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1. Pivotal moments in Japan’s ODA history
What historical junctures determined how Japan provided foreign aid? While the history of Japanese institutional involvement in economic cooperation dates to the early postwar period of the 1950s, key events that impacted the subsequent path of economic cooperation have not been evenly distributed in terms of their influence. Crucial moments shaped the path of aid institutions and practices. This chapter highlights three of these events in turn: 1) how reparation was defined, and the administrative procedures for delivery of payments to claimants after World War II; 2) the pressure from the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) and the United States to increase Japanese aid, which encouraged the Japanese government to use the Fiscal Investment and Loan Program (FILP) in a way that led to the Marcos scandal in the Philippines and the subsequent rise of criticism of Official Development Assistance (ODA) by the Japanese public in the 1980s and 1990s; and 3) the “discovery” of human beings as the major goal of development assistance after the end of the Cold War, something that was facilitated by Madam Ogata Sadako, who became president of the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) in 2008. These pivotal moments reveal how current aid practices are historically grounded and how they were shaped by external forces, rather than solely in response to rational planning by the Japanese government. 
2. Stage One: Formation of a Resource Flow Mechanism after World War II
Economic cooperation to build Japan’s own self-reliance
What were the origins of Japan’s foreign economic cooperation? Works on international cooperation and public information on ODA issued by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) mention postwar reparations. Yet further examination fails to provide a clear answer as to whether reparations were in any way the origin of present-day development cooperation and aid. Clarifying this issue should illuminate the trajectory from the economic cooperation of the 1950s to today’s ODA.
Why in the first place did Japan, struggling as it was in the early postwar years to get its own economy back on its feet, venture into Southeast Asia in the form of providing economic cooperation? For several years after the end of World War II, Japan was far too destitute to give aid to other nations. The national income per capita in 1949 has been estimated as equivalent to US$100—one-fourteenth of that of the United States that year and even below that of nations such as Argentina, Mexico, and Turkey (Kindleberger 1965: 12). The average lifespan in 1952, when Japan began to make moves to join the Colombo Plan, was finally just edging past 60, and Japan even feared being regarded as a “semi-developed” country. In other words, Japan punched above its weight to participate in international operations providing aid to developing countries, as is evident from the fact that many aid recipients had higher income levels than Japan at that time (1954–60) (Kajima Institute of International Peace 1973: 8).
Japan’s defeat in World War II obviously meant it had an obligation to provide reparations, so in some ways it had no choice. Nevertheless, even before the conclusion of reparations agreements with Southeast Asian nations, Japan had quietly worked out a strategy of economic cooperation, and plans were moving ahead independently of its reparation obligations. To identify the real cause behind Japan’s move into Southeast Asia, it is useful to explain both its obligations and strategy in terms of their common factor—i.e., the environment that fostered economic cooperation.
Domestic and international issues were intricately intertwined in Japan’s postwar economic environment. On the domestic front, there was an urgent need to tackle issues such as inflation and food shortages, but for Japan, which was under US control until September 1952, the United States’ wishes loomed large and could not be ignored. After the Occupation ended, the most pressing task for Japan, which was seeking economic independence, was to be accepted back into international society, a goal that revolved around becoming a member of the United Nations. Unless Japan was accepted back into international society, trade normalization was out of the question. For Japan, which had lost a major export market when China became a Communist nation, the only option was to gain recognition from developed Western nations by finding a new path in Southeast Asia and building up a track record in the field of aid.
In the years immediately after Japan’s defeat in World War II, the United States demanded punitive reparations that would not allow an industrial capacity greater than Japan’s prewar level. Edwin W. Pauley’s Report on Japanese Reparations to the President of the United States on November 28, 1946 sought to restrict the goal for Japan’s standard of living to a level no higher than “that of neighboring Asiatic countries injured by Japanese aggression,” including a ban on all war industries and elimination of three quarters of the basic industrial capacity (Kihara 1966).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The Far Eastern Commission set this level at the 1930–34 actual standard of living and decided that any production capacity exceeding this should be taken as reparations (Takemae and Nakamura 1996: 15).] 

In 1948, however, this punitive policy underwent a major shift to one aimed at building an independent Japan with a “reasonable standard of living.” There was an about-face toward providing more aid to Japan, based on the view that an increase in its peacetime industrial capacity was desirable, partly to alleviate the burden on American taxpayers (Hamada 1950). This was largely underpinned by the US desire, triggered by the intensifying Cold War, to use Japan as a bulwark against Communism. Based on the changing international situation in the region, such as the founding of the People’s Republic of China in October 1949, there was a policy shift toward easing off on reparations and turning Japan into “Asia’s factory” through democratization aimed at countering Communism. This change was of enormous significance to Japan. This is because its economic independence relied on exports and imported raw materials, but a considerable portion of reparation negotiations between Japan and Southeast Asia involved the United States as intermediary (Kitaoka 2015).
It was only natural that Japan would take an interest in US trilateral views. This American concept aligned with the Japanese government’s desire to compensate for the loss of the Chinese market, which after Communism’s adoption was subject to embargoes, by developing the Southeast Asian market. If Japan could obtain raw materials from Southeast Asia and export to that market, this would benefit Southeast Asian countries and reduce the foreign currency (US dollars) needed to purchase American products (Hays 1971: 22).
Japan’s first white paper on economic cooperation, Keizai kyōryoku no genjō to mondaiten (Current situation and problems of economic cooperation; 1958), positioned the goals of economic cooperation at that time as outlined below, and it emphasized that such cooperation was essential for the sake of the Japanese economy (Ministry of International Trade and Industry 1958a: 22).
Bolstering economic development in Third World countries promotes Japanese exports by stimulating those countries’ demand for imports, and it can also help secure markets from which to import key raw materials. The future direction of Japan’s industrial and trade structure particularly amplifies the need for this. In that sense, the dual aims of economic cooperation are like two sides of a coin and can proceed hand in hand.	Comment by Author: I suggest adding a footnote stating “All translations are my own.”
