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ABSTRACT

British and Japanese prime ministers have opposite reputations in policy-making, while
sharing similar systemic backgrounds and formal power resources within the executive.
Prime-ministers’ power in policy-making within the executive was primarily promoted
and circumscribed by their relationships with their governing parties and their strategic
decisions over appointing ministers. Fourteen case studies on prime ministers’ responses
to the oil crises in foreign, fiscal and domestic oil policies between 1973 and 1980
found that the Japanese prime ministers exerted more power, while some British prime
ministers faced more constraints, than might have been expected. Edward Heath, a
British Conservative premier with clear control over the party, exercised power with
minimal intervention. Kakuei Tanaka, an LDP premier, exhibited the institutional
potential of the Japanese prime minister and the restraints on him, which derived from
the existence of autonomous cabinet ministers, enjoying independent support within the
party. James Callaghan, a British Labour premier, demonstrated the substantial power
resources deployed by the British prime minister and the limits imposed by divisions in
the governing party and the cabinet. Masayoshi Ohira, an LDP premier, emphasised
ministerial appointment when confronted by hostile groups in the governing party. The

main differences of formal power resources of the British and Japanese prime ministers



were: the more significant constitutional position of the cabinet in Japan, the superior
information network centred on the British prime minister, and the policy unit available
to the British prime minister after 1974. Without the support of the governing party it
was difficult for the prime ministers even to mobilise their power resources, whereas
with its support they did not need to make explicit interventions to achieve their
preferred policies. Principal-agent theory and two-level games were relevant for

analysing prime-ministerial power in policy-making and party organisation.
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INTRODUCTION

When the Supreme Command for the Allied Powers (SCAP) entered Japan after the
Second World War, they and the Japanese government of the day imported into the
ruling structure of Japan a British style of parliamentary cabinet system. SCAP were
determined to abolish multiple power points in the Japanese government except for the
cabinet and the national assembly (and effectively the civil service). These power points
to be abolished included the emperor, the armed forces, the privy council, the imperial
household ministry, the genro and the jushin, both of which were composed of senior
statesmen (Stockwin, 1999: 38-9). Not all of them were totally removed, yet they were
reformed to be politically far less significant. ‘It can be seen’, as J. A. A. Stockwin
(1999: 39) remarked, ‘that what these reforms had in common was the intention to
produce a Parliament/Cabinet system, essentially on the British model, with clear lines
of responsibility and an unambiguous statement of where sovereignty actually lay’.1
Such power centres as the prime minister and the cabinet were expected to be

strengthened against other actors in the governing structure.

! Yet this system could not truly be classified as a version of a ‘Westminster model’. See Lijphart
(1984: 4-9) and Verney (1987). In fact, the Japanese post-war Constitution embraced two
contradictory principles within it, that is to say, the US separation of power and the British fusion of
power.
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If the Japanese system had functioned as it had been devised to, the two systems, the
British the exporter of the system and the Japanese its importer, should have shown
similar performances of the cabinet and the prime minister in policy-making. However,
their reputations have been diametrically the opposite. The starting point of the thesis,
therefore, is this puzzle. Why do the British and Japanese prime ministers have opposite
reputations, while they share similar systemic backgrounds and formal power
resources?” As Elinor Ostrom (1999: 50) aptly posited, ‘All rules are the result of
implicit or explicit efforts to achieve order and predictability among humans by creating
classes of persons (positions) that are then required, permitted, or forbidden to take
classes of actions in relation to required, permitted, or forbidden states of the world’.
Predictability as well as stability are the crucial elements of having rules and institutions,
although what they mean may vary (Czada, 1993: 105; Goodin, 1996: 22). If the ‘same’
rules set in two countries displayed ‘different’ outcomes, it means; (1) the rules were not
the same from the outset, (2) their reputations of differences were incorrect, or (3) a
different element affected the functions of the rules and therefore caused the differences

of behaviour.

