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War Leadership Concept before the Greater East Asia War
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Taeru Kurono

Foreword

Sun Tzu wrote in his “Estimates” that;

Now if  the estimates made in the temple before hostilities indicate victory it is because
calculations show one’s strength to be superior to that of  his enemy; if  they indicate defeat,
it is because calculations show that one is inferior.  With many calculations, one can win;
with few one cannot.  How much less chance of  victory has one who makes none at all!
By this means I examine the situation and the outcome will be clearly apparent.1

Thus he pointed out that it is important for the leaders to consider the consequences before
starting a war, avoid wars with little prospect of  victory and set the conditions for victory.  When
the Greater East Asia War is reviewed from this viewpoint, it is doubtful whether the leaders
started the war with any prospects of  victory or for ending the war.

On July 31, 1941, upon inquiry by the Emperor concerning the possible war against the
United States, Osami Nagano, Chief  of  the Naval General Staff, replied to the throne that it was
doubtful whether Japan could win, not to speak of  achieving a great victory as won in the Battle
of  the Sea of  Japan, and if  it prolonged, he “had no idea about the consequences,” and the
Emperor entertained the impression that “how dare we start a war with no prospects of  victory.”2

Even as late as November 4, the day before the adoption of  the revised version of  the “Teikoku
Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo” (Outline for Executing Imperial National Policy) which virtually was a
resolution to start the war, Nagano stated, “I am certain that the Imperial Japanese Navy will be
victorious for the first two years, but I cannot foresee what will happen if  the war becomes
prolonged because the future holds various uncertain factors.”3   Thus Japan plunged into the
war without any clear prospect for victory in the event of  a prolonged conflict against the United

1  Sun Tzu (Samuel B. Griffith, trans.), The Art of  War (Oxford University Press, 1963), p. 71.
2  Koichi Kido, Kido Nikki (Diary of  Kido Koichi), Vol. 2, (Tokyo University Press, 1966), pp. 895-896.  “Sawamoto
Yorio Taisho Senjichu no Nikki Bassui” (Excerpt from Diary of General Yorio Sawamoto During the War; hereinafter,
“Sawamoto Diary”), possession of  Mr. Atsushi Oi, entry on July 31, 1941.  This diary was furnished to Mr. Oi from
Sawamatsu’s widow, in November, 1979 and the author was allowed to read it thanks to the courtesy of the late Mr.
Oi.
3  Daihonei Rikugunbu (Army High Command), ed. Sugiyama Memo, Vol. 1 (Hara Shobo, 1967), p. 396.

NIDS Security Reports, No.1 (March 2000), pp. 135-157.



136

NIDS Security Reports

States and Great Britain, because it was preferable to being driven into gradual decline by their
economic sanctions, and it was the last resort in the desperate situation.

The most important point in planning a national policy is to contrive an excellent politico-
military strategy to assure the safe development of  the nation and to achieve the national objective
without resorting to a war.  If  the national objective is to be achieved by a war, the conditions
which would absolutely guarantee victory must be prepared, and if  a nation becomes involved
in a war under unavoidable circumstances, it is important to end the war after achievement of
the absolute minimum with respect to the national objective.  War leadership must be conceived
to achieve this.  When the author views the war leadership of  Japan that led to the Greater East
Asia War, it seems that there must have been problems in the national policies and political
strategies of  Japan which forced it into such a situation where the Chief  of  the Naval General
Staff, who was in command of  the Navy, which would play the major role in the Greater East
Asia War, had no choice but to start the war without any prospects for victory or concept for
ending the war.

There are few systematic studies of  the problems of  the concept of  the war leadership in the
pre-war period from the viewpoint of  the “victory or defeat” theory as mentioned above.  Those
few studies are limited to the studies by Mr. Minoru Nomura and Mr. Ikuhiko Hata and a part
of  the official war history compiled by the Office of  War History at the Defense Agency.4   Those
studies on the war leadership concepts and plans mainly concerned the “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran-Sho
Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni Kansuru Fukuan” (Plan Regarding the Quickening of  the End of
the War Against the U.S., Great Britain, Netherlands and Chiang) drawn in November 1941,
immediately before the start of  the war, and no thorough studies have been made on the previous
war leadership concepts or the national policies that founded such a war leadership concept.
Therefore, in this paper, the author shall study the series of  national policies and war leadership
concepts developed after the second Konoye Administration, and identify the actualities and
problems of  politico-military strategies.

1. “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” (Outline for Dealing with the Changes in the World Situation) and
“Daitoa Choki-Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for War Leadership in a Long War in Greater
East Asia)

The Liaison Conference5  was shocked by the achievement of  the German Wehrmacht’s

4  The studies on war leadership before the war began are: Minoru Nomura, “Dai-Niji Taisen Totsunyuji no Nihon
no Senso-Keikaku” (Japan’s War Plan at the Start of World War II), Gunji Shigaku, Vol. 11, No. 1, 1975, “Dai-Niji
Sekai Taisen ni okeru Nihon no Senso Keikaku” (Japan’s War Plan in World War II), Gunji Shigaku, Vol. 14, Nos.
2·3, 1978, Ikuhiko Hata, “Senso Shumatsu Koso no Sai-kento” (Review of  Concepts to End the War ) Gunji
Shigaku, Vol. 31, Nos. 1·2, 1995, Daihonei Rikugunbu <2> (Army High Command, Imperial Headquarters, Vol.
2), Boeicho Boeikenshujo, Senshishitsu (Japan Defense Agency, National Defense College, War History Section)
ed., Asagumo Shimbunsha, 1968.
5  The Liaison Conference was established by the cabinet meeting on November 19, 1937 for discussion among the
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offensive against France in the spring of  1940, and on July 27, 1940, agreed upon the “Jikyoku
Shori Yoko” which stated the policy that “Imperial Japan shall deal with the changes in the
world situation, improve her domestic and foreign conditions, promptly resolve the Sino-Japanese
Incident and take advantage of  the good opportunity to resolve the Southern problems.”  The
“Jikyoku Shori Yoko” adopted the policy of  strengthening the political alliance with Germany
and Italy, planning the dramatic coordination of  diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union,
and to execute policy regarding French Indochina with the aims of  shutting out their activities
in support of  Chiang Kai-Shek and establishing a strategic position in French Indochina, and
attached great importance on resolving the Southern problems by force if  the situation was
advantageous, even if  the Sino-Japanese Incident were not resolved.6   As a result, the Sino-
Japanese Incident, preparations for the war against the Soviet Union and preparations for the
war in the South were all to be carried out simultaneously.  This happened because the leaders
failed to resolve differences in opinions between the Army and Navy as well as differences within
the Army, but simply listed those different opinions in this “Jikyoku Shori Yoko.”  After the
announcement of  the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko,” the government, Army and Navy each subjectively
interpreted it to their convenience without any determination to engage in a war against the
United States or any confidence in winning such a war.  The government converted the policy to
the Triple Alliance, the Navy started to promote the completion of  preparations for the war
against the United States, and the Army forcibly occupied the northern part of  French Indochina
as the first step in their southward advance.  Thus Japan set forth on the road to war against the
United States.  Such a confused state was an unavoidable result of  neglect on Japan’s part to
analyze the situation objectively and to decide upon a unified, consistent long-term national
policy on its own initiative.