What is meant here by “Japan’s industrial and trade structure” refers to an economic structure which fundamentally consists of (1) importation of raw materials, (2) domestic production, and (3) exporting of finished products. Whether in terms of seeking raw materials or seeking markets, resolving the reparations issue was crucial to reopening normal trade with Southeast Asian countries. The reparation method used at that time was to define the direction of Japanese aid for a long time hence.
The “request-based” principle evident in reparations procedures
In terms of methods of paying postwar reparations, the Treaty of Peace with Japan signed at San Francisco required that Japan make available “the services of the Japanese people in production, salvaging and other work for the Allied Powers in question,” thereby stipulating that reparations take the form of “services” (Okano 1958: 549). This policy was based on the lessons learned after the German economy was devastated after World War I because of the Allied Powers’ official position of demanding monetary and material reparations without considering defeated nations’ ability to pay, which gave rise to radical forces such as the Nazis (Baishō Mondai Kenkyūkai [Reparations Research Group] 1963: 22). Regret for how the reparations methods imposed on the nations defeated in World War I brought about the Great Depression and World War II led to requiring Japan to provide “services” rather than monetary and nonmonetary reparations (Okano 1958: 263). Notably, however, in actual negotiations with individual nations seeking reparations there was a gradual increase in demands for material reparations, and the scope of reparations broadened to include payment in the form of production goods. This was the origin of Japan’s international yen loans.	Comment by Author: This quotation is from the Treaty, so I recommend deleting the Okano citation here.
　Japan concluded successive reparations agreements with Burma (November 1954), the Philippines (May 1956), Indonesia (January 1958), and Vietnam (May 1959). Unlike earlier research, which has focused on the processes involved in this series of reparations negotiations, here I would like to focus on office procedures at the time of actual payment of reparations, after negotiations had been completed, because these procedures formed the prototype for how subsequent development cooperation was implemented.
The first step was for each country seeking reparations to establish a permanent delegation in Tokyo to centralize their reparations affairs. The contact point on the Japanese side was the reparations section of MOFA’s Asia Bureau. This served as the interface for negotiations with the Japanese government. Mr. Hayashi, who was part of MOFA’s reparations section, explained the general procedural sequence as follows (Hayashi 1959: 13–14):	Comment by Author: Instead of “Mr.” I recommend writing his full name (surname first).
1. Each year the nations seeking reparations (1) made a list of the equipment and capital they wished to procure and consulted with the Japanese side. This was called the annual implementation plan.
2. The upper limit of funds to be disbursed each year was determined separately for each nation seeking reparation, so in principle the estimate for capital goods such as construction materials was written into the implementation plan within that limit. In some cases, however, the contract with the country seeking reparations was carried out over a period of more than one year. 
3. Once the implementation plan was agreed on with the Japanese government, the delegation from the country seeking reparations would negotiate directly with Japanese businesses on that basis and would enter into materials procurement contracts and services agreements. However, (2) when delegations did not know which business to choose, they would sometimes seek recommendations from the Japanese government (unlike with normal trade contracts, the Japanese government approved these contracts and payment of the contract money was made from the government coffers).
4. Once the reparations agreement had been approved by the Japanese government and implemented, the government would pay the contract money to a Japanese bank designated by the delegation, in line with the payment terms in the contract. This payment signified that Japan had fulfilled its obligation to make reparations.
The underlined parts (1) and (2) in these procedures are the points to note here. Although the nations seeking reparations applied to the Japanese government for their desired items, Japanese companies would engage in advance in sales tactics aimed at the governments of those nations. Some apparently shared tips on how to obtain Japanese government approval or acted as proxies in preparing the reparation plans. This role of Japanese businesses in the formative stage of projects was inherited in subsequent loan projects (Andō 1991: 31).
　Why didn’t Japan purchase capital goods from domestic businesses and provide them as “Japanese products” to nations seeking reparation? The reason was that if the Japanese government purchased these directly from businesses, the recipient nations might be offered poor-quality goods at high prices. In addition, with an indirect method that left negotiations over specific capital goods up to the parties concerned (the nation seeking reparation and the company with which it had entered into a contractual agreement), the Japanese government could optimize administrative procedures for negotiating a price with the nation seeking reparation, and the entire transaction could be completed in yen without having to pay out foreign currency (Baishō Mondai Kenkyūkai 1963: 100).[footnoteRef:2] Just as regrets over the aftermath of World War I reparations, which in principle required monetary payments, had a major effect on subsequent Japanese reparation methods, the fact that Japanese reparations were restricted to goods and services was a strong determinant of later methods of providing aid and economic cooperation (Shimomura 2020). [2:  The exchange rate at that time was fixed at 360 yen to the dollar, so there was no need for concerns over currency fluctuations, but there was the problem of a steep rise in the price of Japanese products (Okano 1958: 568).] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]It should be noted, however, that the use of capital goods as the cornerstone of reparations was not solely because of Japan’s tight financial situation. There was the idea that one aspect of reparations is atonement, so to improve recipient nations’ attitudes toward Japan, capital goods—which provide a long-lasting impression of reparations—were preferable to consumable goods that soon disappear (Baishō Mondai Kenkyūkai 1963: 96). The construction of infrastructure such as dams and power plants, which would come to symbolize Japanese ODA, also received support on the grounds that publicity could be expected due to the method of reparation and the infrastructure’s “afterimage.” With its name changed to the “request-based principle,” this mechanism from the reparations period was handed on to the next phase of development assistance without fostering a policy culture of ascertaining the outcome of economic cooperation on the ground. The decision not to hammer out a philosophy of economic cooperation can be regarded as one explanation for the lack of a foundational principle of Japanese aid, which has been criticized as “faceless.”