This thesis addresses the British and Japanese prime ministers’ power in policy-making

2 This crude question will be refined later in the opening chapter.
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in the executive branch. Four unique properties are the distinctive and original
hallmarks of this thesis. The first attribute is the emphasis on the governing party.
Prime-ministerial power in policy-making has conventionally been a topic: in
core-executive studies. This thesis approaches the question from core-executive studies
with hypotheses derived from party organisations. Second, the analogy of games is
introduced to distinguish the two games the prime minister is engaged in, namely
office-keeping and policy-making. The principal-agent perspective is employed to grasp
the relationships between the key actors across these two games. Third, the hypotheses
and counter-hypotheses are examined with the comparative case method. Discretionary
case selection — that fits the researcher’s thesis — is categorically rejected. Last but not
least, the extensive usage of elite interviewing reveals the intimate relationships and

perceptions of the key actors around the prime minister.

This comparison between British and Japanese prime ministers addresses some
significant questions of prime-ministerial studies. Formal power resources are often said
to explain the characteristics of the prime minister’s power in policy-making. This thesis
refutes this style of argument. By examining the variables crucial in promoting and
constraining the exercise of prime-ministerial power, this thesis demonstrates that

cohesion of the governing party and strategic decisions on the appointment of ministers

12



are the key variables explaining the differences of prime-ministerial power in

policy-making games.’

Terminology is not an easy problem to deal with when countries are compared. A prime
minister is denoted as ‘he/she’ in a general and in a British contexts, while a prime
minister in a Japanese context is referred to as ‘he’, because Japan has never seen a
female prime minister. Instead of using the term ‘bureaucrats’, ‘civil servants’ and the
‘civil service’ are used, except when bureaucratic dominance is considered. Members of
the national assembly in the two countries are referred to differently. In Britain they are
members of the parliament, i.c., MPs, while in Japan they are Diet members. When
members of the national assemblies in both countries are referred to, ‘parliamentarians’

is the word used.

* The governing party will be singular in this thesis, since it focuses on the British and Japanese
cases in the 1970s. However, when generalising, the plural will be used.

13
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L Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

CHAPTERI1
PRIME MINISTERS FACING TWO-LEVEL GAMES

Prime ministers involved in policy making are in a game with other actors. Actors enter
the game so that they can achieve their own goals, whether they are personal, political,
or unique policy preferences. They all have their different and unequal sets of power
resources, which they utilise to obtain those of other actors to achieve their goals.
Actors play the game within a certain set of rules, norms and practices. They strive to
make their best choice of strategies within these sets of arrangements. British and
Japanese prime ministers are no exception to this picture. However, analyses of the
formal rules and studies on prime ministers encounter deep trouble, when comparison is
made between the British and Japanese prime ministers. The first section of this chapter
illustrates this puzzle, while section two explains the answers the literature on
prime-ministerial studies offers, which are not fully satisfactory. Section three provides
a definition for the key concept in this thesis, namely power. Resorting to the
principal-agent perspective, section four distinguishes the two-level games the prime
ministers participate in. Section five induces hypotheses and counter-hypotheses that are
likely to promote and/or constrain prime-ministerial power in policy-making in the

executive branch. The last section reveals the structure of the thesis.
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1. Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

1. SIMILAR SYSTEMS, DIFFERENT REPUTATIONS

Britain and Japan have often had rather opposite reputations for their premiers.
‘Powerful’ was the adjective for the British, with ‘reactive’ and ‘weak’ for the Japanese
prime ministers (Campbell, 1977: 164-5; King, 1985a: 1; Hayao, 1993; Elgie, 1995,
chaps two and six; Edstrom, 1996; Richardson, 1997: 105; Stockwin, 1999: 97).
Comparing nine countries, Anthony King (1993: 437-8) evaluated the British prime
minister at almost the top of the list ‘(n)ot far behind the French president’, while Japan
was at the bottom with Italy. The British government and its prime ministe;s have
received titles, such as ‘prime-ministerial government’, ‘elective dictatorship’, ‘elected
monarch’ and ‘British presidency’. Britain even had discussions on how to circumscribe
the prime minister’s power (Crossman, 1963; Crossman, 1972; Hailsham, 1978; Benn,
1985; Brazier, 1991; Foley, 1993; Foley, 2000; Allen, 2003). The strength of the prime
minister was often conceived as part of the feature, if not a problem, of the governing

system in Britain.