The Army was studying the war leadership concept inside the sections in the Ministry based
on the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko,” as indicated by its study of  the “Senso Shido narabini Sakusen
Shido ni kansuru Ka-Fukuan” (Section’s Plan for War Leadership and Direction of  Operations)
drawn by Lieutenant Colonel Okiyoshi Arao of  the Operations Group in the Operations Section
on June 21, 1940,7  but it is uncertain whether the latter was authorized, or even what the latter’s
specific concepts were.  On November 7, Shinichi Tanaka, Chief  of  the Operations Division,
ordered Major Kumao Imoto of  the Operations Section to draft a plan for a great war of  attrition.

members of  the government and the Imperial headquarters from time to time, but it became non-functional due to
the confrontation between the high command and the government concerning the announcement that they would
not deal with Chiang Kai-Shek on January 16, 1938.  At the Four Ministers’ Meeting on November 26, 1940, it was
decided that periodical meetings were to be held at the Prime Minister’s official residence for casual talks between
the government and the high command to determine national policies on war leadership that would coordinate the
politico-military strategies.  These talks were to substitute for the functions of  the conventional liaison conference,
but the location was changed to the office inside the Imperial Court and was re-named the Liaison Conference on
July 21, 1941.
6  “Sekai-josei no Suii ni tomonau Jikyoku Shori Yoko” (Outline for Dealing with the Changes in the World Situation),
and “Sekai-josei no Suii ni tomonau Jikyoku Shori Yoko Renraku-kaigi Gijiroku” (Minutes of  Liaison Conference
for the Outline for Dealing with the Changes in the World Situation), posession of  the National Institute for Defense
Studies Library (NIDS Library).
7  Group 20, Army General Staff  Headquarters, “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” (Secret War Diary), Vol. 1, NIDS Library,
entries for June 21, 22, 25, July 1 and August 14, 1940.
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Tanaka’s concept was to draw up a comprehensive war leadership plan that could bring about
the subsequent resolution of  the Sino-Japanese Incident through success in the great war, by first
resolving the Southern Issue by force while taking into consideration the possibility of  a war
against the Soviet Union.  He considered the problems of  long term war leadership in the Greater
East Asia area against the United States, Great Britain and Soviet Union in his concept, and
part of  it consisted of  a plan for fighting a long war of  attrition against China.  The former was
the “Daitoa Choki Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for War Leadership in a Long War in Greater
East Asia), and the latter was the “Tai-Shi Choki Sakusen Shido Keikaku” (Long Term Plans for
the Direction of  Operations in the War Against China).8   Adoption of  the “Daitoa Choki Senso
Shido Yoko” would be the responsibility of  the Army High Command of  the Imperial
Headquarters, while the “Tai-Shi Choki Sakusen Shido Keikaku” would be submitted to the
Throne for Imperial decision.  This “Daitoa Choki Senso Shido Yoko” was submitted to
deliberation by a meeting of  the Army General Staff  on December 12, and adopted in a meeting
of  the Army High Command of  the Imperial Headquarters on December 16.9

The “Daitoa Choki Senso Shido Yoko” was a concept for dealing comprehensively with the
problems in China, the south and the north by 1945.  Its outline was as follows.10

① The protracted war of  attrition is the East Asian War that includes wars against China, the
Soviet Union, and in the south (against the United States and Great Britain).  It would require
dealing with securing the resources and other problems, and it is essential to conduct elastic and
flexible operations of  the national power.  In other words, the protracted war of  attrition requires
the timely executions of  force by identifying the focal points in the Chinese, Northern and Southern
fronts, depending on the objectives and timing, and the ultimate objective is to drive the Soviet
Union, Great Britain and the United States away from East Asia.
② Due to the stagnation in Germany’s operations against Great Britain, we are forced to
abandon the execution of  force in the South based on the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko.”  As a result, the
first step for the Southern policy shall concern French Indochina and Thailand.  We shall make
the Japanese Manchuria, French Indochina and Thailand as the backbone for Greater East Asia
and the plan shall be completed between 1941 and 1942.  It is assumed that the Southern policy
for areas other than French Indochina and Thailand will take a longer time.
③ The Northern issue should be resolved at a good opportunity, but for the time being, we
shall calm the North by establishing a deterrence system against the Soviet Union based on the
16 divisions in Manchuria.  This system shall be retained even during the southern offensive.
Priority between the North and the South shall not be stipulated, but it is implied that priority is
attached to the South, because the major objective is to shut off  the support to Chiang Kai-Shek
to achieve an early resolution in the Sino-Japanese Incident.

8  Kumao Imoto, Sakusen Nisshi de tsuzuru Shina Jihen (Sino-Japanese Incident Described in Operation Diaries),
Fuyo Shobo, 1978, pp. 492-493.
9  “Imoto Kumao Taisa no Gyomu Nisshi” (Operation Diary of  Colonel Kumao Imoto), in Senshishitsu, Daihonei
Rikugunbu <2>, pp. 204-205.  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi, “ Vol. 2, entries for January 12 and 16, 1941.
10  “Tanaka Shinichi Chujyo no Sengo no Kaiso” (Post-World War II Memoirs by Lieutenant General Shinichi
Tanaka), in Senshishitsu, Daihonei Rikugunbu <2>, pp. 205-206; Imoto, Sakusen Nisshi, p. 493.
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④ The treatment of  the Sino-Japanese Incident shall be in accordance with the “Shina Jihen
Shori Yoko” (Outline for Dealing with the Sino-Japanese Incident) and associated long term
plans for the direction of  operations in the war Against China.11

As seen above, the policy of  the “Daitoa Choki Senso Shido Yoko” is not very clear, but
the basic point was “South first, then North.”  The major objective was the consolidation of
opinions within the Ministry concerning the armed conflicts stipulated in the “Shina Jihen
Shori Yoko,” and it was decided that preparations should be completed by spring 1941, after
which they would give a crushing blow to China in summer or autumn 1941.12   The contents of
the “Daitoa Choki Senso Shido Yoko” did not define the characteristics of  a war leadership
concept required to realize the national policy shown in the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko,” but had the
characteristic of  a new national policy which planned to accommodate for the changes in the
situation after the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” had been drafted, although it was limited to the Army.
Therefore, there was no integrated war leadership concept to realize the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko,”
but the policy for China named the “Shina Jihen Shori Yoko” and a policy for the South named
the “Nanpo Shisaku Yoko” (Outline for Southern Policy)13  existed independently, and as for
the operations of  the armed forces, there existed separate operational plans against China, the
North and the South.  Furthermore, the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” did not show any policy for the
United States even though the major objectives for the treatment of  the Sino-Japanese Incident
and resolution of  the Southern issue concerned the measures against the United States.  This is
an indication that the leaders of  the Army fell into the trap of  self-centered, subjective judgment
and lost the capability to make detailed, objective plans.

2. “Teikoku Kokusaku Yoko” (Outline of  Imperial National Policy) and War Leadership Concept

By autumn 1940, the German invasion of  the British Isles became dubious and the war in
Europe reached a pause.  The “golden opportunity” in the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” seemed unlikely
to come.  At the same time, the Sino-Japanese Incident was also at a deadlock due to the failure

11  The long operation leadership plan against China changed to a plan for a long war of  attrition after autumn, 1941,
and the concept was to establish a 500,000 man system in China in several years who would conduct short, appropriate
surprise attacks for a short period instead of large scale offensives, and maintain security and secure occupied areas.
Imoto, Sakusen Nisshi, pp. 493-494.
12  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi,” Vol. 2, entries for January 12 and 13, 1941.  The “Shina Jihen Shori Yoko”
(Outline for Dealing with the Sino-Japanese Incident) had the objective of  changing the strategy to a long war of
attrition to pursue the surrender of Chiang Kai-Shek because the early surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek seemed unlikely,
and to recover and reinforce the power of  the defense strength in order to build the Greater East Asia Co-prosperity
Sphere “Shina Jihen Shori Yoko Gozen Kaigi Gijiroku” (Minutes of Imperial Conference on the Outline for Dealing
with the Sino-Japanese Incident), possession of  NIDS Library.
13  The “Nanpo Shisaku Yoko” was decided by the Navy High Command of  the Imperial Headquarters on June 6,
1941.  Its principle was to gradually establish the self  sufficiency sphere through diplomatic measures, and its
immediate intention was to establish a military alliance with French Indochina and Thailand.  It limited the execution
of  force to emergencies for self  existence and self  defense (“Nanpo Shisaku Yoko,” in Army General Staff
Headquarters, 20th Group, ed, “Juyo Kokusaku Kettei Tsuzuri” (File of  Important National Policy Decisions) Vol.
1, possession of  NIDS Library.
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of  the so-called “Kiri Maneuver” (a political attempt to negotiate with China), and the peace
talks with the government at Chongqing was unsuccessful.  Vice Chief  of  the Army General
Staff  Shigeru Sawada ordered Chief  of  the Operations Division Tanaka to prepare a leadership
plan for “the war of  attrition in China and resolution of  the Southern issue at a good opportunity”
as the future war leadership guideline, but Akira Muto, Chief  of  the Military Affairs Bureau,
was opposed to Sawada’s idea.14   The entire high command virtually agreed to convert the main
direction of  military efforts toward the south, although the opinions in the entire Army were not
necessarily consolidated,15  and they practically gave up on achieving a direct resolution of  a
Sino-Japanese Incident.

