in Manchuria and they
might not have had those incidents if the Manchurian incident had
been minimized, Isn't that true?

Yes.

In other words, you say that at that time Japan didn't have as-
pirations to move into China proper but you will agree with me
that the incidents in China would likely not have happened if
there wasn't the aggressive attitude in Manchuria.

Yes, that is true,

The Chinese people were concerned about what was happening in
Manchuria and that tended to create incidents elsewhere?

Yes.

In your February 3rd notes, apparently the Finance Minister,
TAKAHASHI, became very concerned about the happenings in Man-
churia because of the financial difficulties it was creating

with foreign powers. Did he do anything to try to convince
the Army of the seriousness of what was going on in order to

induce them to hold back?

As written here, such a thing was explained to them by Prince
KONOYE,

And what was the attitude of the Army authorities?
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Because the China incident became more and more involved, such
& thing was explained by Prince Konoye to KOISO of the Bureau
of Military Affairs and NAGATA of the Military Affairs Section.
Prince KONOYE explained that the Manchurian problem had become
more or less improved and therefore movement toward Shanghai
would be very unfavorable internationally because Shanghai had
& very complex international problem. Therefore s Prince KONOYE
did not desire any incident arising in Shanghai.

Why did he go to see KOISO, Chief of the Military Affairs Bureau?
Did he speak with authority for the Army in such matters?

Because the Bureau of Military Affairs drafts plans relating
to such matters and Prince KONOYE kmew KOISO very well,

I would like to ask you what Prince KONOYE's official capacity
with the Government of J apan was in those days and why he was
selected to have this interview.

He had no political or official power but as a politician, he
was highly respected by everyone,

He was in the House of Peers, I believe, was he not?

Yes.

Was that his only direct govermment connection in those days?
I ﬁelieve SOe

Wouldn't the War Minister ARAKI have been the more logical person
to see on such a situation as that?

I do not know ARAKI's attitude very well but I believe he was op-
posed to becoming involved in Shanghai.

In other words, the Finance Minister was very much concerned
about the effect it was having on foreign finances?

Yes .

And the Foreign Office was concerned about the effect on relatione
ships and foreign trade and the Army still insisted on sending
troops into Shanghai?

Yes,
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How could they justify their actions in view of the effect it
was having on Japan's relations with other nations? What jus-
tification did they give for going forward with sending troops
into Shanghai?

Because such a situation arose, the Army explained it as self-
defense, |

I see, Do you think the Shanghai Incident was truly a seif-
defense situation?

In the beginning I thought it was a self-defense measure because
a Japanese officer was shot, but later on, because of the em-
ployment of Army forces, I thought it went beyond the scope of
self-defense,

was KOISO a strong supporter of the attitude of ITAGAKT and
ISHIWARA? Did he back them up in his thinking?

They were of the same mind as MINAMI,
By that you mean "who"?
I mean Mr, KOISO,

In other words, to our general list of names of the men in those
days who advocated aggressive action in Manchuria, we could well
add the Chief of Military Affairs, KOISO. Do you think he fits
into that category with the other men?

I beleive he can be fitted into that group.

In other words, you feel that he advocated using more force in
Manchuria than/the mere self-defense of Japanese nationals?

for
Yes.

How about NAGATA, the Sectional Chief in the same Bureau you
mentioned? ..

I don't know what sort of an attitude he had at that time.

what, if any, military or Govermment positions did KOISO later
hold after 1932, to your recollection?

I can't remember,
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Q Did he hold any other Government or military offices in later

years?
A He was a chief of staff of the Kwantung Army,
Q About what year was that, approximately, that he was chief of

staff in the Kwantung Army?

I believe it was around 1934,

Was he in the Kwantung Army along with ITAGAKI and ISHIWARA®

You think he might have been a little after their t ime?

A
Q
A I don't know if he was with them,
Q
A Yes,

Q

But your impression of KOISO was that he also had an expansione
ist's attitude so far as Manechuria was concerned?

A Yes, he was of the opinion of making Manchuria a buffer state.

Q Did he contend that what was happening in Manchuria was a
matter of self-defense or do you know?

A I don't know what he advocated or what he said the Manchurian

Incident was but I believe he was of that mind because of his
position,

Q But you do know that he participated in the activities in Man-
churia and was an active participant,

A Yes, because he was in the Bureaun of Military Affairs, he actively
participated.

Q In your diary, on the date we awe talking about (Feb. 3) is this
statement, I am interested in what it means. "KOISO further
said that the Japanese Army should not dispatch troops to Shanghai
in the same way they experienced when they had sent troops to

Shantung."® What was the experience in Shantung he thought
should be avoided?

A . Because the reason for the dispateh of troops to Shantung was
not made clear; therefore, Japan was placed in a difficult
position when they had to withdraw the troops from there.

Q Appreximately what year did the Shantung affair occur? Was it
many years before?

12}
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It is quite recent because it was right after the Siberian ex-
pedition.

Was it within four or five years prior to the Manchurian Incident
or earlier than that?

It is longer -« much longer before the Manchurian Incident.
That fixes it sufficiently for me.

I believe it was some time between the Siberian expedition and
the Manchurian Incident,

What he was trying to say then was that Japan had sent troops
into Shantung and had difficulty in Justifying its ection and
shouldn't get herself into a similar position again. Is
that the thought you were trying to express?

It was said that the forces were dispatched in order to combat
the military cliques in China at that time and to protect the
Japanese nationals residing in Tsinan, Because that reason
wasn't made clear or was not clear at that time, the withdrawal
of troops was made difficult,

The China Incident stirred up a considerable lot of trouble for
the reason that it involved the international settlement of
several nations in addition to China, didn't it?9

Yes, because of that reason, Japan did not want to send any
forces there,

But Mr. KOISO was still willing that a certain number of forces
g0 and indicated they should proceed no further than to drive
the Chinese out of the international gettlement?

Yes,

As a matter of fact, however, after the troops arrived, they
went considerably further than just to drive the Chinese out
of the international settlement and invaded further into China,

did they not?