Formation of a system to promote economic cooperation
The creation of an economic cooperation system in Japan was also rapidly accelerating, in the form of a response to the dramatically changing international environment. In June 1953, different nerve centers for economic cooperation policy were established in quick succession, including MOFA’s Asian Economy Discussion Group and the Asian Economic Cooperation Committee of the then Liberal Party. In particular, the Asian Economy Discussion Group, which was organized under MOFA’s auspices in June 1953, was set up for representatives of private-sector firms and high-ranking government officials, including the foreign affairs minister, to discuss economic cooperation to Asia from a broad perspective and to determine a basic policy (Asian Economy Discussion Group 1954). The fact that influential figures from different sectors, including the foreign affairs minister, met weekly vividly illustrates just how important economic cooperation was to Japan. The Asian Economy Discussion Group gave birth to the Society for Economic Cooperation in Asia (which later became the Overseas Technical Cooperation Agency). This acted as the first comprehensive postwar private aid organization, and it played a key role in formulating the basic framework for postwar Japan’s overseas economic cooperation.
These moves by the Japanese government, which might be regarded as proactive/hasty, stemmed from the international environment at that time. The government, seeking a reduction in discriminatory measures such as credit limits and tariff barriers that hindered free trade by Japan, feared being left behind by Western countries, which were moving ahead with forming economic blocs. In this situation, Japan had hopes of economic cooperation as a way to achieve an international balance of payments that did not rely on special procurements and US aid to Japan (Akiyama 1961).	Comment by Author: Professor Sato, can you please clarify whether 前のめり in this context means “proactive” or “hasty” and choose the appropriate term here? I think the intended meaning is “proactive,” but am not 100% sure.
The Cabinet decision on economic aid for Asian nations that was reached on December 18, 1953 was a key declaration plainly indicating that Japanese economic cooperation kicked off under private-sector leadership. This decision clearly set forth a policy whereby economic cooperation was in principle to be carried out through private-sector initiatives, with the government providing the assistance necessary for its implementation (Asian Economy Discussion Group 1954). The idea of positioning the private sector as the key player in economic cooperation was not, however, the outcome of an autonomous and strategic decision. The situation at the time was such that this was the only way to avoid giving the impression that economic cooperation constituted an economic invasion by the Japanese government. Ultimately, rather than being a matter of the government failing to take the lead, it was a matter of not being able to do so, given the state of international affairs and government finances at the time.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  The reason that Japan frequently used the term keizai kyōryoku (economic cooperation) rather than the term foreign aid that was widely used in the West was not only that Japanese aid was motivated by business, such as trade and investments, but also because it was necessary to choose a term that could be readily used in relation to Asian nations wary of new Japanese advances into the region.] 

　Although economic cooperation was closely related to reparations, it was conceived of as an entirely separate approach with its own strategic aims. It clearly existed as a private-sector-driven means of promoting exports and securing raw materials, quite apart from reparations, which emphasized government-led provision of services. Resolving the issue of reparations was a part of economic cooperation in the broad sense (Suehiro 1995). Japan created its system of economic cooperation in a back-and-forth between an abstract discourse on philosophy and policy and a concrete discourse on implementation procedures.
3. Stage II: From economic cooperation to development aid 
The expansion of ODA
Even after the high economic growth of the 1960s had ended, the Japanese economy continued to expand. The gross domestic product (GDP) witnessed a stunning fivefold increase from 1971 to 1990. Noteworthy here is the fact that the ODA budget for this same period grew around eighteenfold (Imazu 2009: 71). As Figure 1 shows, there was a remarkable increase in the ODA budget from the 1960s to the 1980s. 
How was Japan able to boost its overseas aid so rapidly from the 1970s into the 1980s despite facing problems at home in enhancing its own social infrastructure, including a sewer system. Even if the rapid appreciation of the yen undoubtedly boosted Japan’s ODA work, we must look elsewhere for the reason the government could treat foreign aid as “sacred”.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  The value of the yen, which stood at around 240 yen to the US dollar in 1985, rose to 150 yen in a mere two years.] 


Figure 1: Breakdown of Japanese ODA by year, 	Comment by Author: I can’t edit these figures, so I’ve used the following legend:
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	Compiled by the author from https://stats.oecd.org/qwids/ for ODA and from World Development Indicators for the GDP growth rate.

	

	Note: The figure for “Loans” represents the remainder when ODA loan repayments are deducted from ODA gross loans. The figures for “Gratis” and “Technical cooperation” are taken from the “Grants, Total” item.


Let us first note the circumstances during that period. The mid-sixties were a pivotal time when Japanese economic cooperation shifted to Western-style aid. Having successfully hosted the 1964 Olympics, Japan joined the OECD that same year, becoming the first Asian nation to do so. It initiated large-scale yen loans to South Korea based on the 1965 Treaty on Basic Relations between Japan and the Republic of Korea, and in the following year it played a key role in the establishment of the Asian Development Bank. Underpinned by striking economic growth, in the 1960s Japan carved out an international position as an aid provider, and the world had expectations that it would increase its aid.
The United Nations Decade of Development that President Kennedy launched in 1961 ended up as a “Decade of Disappointment,” and it was not possible to achieve the initial target of a 5% economic growth rate in all developing countries and an allocation of 1% of advanced industrial nations’ GNP to aid to achieve that target. Not only did the gap between North and South widen, but the inequities among developing countries also accelerated (Tanaka 2003). The Pearson Report, written amidst this sense of crisis to redefine the North-South problem, called on advanced nations to implement aid policies developed from the perspective of the “South.”