On June 22, 1941, Germany started its offensive against the Soviet Union.  The outbreak of
a war between Germany and the Soviet Union was a big shock to the Japanese national
policymakers.  The target of  the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” adopted in July 1940 was to build the
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere by forming a quadruple alliance, i.e. by adding the
Soviet Union to the triple alliance to deter an intervention against Japan and participation in the
war by the United States.  The outbreak of  the war between Germany and the Soviet Union
drove the Soviet Union to the side of  the United States and Great Britain, and left Japan
geographically isolated in the Far East from Germany and Italy.  The neutrality pact between
Japan and the Soviet Union became delicate and unstable.  As a result, Japan fell into a strategic
quagmire in which it was surrounded by the United States and Great Britain in the South Asia
and Western Pacific fronts, and by the Soviet Union in the north, while the Sino-Japanese Incident
was mired in stalemate.  On the other hand, the United States was released from the pressure of
two fronts, i.e. the Atlantic and Pacific, thanks to the outbreak of  war between Germany and the
Soviet Union, and Great Britain was able to recover from the verge of  collapse thanks to the
rapid weakening of  pressure from Germany.  Thus Europe rushed into a war of  attrition.

The Army was divided into three different opinions concerning the national policy for dealing
with the new situation.  The Operations Division insisted on a preparatory advance on two
fronts, in the south and the north, with a determination to reach a resolution by force, and the
Military Affairs Bureau attached priority to resolution in the south by force, while Vice Chief  of
Staff  Tsukada and the War Leadership Section asserted that actions should be restricted to the
occupation of  French Indochina, while a wait-and-see stance should be taken to see if  the situation
would change.16   The Navy attached importance to the completion of  war-readiness without
any plans or resolutions for the south.  The opinions of  the government and the military were
also divided.  Prime Minister Konoye expressed disapproval of  the plans by the Army and the
Navy, and Foreign Minister Yosuke Matsuoka insisted on the immediate entry into a war against

14  Toshio Morimatsu, ed., Sanbo Jicho Sawada Shigeru Kaisoroku (Memoirs of  Vice Chief  of  the Army General
Staff  Shigeru Sawada) (Fuyo Shobo, 1978), p. 184.
15  “Tanaka Shinichi Chujo Gyomu Nisshi” (Operations Diary of  Lieutenant General Shinichi Tanaka), Vol. 1 of  8,
possession of  NIDS Library.
16  “Shichigatsu Futsuka no Seisaku” (Policy of  July 2), in “Ishii Akiho Taisa Kaisoroku” (Memoirs of  Colonel
Akiho Ishii, hereinafter “Isihi Memoirs”), possession of  NIDS Library.  Army General Staff  Headquarters, 20th
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the Soviet Union.17   A compromise plan that listed those different opinions was adopted as the
“Josei no Suii ni tomonau Teikoku Kokusau Yoko” (Outline of  Imperial National Policy Dealing
with the Changes in the World Situation; hereinafter referred to as the “Kokusaku Yoko”) at the
Imperial Conference on July 2, after it had been deliberated at the Liaison Conference from June
25 to 28.

The “Kokusaku Yoko” was a product of  compromise and stated that Japan would
“progressively continue dealing with the Sino-Japanese Incident and advance into the south to
establish the foundation for self  existence and self  defense, and resolve the northern issue dealing
with the changes in the world situation” in order to “build the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity
Sphere.” An outline of  its contents is as follows.18

① To intensify the pressure from the south to promote the surrender of  the Chiang Kai-Shek
Administration, to execute the offensive right when the changes in the situation call for it, and to
occupy the settlements of  the enemies in China;
② To first complete the various policies for French Indochina and Thailand and strengthen
the conditions for the southward advance, with the determination to risk a war against the
United States and Great Britain in order to promote the policies for the important areas in the
south that are necessary for self  existence and self  defense;
③ To promote preparations for the execution of  force against the Soviet Union, and if  the
situation in the war between Germany and the Soviet Union turns advantageous to Japan, to
execute force and resolve the northern issue to an extent that would not contradict the fundamental
conditions for the war against the United States and Great Britain.
As seen here, the national policy to deal with the outbreak of  the war between Germany and the
Soviet Union did not stipulate the priority in execution of  the policies but decided to prepare for
the execution of  force on both the southern and northern fronts.  The Navy attached importance
on the war against the United States and Great Britain, while the Army was divided into those
who gave priority to the war against the Soviet Union and those who gave priority to the war in
the south, with the Army as a whole slightly leaning toward the former.  This blatantly exposed
the disunion in national strategy.  As a result, Japan was to create a situation of  being surrounded
by foes on all sides, seeking to fight the Soviet Union while being mired in the Sino-Japanese
Incident, but advancing into the south and east to clash with the United States and Great Britain.
There was not even a hint of  political strategic wisdom, and the fate of  Japan was decided upon
at this moment.  Japan did not have any consistent national policy based on its leadership.  The
War Leadership Section itself  admitted that it “mercilessly exposed the weak war leadership
structure,” and the war leadership was “the Imperial war leadership that simply followed the

Group, ed., “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, possession of NIDS Library, entries of  June 9, 13 and 14, 1941.  Shinichi
Tanaka (Yoshio Matsushita, ed.), Tanaka Sakusen-bucho no Shogen (Testimony of  Operations Chief Tanaka) (Fuyo
Shobo, 1978), p. 132.
17  Ibid. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on June 23, 25 and 27, 1941.
18  “Josei no Suii ni tomonau Teikoku Kokusaku Yoko” (Outline for Imperial National Policy Dealing with Changes
in World Situation), in op. cit. “Sekai-josei no Suii ni tomonau Jikyoku Shori Yoko Renraku-kaigi Gijiroku,” possession
of NIDS Library.
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examples of  the German war leadership and proved to be inconsistent, resulting in failure to
take advantage of  good opportunities.”19

War leadership guidelines were discussed simultaneously with the preparation of  the
Kokusaku Yoko, which was drafted in part in response to the outbreak of  the war between
Germany and the Soviet Union, but the actual details of  the guidelines are not clear.  The
“Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” entries between June 22 and August 9 indicated that the War Leadership
Section and the Operations Section of  the Operations Division each studied the war leadership
concept to realize the Kokusaku Yoko.  It means that the Operations Division disregarded the
War Leadership Section, which was responsible for the war leadership, and tried to promote its
own way forcibly.20   Even the Army had sectional confrontations regarding war leadership, and
when the Navy joined in with different opinions and assertions, the situation became chaotic
and it was difficult to prepare a consolidated, consistent policy. The war leadership concept at
that time seemed to have vanished without even making a plan for the Army General Staff, as
the “Kokusaku Yoko” itself  became ambiguous since the war between Germany and the Soviet
Union did not proceed as they had expected.

3. “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo” (Outline for Executing Imperial National Policy) and
“Tai Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for Leadership of  War against the U.S., Great
Britain and Netherlands)

(1) Adoption of  the “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo”

The Soviet forces continued their strong resistance even in late July, a month after the outbreak
of  the war against Germany.  There were no sings that they would transfer their divisions stationed
in the Far East to the European front, and it seemed unlikely that a “golden opportunity” to
resolve the northern issue would come as Japan had expected.  Under these circumstances, the
opinion in the Operations Division to attack the Soviet Union within the year faded away.21   At
the Liaison Conference on July 21, Chief  of  the Naval General Staff  Nagano announced that
Japan should decide to start the war against the United States promptly because the differences
in the military strength of  Japan and the United States would enlarge as time passed.22   The
United States judged that Japan’s occupation of  southern French Indochina would be inevitable,
and froze Japanese assets in the United States on July 25 and enforced a total embargo of petroleum
to Japan on August 1.  This total embargo by the United States stirred up the promoters in the
Army of  the southward advance.  It also satisfied the Navy’s condition for execution of  force in
the south (threat to the self  existence of  Japan by an embargo).  Vice Chief  of  the Navy General

19  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on June 30, 1941.
20  Ibid., entries on June 22, 26 and 30, July 6, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17 and 23, and August 9.
21  Ibid., entry on July 25, 1941.
22  Op. cit. “Sawamoto Diary,” entry on July 21, 1941.
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Staff  Nobutake Kondo, who had been persuading Nagano, changed his opinion and said, “Under
such circumstances, it is time to decide to start the war against the United States and Great
Britain, and we must thoroughly prepare for the war at once” to the Navy Vice Minister Yorio
Sawamoto on July 29.23

By this time, the interest of  the Army General Staff  shifted rapidly from the north to the
south.  This change in the Army General Staff  was based on the judgment that the north would
be too cold and freezing by October, the disruption of  the petroleum supply would make it
impossible to continue the war against the Soviet Union, the ABCD encirclement against Japan
would be intensified steadily, and any further delay would prevent Japan from moving in any
direction.24   Thus, the Army High Command in the Imperial Headquarters abandoned the idea
of  resolving the northern issue by force on August 9, and decided to promote preparations for
the war against the United States and Great Britain by the end of  November.25   At the Liaison
Conference on September 3, they adopted the “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo” (Outline for
Executing Imperial National Policy; hereinafter referred to as the “Suiko Yoryo”) that stated,
“In order to accomplish self  existence and self  defense, with the determination to risk a war
against the United States (and Great Britain and the Netherlands), we shall complete war
preparations by the end of  October,” and “In the event that there is no likelihood that our
demands will be fulfilled by early October through diplomatic negotiations, we shall start the
war against the United States (and Great Britain and the Netherlands),” and it was approved at
the Imperial Conference on September 6.26   This “Suiko Yoryo” stipulated when to draw the line
between the resolution by diplomatic negotiations and starting the war against the United States,
Great Britain and the Netherlands, as the self  existence of  Japan would become impossible due
to the economic sanctions by the United States.  The problem was whether there were any
prospects of  victory or ending the war against the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands
behind the thinking of this document.