At this time, the incident was settled without much further
encouragement elsewhere. At this time, the Army Commander
SHIRAKAWA was highly instrumental,

well, it was the attitude of Prince XKONOYE that Japan had

enough difficulty in trying to justify the Manchurian Incident
to the world without inviting more trouble in China. Wasn't
that about his attitude?
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Yes, Prince KONOYE was very much worried and he hoped that no
incident will be arising from it.

The real reason that the Premier and K ONOYE, the Finance Mini-
sier, and other such people in the Govermment were opposed to
the sending of troops into China was that they realized they
might well violate their treaties, wasn't it?

I don't believe that such an argument has been given because
it was said to be self-defense,

Was any consideration given to evacuating Japanese nationals
out of Shanghai as a means of settling the incident?

There was argument to that effect because there were numerous
Japanese residing in Shanghai, It was difficult to execute and
also if such a thing was éxecuted, it would mean that Japan
has been defeated, so that has been more or less opposed by
certain groups,

Japan never took such a conservative attitude toward the
Manchurian Incident as it did the Shanghai incident, did she?

Japan was worried to the same extent regarding the Manchurian
Incident as it did the Shanghai incident.,

But she handled the two incidents entirely different. In one
case she settled the incident and went no further while in' Man-
churia, she set up a Japanese-controlled state. Why were the
two stuations handled so differently?

It is because of the peculiarity of Shanghai and that SHIRAKAWA,
the Army Commander, was so effective and sturdy. Fram the oute-
look, Mr. SHIRAKAWA was determined to solve the incident amicably.

That is the Shanghai incident?

inter-
Yes. The/national aspects of the Shanghai incident was known
to the military.

In other words, the militarists thought they had a better chance
of getting away with the Manchurian incident where just the
Japanese Government was involved than in Shanghai where lots of
govermments were in the territory?

In Manchuria, there were important Manchurian railways which were
under the control of Japan and because Manchuria was s0 close to
Japan in many respects while Shanghai was more or less less ine
volved and wasn't so near or close to Japan; that is, economically,
Because of the different atmosphere and different aspects involved,
the feeling against the Shanghai incident was very sironge.

Then, there was opposition from the military and the War Minister,
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Q

In other words, even the Army could see that there wasn't
nearly so much to gain out of expanding the China incident

Yes,

You are femiliar, are you not, with the old slogan we read
about in your literature - the eight corners of the earth

that were supposed to have been advocated by the first
emperor?

What does that particular word mean in Japan. Is it a man's

That word was used by Emperor JIMMU upon access to his throne
and he uttered it upon viewing the territories he had under

him on the mountain side and recently that word has been mis-
used., At first it did not have any agegressive meaning. Emperor
JIMMU just expressed his own thoughts at that time and did

not have any spirit of aggression in it,

What do you think his thoughts were? I am interested in what
he thought, What did Emperor JIMMU have in mind when he ex-
pressed that?

And it is your thought he didn't have in mind when uttering
that phrase, any control of the whole world by Japan?

No, because at that time, entire Japan wasn't subjugated,

When was it that the time came when that slogan was abused
and used for the other purposes that you imply?

I believe it was very recently,

By "recently", what do you mean? When you talk about 2600
years ago, "recent" is a relative term,

I believe it was on or about the start of the China incident,

You mean in 1937 or back in 19319
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A I believe it was about 1937,

Q Back in 1931, at the time of the Manchurian Incident, was this
slogan used in that enterprise,

A No, I didn't hear hardly anything about it. Tt may have been
used among the groups of fanatics,

Q What makes you feel that this was used in 1937, at the time
of the China Incident. Wwhat do you remember that causes you
to feel that way?

A It seems as though the rightists groups were giving wrong
use of that terms But the interpretation by the scholars was
not aggressive like that of the rightists,

Q Who was it, would you say, that commenced the use of this
slogan for aggressive purposes?

A I don't know., It came out "no time"; that is, without any
memorable notice,

Q Where did it first appear? In what form? How did you learn
about ite _

A I believe it came out in magazines printed by the rightists
and in speeches,

Q In other words, your conclusion is that the rightists started
using this slogan to help justify their attitude in Manchuria?

A Yes, I believe so.

Q And, do you think a considerable portion of the public came to
believe in the slogan as an aggressive teaching?

A I don't believe they felt that way, especially the enlightened
class. They didn't feel so. -

Q Was it taught in the schools after 19372
A No, I don't believe so,

Q You don't think that the Minister of Education introduced it
into the text books?

A NOe«
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Although you say there wasn't this policy of world conguest
involved in such a slogan, isn't it true there was for many
years at least a latent feeling in Japan that she should

some day control Fast Asia as distingnished from the world?

There were no such thought by responsible circles in Japan.

Well, at least about the time of the China incident it came
into being, There were a lot of speeches and articles and
conversations with reference to the Greater East Asia co-
prosperity sphere, What is the background of that and how
did it come into existence?

Because the slogan came out from the utterances of the Greater
East Asia Society and the Govermment followed the three basic
princips given by KONOYE so the Govermment did not have any
idea of controlling Asia.

What was the Greater East Asia Society?

It was more or less the rightists organization which advocated
the solution of the Chinese problem in collaboration with the
Army in China but within the group there were same who advocated
Japan taking on leadership of a higher esteemed position,

As early as 1930 and 1931. there were those among the rightists
group, were there not, that felt it was Japan's destiny and
purpose to control and influence all activities in East Asia?

At this time, the term "East Asia" only applied to China, Mane-
churia and Japan. No thoughts were given to scuthern countries.

You would say, as early as 1930, the rightists groups were
thinking in terms of Japan exercising control over China and
Manchuria; that being for all practical purposes East Asia?

Yes.,

When do you recall that thinking coming out into the open so
that it could be recognized that Japan should exercise influence

over that sphere?

Such a thought was prevalent long before among the group cone-
Cerning the East China problem.,

How long before, approximately?

Sassbitalumiie

:#M-L‘; -

L KNI O T ¥ Bl &

=
ol ————

5 = ¥ =
. - ’ .
i




A I don't know how long ago such an idea has been prevalent
but I do know that the Black Dragon Society did have such
ideas,

Q In other words, between 1900 and 1930, there were people
- thinking in those terms - that Japan should take a strong
position as to China and Manchuria and by one method or
another gain control and influence there?