In contrast, the Japanese counterpart has hardly ever received such a remark.
Administrative reform in Japan in the late 1990s was based on the understanding that

the power centre of the government, notably the prime minister and the cabinet, was

22



1 Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

reactive and weak (Tanaka and Okada, 2000; 72-83). An observation by Bfadley

Richardson (1997: 105) was typical;

‘Compared with democratic countries like Britain or France, post-World War II Japan has
had extremely weak leadership. The prime minister has an important part in public policy
making. But prime ministers took the lead less often than might be expected in view of the
long dominance of the LDP and the authority granted the prime minister in the

constitution’.

Anecdotes and recognitions could, in fact, be found on the crucial role of the prime
minister in formulating major policies: for instance, Hatoyama Ichir6’s role in the joint
declaration by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Japan in 1956, Hayato
Ikeda’s role in the income-doubling plan in the early 1960s, Eisaku Satd’s role in
Okinawa returning to Japan in 1971, Kakuei Tanaka’s role in the normalisation of
Japan-China diplomatic relations in 1972, Yasuhiro Nakasone and Ryfitard Hashimoto’s
respective roles in the public administration reforms in the 1980s and 1990s (see for
similar remarks, Fukui, 1977a: 40-1; Watanabe, 1977: 34-5; Campbell, 1989: 125).
Kenji Hayao (1993: 12, 17-9 and 27) indeed stressed that the Japanese prime minister
did play a major and critical part in policy-making. However, he argued they were better
characterised as ‘reactive’, in that the prime ministers did not have well-defined goals at
the outset and the agenda were already there in place. Hence, they were ne.ither,
according to Hayao, goal pursuers nor agenda setters. Prime-ministerial power was not
seen as particularly effective in policy-making in Japan. The two countries had opposite

reputations about their prime ministers.
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1. Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

This stark contrast may not be so interesting if the two countries had different systems

of governance. When explanations in the literature comparing prime-ministerial power

are brought forward, the issue becomes more remarkable. Richard Rose (1991a: 18-9)

proposed a typology of the prime minister’s role mainly to compare the European

countries. The two criteria were (1) whether the constitution centralised power or

dispersed it broadly throughout government, and (2) whether there was a single-party

government or a multi-party coalition.

FIGURE 1.1
ATYPOLOGY OF PRIME-MINISTERIAL ROLES
Constitution centralises Yes No
Party government
One Leader Bargainer
Many Juggler Symbol

(Rose, 1991a: 19)

The British and Japanese prime ministers both fell in the same category (i.e., ‘Leader’).

This typology suggested the two countries should display similar prime-ministerial

roles.

More detailed comparison of the ‘formal’ power resources of the prime ministers in

both countries might explain the difference better. Formal power resources meant in
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1. Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

Japan those provided in the statutes, including the Constitution and the cabinet. law,
whereas in Britain there was no clear legal basis. In Britain, according to George W.
Jones (1990a), ‘The only statutes that mention the Prime Minister relate to salai'y and
house’. King (1993) and James (1999) provided a list for the formal resources of the
British prime ministers, which is useful for comparative purposes.' These formal
resources overlapped the observed functions of the prime minister in Britain (see fgr the

latter Hennessy, 1995: 86-90; Hennessy, 2000: 59-101).

Fifteen items could be discerned, which related to prime-ministerial power in
policy-making in the government. Prime ministers in Britain and Japan shared: the
power to appoint and dismiss ministers (1) (2), power to allocate portfolios (3), access
to information (6), role of setting the basic policy of the government (7), inﬂuence.over
the press (8), legal (in)security of tenure (9), size of staff (11), and power to dissolve the
legislature (12). Slight differences existed amongst these items.? British prime ministers
could appoint more ministers than their Japanese counterparts, and were thus able to

patronise more followers. Japanese prime ministers, together with their ministerial

! The nature of the British Constitution makes a clear description extremely difficult. As this thesis
is not one on the British Constitution, it follows the assessments by King (1993) and James (1999:
101-113). Measuring presidential power by its resources was popular in presidential studies, yet the
list such studies provided was not particularly useful for the purpose here (see Shugart and Carey,
1992; Metcalf, 2000).