Chief  of  the Navy General Staff  Nagano stated that even if  Japan won the offensive
operations in the early stage of  the war, it would be impossible to make the United States
surrender and the war would therefore be a protracted conflict, but he hoped to avoid it since
there was no prospect of  victory in a war of  attrition.  If  the war were to be prolonged, “we
shall occupy the strategically important bases and areas with resources immediately after the
start of  the war, establish firm operational bases and obtain necessary resources from that
territory.  If  this first stage is accomplished, even if  the war preparations of  the United States
proceeds, the Imperial Army and Navy can secure and maintain strategic bases in the Southwest
Pacific, and complete the foundation necessary for a protracted war of  attrition.  After that,
it will depend on the total national strength in both tangible and intangible elements and

23  Ibid., entry on July 29, 1941.
24  “Kugatsu Muika no Seisaku” (Policy on September 6), op. cit. “Ishii Memoirs.”
25  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on August 9, 1941.
26  “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo” (Outline for Executing Imperial National Policy), in “Gozen Kaigi Gijiroku
Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo” (Minutes of Imperial Conference, Outline for Executing Imperial National Policy),
possession of  NIDS Library.
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changes in the world situation.”  He said Japan would fight a protracted war by securing the
resources areas in the south, but also that it would depend on the situation, and did not
mention the prospects in a long war of  attrition.27   As for ending the war against the United
States and Great Britain with no prospect of  victory, he said, “the war against the United
States and Great Britain will be protracted and it is extremely difficult to foresee the ending
of  the war.  I believe it would be impossible to make the United States surrender, but bringing
about the end of  the war through a major change in the public opinion in the United States
due to our great success in the southern operations or surrender of  Great Britain will not
necessarily be impossible.”  He hoped for a setback in the will to continue fighting in the
United States, and expected American public opinion to abandon the will to fight due to the
surrender of  Great Britain, but he did not have an explicit image of  how to end the war.28

Under such circumstances, with no clear prospect for victory or for ending a long war of
attrition, Chief  of  the Army General Staff  Hajime Sugiyama stated that it was necessary to
complete the preparations for war by late October in order to enable the early offensive operations
to take place as planned, and thus a decision on starting the war must be made by early October.
Sugiyama added that even during the southern operations, Japan would further strengthen her
preparations for war against the Soviet Union, which Japan had adopted after the outbreak of
the war between Germany and the Soviet Union, and otherwise prepare for unexpected situations.29

This meant that Japan could not trust the Soviet Union, even though there was a neutrality pact
between them and the main forces of  the Army would continue to be tied down in preparations
for the war against the Soviet Union.  In other words, although the war was called “The war
against the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands,” it would actually be a war against
the United States, Great Britain, the Netherlands, China and the Soviet Union, i.e., a war in
which Japan would be completely encircled by hostile nations.  Therefore, it was natural that
although the Emperor did not turn down the proposal for the “Suiko Yoryo” at the Imperial
Conference, he virtually denied it.30

(2) Drafting the “Tai Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for Leadership of  War against
the U.S., Great Britain and the Netherlands)

When it was expected that the “Suiko Yoryo” would be decided at the Imperial Conference
at the end of  August 1941, the Military Affairs Section of  the Ministry of  Army was planning
the “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for Leadership of  War against the United
States, Great Britain and the Netherlands; hereinafter referred to as the “Senso Shido Yoko”),

27  “Gunreibu Socho Setsumei Jiko” (Items Explaned by Chief  of  the Navy General Staff), in ibid. “Gozen Kaigi
Gijiroku Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo.”
28  “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo ni kasuru Gozen-kaigi ni okeru Shitsugi-oto Shiryo” (Data on questions and
answers at Imperial Conference concerning the Outline for Executing Imperial National Policy), ibid. “Gozen
Kaigi Gijiroku Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo.”
29  “Sanbo Socho Setsumei Jiko” (Items Explaned by Chief  of the Army General Staff), ibid. “Gozen Kaigi Gijiroku
Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoryo (September 6, 1941).”
30  Op. cit. “Kugatsu Muika no Seisaku.”
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led by Lieutenant Colonel Akiho Ishii (promoted to Colonel in October).31   The first draft was
drawn in early September, and the leaders of  the representatives of  the Army and Navy were
asked for their opinions.  Chief  of  the Operations Division Tanaka submitted his opinion that “a
protracted war of  attrition cannot be allowed, and we must endeavor to keep the war short,” “we
should emphasize that it is a holy war with a moral objective,” and “we must obtain a clear
prospect for the end of  the war and make efforts toward it,”32  which indicates that the confrontation
between those who insisted on a long war and those for a short war was unresolved even as late
as this point of  time.

On September 17, Lieutenant Colonels Masanobu Tsuji of  the Operations Section and
Suketaka Tanemura of  the War Leadership Section reported to the Navy General Staff  and
explained the “Senso Shido Yoko” to Commander Shigeru Fujii of  the Operations Section of
the Military Affairs Bureau, and Commanders Shigenori Kami and Sutejiro Onoda of  the
Operations Division of  the Navy General Staff.  On September 19, the Navy presented the plan
drawn by the representatives of  the Navy based on the Army’s plan.33   On September 22, the
representatives in the Ministry of  the Army reached a general agreement.  The Ministry of  the
Army did not approve the early-end-of-the-war theory of  Chief  of  the Operations Division Tanaka,
and the majority voted for a long war of  attrition.34   On September 25, Ishii, from the Military
Affairs Section, presented a report to Minister of  the Army Tojo, and obtained his general
approval.35   Deliberation continued among the representatives of  the Army and the Navy, but
there was a slight confusion in early October.  On October 3, the argument was revived to separate
the war into one against the United States and the other against Great Britain.  The War
Leadership Section blamed the Ministry of  the Navy as the agitator, but since Ishii recalled later
that he had hoped for the separability theory and was frustrated in searching for a measure to
exclude the United States from the enemies,36  it was not confined to the Navy Ministry.  It seems
that it was caused by the statement by Chief  of  the Operations Division Shigeru Fukudome that
he was not confident regarding the southern war because Japan would lose 1.4 million tons of
shipping in the first year of  the war, and another by Takazumi Oka, Chief  of  the Military Affairs
Bureau, Ministry of  the Navy, that suggested a discussion of  the possibility of  avoiding an
offensive against the Philippines.37   The confusion arose from the inability to see any prospect
for victory over the United States, even as elaboration on the war leadership concept deepened.

The “Senso Shido Yoko” discussed between the Army and the Navy was basically adopted
in early October, but it was to be processed as follows.  Although the “Senso Shido Yoko” was
naturally to be discussed at the Liaison Conference and established as the national war leadership
plan, submission to the Liaison Conference was to be avoided due to the situation at that time in

31  “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko” (Outline for Leadership of  War against the U.S., Great Britain and the
Netherlands), ibid. “Ishii Memoirs.”
32  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on September 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, 1941.
33  Ibid., entries on September 17 and 19, 1941.
34  Ibid., entry on September 22, 1941.
35  Op. cit. “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko.”
36  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entry on July 3, 1941.  Ibid. “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko.”
37  Ibid., entry on July 6, 1941.
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which the decision to fight was extremely difficult to reach, and it was to be decided by the Army
and the Navy while the major items were to be decided at the Liaison Conference separately as
needed.38   Thus the “Senso Shido Yoko” was not officially adopted by the Liaison Conference,
but as it was agreed between the Army and the Navy, and the major items were to be decided
separately at the Liaison Conference, it functioned as the basic war leadership plan for fighting
the Greater East Asia War.