A I believe such an idea was prevalent at the time of the Russo-
Japanese War in 1904 - 1905 but it wasn't so strong at that
time, It was an argument held by a group associated with
the China problem,

Q Was it a sort of attitude or theory as to China relations
that died down to some extent about 1905 and then revived
more or less in 1931 when the Manchurian Incident came
along, would you say?

A Up to World War I, Japan was allied with Britain and America
s0 in relation with China, she was able to progressamoothly
but after World War I, Japan more or less became isolated and
and China's position became very harmonious with Britain and
America, For that reason, difficulties and troubles began to
arise between Japan and China and around the outbreak of the
Manchurian incident, the anti-Japanese feeling prevailed
among the Chinese and became more or less a Japanese-abusing
sentiment.

Q More outspoken?

A Yes, more outspoken or abusive.

{ Q  In other words, when the military group in 1931 started taking °
| an aggressive attitude toward Manchuria, these factions that

were through the years anti-Chinese naturally supported the
militarists in that movement and rallied to that cause. Ap-
proximately when was the Black Dragon Society formed or did it
cane into sufficient strength to be noticeable?

-
e — o —

A I do not know when the Black Dragon Society took on that name but
I knew such a society existed from the time of the first Sino-

Japanese War. The Sino-Japanese War was in 1894,




What did they advocate with reference to China and what were
the primary principles of the Black Dragon Society, as you
understood them?

I don't know anything about that society so I can't explain.

Well, as you understood it, they took a position with reference
to China, didn't they? What was that attitude with reference
to China,

As far as being concerned with China, that was their main concern.
What did they advocate with reference to China,

On the surface, it was advocating hammony with China and it
allied itself with some of the revolutionary groups of China
and had close relations with Chinese groups.

By that you mean that it was an organization that favored
good relations between Japan and China -~ friendly relations?

I do not have any accurate information regarding the Society
but it had friendly relations with China as its main purpose
and it also had aggressive designs; that is, it allied with
some revolutionary factions of China and had itself involved
with Chinese groups.

It was the desire of the arganization that eventually Japan
should exercise influence and control over China, wasn't it?

It wanted to maintain friendly relations with China but it
also wanted to form a China that would be favorable and bene-
ficial to Japan. Therefore, it allied itself with some of
the revolutionary factions of China.

Well, by so allying itself, what did it hope to accomplish?
What did the organization think that the revolutionists in
China could do for its program?

So that a China favorable to Japan will be established., In
other words, Japan wanted to create a China that could come to

terms with Japan,.

In other words, the Society desired a Govermment in China
that Japan could do business with and could influence in
Japan's favor?

- Yes,

131




O P o »

o Mg e~ SRR

"

— — P T— "
. s ' - T - -q——-—.._"l'—-—-v-—'-r..,_—..-. - —— - S l i g g
% - b . o ' - : ¥

Were there any Govermment officials that were openly outstand-
ing in the Black Dragon Society that you know of?

No, such a person was not concerned, It was an organization of
civilians,

Did the civilians who made up the Black Dragon Society support
the militarists group in 1931 in the Manchurian incident, gen-

erally speaking?

I do not know to what extent they supported it but I doknowthat
they encouraged it from behind,

As I understand it, the Society, itself, has gone out of exist-
ence some time ago. Is that correct?

Yes, it was dissolved.
When was it dissolved?
It was dissolved under directives from the MacArthur people.

Was it active and did it exist as an active organization up
until that time?

I believe they did not have any form of power.
During what period would you say the S ociety was the most active?
I believe about ten years ago.

Around about the time of the Manchurian Incident and shortly
thereafter?

Yes, right after and around then,

Well, if we would refer to Greater East Asia as being China and
Manchuria, it could be said that the Black Dragon Society favored
the extension of Japanese influence into greater East Asia. It
was one of the groups that sponsored and advocated the East

Asia program. Is that correct?

Yes.

As I recall, you told me the other day that prior to 1930, the
people generally didn't think of the Emperor in terms of being
a deity but along about that time, certain groups began to ad=-
vocate that and the people were taught, at least, that the Em-
peror was a deity. Is that correct?
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Yese.

pid that go so far as to become a part of the educational pro-
gram of Japan in the schools?

No, such a thing was not taught in the sohoolﬁ.

You don't think that the Educational Minister saw to it that
that teaching got into the textbooks?

T don't believe the textbooks taught such things.

There was a great deal of that material in the press and in
the magazines and the published periodicals?

Yes, such things are contended in the rightists' organizations,
pamphlets and magezines. -

Tt likewise was prevalent in the newspapers, was it not?®
Yes, because the newspapers were controlled by militarists.

That type of teaching could not have appeared in magazines or
newspapers unless the Govermment permitted it in view of the
censorship of the press that existed, could it.

T don't believe such an argument was controlled by the censors.
The censorship of the newspapers in Japan was very limited in
scope and such a thing was permitted.

1If the Government as a matter of policy disapproved of that
teaching, it would have been a comparatively easy matter to
have kept it out of the press, wouldn't it?

Because such a feeling or such a propaganda did not create pub-
lic unrest and disorder, it was for that reason permitted.

put I think you feel that the rightists groups and militarists'
groups cultivated such a thought and sponsored it in order %o
bolster and support their program of aggression., Is that true?

Yes, it consequently became SO but it gradually came out and
did not come out all of a sudden,

I appreciate that. weren't you and other such people who were
generally opposed 1o the militarists and rightists groups con=
cerned about this teaching and effect it might have on future

events?
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T was very much worried that it was going beyond its limi? and
also I was worried but I did not personally feel that the Em=-
peror was a gode I don't think the people believed the news-
papers to that extent.

This idea of the Emperor being & deity which you say started to
come out in the open about 1930 and thereafter, wasn't a new and
entirely novel idea was it? Had it not existed way back in
Japanese thinking and wasn't it more a question of it being re-
vived and brought to the surface again®

Yes, certain groups among the Japanese from long ago have been
certain that the Emperor was god.

Tn other words, priar to 1930 there were people who thought
and talked that the Emperor was a deity but they were sO muich
in the minority no one paid attention to it.

There was one part of the people saying such things.