The growing international criticism and pressure in relation to Japanese aid in the 1970s were an extension of this trend. Japan’s economic status was now such that its excuse to the West that it could not expand ODA because it was a late starter as an aid provider no longer held water. The trade imbalance and Japanese products, which had rapidly penetrated these markets, galvanized local pride, leading to anti-Japanese movements around Southeast Asia (Imagawa and Matsuo 1973; Tangsinmunkong 2017). Japan was exposed to waves of pressure and demands at home and abroad, and there was no leeway to formulate policies independently and proactively. What, then, was the nature of the pressures that characterized Japan’s ODA policy? Below I focus on DAC and the United States and examine the role that each actor played in expanding aid.　
Pressures from DAC and the US
In the initial stage, DAC’s criticism of Japan was directed toward its low level of aid, but from the 1980s the criticism focused on the quality of the aid—in particular, the low grant elements—and on the “tied” condition limiting equipment suppliers to Japanese companies.[footnoteRef:5] An important function of DAC is to keep Western aid providers in alignment, and the relative lag on Japan’s part gradually became noticeable, including in its compilation of statistics. An analysis of DAC minutes for the past three decades reveals that from the 1980s into the 1990s demands for a quantitative increase in aid from Japan subsided and the focus shifted to quality (Maemura 2019).  [5:  A grant element is an indicator of the concessionality (softness) of aid conditions. If we posit commercial loans as grant element 0%, the figure rises as conditions (interest rate, maturity, grace period) are eased; with gifts it stands at 100%. To qualify as ODA, loans must incorporate a grant element of at least 25% (Kokusai kyōryoku yōgoshū [Lexicon of international cooperation], 3rd ed., 59).] 

 “Tied” assistance, which suppresses free choice in the international market, is a mechanism which, from recipient nations’ perspective, forces them to purchase goods at relatively high prices. When recipient nations are not only unable to choose the goods they need but are also obliged to purchase from abroad even those goods that can be procured domestically, this might hold back domestic industries (Prime Minister’s Secretariat 1970). The West and aid recipient nations criticized Japanese aid as nothing more than a blatant pursuit of national interest in the name of “aid,” and they argued that it contained too few gift elements.
Let us trace how the brunt of criticism shifted from quantity to quality, based on DAC reviews of Japan in 1962, 1968, and 1973. In 1962, shortly after Japan became a member of DAC, Japan was chosen for a DAC review and came in for criticism in terms of how it compared internationally. In the investigations at that time, Western nations peppered the Japanese government with questions on 15 items, such as the purpose of aid and the government’s views on tied aid, as well as the outlook for private capital (DAC 1962). The fact that questions focused on the state of aid shows that advanced Western nations at that time simply wanted to know the circumstances surrounding aid from Japan, which was a new aid provider. We can also sense them turning a temporary blind eye to the low level of gifts within Japanese aid, based on the rationale that per capita income in Japan was lower than among Western aid providers.
In the 1968 investigation of Japan, when it was starting to compare favorably with the West as an aid provider, the criticisms were harsher. Commenting on Japanese ODA, the Canadian representative stated that if providing aid was inherently regarded as an act of self-sacrifice, then Japan’s vigorous advocacy of fair burden-sharing based on per capita national income was somewhat dubious (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1968a: 18). The Japanese representative from MOFA rebutted this criticism, arguing that it was impossible to fairly evaluate the aid efforts of an underdeveloped nation with rapid economic growth such as Japan based solely on national income and GNP (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1968a: 18). Arguing that the inward-looking nature of Japanese aid stemmed from the immaturity of public opinion and the low level of per capita national income, the representative opposed any easing of aid conditions. Nevertheless, it was patently obvious to all that the prospects for Japan’s economic growth were bright, and Japan subsequently came under pressure to provide more and better-quality ODA.
In the 1973 review of Japan, the US representative declared that Japan was the only major aid provider to depart so greatly from DAC’s recommendations on conditions and that Japan’s most urgent task was to ease aid conditions, and criticisms of Japan were more vociferous (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1973: 26). Other nations that submitted comments for the review—in relation to “tied aid,” for instance—did commend Japan to some extent for its efforts to ease procurement conditions; nevertheless, they were critical of the lack of clarity as to when and to which nations and under what circumstances the conditions would be eased (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1973). The MOFA report also records that these critics regarded the domestic setup, such as public understanding and the personnel shortage, as the reason that Japan could not become an aid provider that met Western expectations.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  At this meeting, Japan stated that it completely agreed on the need for more staff but that it was government policy to reduce the set number of personnel in government offices as much as possible, so a personnel increase would be difficult (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1973: 18). ] 

Perhaps the greatest pressure on Japan to boost the amount of aid was from the US government. For instance, it is well known that in 1965 the US pressured Japan to support the new Suharto regime, which was leaning toward the Western camp (Asahi Shimbun, “Enjo [Aid]” news crew, 1985: 37). U. Alexis Johnson, the then US ambassador to Japan, was critical of how Japan’s investment in the Asian Development Bank, which was to be established in 1966, fell far below US expectations, and he recalls that “The negotiations over Ogasawara and Ryūkyū had somewhat of an effect” (Johnson 1989: 170–71). This reveals that Japan’s Southeast Asian involvement was intertwined with domestic issues concerning the reversion of control over the Ogasawara Islands and Okinawa to Japan and that this was a factor in negotiations with the United States. 	Comment by Author: Dr. Sato is checking the original English quotation, so this will need to be changed.
Where pressure from the United States was most vividly reflected was in the easing of conditions on tied loans. Figure 2 shows how the tied ratio rapidly declined in the 1980s, when US pressure increased. This was in response to the rise in external pressure in reaction to Japan’s growing balance of payments surplus, and in 1978 it was initially decided to boost the untied ratio to facilitate the entry of US companies in particular. This trend toward overall easing of tied conditions subsequently accelerated (Lancaster 2010: 39). 