The official draft of  the “Senso Shido Yoko” does not exist today, but Mr. Akiho Ishii, who
was one of  the representatives at that time, has recalled the main items and contents.39  His
description seems to be correct, since one of  the main items, “Senso Shumatsu Sokushin no
Horyaku” (Plan to Quicken the Ending of  the War) coincides with the “Tai-Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho
Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” (Plan Regarding the Quickening of  the End of
the War Against the U.S., Great Britain and Netherlands),40  which will be discussed in the next
section.  The “Senso Shido Yoko” consisted of  nine items, namely the objective of  the war, war
leadership policy, rules in the leadership of  armed operations, extent of  the offensive in armed
operations, treatment of  the occupied areas, key points on ideological war leadership, concepts
on economic war leadership, rules of  diplomatic war leadership and plan to quicken the ending
of  the war, and the outline was as follows.41

Although it was stipulated that the objective of  the war was “to accomplish self  existence
and self  defense of  Imperial Japan,” the purpose of  this guideline was how to end the war that
cannot be won, and therefore the specific objectives of  the war leadership were “to quicken
surrender of  the Chiang Kai-Shek Administration, to make Great Britain surrender by joining
forces with Germany and Italy, and cause the United States to lose the will to fight,” which was
the objective of  the most important “plan to quicken the end of  the war.”

The policy for the war leadership was that “since the war against the United States, Great
Britain and the Netherlands will be a protracted one, we must take every measure to face this
basic fact and yet to find the way to resolve it by all means in a short time,” and they were to
advance preparations for a long war of  attrition while pursuing a short war at the same time.
For this purpose, the rule for armed operations leadership was: “we shall start the war by our
surprise attacks, destroy all the bases of  the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands in
East Asia and the Southwest Pacific by prompt operations, establish a strategically advantageous
position and secure the important resources and major lines of  communications to prepare for a
long term, self  sustaining condition.  During this time, we shall make every major effort to draw
the United States Navy into the war and destroy it,” and set the rule for the armed operations

38  Takushiro Hattori, Daitoa Senso Zenshi (History of  Great East Asia War) (Hara Shobo, 1965), p. 163.
39  Op. cit. “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko.”
40  “Tai-Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” (Plan Regarding the Quickening of  the End
of the War Against the U.S., Great Britain and the Netherlands), in op. cit. “Juyo Kokusaku Kettei Tsuzuri,” Vol. 1,
possession of  NIDS Library.
41  The author quoted the content of  the “Tai Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” from
the description in “Ishii Memoirs,” excluding the explanation contained therein (op. cit. “Tai-Bei-Ei-Ran Senso
Shido Yoko”).  The author supplemented the details with the description in Hattori, op. cit. Daitoa Senso Zenshi, p.
163.
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leadership as destruction of  the bases of  the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands in
East Asia and the Southwest Pacific, securing the vital resources area and main lines of
communication to prepare for long term self  sustenance, and drawing the United States Navy
out to destroy it as measures to end the war quickly.

The key points of  the ideological war leadership were:
(a) To stimulate American public opinion so that the major force of  the Navy would be sent
into the Far East, to urge the United States to repent its Far Eastern policy, and to act upon
public opinion so that it would believe that a war between Japan and the United States is meaningless.
(b) To call on the peoples in East Asia for liberation from the white people’s domination in
East Asia and the building of  the Great East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, and ask for their
cooperation.
More importance was actually attached to drawing the main force of  the Navy to the Far East
than in creating the unwillingness to fight in the United States.
The concept in the economic war leadership concerned the securing of  the overall strength of
Japan in China in order to utilize the resources of  China.  The rule for the diplomatic war
leadership involved the plan to have Germany join in the war against the United States, make
Germany promise not to reach a reconciliation by itself, and to avoid war against the Soviet
Union by all means during the southern operations but at the same time to have Germany and
the Soviet Union reconcile and to bring the Soviet Union into the Axis.  The last item was the
plan to quicken the end of  the war, but it shall be discussed in the next section as it is included in
a plan for quickening the end of  the war against the United States, Great Britain and the
Netherlands.

(3) Criticisms of  the “Senso Shido Yoko”

As the “Senso Shido Yoko” was drawn mainly for the situation in which Japan would
execute force in the south, the assumed enemies were the United States, Great Britain and the
Netherlands, as the title indicated.  Japan, however, was fighting against China while facing
threats from the Soviet Union in the north and the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands
in the south at that time.  Although there was a neutrality pact with the Soviet Union, the Soviet
Union was not expected to take actions favorable to Japan, since, the Soviet Union was fighting
against Germany, with which Japan had a military alliance.  China was the other party of  the
war at that time and the very cause of  the inevitability of  the war against the United States,
Great Britain and the Netherlands.  Therefore, the “Senso Shido Yoko” should have been a
framework for the war against the United States, Great Britain, the Netherlands, the Soviet
Union and China, and it was clearly a mistake to treat the elements of  the Soviet Union and
China as the means in executing the war against the United States, Great Britain and the
Netherlands.  In other words, it should have been drafted as the general war leadership concept
for a war against the United States, Great Britain, the Netherlands, the Soviet Union and China.
The following is some of  the criticisms made against the major contents of  the “Senso Shido
Yoko.”

Chief  of  the Military Affairs Section Kenryo Sato insisted that the objective of  the war was
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to “accomplish self  existence and self  defense and establish the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity
Sphere,” but the member of  the Military Affairs Section of  the Army Ministry, Ishii, and member
of  the Military Affairs Bureau of  the Navy Ministry, Fujii, pushed the draft through with just
the expression “self  existence and self  defense.”  They did so because they felt the objective of
the war should be as small as possible to make the subsequent promotion for peace easier.  In
other words, they believed the objective of  the war would be accomplished when Japan could
import petroleum from the United States and the Netherlands as before.42   It was necessary and
indispensable, however, to secure, maintain and manage the vital resources area in China and in
the south in order to self-exist without giving life-or-death power over Japan to the United States,
which meant building the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere.  If  the objective of  the war
was to be accomplished when Japan could import petroleum, as Ishii insisted, it must be asked
why Japan was drawn into the situation where it had to start a war against the United States as
a result of  promoting the “Jikyoku Shori Yoko” since 1940.  The question is, in the era where
any war would be a prolonged conflict, why Japan promoted the national policy that had created
a situation where the war against the United States, which could exert the strongest power in
long wars of  attrition, became unavoidable.  It was not a question of  being right because the
objective of  the war was set in self-existence and self-defense.

There was another problem of  setting the objective of  the war leadership in relation to the
objective of  the war.  The major enemy in the war against the United States, Great Britain, the
Netherlands, the Soviet Union and China would be the United States.  The fundamental concept
was that the target for the war leadership was to make the United States abandon the will to
fight, and to fight through by establishing a long term self  sustaining condition, since it would be
impossible to win a long war of  attrition against the United States.  Therefore, they should have
clearly announced in the war leadership policy that the main enemy would be the United States,
and that the objective of  the war leadership was to make the United States abandon the will to
fight, and concentrated all policies onto that point.

The dispute on the war leadership policy between the long term total war theory and the
short, decisive war argument was not completely solved even at this point of  time.43   Chief  of
the Operations Division Tanaka and Lieutenant Colonel Masao Kushida at the Operations
Section strongly insisted on a short, decisive war, while a member of  the Military Affairs Section
Ishii admitted it would be a long war of  attrition, although he could not give up hope for a short,
decisive war.44   That caused the insertion in the policy of  the phrase, “take every measure to
solve in a short term.”  As a course of  history after World War I, the wars would be protracted.
The United States had a national defense policy to fight protracted wars of  attrition, and prepared
its system accordingly.  Japan was not in the geopolitical position to destroy the political and
economical nucleus of  the United States in a short term, and at any rate lacked the power for
that as well.  These facts meant there was no chance of  a short, decisive war through political
strategies, and that wars against the United States and other major powers were bound to be

42  Ibid. “Tai-Bei-Bei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko.”
43  Ibid.
44  Taeru Kurono, “Dai-ichiji Taisen to Kokubo Hoshin no Dai-ichiji Kaitei” (World War I and the First Revision of
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long and protracted.
The key to fighting a long war of  attrition was to secure the resources necessary to continue

the production required during the long fight.  The policy for that was indicated in the “Kokubo
Kokusaku Taiko” (National Defense and Policy Guidelines) and “Jyuyo Sangyo Gokanen
Keikaku” (Five Year Plan for Vital Industries) drawn by Colonel Kanji Ishihara, Chief  of  the
Operations Section of  the Army General Staff  in 1936.  Ishihara pointed out that it would
require at least ten years of  preparation in peacetime to create the national strength to match the
United States.  The “Kokubo Kokusaku Taiko” and “Jyuyo Sangyo Gokanen Keikaku”
disappeared into thin air when the Sino-Japanese Incident broke out in 1937, and Chief  of  the
Operations Division Ishihara (promoted in March 1937) left the Army General Staff shortly
thereafter.45   Thus, Japan had lost the opportunity to promote preparations for a long war.  It
was not to be the kind of  war where the decision to go to war could be made only one or two
months before starting it.  It was natural that there was no prospect of  victory in a long war,
which was the major problem when the “Suiko Yoryo” was decided upon.  It is a clear example
of the inaptitude of  the political strategy of  the leaders of  Japan, who carried out such a national
policy, that they made the war against the United States unavoidable without preparing for it.