That thinking of the Emperor being a deity is part of the faklore
of Japan, way back, wasn't it.

Yes, it seems to be part of the folklore and the mythology of
Japan.

But you honestly believe in the 20's, for exemple, from 1900
to 1930, the average individual didn't believe or pay much
attention to that and didn'® consider the Emperor as a deity?

T did not feel that the Emperor was a deity and I believe the
general public felt the same.

But after all this propaganda for a period of some ten 1O twelve
years, there was a definite feeling among the populists that the
Emperor was a god, wasn't there?

T don't think sos I think the propagandists were blowing off
steam,

Don't you think it had a psychological effect on many young
people which lead them to be fanatical in support of the
BEmperor, Or more fanatical than they normally would have been?
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A No, I don't think so, not among the young individuals.

Q You are confident that this teaching did not get into the
educational system of the schools?

A T don't believe that such a thing has been inserted.

Q What connection is there between this thought and thinking
and sShintoiam, if any? |
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T don't know much about the Shintoists or Shintoism,

T don't know anything. You know more than I.

ol Al et &

T don't believe that all Shintoists believe that the Emperor
is a deity-

Q What, if I may ask, is your religion, as for example, christianity,
Buddhist, Shintoism - you, personallye

A T do not have any particular religion so I guess I em a
Bumj-ﬂt-

Q vYou would classify yourself as a Buddhist?

A Y?B.
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Q Let us look at your diary as of February 3, 1932, Marquis,
the Finange Minister in those days was very much concerned
about the aggression in China and Manchuria, wasn't he?

A Yes, because the financial situation was very grave so he
was very much concerned.

Q He had the responsibility of conducting the financial affairs
of Japan and the attitude and activities of Japan in China made
that very difficult?

A Yes.

Q The Finance Minister realized, did he not, what was going on was
aggressive rather than a matter of self-defense, wuld.n't you

say?

A Yes, the Minister of Finance was aware of the fact that the
militarists were taking aggressive action,
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Who else would you say, for instance, the Cabinet, in those
days, also realized that the activities were aggressive
rather than defensive,

At that time, I did not know many of the ministers so I do not

know but generally speaking, the political parties were very
much concerned about the aggression,

Was it common talk in Govermment circles that the action that
was being taken in Manchuria was more than mere self-defense?

The reason of self-defense has been usurped. From some time
ago, it has been reiterated and re-emphasized so the people

concerned were very much worried about the matter of
aggression, .

I don't believe I quite underétand your answer, Will you say
that in another way?

The dominant officials were very much afraid they had gone
beyond the scope of self-defense and for that reason they
were very much worried,

Do you think the Army men, such as the War Minister, also
realized that they had gone past the self-defense stage?

I don't know much about the militaristse.

You think the political party men, were worrying about the
aggression passing the self-defense stage more than the Army?

I believe that the military was putting forth all sorts of
arguments,

By that you mean that they were trying to satisfy their
conscience with the self-defense theory but actually it

wasn't true?

Yese

I notice from your diary that the Finance Minister was so
much concerned about it that it was his suggestion-that the
BEmperor warn the military men to cease being so aggressive.
Is that correct?

I believe so,
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look at February 5, where you indicate in your diary that the
Chief of the Navy General Staff and the Vice Chief of the Army
General Staff had an audience with the Emperor. Is there any-
thing to refresh your memory as to what the nature of that
audience was and the purpose of it?

I have no accurate recollection as to this audience with the
Emperor but I believe it was concerned with the Shanghai ine
cident.

The Prime Minister INUKAI also was very much concerned about
the aggressive activities of the Army, was he not?

Yes.

Both the Prime M inister and the Cabinet realized that the
situation had gone to the extent that it was endangering
Japanese relations with foreign countries?

Yes.

Didn't the Cabinet and the Premier and the Government officials
realize that there was very likely a violation of the nine-
power treaty involved in the activities of Japan in China?

T don't know if they realized it to that extent, because at
this time it was just a short while after it broke out and
the reason of self-defense was expressed and they also said
that it was for the protection of the Japanese nationals.

But there was serious doubt in the Premier's mind and other
members of the Cabinet that it was self-defense, even in
those days, wasn't there?

T believe he was very much worried about the future. Even
I was worried,

He was concerned that if the attitude of the Army and militarists
persisted, it might well violate the Japanese treaties. 1Is

that right?

Yese

The Premier even went so far as to state that he was going to
warn the War and Navy Ministers to cease their aggression?

Yes.
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DO you know whether he ever did so or not?

I don't remember if they did or not.

But he talked about doing it?

I heard that they had such an intent according to Mr. HARADA.

The Premier and the Finance Minister were very outspoken in
their opposition to the military aggression in China?

Yes.
Do you recall who else was outspoken in that respect?

I have no recollection,

What position did the War Minister ARAKT take in those days
when the Finance Minister and the Premier were camplaining
about the aggression?

I believe ARAKI more or less was expressing self-defense and
the protectiong of Japanese nationals in China as the main
Ir'eason,

He was for strong action in Manchuria and China and taking
a firm stand, wasn't he?

Yes, generally so,

What was the Navy's attitude at or about that time as nearly
as you can recall from your diary? (Feb. 6)

I believe that the Navy understood the situation so well that
they did not favor the dispatch of forces.

You don't think the Navy had nearly the aggressive attitude
in those days as the Army?

No they had no aggressiveness, I believe it had thoughts
of protecting the Japanese nationals.in China by use of
Marines that were already stationed in China,

Did the military faction in those days express the thought
that Japan should acquire territory in China and M anchuria?

I don't believe the Ammy faction had any thoughts of seizing
territories along the Yangtze Basin.
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Q  How about Menchuria? Did they talk in terms of Japan acquir-
ing ownership of Manchuria?

A I understand they had much thought of making Manchuria an ine-
dependent state,

| Q They expressed the thought that Japan should control that ine
b dependent state, too, did they not?

A Yes, either to control it or to bring it under its inrluence;

Q But you don't think there was much said or printed about ace
quiring territory in China in those days as distinguished
fram Manchuria. Do you think that came later?

A There is a great distinction between China and Manchuria so
that in that respect the attitude was very much different,

Q By that you mean the Army groups advocated control and activity
in Manchuria but not in China in those days?