These facts were not, however, widely known among private foreign companies that had the opportunity to submit bids. In particular, there were no signs of these facts resonating in the United States (Fujimura 1992). In fact, as shown in Figure 2, even in FY1997, when the tied ratio for Japanese businesses’ yen loan contracts was almost zero, it was possible to maintain contracts at around the 30% mark. In the first place, most ODA from Europe and the United States when Japan was becoming a major aid power consisted of gratis fund aid, so it is not possible to make a simplistic comparison of their tied ratios with that of Japan, where yen loans accounted for the major portion. Nevertheless, we should note that the tied ratio of DAC member countries, including that of the US, did not fall as much as Japan’s, despite DAC criticisms of tied aid.
During DAC’s annual reviews, Japan was subject to questions from a variety of angles, and in the course of this it learned about trends in Western-style aid; moreover, while reviewing other aid nations, it learned how to act internationally as a full-fledged donor (Rix 1980: 30). In a time when establishing a firm footing in international society was a national policy, Japan’s DAC experiences were of vital significance. Above all, a major factor was that becoming a DAC member established the concept of positioning Japan’s aid in comparison with that of the West. A look at the Keizai kyōryoku no genjō to mondaiten published regularly by the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) reveals that it was from the 1961 edition—a year after Japan became a member of the Development Assistance Group (DAG)—that the scale of aid provided by Western countries and Japan was presented based on comparable statistics. Japan’s actual aid was directed toward Southeast Asia, but its thinking about aid was forged in its discussions with Western nations and gradually took on a clearer form as a result.
Figure 2: The tied ratio of yen loans 
and the rate of contracts received by Japanese businesses	Comment by Author: Legend: 

DAC nations’ tied ratio		Japan’s tied ratio		Rate of contracts received by Japanese companies for yen loans
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Note: Although the operational part of Japan’s gratis fund aid is tied to the main Japanese parties to the contract, the reason the tied ratio is sometimes close to zero is that procurement of material and equipment, services, and labor from third countries is not excluded. Hence MOFA regards gratis fund aid as untied and has reported this approach to DAC. Nevertheless, approval from the Japanese side is necessary when Japan procures these items from a third country, so DAC has regarded Japan’s gratis fund aid as tied and has criticized this practice (Hamana 2017: 188). 
Sources: Annual reports of OECF, JBIC, JICA.
In this way, although foreign criticisms that Japan’s aid was low were aimed directly at MOFA, MITI—which has great influence over domestic industrial policy—was able to continue Japanese-style economic cooperation, regarding it as “an extension of domestic public works” while keeping an eye on criticisms from abroad. Compared with domestic policies, where the legislature participates in the policy-making process and it is easy to incorporate criticisms into policies, the structure of decision-making in foreign policy, where the administration (i.e., MOFA) apparently had broad discretionary power, was also associated with Japan’s response to international criticisms (Kusano 1989: 56). In other words, it is likely that the reason that pressure does not result in radical structural reforms is the weak link between such pressure and domestic stakeholders. Even if there were quantitative changes, such as in the tied ratio, what undermined the aid system itself was the upsurge in domestic criticism, as discussed below.
The Marcos scandal and criticisms of aid
In 1985 the Marcos regime’s corruption in connection with ODA was revealed. As a result of this scandal, there was a sudden upsurge in domestic criticism of ODA, and this also greatly affected the public’s views on aid. The fact that Marcos had cannily diverted foreign funds to line his own pockets emerged as a result of the thorough investigations instigated by President Corazon Aquino, who took over after Marcos’ downfall. According to one source, the wealth that Marcos illegally amassed during his presidency totaled somewhere between 11.6 and 22.3 billion dollars (Hunt 2013).
Japanese ODA must have been very convenient for Marcos, based as it was on the request-based principle. Unlike in the United States, where the donor decides on the projects, the request-based principle gave aid recipients room for flexible negotiation. In particular, product loans were provided to help cover shortages in the foreign currency needed for developing countries’ imports. These loans were not tied to specific projects, the procedures were straightforward, and the loans could be approved quickly, so this was a convenient framework for recipients.[footnoteRef:7] In addition, the Japanese lack of any conditionality (aid conditions) whatsoever, including negotiations over the schedule for discharging the debt, functioned effectively in the sense that it gave Marcos a free hand (Rivera 2005: 525). [7:  That is precisely why product loans were criticized as a breeding ground for lining the pockets of corrupt regimes (Sumi 1989: 19).] 

How did this arrangement come about? According to a critical biography by Cesar Virata, who as finance minister long served as Marcos’ right-hand man, Japanese yen loans—of which product loans constituted the bulk—were superior in terms of the speed of the procedures necessary before the loan could be used; moreover, for the Philippines, which had a foreign currency shortage and needed to secure funds for imports quickly, these loans were extremely convenient in that they were not restricted to specific projects (Sicat 2014: 285). Amidst the decline in US aid to the Philippines in the 1980s, yen loans, whose lending criteria were less stringent than those of institutions such as the World Bank and which were on a larger scale, made deep inroads into the Marcos regime. It is thought that the mechanism of direct negotiations between recipient governments and Japanese businesses that commenced in the reparations period discussed above created conditions where it was easy to collect a ‘handling fee’ from businesses seeking a contract for a project.[footnoteRef:8] At the end of the 1980s, criticism of aid reached a peak in Japan. Various newspaper articles, as well as publications aimed at the public, discussed problems with ODA and even cast doubt on its very rationale (Satō 2021). The rise of ODA criticism in Japan galvanized sectors of the public that had until then shown virtually no interest in development cooperation, and it contributed to a general awareness of ODA as an important policy area. As I pointed out earlier, some individual criticisms of ODA lacked an adequate basis in fieldwork. Yet the appearance of entities that took on the task of fieldwork-based communication in the area of development cooperation, whose information sources had until then been severely constrained because of the reliance on government-controlled information, marked the advent of a new era. Until then information on ODA had been available in regular publications by MOFA and MITI and was not readily accessible to the public. From the 1980s, before the Internet was widespread, into the early 1990s, newspaper articles, general-interest magazines such as Sekai and Chūō Kōron, and the Iwanami Shinsho book series all carried frequent critiques of ODA, bringing this topic to the public’s attention in a highly persuasive manner.[footnoteRef:9] Although the image that criticisms of ODA created did not necessarily convey on-the-ground realities in a balanced manner, these criticisms certainly permeated people’s thinking. [8:  Mendoza (2001: 47) states that unless private businesses paid this fee, they could not receive contracts for projects.]  [9:  For a discussion of trends in public opinion on ODA since the turn of the millennium, when the Internet became widespread, see Tsukamoto (2004).] 