In regard to the armed operations leadership, an appropriate strategic policy was made,
considering the world situation at that time, and there was a good chance to accomplish the
destruction of  the bases of  the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands and secure the
vital resources areas.  The problem was that the importance of  the ships which would transport
those vital resources to Japan and their protection were not emphasized.  Another problem was
that there was a contradiction in the strategic policy.  While the major concept was a long war of
attrition, a short, decisive war was to be fought to “make every effort to draw the United States
Navy out and destroy them” in conducting the war, which indicated the inability to understand
the essence of  a long war of  attrition.  Yet another problem was the rough drawing of  the extent
of  the offensive without determining the minimum area (absolute national defense range) required
to fight a long war.  For a long war of  attrition, the targets for the early offensives should be
determined based on the absolute national defense range.

The key point on the ideological war leadership should have been the most elaborate factor,
because the objective of  this war was to make the United States abandon its will to fight.  The
idea of  drawing the United States Navy to the Far East by stimulating American public opinion
was adopted as a result of  ignorance of  the national system and the national character of  the
United States, as well as due to the conceptual confusion regarding the short or long term war.
Japan should have thoroughly researched the social system, culture and other aspects of  the

the National Defense Policy), Shigaku Zasshi, Vol. 106, No. 3, 1997, “Taisho Gunshuku to Teikoku Kokubo Hoshin
no Dai-niji Kaitei” (Taisho Disarmament and the Second Revision of  the National Defense Policy), Nihon Rekishi,
No. 599, 1998 and “Showa Shoki Rikugun ni okeru Kokubo Hoshin no Tairitsu to Konmei” (Confrontation and
Confusion of National Defense Principle in the Army in Early Showa), Seiji Keizai Shigaku, No. 379, 1998, for the
debate between the advocates for preparations for a long total war and those for preparations for a short, decisive
war.
45  Taeru Kurono, “Kindai ni okeru Nihon Rikugun no Gunbi Koso” (The Japanese Army’s Force Structure and
Armaments Concepts in the Modern Period), Boei Kenkyu, No. 20, 1998, pp. 29-30.
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United States, and studied how to create war-weariness in the American government and the
public in order to enable Japan to fight an ideological war.

The above is the analysis on the major problems in the “Senso Shido Yoko.”  In short, it was
a mere list of  incidental fancies drawn in desperation.  The worst problem was the fact that
although the upcoming war had been recognized as a long war of  attrition and that fact had
been placed as the basis for war leadership, the dream for a short, decisive war could not be
abandoned because there was no prospect for nor confidence in victory.  This fact caused
contradictions to burst out everywhere.  It was natural that there was no prospect for victory in
any objective evaluation of  the situation, and it was simply impossible to achieve the target of
making the United States abandon its will to fight.

Ishii recalled that, “I am still certain today that if  we had counterattacked as expected,
destroyed the United States Navy vessels one by one and continued to fight on, the people of  the
United States would have abandoned the will to fight,” and went on to say that “everything
depends on tactics.  I believe if  tactics are successful, the democratic countries will surrender
first.”46   This clearly indicates the inaptitude the author has indicated in the political strategy.  It
is strategies, and then the politico-military strategies that set the conditions in which successful
tactics may be achieved.  In other words, it is a universal principle in all ages and all areas that
failure in politico-military strategy cannot be countered by tactics or battles.

4. Review of  “Teikoku Kokusaku Suiko Yoko” (“Suiko Yoko”) and the “Tai Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho
Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” (Plan Regarding the Quickening of  the End
of  the War Against the U.S., Great Britain and the Netherlands)

(1) Review of  the “Suiko Yoko”

Upon resignation of  the Konoye Cabinet on October 17, the Emperor ordered Army minister
Hideki Tojo and Navy minister Koshiro Oikawa, through Lord Keeper Koichi Kido to review
the “Suiko Yoko” adopted at the Imperial Conference on September 6.47   The “Suiko Yoko” was
reviewed by the Ministers of  the Army and Navy, and then reviewed at the Liaison Conference
from October 23 to November 1.  The opinions of  the leaders at this Conference were as follows.48

The Prime Minister and concurrently Minister of  the Army Tojo favored a double feature, i.e.
the dual preparations for operations and diplomacy, to which the Minister of  the Navy Shigetaro
Shimada (who succeeded Oikawa on October 18), Minister of  Finance Nobuoki Kaya, and
President of  the Planning Board Teiichi Suzuki agreed.  Chief  of  the Army General Staff  Hajime

46  Op. cit. “Tai-Bei-Bei-Ran Senso Shido Yoko.”
47  Kido Nikki Kenkyukai, ed., Kido Koichi Kankei Bunsho (Documents on Koichi Kido), Tokyo University Press,
1966, p. 35.
48  Op. cit. Sugiyama Memo, Vol. 1, pp. 370-377.  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on November 1 and
2, 1941.  Op. cit. “Tojo Naikaku no Kokusaku no Sai-kento” (Review on National Policies of Tojo Cabinet), op. cit.
“Ishii Memoirs.”
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Sugiyama and Vice Chief  of  the Army General Staff  Osamu Tsukada strongly insisted upon
abandoning diplomacy and pushing on forward to war.  Shimada demanded 1.1 million tons of
iron for the Navy, and indicated he would agree to start the war if  that condition were met.
Minister of  Foreign Affairs Shigenori Togo insisted upon the status quo and sustained
determination and perseverance, and presented Plan A, a compromise in the negotiations with
the United States, and Plan B, a withdrawal from French Indochina with the conditions that the
United States release the frozen assets of  Japan in the United States and stop supporting Chiang
Kai-Shek.  Army Chief  of  Staff  Sugiyama and Vice Chief  of  Staff  Tsukada were dead set against
those plans.  They believed that even if  Japan compromised in Plan B, the United States would
supply a minimum of  petroleum, the Sino-Japanese Incident would not be resolved, the ABCD
encirclement would be intensified, and Japan would have to surrender before starting a war as
the building of  warships proceeded in the United States.  After repeated arguments, they all
agreed to continue negotiations by compromising on the diplomatic conditions while taking
measures to prepare the Army and Navy for war.  After deliberation by the Board of  Military
Councilors on November 4, the following outline for execution was adopted by the Imperial
Conference on November 5.49

1. Imperial Japan has determined to start a war against the United States, Great Britain and
the Netherlands in order to resolve the current crisis, accomplish self-existence and self-defense
and build a new order in Greater East Asia, and shall take the following measures.
(1) The time for execution of  force shall be early December, and the Army and Navy shall
complete operations preparations by then.
(2) The negotiations with the United States shall be as stipulated in the Attachment.
(3) We shall strengthen the alliance with Germany and Italy.
(4) We shall establish close military relations with Thailand immediately before the start of  the
offensive.