No, not in China,

That came later on, didn't it?

I believe it was so, even from the beginning,
But that came later on, didn't it?

I believe it was so even from the beginning,

O R e - e o

By that came later on, I meant the attitude of acquiring cone
trol and territarial control in China came at a later time
as distinguished from 1932%

Yes,

-

Q Back in those days, did the Army group begin.to talk about
the slogan "Hakko Ichiu®" or did that come later on?

A At that time, I didn't hear much about it.
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Q To the best of your recollection, when did that come to the
front?

A I believe at the outbreak of the China Incident.

Q That was in 1937. How about the Greater Asia sphere of ine
fluence? When did that come in?

A That was after the start of the Greater East Asia War - 1940,

Q By that you mean the war stariing with Paarl Harbor?

A Yes. The Far East until that time included only Manchuria,
China and Japan.

Q You mean up until Pearl Harbor?

A Yes.

Q After Pearl Harbor what was it construed to include?

A After that, because forces were dispatched to Malay and Singa=-

pore, all those regions were included.

Q T notice that Baron GOH indicated that the situation that ex-
isted in 1932 was comparable to the early Meiji period. What
did he have in mind when he said that?

A He expressed the fact that the military has executed a revolu-
tion or change to such an extent that it mus® be rectified or
be led through the proper channel.

Q In the early Meiji period, wasn't the situation one where the
Emperor came back into power and the militarists moved 1nto
the background to some extent?

A Yes.

Q Tt would seem to me that the situation in 1932 was just the
opposite,

A Yes, the military faction is being compared with the Shogun ate.

Q What he meant was that in the early Meiji period, the Government

as such was confrorned with suppressing the Shogunate or military
faction and they had the same situation again in 1932; that the
Govermment would have to suppress the militarists.
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Yes,

By 1932, was the Army so independent of the Government that
the Government couldntt dictate to the Army or tell the Army
what to do in peace time,

Technically the Government can control the Army but actually
it can not and therefore it was very much concerned.

Can you explain that a little further as to why as a technical
matter it can but as a practical matter it cannot? How did that
situation exist?

It is because the military became such a large organization and
it had forces out in China and elsewhere so that the Government
became unable to control it,

In other words, if the Government, through the Cabinet or
Ministry directed the Army to do socmething, they wouldntt
necessarily do it.

There are many occasions where they did not obeyorders and
then they created new situations outside.

Then there was always the feeling that the Army might by
military force move in and take over the Govermment

Yes, there were fears of the military so doing.

Therefore, Baron GOH was very much concerned on that point.
Apparently a lot of people were very much concerned about
the militarists and the Army and what they were going to do.

Yes, other persons were very much concerned, too.

Whom would you say the two or three people in the Army group
were most feared by this class of people you were talking to?

I believe that ARAKI and MASAKI werc the center of such
activities,

ARAKI was War Minister, wasn't he?
Yes, in the INUKAI Cabinet.

And MASAKI was Vice Minister in the Bureau of Military Affairs,
wasn't he?

He was the Vice Chief of Staff.
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Do you recall who the Chief of Staff was?%

He was Prince KANIN.

Q
A
Q ' You don't think Prince KANIN was to b_e feared as much as MASAKI?
A Prince KANIN is quite o0ld and is very gentle,

Q

The aggressive character in the Office of Chief of Staff was
MASAKTI?

A Yes,
Q Is there anyone else that really ought to be classified on an
equal basis with those twomen as far as representing the group

of wham you were afraid in those days of pushing the military
influence?

A The Chief of the Bureau of Military Affairs K0ISO was a radicalist,

Q He was about on the same level as far as responsibility goes
as the other two men?

A A little lower.
Q The real leaders were ARAKY and MASAKI?

A Yes, and others, too, because the young men were following those
two.

Q These other men were were talking about in the past few days
are in that category but you wouldn't say that they were on
the top, as ARAKT and MASAKI? Is that right?

A Yes.

Q ARAKT and MASAKi were really the ones who were advocating
aggressive action in Manchuria in those days, weren't they?

A Yes, I believe so.

Q In addition to advocating that the Army take control of the
political Government?

A Yes .
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Q Your diary as of February 8 indicates a discussion with refer-
ence to the proposed resignation of General UGAKI as Governor
General of Korea., Do you recall why he tendered his resigna-
tion about that time?

A I dont't remember the circumstances.
Q Isn't it a fact that General UGAKI felt that the activities in

Manchuria were too aggressive and he opposed what was going on
on the continent?

A T don't believe it was such a clear-cut reason as that.

Q You don't think it had anything to do with the Army's policy
in Manchuria? '

A I have no such recollection,

Q UGAKI, I guess, would sympathize with the Army's program to some
extent but was not as outspoken as the others?

A Because he was connected with the March Incident, I believe
he was in favor of the Government by the military.

Q But he was not as radical or outspoken as some of the others?

A No, he was not a radical,

Q¢ You indicate you attended a lecture of Mr. MATSUCKA in the
presence of the Emperor about the Menchurian situation. When
did you first become acquainted with Mr. MATSUOKA?

A At this time, I did not know him very well, I was just carrying
on the formality of bowing to him,

Q What was his business or govermment capacity in those days?

He was the Director of the Manchurian Railway and before that
he was sent to Shanghai. He was working for the Ministry.

.

Was he Vice Minister to the Foreign Minister, would you say?
Be was just doing special work on request,

Was he an Army man at any time?

T - S -

No, he is not an Army man. He was educated in America and he
is an official working for the Foreign Ministry.
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He is the same Mr. MATSUCKA that later became the Ambassador
to Germany, is he not?

No.

Was he a ap‘ecial emissary of the foreign office that was in
Germany?

In the KONOYE Cabinet, there was one time when he went to
Germany as the Foreign Minister.,

He went there in connection with the negotiation of the Tripartite
Alliance, didn't he?

Yes, he concluded the Tripartite Pact.

That was in his capacity as Foreign Minister?

Yes.,

What was his attitude, he being a director of the South Man-
churian Railroad with reference to the Japanese expansion in
Manchuria?