Critiques of ODA played a historical and constructive role, educating the media and the populace, beyond the stakeholders directly involved. Triggered by this groundswell of criticism, ODA—which until then had been of virtually no interest to the public—began to attract attention; the interest of members of the Japanese Diet (parliament) was also aroused, and a monitoring system was put in place. Almost no movements opposing large-scale dam development resulted in cancellation of the project, but the process of opposition roused a sense of rights among people and gave them the opportunity to learn how to work in solidarity with external organizations.
4. Stage III: Toward People-Oriented Development, But Not Quite
The “discovery of human beings” in ODA
The end of the Cold War greatly altered the significance of development aid. Aid to the Third World by the US and the Soviet Union, the two major world powers, no longer served as a means of competition, and international society began to focus purely on the public good, such as environmental conservation and poverty reduction. The publication of the Human Development Report by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) symbolized this change. Along with new indicators, there was a growing awareness of and emphasis on the fact that what was important was not GDP growth, but people-oriented development.
Referring to examples such as Isaac Newton, who explained how apples fall, Mahbub ul Haq, a Pakistani economist who contributed to a major shift in the international development discourse toward a focus on human beings, stated that “The most difficult thing in life is to discover the obvious.” (Haq 1995: 3). The fact that in Japan—where the overseas activities of NGOs and charity organizations got off to a later start than in Western countries—development cooperation started out from reparations cemented the practice whereby aid moved forward under government leadership, rather than through a focus on people. In the world of development cooperation, which has been governed by the numbers, including GDP, it took a long time to discover the ‘obvious’ fact that it is human beings who are both the means and the goal of development.
It was in the latter half of the 1990s that the perspective of people-oriented development was incorporated in Japanese development cooperation in earnest. In May 1998, the then Minister of Foreign Affairs Obuchi Keizō (later prime minister) first presented the concept of “human security” in a policy speech in Singapore, and this rapidly took off as an aid ideal with broad applicability (Kurusu 2011; Yanagihara 2019: 7). The consistent emphasis here was human security as a concept that emphasized human beings as individuals and aimed at ensuring their freedom and potential (Ueda 2010: 8). In a public relations pamphlet, MOFA stated that Japan was striving to make the twenty-first century a human-centered century (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2007: 4).
　In this way, aid entered a phase in which it must be justified in the light of universal values unrelated to the ideological conflict between East and West—values such as environmental conservation, poverty reduction, refugee protection, and peace. The issue of human beings, which during the Cold War had been overshadowed by national issues, finally came to light. Moreover, it was obvious that these development issues were too broad for governments to manage alone. For Japan, which needed wide-ranging public support and participation to confront these issues, it was no longer acceptable to not have a proactive philosophy. 
The Four Guidelines and the ODA Charter
Japanese attitudes toward ODA after the Cold War were greatly affected by the Myanmar pro-democracy movement led by Aung San Suu Kyi (1988), the Tiananmen Square protests (June 4, 1989), Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in August 1990 (the Gulf War), and international society’s reactions to these events. With the invasion of Kuwait, Japan could not dispatch personnel to join the increasingly unified US-led Western forces, but it contributed 13.5 billion dollars to help cover the Coalition’s costs. Nevertheless, it was not included in the Kuwaiti government’s letter of gratitude, and the United States criticized Japan’s contribution as “too little, too late.” This apparently led to a strong sense of defeat not only within the ruling party but also in MOFA (Shimomura, Nakagawa and Saitō 1999: 81).
　What was presented as a response to these international situations and the mounting domestic criticism of Japan’s lack of an aid philosophy was the Four Guidelines of ODA suggested by then Prime Minister Kaifu Toshiki. These Guidelines constituted a philosophy of making comprehension decisions about bilateral relations while paying attention to the following four factors when distributing ODA: (1) trends in military expenditures of recipients, (2) trends in the development and production of weapons of mass destruction, (3) trends in the export and import of arms, and (4) efforts to promote democratization, the introduction of a market-oriented economy, and the securing of basic human rights and freedoms.
In June 1992, environmental conservation and a ban on utilizing aid for military purposes were added to these Four Guidelines and the whole document was made public as the ODA Charter, an initiative of the Miyazawa cabinet. Japan had long adopted a principle of non-interference in recipient nations’ domestic affairs, and the request-based principle had been a feature of its aid, but the end of the Cold War and the fact that Western donors no longer needed to worry about losing developing nations’ support lay behind Japan taking a further step and acquiring political conditionality as a means (Shimomura, Nakagawa and Saitō 1999: 5). 
In ODA history from the 1990s onward, there were multiple occasions that put the implementation of Japan’s philosophy to the test. Of special note is the suspension of gratis fund aid to China in 1995. Also noteworthy is the fact that, unlike the suspension of aid that Japan implemented as a “sanction” for the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident in line with the West, the 1995 suspension of gratis fund aid to China was based on independent Japanese policy (Katada 2001). In other words, this suspension did not occur passively as the outcome of acting in concert with the West, as had been the case in the past; instead, it was a litmus test showing that Japan could autonomously apply its own philosophy even in relation to China, with which it has been economically interdependent.