2. If  the negotiations with the United States succeeds by 00:00 December 1, we shall suspend
the execution of  force.

In summary, Chiefs Nagano and Sugiyama strongly called for war, Navy Minister Shimada did
not make a positive presentation but seemed to have been thinking there was no choice but to
start a war, President of  the Planning Board Suzuki was in favor for the war, and Minister of
Finance Kaya and Minister of  Foreign Affairs Togo were against the war and preferred “sustained
determination and perseverance” because they could not anticipate what would happen after
the third year of  the war.  Even the opinions of  those who favored a war came from desperation
and they had no prospect for victory nor ending of  the war.  While the leaders of  the Army and
Navy preferred a war to gradual decline, the opinions of  Finance Minister Kaya and Foreign

49  Ibid. Sugiyama Memo, Vol. 1, pp. 378-379, 388 and 416.
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Minister Togo were noteworthy.  Finance Minister Kaya believed that “after two years, or when
the time has come for the United States to challenge us in a decisive battle, the military bases will
face numerous difficulties and there is no knowing what may happen.”  Foreign Minister Togo
judged that “the future of  a long war of  attrition will present numerous questions when we
consider the problem of the morale of the people and the difference in the amount of resources
between Japan and the United States,” and clearly asserted that it was a vulgar opinion that the
foreign nations would unite to apply pressure on Japan after the war in Europe, and “if  Japan
sustained determination and perseverance, I do not think the United States would immediately
attack Japan.”50

(2) Adoption of  the “Tai Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” (Plan
Regarding the Quickening of  the End of  the War Against the U.S., Great Britain and the
Netherlands)

Immediately after the Imperial Conference on November 5, Prime Minister and Army
Minister Tojo ordered his subordinates to study a plan regarding the quickening of  the end of
the war against the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands.  It was a measure to
pursue the intention of  the Emperor, and at the same time a major issue in the review of  national
policy.  Thus the plan regarding the ending of  the war was drawn based of  war leadership policy,
armed operations leadership rules, diplomatic war leadership rules and war ending policy in the
“Senso Shido Yoko.”51   A directorial conference was held at the Army General Staff  Headquarters
on November 7 concerning the “quickening of  the end of  the war” along with the diplomatic
measures and the cause of  the war, and the study was conducted among the divisions in the
Ministry of  the Army on November 8.52   The “Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Ken”
(Quickening of  the End of the War) was discussed at the Liaison Conference on November 13,
and they adopted the “Tai Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan” (Plan
Regarding the Quickening of  the End of  the War Against the U.S., Great Britain and the
Netherlands; hereinafter referred to as “Fukuan”) on November 15.53

The aims of  the “Fukuan” were “to promptly destroy the bases of  the United States, Great
Britain and the Netherlands in the Far East, achieve the self-existence and self-defense of  Japan,
promote the surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek by active measures, ally with Germany and Italy,
make Great Britain surrender first and make the United States lose the will to fight,” and to
endeavor to “deter enlargement of  the enemies and to guide third countries.”  There were seven
items in all, but the major points were the following five items.54

1. Imperial Japan shall execute quick armed operations, destroy the bases of  the United States,
Great Britain and the Netherlands in East Asia and the Southwest Pacific, establish an

50  Ibid., pp. 382-384.
51  Hattori, Daitoa Senso Zenshi, p. 164.
52  Op. cit. “Kimitsu Senso Nisshi” Vol. 3, entries on November 7 and 8, 1941.
53  Ibid., entries on November 13, 1941.
54  Op. cit. “Tai-Ei-Bei-Ran-Sho Senso Shumatsu Sokushin ni kansuru Fukuan.”
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advantageous strategic position, and prepare a self  sustaining condition by securing the areas
with important resources and major lines of  communication.  We shall make every effort to
draw the United States Navy into the war and destroy it.
2. Imperial Japan, Germany and Italy shall join forces to make Great Britain surrender first.
3. Imperial Japan, Germany and Italy shall deal with Great Britain and endeavor to make the
United States lose the will to fight.
4. As for China, we shall take advantage of  the results of  the war, and especially our tactical
operations against the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands, to deter their support to
Chiang Kai-Shek, reduce their influence, occupy the European settlements in China, guide the
overseas Chinese merchants in the south, strengthen the operations against China and actively
use other strategic measures to make the Chongquin Administration surrender.
5. Imperial Japan shall make every effort to prevent the outbreak of  a war against the Soviet
Union during the operations in the south.  We shall help Germany and the Soviet Union reconcile
if  they have such an intention, and draw the Soviet Union into the Axis.  We shall adjust the
relations with the Soviet Union, and consider abetting a Soviet Union advance into India and
Iran, depending on the situation.

The outline of  the plan to make Great Britain surrender was as follows. Japan would make
political maneuvers, destroy trade and take other measures against Australia and India and shut
out their communications with the British Isles, and encourage them to break away from Great
Britain, and at the same time help Burma to become independent, and thus stimulate India to
also become independent.  Japan would also ask Germany and Italy to carry out operations in
the Near East, North Africa and Suez, take measures against India, strengthen the blockade
against Great Britain, and invade Great Britain if  the situation allowed for it.  The three countries
would cooperate and maintain communications through the Indian Ocean, strengthen maritime
operations, and totally deter the flow of  resources from the occupied lands to Great Britain.

The plan to make the United States lose will to fight was as follows.  Japan would support
the Quezon Administration in the Philippines to facilitate the quickening of  the end of  the war,
thoroughly destroy their trade with the United States, completely stop the flow of  resources
from China and the South Pacific to the United States, sever the relations between the United
States and Australia, draw the United States Navy to the Far East, and intensify the propaganda
in the United States to induce war-weariness in the public.  Japan would also ask Germany and
Italy to intensify their maritime operations against the United States in the Atlantic and Indian
Oceans, and intensify their military, political and economic offensives in the Middle and South
Americas.

The “Fukuan” identified the opportunity to end the war as “when major operations in the
south have been completed,” “when major operations in China have been completed and especially
when the Chiang Kai-Shek Administration has surrendered” or “at a good opportunity in the
European war, especially after the surrender of  Great Britain, end of  the war between Germany
and the Soviet Union or success in the operations in India.”  Japan expected to rely on the South
American countries, Sweden, Portugal and the Vatican to mediate the ending of  the war with
the U.S.
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(3) Criticism of the “Fukuan”

Mr. Ikuhiko Hata made the following evaluation of  the “Fukuan”:55

① Although the “Fukuan” had a number of  weak points, it was a product of  awareness of
explicit objectives and the subsequent binding power was not small.
② The preparation of  the “Fukuan” was left in the charge of  military functionaries, which
helps distinguish the weakness of  lack of  consideration for introducing and reflecting the feelings
and wisdom of  the civil functionaries.
③ With the assumption that the war between Japan and United States was unavoidable as of
autumn 1941, it was a great strategy, almost the best, in the sense that there was no alternative.
The author agrees with Mr. Hata on points ① and ② , but disagrees with point ③ . Even when
the war leadership concept is considered with the assumption that the war between Japan and
the United States was unavoidable, the “Fukuan” has the following fatal defects, and therefore
cannot be evaluated as a great strategy unless they are remedied.

The “Fukuan” contained the overall plan for the war leadership that intensified the “Senso
Shido Yoko,” and its main objective was to make the United States abandon the will to fight,
since it was impossible to militarily defeat the United States.  The major measures to enable this
objective to be attained were to establish a self  supporting condition and fight through a long
war, quicken the surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek, and make Great Britain surrender through the
alliance with Germany and Italy.

Establishment of  self  sufficiency would have been achievable if  the first phase of  operations
had been executed properly, but the “Fukuan” did not identify as the most important measure
the securing of  the lines of  communication to enable this self  sufficiency to be maintained, but
emphasized the measures to make the war short and decisive by drawing the United States Navy
into the war.  This is an indication of  confusion in the basic strategy, where concepts for a long
war of  attrition and a short, decisive war co-existed.

The means became the end when the surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek was identified as the
method of  making the United States abandon the will to fight.  In the first place, the cause of  this
situation which made the war against the United States unavoidable had been the offensive
occupation of  French Indochina which converted the strategy to resolve the southern issue because
the resolution of  the Sino-Japanese Incident was mired in stalemate.  Therefore, if  Japan could
make Chiang Kai-Shek surrender early, there would have been no need for the southern advance,
and the relations with the United States would not have deteriorated to such an extent.  The
reason why the “Fukuan” was called a mere “fantasy” was because it included such a measure.
Defeating Great Britain by allying with Germany and Italy would have been the most feasible
measure to make the United States abandon the will to fight.  However, what Japan could do in
a war against Great Britain was limited to the destruction of  their bases in East Asia and the

55  Ikuhiko Hata, “Senso Shumatsu Koso no Saikento” (Review of  Plans on Ending the War), Gunji Shigaku, Vol.
31, Nos. 1/2, 1995, pp. 20-21, 26.
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severing of  the lines of  communication between the British homeland and Australia, and the
cutting of  the lines of  communication between India and Great Britain was beyond Japan’s
capabilities.  Therefore, there was no alternative but to hope that Germany would invade and
occupy Great Britain, but the main German force was committed to the war against the Soviet
Union, and the possibility of  a German invasion of  Great Britain had been extinguished.  Thus,
whether Great Britain could be defeated or not depended on Germany, but the worst problem
was that Japan had merely mated her war leadership guidelines with Germany’s and drawn up a
self-centered wish list, without coordinating a grand strategy with Germany.  It was absolutely
necessary to agree upon the basic direction of  political strategy because Japan and Germany
were to challenge superpowers such as the United States and Great Britain.