I did not know any of his clear-cut attitudes, He was just one
of the directors and not a president of the firm,

Then, you indicate in your diary that Lt. General BANZAKI
also delivered an address in the presence of the Emperor,
Who was he?

He was adviser to CHUNG CHO LIN and he was very well versed in
Chinese affairse.

Was he a Chinese citizen or a Japanese citizen,
He was a Japanese citizen,

Who was CHUNG CHO LIN?

He was a Manchﬁrian General,

I see, wvhat was the purpose of these lecturers .in the Imperial
presence? Why were they held?

It was an informal meeting like the one held with Mr. MINAMI.

In the nature of a tea, as you say?
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A Yes, because he knows so much about China, the Emperor ine
quired of him about Chinese affairs,

Q Would you say the Emperor in those days was under the im-
pression that Japan was going too far in the Manchurian In-
cident and was interested in making somewhat of a perasonal
investigation? -

A Yes, he had the impression that they went beyond its limit
and he emphasized Chinese~Japanese friendship,

Q That would be one of the reasons he held these meetings
in order that he might for himself ascertain whether this
had passed the stage of self-defense? Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q On February 9, Mr. INOUYE was assassinated. What is the siory
about that?

A INOUYE is a member of the Minseito Party and at that time
an election was being held and he went to attend a special "
mass meeting conducted by the Minseito Party for a Minseito i3
candidate. Just as he alighted from his car, he was shot -
by a piﬂtﬂl- (

Q = He was the man who was Finance Minister in the previous
WAKATSUKI Cabinet?

A Yes. He was a very strong man.

Q@  While he was in the Cabinet, wasn't it true that he was s
rather an outspoken opponent of the militarists and

Army group? =
A  Yes, he was quite strong in that respect.

Q  He was opposed to the militarists taking over the Govern-
ment, wasn't he? .

A  Yes. |

Q And he was also opposed to the activities of Japan in
Manchuria, wasn't he?

A Yes.




Didn't he make speeches and statements to that effect?

I don't know about speeches.
Well, statements, then.

I don't believe he made such vigorous statements.

O e P O

Well, he was known generally as an ppponent to the militarists
wasn't he?

Yes, that is right.

e

What did the militarists have to do with his assassination?

A I don't believe they had direct connection. Indirectly, the
military might be concerned but natdirectly. It seems as
though INOUYE NISSHO was the chief conspirator and he had a

personal grudge against the Zaibatsu., He was assigned to
ki1l this man with subordinates of about five or six henchmen.

Q By whom was he assigned to do that job?

A That was determined by INOUYE NISSHO, who is chief conspirator
~and that is done through his henchmen.

Q You wouldn't say that this killing was Army inspired then?

A I don't believe they led it directly. In attacking the Zaibatsu,
he held the same opinion as he did of the military; that the
existence of such a group of men would not be beneficial,

Q In other words, they had that in common with the military group
but they didn't believe in everything the military group stood
for.

A Tt had no direct relations with the military.

Q Will you read a little further in your diary - your February 9
entry. Who was Marquis T(KUGAWA? You mentioned that General
ARAKT and Lt. General MASAKI were cutstending leaders of this

A Army Group. Where did COKAWA fit into the picture. Was he
closely associated with those two men in those days?

A Because Mr. OKAWA was quite radical in his attitude toward
various problems, he was close to the Army and the militarists.
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Q He was one man who strongly advocated expansion of Japan into
China? |

A Yes,

Q Did Mr. MORI of the Seiyukai have the same philosophy and
policy in those days?

A I don't know much about Mr. MORI's attitude but he was very
well versed in Chinese affairs,

Q There was an effort being made in those days to bring the forces
of the Seiyukai party and the Army group together, wasnt't there?

A It seems as though the Socialists were becoming more close to
the Army so the Seiyukai which was a longer existant party
thought they would curry favor with the militarists,

Q Who was Marquis TCKUGAWA?

A Marquis TOKUGAWA was a daimyo of NAGOYA and he was a specialist
in the field of biology.

Q He was not a politician?

A He was a member of the House of Peers.

Q Would you say that General ARAKT and Lt. General MASAKI were very
close friends in those days and consulted frequently and had

similar ideas with reference to China and Manchuria, wouldntt
you?

A Yes, I believe so because those two men were very close friends,

Q And Dr. OKAWA would also be one that would be taken into their
confidence on various occasions? Is that right?

A I don't know much about that,

Q You indicate under February 13 that you were much concerned about
the cooperation between the militarists and the Socialist party.
What sort of a problem did that present that caused you concern?

Anything new or novel about it?

A I was very much worried because of the fact that the Socialist
Party was joining hands with the militarists and that would mean
some form of revolution would occur.
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In other words, that added considerable strength to the military
movement, didntt it?

1t was because the militaristswould more OT less operate behind
the scenes of political affairs.

vou talked with Foreign Minister YOSHIZAWA on February 15. EHe
expressed the foreign policy of Japah. What did he tell you
with reference to the coverment's then foreign policy so far
as Manchuria and China were concerned?

1 have no accurate recollection as to thate.

Will you read your diary as of February l6. Why did the Lord
Keeper desire o be informed as to the l1aw with reference 10
treaty violations?

Because a treaty yiolation would pose a greatb problem in ree
lation to the League of Nations and this was informed to us

In other words, the lord Keeper was 80 mich concerned aboub
what was going on in Manchuria, he wanted some expert advice
as to what the jnternational law was?

Yes.

And this Dr. TATE that he consulted with advised him that the
establishment of a separate state in Manchuria would be a breach
of the nine-power treaty?

go as a result of this consultation, the 10ord Keeper at least
realized what was going on in Manchuria was a violation of

Yes.

Did he consult the Emperor about it?

I have no recollectione.

wouldn't it be a subject of such importance that he would likely
consult the Emperor about it?

1 believe 8O0.
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Did he talk to any cabinet members or other Goverrment officials
about the legal situation involved?

I have no recollection,

As a matter of fact, the Lord Keeper, the Buperor and the
Cabinet, itself, realized that as a matter of strict law,
the activities in Manchuria were in violation of the nine-
power treaty, didnt't they?

I believe they were very much concerned but as far as the
Cabinet's attitude was concerned, it was not clear.