The Ogata reforms and “human security”
A major catalyst for Japanese aid principles taking on a form that could appeal to international society was the appointment of Madam Ogata Sadako as JICA president. Sought after for her rich international experience, Ogata moved to JICA, an independent administrative agency, on October 1, 2003 and took up a position as its first president, striving to put Japanese aid principles into practice. Having served for many years as the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Ogata had witnessed far too many situations where nations in a position to be protecting people were in fact crushing them. Ogata’s idea of changing the nation-based approach to ODA and moving to a focus on individuals was underpinned by her on-the-ground experiences as UN High Commissioner. She commented to the following effect:
In civil wars in developing countries, not only were nations unable to protect people, but the nations were themselves part of the problem. No matter how safe a nation might be made, that does not ensure people’s safety. As a result, in all the conflicts in the 1990s, such as in the Congo, Sierra Leone, Bosnia, and Kosovo, the domestic situation worsened and people tried to flee, but the only entities mobilizing to provide emergency aid were humanitarian organizations. Even if governments and the parties to a conflict discuss matters such as safe traffic routes and opening the borders, they fixate on the nation-state and sovereignty and make no attempt to respond to different religious beliefs. This led me to try rethinking things, with a greater focus on human beings. (in Nobayashi and Naya 2015: 227)
MOFA defines human security as a concept that promotes sustainable individual autonomy and the creation of a sustainable society through protection and empowerment, focusing on individual human beings in order to protect them from wide-ranging and serious threats to their lives, livelihoods and dignity and to allow them to realize the rich potential they each possess (MOFA homepage https://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/bunya/security/index.html; accessed October 9, 2020).
To implement this principle, Ogata particularly emphasized listening to those who do the work on the ground and empowering them to make decisions and take responsibility. Concrete measures involved a major transfer of personnel from JICA’s Tokyo headquarters to overseas offices and a transfer of authority.[footnoteRef:10] By the end of FY2006, the number of personnel in overseas offices had increased by about 20% (195 people), and headquarters personnel and overseas personnel were more or less equal in number (JICA 2019: 32). This resulted in concrete improvements, such as a major reduction in the time lag between applying for ODA and receiving it, something that had been criticized as slow. One major change I noticed when visiting one of these local offices was the uptick in hiring of local staff. Noteworthy were progressive moves such as hiring local people not only for low-level positions such as drivers and support staff but also at the level of assistant director of local offices. Initiatives such as moving away from the previous emphasis on Asia and bolstering operations in Africa and strengthening support for peace-building symbolize the changes in development cooperation during this period. [10:  In addition, new regional support offices were established at six sites to strengthen on-the-ground operations around the world and each office’s activities, and they are effectively tackling shared challenges in each region. JICA’s domestic headquarters was also reorganized, and steps were taken to simplify and expedite decision-making processes and to make Japanese support for on-the-ground operations more efficient.] 

According to the Japanese Ministry of Justice, in 2018 the number of non-Japanese who received recognition as a refugee was a mere 42 out of the 10,493 applications received (UNHCR 2018: 3). Toshima (2008) has questioned why Japan is proactive on “human security” matters while adopting a negative stance on refugee policies. Toshima stated that human security is attractive in terms of its utility in foreign policy but that Japan did not pursue this principle to the extent of seeking a major change to domestic policies. The reality is that even if human security is a useful conceptual device for MOFA, it did not penetrate as far as the Ministry of Justice and other government organizations in charge of human security in Japan.	Comment by Author: I recommend using a pronoun (“She” or “He”) instead of the surname. I don’t know Toshima’s gender.
　Naturally, there was a positive aspect in how peace-building was clearly positioned in terms of a continuity with development and how the separate concept of “human security” was added to that of “people-oriented development,” which had already become widespread.[footnoteRef:11] Nevertheless, we cannot ignore the fact that the concept of human security, originally introduced as a counter to national security, was ultimately introduced as an add-on to each nation’s sovereignty. The UN Resolution on Human Security that was adopted on September 10, 2012 stated that “Human security must be implemented with full respect for the purposes and principles enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations, including full respect for the sovereignty of States, territorial integrity and non-interference in matters that are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of States,” positioning sovereignty as the superordinate concept (Ministry of Foreign Affairs HP https://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/press/release/24/9/0911_03.html.[footnoteRef:12]) [11:  The Human Development Division was established in JICA in FY2004.]  [12:  Accessed September 24, 2020.] 

Hence the discourse on human security generally failed to regulate realities on the ground (Yanagihara 2019). Commenting on the series of reforms implemented by Ogata, Kikō-shi (The history of JICA) bluntly states that the staff were confused, although it does not go into details (JICA 2019: 31). Specifically, there was a discrepancy between Madam Ogata’s ideals, which sought to incorporate human security based on her experiences with refugees and peace-building, and the realities of JICA, whose work had until then focused on development (interview with JICA leadership, July 30, 2020).
Mainstreaming human security was a difficult challenge even for Ogata Sadako, who had decisively implemented various bottom-up approaches. Yet that does not signal the futility of a focus on people. For Japan, which is used to regarding people as part of a collective, the concept of emphasizing the individual is in fact crucial. Rather than seeking a solution midway between the individual and the collective, we must pursue a philosophy aligned with conditions on the ground, functioning within the tension among diverse values. The more the discourse leans toward nation-building, the more essential is a concept that pulls it back toward the opposite pole, so as to stabilize the common ground somewhere in the middle.
Foregrounding national interests
Ironically, the time when Ogata was trying to focus more on people than nation-states and was attempting a radical revamp of ODA was also a time of vigorous debate over ODA’s contribution to national interests. In the final report of the second ODA reform panel in 2002, which was the forerunner of revisions to the ODA Charter in 2003, a statement that using ODA effectively as a means of foreign diplomacy would remain important for Japanese interests in the future was accompanied by an emphasis on the fact that securing ODA was crucial for Japan’s own sake (Ōkuma 2006: 35). It is unlikely, however, that members of a colloquium convened by MOFA, which prioritizes foreign relations, were envisaging ODA that openly pursued domestic interests. Rather, in a situation of declining finances it is quite likely that they chose to emphasize national interests as a way to secure the ODA budget. There was especial dissatisfaction with ODA among business circles, which were suffering from the economic slump. The April 2003 “Opinion on the review of the ODA Charter” stated that the stance of proactively implementing ODA should be clearly set forth in the Charter to secure the safety and prosperity of Japan as a trading nation poor in domestic resources (Keidanren 2003)—a statement that ventured into the pursuit of national interests from a private-sector perspective. 