The “Fukuan” defined as the opportunity to end the war the success of  major operations in
the south, the surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek, and surrender of  Great Britain or the end of  the
war between Germany and the Soviet Union or other such change in the European situation,
but the change in the European situation was simple and total reliance upon the action of  others,
and hoping for the surrender of  Chiang Kai-Shek was unrealistic.  Success in the major operations
in the south was the only opportunity that Japan could create for itself  and the only feasible
situation.  It was impossible that the United States would agree to reconcile due to an operational
victory by Japan, since the political strategy of  the United States was to fight a long war and win
the victory in the end.  The expected mediators were small countries and it seems unlikely that
they could successfully mediate a war fought by five major nations with their existence at a
stake.

Thus, the “Fukuan” had virtually no prospect for victory nor ending of  the war.  If  Japan
had to decide to start the war at this point, Japan should have established the following two
politico-military strategies.  First, Japan would destroy the bases of  the United States, Great
Britain and the Netherlands in East Asia, occupy the important locations necessary for establishing
self  sufficiency, clearly identify the area which must be held to secure them, namely, the absolute
national defense area, have the Navy destroy the United States and British Navies one by one
when they intruded into this national defense area and concentrate on securing the lines of
communication within the national defense area, area the Chinese front for the size suitable for
securing the vital resources area and encourage industrial production.  The other would have
been to relieve Germany’s burden of  fighting a two front war by ending its war against the Soviet
Union, and concentrate the war efforts of  Japan and Germany against the United States and
Great Britain.  If  this coordination was impossible, the triple alliance should have been dissolved
since there would no longer be any significance in it, and there would have been no alternative
but to sustain resistance and perseverance to avoid the war.

Conclusion

The fact that Japan was driven into the situation where it had to determine to start the war
with no prospect for victory or ending of  the war proved the inaptitude of  the politico-military
strategies the Japanese leaders had adopted up to then.  It is necessary to reflect on the “Kokubo
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Kokusaku Taiko” advocated by the Chief  of  the Intelligence Section Kanji Ishihara in June
1936, the year before the out-break of  the Sino-Japanese Incident.  It was based on the recognition
that the major enemy would be the United States as long as Japan pursued a national policy to
be the leader in East Asia, and it was at the historical stage where any war would be a long war
of  attrition, and indicated the politico-military strategies required to fight a long war of  attrition.
It advocated that Japan should convert her economy, which had been dependent on the United
States, into a self  supporting and independent economy, establish a condition of  self  sufficiency
in Japan, Manchuria and China as the foundation to fight a long war of  attrition, create the
strategic condition to make the Soviet Union abandon its offensive plans against the Far East as
a means to assure security in the north, then advance southward to expel Great Britain from
East Asia, drastically strengthen the national power to enable resistance against the United
States by consolidating East Asia, and prepare for a decisive war against the United States
which was certain to come.56

The national policy that was actually adopted, however, was the “Kokusaku no Kijun”
(National Policy Guidelines).  This stipulated a simultaneous advance and development in the
entire East Asia area and approved the taking of  active measures against the Soviet Union to
eradicate the threat by the Soviet Union in order to secure a base on the East Asian Continent as
well as to secure an advance into the South Pacific and economic expansion into mainland
China.57   This concept lacked principles and had no orders of  priority.  It induced individual
actions by various power groups which had different orientations, such as eradication of  the
threat in the north, advance into the south and advance into mainland China.  As a result, it
caused confrontation against and isolation from the United States, Great Britain, the Soviet
Union, China, the Netherlands and France.

The series of  national policies Japan set forth in 1940 and 1941 complied with the “Kokusaku
no Kijun.”  As Japan lacked consistent policies and leadership in an effort to take advantage,
without any principle, of  the military achievements of  Germany, Japan was at the mercy of
Germany and began to run pell-mell simultaneously to the north, the south and mainland China.
Although Japan’s national policies conflicted head-on with the Asian policy of  the United States,
Japan determined her policies in a self-righteous way without any determination to face nor
prepare for the worst situation, a war against the United States.  The typical example is the
policymaking that conflicted with the United States’ policies without converting the economic
structure, which was dependent on the United States, to a self-supporting, independent economy.
A wartime economy particularly requires oil, scrap iron and machine tools, but Japan depended

56  “Kokubo Kokusaku Taiko” (National Defense Policy Outline), Jun Tsunoda, ed., Ishihara Kanji Shiryo (Zoho-
Ban) Kokubo-Ronsaku-hen (Documents on Kanji Ishihara (revised enlarged edition): Documents on National Defense
Policy), Hara Shobo, 1994, pp. 183-184.
57  “Kokusaku no Kijun” (Basis of  National Policy), Gaimusho (Foreign Ministry), ed., Nihon Gaiko Nenpyo
narabi Shuyo Bunsho (Timelines and Major Documents on Japanese Diplomacy), Vol. 2, pp. 344-345.  Refer to
Taeru Kurono, “Showa Junen-dai Hajime ni okeru Kokubo Kokusaku no Sakutei” (Decisions concerning National
Defense Policy in the late 1930s), Kokusai Seiji, No. 120, 1999 for the problems on the “Kokubo Kokusaku Taiko”
and “Kokusaku no Kijun.”
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on the United States for 76% of her oil and 69.9% of her scrap iron in 1936.  High-class, precision
machine tools were imported from the United States, Great Britain and Germany, but 30 to 40%
consisted of  imports from the United States, 58.4% of  military materials were imported from
the United States in 1937 and 66.3% in 1938.  The largest importer of  Japanese silk, which was
also the major export for Japan, was the United States.  Thus the United States was the largest
partner of  trade for Japan.58   These figures clearly indicate the fact that the Japanese economy
was largely dependent on the United States, and Japan depended on the United States not only
for resources but military industrial production capability as well.  In other words, Japan’s logistical
basis was in the hands of  her largest enemy in the war.

Thus, Japan was virtually isolated in East Asia under a national strategy with no leadership
nor consistency, and drew the war leadership concepts and plans with no basis for fighting a
long war of  attrition.  Therefore, the war leadership concepts were all vain speculation and
theory with no regard to their practicality, and everything depended on how well the Germans
could fight.  Nevertheless, Japan carried out one policy after another that intensified the
confrontation with the United States, and as a result, Japan faced an economic blockade, got
disconcerted, and plunged into a war without any prospect for victory if  it should be a long war,
not to mention the prospect for ending the war, mainly because it was more convenient from the
standpoint of  immediate operational needs to start the war at that time.

This inaptitude in war leadership that brought about the war was caused by the fact that
there was no national leadership structure that could forcefully control various different opinions,
and lack of  talented personnel who could formulate and execute excellent politico-military
strategies.  The former problem rose from the lack of  progressive spirit that could have led to
reforms of  the national leadership structure to accommodate historical changes, particularly the
changes of  the times after World War I.  The latter problem was typically indicated in the answer
by Kanji Ishihara to the question by Prince Takeda concerning the war leadership in the Sino-
Japanese Incident: “The leaders cannot conduct war leadership, and the related departments
and sections of  the political affairs departments and the High Command are only indulging
themselves, and there is no one who can control them.  This is because the education at the
Military Staff  College is bad, and there is no one who can make true judgments in accordance
with the Principle.”59   It was caused by the characteristic defects of  the military, in other words,
the disproportionate emphasis on tactics in the education at the Military Staff  College, and the
military leaders that consisted of  its graduates.

58  Takeo Yano, “Nichibei Keizai Kankei” (Economic Relations between Japan and the United States), in Kokusai
Kankei Kenkyukai (International Relations Research Institute), Beikoku no Taiheiyo Seisaku  (United States’ Policy
towards the Pacific Ocean Region), Toyo Keizai Shinposha, Shuppanbu, 1942, pp. 152-154.
59  “Ishihara Kanji Chujo Kaisoroku” (Recollections of  Lieutenant General Kanji Ishihara), possession of  NIDS
Library.
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