What do you mean "not clear" - some felt one way and same felt
another?

Like the War Minister, his attitude was not clear,

You don't know whether he realized the treaty was being violated
or not?

I don't know if he hwas thinking that the treaties were being
violated?

In other words, the attitude of General Araki was one of ine
difference as to whether it was violated or not ?

qu. that part was not clear,

Do you think it made any particular difference to ARAKI whether
the treaty was being violated or not insofar as what he was going
to do?

Because the general attitude of the Army was not clear,

Premier INUKAI realized that this was a violation of the ninee
power treaty, didn't he?

I believe s0.

Just like the Finance Minister, TAKAHASHI, he also realized as a
matter of international law the nine-power treaty had been violated
didn't he?

Yese
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Do you know whether there was ever anything done by the Lord
Keeper or the Emperor to call it to the attention of the Cabinet
that they felt the nine-power treaty was violated?

I believe that the Lord Keeper informed to that extent but I
haven't heard anything about it,

If he informed anyone, who wauld he likely inform?
He informed the Primer Minister to that extent in my estimation.
There isn't any question in your mind, is there, that the

Minister of War, at least had information that there were meme

bers in his Cabinet that felt that the nine-p ower treaty had
been violated?

I believe so,.

Do you have any knowledge as to what the attitude of General
MASAKI was with reference to the nine-power treaty?

I haven't heard anything about it,

It is quite likely that his attitude would have been similar
to that of General ARAKT, wouldn't it?

I believe 80 « I am not clear about it.

SO0, we can say at least, that responsible members of the Japanese
Government in those days realized that the recognition of Mane
churia as an independent state was a clear violation of the nine-
power treaty, couldn't we?

Yes, they had such an impression,

In spite of that fact, recognition took place due to the pressure
of the military group. 4

Yes, in my estimation, I believe that the Japanese were putting
up puppet Manchurian rulers and therefore through that means
Japan was not violating the treaty.

Why did the putting up of puppet rulers prevent a violation
of the treaty in your opinion?

I believe that such an explanation was given,
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But wauldn't the recognition of puppet rulers in the final
analysis clearly be a violation of the territorial integrity
of China?

Yes, but I believe that the militarists just as a formality
put up puppet rulers,

In other words, the non-military group realized that the
recognition of the Manchurian state was a violation of the
treaty and was being forced through by the military group.
Is that correct?

Yes.

And they also believed that the military group was concocting
the puppet theory to justify their position, Is that right?

Yese.

And the non-military group felt that this was done deliberately
by the military people to accomplish their purpose, didn't they?

Yes, undoubtedly so.

They didn't feel that the military group was in good faith
in their argument, did they?

NoOe

What was the Emperorts reaction to this puppet government theory
that was concocted by the military faction?

I don't know much about it because I haven't heard from him
directly.

Didn't you ever talk with the Emperor in those days, personally?

Noe.

Would you say that the then Foreign Minister YOSHIZAWA was of
the opinion that the activities in Manchuria were a violation
of the nine-power treaty?

I never heard about YOSHIZAWA's opinion, I believe that the
foreign minister made a thorough investigation of that matter,

And what conclusion did they come to?
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I didn't hear anything about the conclusion.

Your diary indicates an extensive conference between the the

Foreign Minister and the Emperor. Does that refresh your
recollection?

It was concerned mainly with the Shanghai Incident,

Did the non-military group feel that the Shanghai Incident
also was a violation of the nine-power treaty?

In this conference, the matter of self-defense has been taken
as the valid reason,

You mean insofar as Shanghai was concerned, the thought was
that it was strictly self-defense?

Yes.,

But you can't really separate the Shanghai incident fram
the Manchurian Incident. They are tied together in a sense.
If there wasn't a Manchurian Incident, there likely would
not have been a Shanghai incident,

I am not sure that K the Shanghai Incident would not have occurred
if there was no Manchurian Incident but I believe that the
Shanghai Incident was taken as a separate incident.

You feel that the Shanghail situation was more clearly a self=-
defense orethan the Manchurian activities?

At this conference "yes",

Do you still feel that way about it today in the light of what
you knew later?

My opinion now is still the same as then,

I notice that it is quitecammon for General MASAKI to make
reports to the Emperor. Why did he as Vice Chief of Staff
go rather than the Chief of Staff?

I don't know the circumstances but perhaps the Prince was ill
at that tiﬂB-
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- In other words, even though MASAKY wasn't Chief of Staff in

those days, he was the active leader of the staff because the
Prince was ill - the Chief was i119?

Yes, he was a powerful leader,

For all practical. purposes, General MASAKI really was Chief of
Staff. Is that right?

Not to that extent.

According to your diary, when he reported to the Emperor on
February 17, he indicated that Japan might have to send more
troops and take an even stronger position in China, didn't he?

Yes.,

That was indicative of his general attitude toward Manchuria
and China, wasn't it?

I believe he just explained his concern about it. He is not
thinking of developing the incident as the incident in Mane
churia has developed.l He is of a passive nature,

Who is "he" you are referring to now?

MASAKT,

You meant that as of that moment he was of a passive nature?

Yes.,

He didn't advocate withdrawing or suppressing the incident,

- did he? His attitude was more one of using sufficient force

to defeat the opposition troops?

He meant that if the Chinese forces would more or less oppose
the Japanese, that is under Chiang-kai-Shek, Japan might
reinforce her forces so the Emperor worried in that event the

incident would develop into a big clash and that all the Japanese
nationals in China may have to be evacuated.

The BEmperor even suggested such evacutation,

Yes, the Emperor asked if wholesale evacuation was possible,
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But General MASAKT was strenuously opposed to that, wasn't he?

I don't know whether he opposed it or whether he did take
that into consideration,

General MASAKI's attitude was really one that he would like
to have a "show down" with China. Wasn't that his general
feeling?

Yes,

In later years, in what capacity did General MASAKI serve in
the Army to your recollection? In other words, did he always
continue to be a Vice Chief of Staff or did he advance to a
higher position? |

I believe he was later on a member of the Supreme War Council,
Was he ever an active general in the field?

I dont't believe he ever was,

Apparently on or about the 17th of February, the Privy Council

met, at which time Premier INUKAI took the stand that his Govern-
ment would never recognize Manchuria.