Obviously, the concept of national interest already existed in Japanese foreign policy (Ōyama 2018). At issue here is whether this existed below the surface—lingering quietly as a tacit understanding—or whether it surfaced as an explicit argument. Even more important was the question of what forces were at work to bring this to the surface. From around 2003, when there arose an active debate in Japan on whether to cease aid to China, given its striking economic growth and military expenditure, this concept made an appearance when the ODA Charter was being revised (2003). A report titled “Open promotion of national interests” appeared as part of the ODA review carried out under the Democratic Party government’s foreign minister Okada Katsuya in 2010 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2010).
From the perspective of a historical genealogy of development cooperation, we can ultimately conclude that, rather than suddenly appearing , the idea of “open national interests” that was repeatedly highlighted in the 2015 revision of the Charter was merely “foregrounded” (Ōyama 2019). Development cooperation is carried out through taxes collected more or less compulsorily from taxpayers. Looked at in this light, ODA was essentially a device for promoting national interests.

Culture of doing development
How has Japan viewed the people who are the ultimate recipients in the context of development cooperation? The philosophy of self-help and autonomy was introduced to Japan in the early Meiji period (1868–1912) alongside Western European culture in the form of individual autonomy. Under the favorable conditions of a historical turning point in the form of the Meiji Restoration, the concepts of individual autonomy and self-help were met with great enthusiasm, yet they were not powerful enough to penetrate the depths of Japanese culture. The tradition of collectivism stood as a barrier at all levels of society. Hence it was no anomaly that at some point the discourse of self-help, originally imported with the “individual” in mind, replaced the individual subject with “autonomy of the nation and region” and was transplanted into the context of development cooperation.
The reason we do not notice this shift in subject is that the expression “support for self-help efforts” that is widely used in the real world personifies the nation and makes it the subject, but it is unclear as to exactly who should be self-supporting (Udagawa 2017: 122). The implicit subject of the self-efforts that Japan touts is the nation, the region, the village; rarely was the individual envisaged in this context. It was this history that lay behind Ogata Sadako’s eventual efforts to bring the focus back to “human beings” under the philosophy of “human security.” The ambiguity of the subject of autonomy and self-help made the concept of self-help efforts seem nice and convenient, but applying this philosophy in the field exposed the discrepancy between the nation (an institution) and the people (individuals).
Excessive collectivism risks entrenching the inequities and inequalities present within a group. That is precisely why Japan has regularly needed individualism. In a society that regards selflessness as a virtue, a society where it has become the norm to consider sacrifice of the few as inevitable, we also need to harken to the SDG pledge to “leave no one behind.” Japan has wavered back and forth amidst the tension between the collective and the individual. This vacillating is also reflected in views on development cooperation.
Japanese collectivism fits well with industrialization, and it was useful for promoting Japan’s own modernization and development. Collective job-hunting during the period of high economic growth was a classic example of this. In the initial stages of modernization and industrialization, the focus was on the oppressive and restrictive aspects of the traditional nation-state and regional communities, and the emphasis was on liberating individuals from this. Yet the relationship between individuals and the collective had been cultivated over a long history and was not something that could change overnight. Even for individuals who had left traditional rural society and moved to a city, the culture that emphasized the collective continued in different forms, such as the collective constituted by a company.
Whether Japan’s development cooperation contributed to recipient nations’ autonomy is an important question. Nevertheless, to make this question meaningful we need to clarify the subject of autonomy in any given context. National autonomy and individual autonomy operate in different dimensions, and the two are not necessarily compatible. What is important to Japan is to sum up the strengths and weaknesses of collectivism and verbalize these in readily comprehensible language as a philosophy. In today’s world, where society based on competition and individualism is showing signs of having reached an impasse, this also means that Japan and other Asian nations need to indicate an approach to an alternative kind of development and present the possibility of a multisystem world.
5. Conclusion
The Japanese government accepted society’s growing criticisms of ODA from the 1980s into the 1990s as an unforeseen event and made intentional efforts to incorporate these criticisms into its subsequent operations. The specific measures proposed by Sumi in ODA enjo no genjitsu (The realities of ODA), a work that epitomizes criticism of ODA—such as considering the environmental impact, improving the research setup, and making information publicly available—were all institutionalized in some way in the 2020s, over three decades after publication of this work in 1989. Nevertheless, improving the system and facilities for development cooperation is not the same as eradicating development challenges.
Even more than efforts to improve individual projects, what is now needed is to nurture a media ecosystem and a populace that will critically oversee the work of development cooperation from a long-term perspective. Just as projects in the past were forged in various ways through criticism, development cooperation in the future also needs opportunities to relativize itself through outside voices. A range of measures can be implemented, from major goals such as training journalists who specialize in covering aid and providing support so that local people on the ground where aid operations are carried out can themselves disseminate information, to easy-to-implement measures such as actively introducing debates into university classes on international cooperation. 
If we assume that development cooperation sets out from negotiations around the needs of both the donor and recipient and that other needs arise even after these have been met, then the perfect development operation that satisfies everyone does not exist. In that case, constructive criticism should always be necessary to keep development cooperation meaningful to the people in the area where the aid is provided. Development cooperation has undoubtedly strengthened the power of nation-states. In that case, nurturing in developing nations a civil society capable of critiquing nation-states’ development operations is an ongoing task, ever since the days of criticizing ODA right up to the present.
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