Yes, I heard such a story,.

That was in direct opposition to the program of the militarists,
wasn't it? '

Undoubtedly so.
Do you know why he took such a stand. What his reason was?

Probably for the reason it would constitute a violation of the
treaty.

That undoubtedly was the reason for he refused to recognize
M anchuria as it was a violation of Japan's treaty?

I believe s80.

And his definite stand to stay within the treaty provisions
was really one of the things that caused his assassination

later, wasn't it?
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It is not clear to that extent but I believe it influenced it.
It certainly contributed to what took place later, didn't it?
Yes,

What was the reaction to his statement at the Privy Council

meeting in the face of the militarists' program. Did it cause
any comment at the time?

I haven't heard of any direct repercussion.

Wasn't it rather a brave and startling thing for him to
take such a stand in view of the strength of the military
group and their program¢?

Yes, Mr. INUKAI is a very brave and courageous man,

Did the War Minister ARAKI have any comment to make at the
Privy Council about the position of the Premier?

I didn't hear anything about it.

Was there anything to indicate that his statement might
cause the Cabinet to fall?

There wasn't any such atmoapi:ere at that time,

Who was Mr. YASUQKA?
He was a scholar of China.

I think you indicated once before that Mr. GOTO was also a
scholar, did you not?

No, Mr. GOTO was working in the Home Ministry.

Was he a supporter of the Premier's views that the recognition
of Manchuria would be a violation of the nine-power treaty,
would you say? |

Yes, he was one of the graip that was very much concerned about it.

What was the attitude of the Navy Minister, Mr. OSUMI, with
reference to the nine-power treaty violation in those days? '
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I didn't hear anything directly about it but I believe that
the Navy generally was in favor of abiding by the treaties
so it may have been in opposition to it,

You indicated that you were much concerned about news from
the Imperial Palace leaking out, Why should you be concerned
about that? Why were you afraid?

Because rumors emanating from the Imperial Palace has been
contributing to much unrest,

Under the Japanese system of Govermment, couldntt the
Emperor say what he wanted to or was there some restraint
upon his views being made public?

Yes, there is such a point to consider,

Why? What is the reason back of not having the public know
what the Emperor believes or thinks?

At this point, only the matter of the Emperor's living conditions
were discussed and there emanated many false rumors concerning

the Emperor's living conditions so as to be a source of criticizing
or attacking the Emperor and there was the fear that it may be
utilized for a revolution against the Emperor.

You mean that there was an organized effort in those days to
keep the Japanese people, as well as the world, from knowing
how the Emperor lived, what he thought, or what he stood for?

It didn't do any harm to let the public know but the details
were not actually given out.,

You mean that if the Japanese people learned that the Emperor
was living in luxury, shall we say, compared to them, that they
might revolt because they might be jealous of his position?

At this time it was rumored that the Emperor was taking up
most of his time studying biology and neglecting state affairs
and therefore it was a bad report or bad news,




You were afraid that the information might be taken up by
radical groups and enlarged?

Yes,

I notice that General ARAKI in those days indicated his preference
for new premiers by stating to Mr. YASUCOKA that for a political
premier he would prefer HIRANUMA and for a military premier, he
would prefer TANAKA. What is the background of and who is General

TANAKA?
He is an Army General and was highly respected by the Army groupe.

Was he one of ARAKI's close friends and advisers, such as MASAKI?

I do not know to what extent the relationship went. It is not
clear,

He likely must have thought along the same lines as ARAKI with
reference to China and Manchuria, wouldn't he?

I believe s0. I do not know him at all,

Was Baron HIRANUMA a close friend of ARAKI and one of his
followers in those days?

Yes, he was a good friend of ARAKI.

Do you know what his attitude was with reference to Manchuria
and China?

I believe on that matter, he was in harmony.

In other words, he favored expansion into Manchuria, you would say?

I may say he is not.

Why do you think that he met with ARAKI's approval to be a
new premier?

Because he is connected with the radicalists' organizations.

General ARAKI even went so far as to make statement to the effect
that if there was an uprising by the militarists, he didn't pro-
pose to interfem even though he was MInister of War in the

cabinet at that time., Is that right?

158




O = O P o

b O B O

Q

pilaladate g L th. IO ey S 5 T TV WS e g P bl i ™ i

I believe he had such an attitude because ARAKT sympathized

with the young men's opinion ~ the young men assembled at
his home.

Did you hear him make any such statement as that?

No, I didn't hear him say it, l

In other words, it was rumored,m you would say?

Mr. YASUGKA said to that effecf.

That ARAKI took the position that even though he was Minister
of War and, as such, a responsible party for maintaining order

in Japan, if the militarists rose up, he wouldn't do anything
about ite?

He said that the capitol will be put in order but that the
militarists will be given more support. I did not quite well
understand this relationship,

The ruma, at least, was indicative of ARAKT's attitude toward
the militarists becoming strong in the Govermment, wasn't it®

Yes.

Who is Marquis INOUYE? Was he related to the man who was
assassinated?

No, absolutely different, He is an Army officer who retired
upon reaching major generalship, He is a close friend of
the Army group and also my friend,

Was he a strong supporter of ARAKI's policy, would you say?
He is absolutely opposed to him,
How about Colonel OBATA that you mention?

He was the Chief of the Operations Section of the General
Staff HGadq_uElrterB. \

Did he subscribe to the progrem and thinking of ARAKTI?
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A I do not know how close he was to ARAKT,

You don't know what his attitude was with reference to the
Manchurian and Chinese situation?

I believe he had the same attitude because as Chief of the
Operations Section he was directly under MASAKT,

There is no question but what Colonel Suzuki was a strong
supporter of ARAKI, was there?

I don't believe that SUZUKI can be classed categorically with
ARAKT because he opposed the March incident,

Do you tiink we can add Colonel OBATA to our list of the
militarists that were advocating expansion in Manchuria in
violation of the nine-power treaty?

I believe so from his position; that is, looking at his position,
I haven't heard anything directly concerning him,

Was he a leader or more or less a follower in that faction,

would you say?
He didn't go up to the extent of being classed as a leader,
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