2 Chapter three discusses the other items, such as the influence over the press, control over the civil
service, and size of staff.
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colleagues, enjoyed the privilege derived from the fact that the Constitution (articlé 65)
provided ‘executive power should be vested in the Cabinet’. The cabinet was

constitutionally entitled to information from government departments.

FIGURE 1.2
PRIME MINISTER’S FORMAL POWER RESOURCES IN COMPARISON

UK JAPAN
1. power of ministerial appointment O O
2. power of ministerial dismissal O O
3. power to allocate portfolio O @
4. power to change structure of the executive branch O X
5. power to control the cabinet/cabinet committee O X,
6. access to information O O -
7. role of setting the basic policy of the government O O_
8. countersigning statutes and cabinet ordinances X O
9. influence over the press O ON
10. constitutional/legal security of tenure X X
11. control over the civil service A A
12. size of staff small  small
13. power to dissolve the legislature O O
14. power to control the procedure of the legislature O X
15. location of executive power sec of state cabinet

Note:  O= the prime minister possessed the resource; X= the prime minister did not have
the resource; A= the prime minister possessed the resource with reservation; ‘sec of

state’= secretary of state.

In fact, many of the prime minister’s power resources in Japan were embedded in the
cabinet, which could circumscribe their exercise by the prime minister. The prime
minister, representing the cabinet, submitted bills and budgets, reported on general
national and foreign affairs to the Diet; the prime minister exercised control and

supervision over various administrative branches in accordance with the policies to be
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decided upon at cabinet meetings (Constitution, article 72; cabinet law, articles 5 and 6).
Article 7 of the cabinet law read, ‘The Prime Minister shall, following consultation at
Cabinet Meetings, decide on any point of doubt relating to jurisdiction between the
competent Ministers’ while its article 8 stated, ‘The Prime Minister may suspehd the
official measures or orders of any administrative office, pending action by the Cabinet’.
In fact, the British and Japanese constitutionally shared a premiership, whose ministers
served with him/her rather than under him/her (see for this distinction, Jones, 1991c:

166).

There were five differences between the two countries. Executive power rested in the
cabinet in Japan, while in Britain it rested in the individual secretaries of state (point 15).
The Japanese prime minister did not have the power to alter the structure of the
executive branch, as did his/her British counterpart. In Britain part of the prime
minister’s power resources was to set up, amalgamate, or divide government
departments (point 4). The British prime minister could flexibly use and control
cabinet/cabinet committees, whereas the Japanese system was extremely rigid on
cabinet meetings (point 5). The British executive possessed a strong grip on controlling
parliamentary procedure, while the Diet was more autonomous from the executive

branch in Japan in procedure (point 14). The Japanese prime minister had
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constitutionally to countersign all laws and cabinet ordinances (article 74), which was

not a duty and a power resource the British prime minister had (point 8).

The comparison of formal power resources revealed some differences, though they were
far from decisive (see also Hayao, 1993: 40). The cabinet conditioned some of the prime
minister’s power resources in Japan, which various reformists argued to be the cause of
the deficiency of prime-ministerial power in Japan. However, the prime mipister,
through cabinet, had control over the civil service, and the prime minister in turn
controlled patronage of ministers and set the tone of the government of the day. On a
legal and constitutional basis, the Japanese prime minister could temporarily suspend
government measures and in effect veto laws and cabinet ordinances, which the British
premiers could only conduct conventionally. The basic power structures within the
executive branch were more similar than different in Britain and Japan. To say the least,
the comparison of formal power structures did not solve the puzzle. The follpwing

section examines how the literature addressed this question at issue.
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2. PRIME-MINISTERIAL STUDIES: POWER-RESOURCE ANALYSIS
AND SYSTEMS-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF PRIME

MINISTER-GOVERNING PARTY RELATIONSHIP

The last decade saw a substantial advance in prime-ministerial studies.’ They could be
characterised by two aspects. The first group was based on power-resource analysis. The
second group stressed the significance of the systems-level characteristics of the

governing parties, which provided the basis of the position of the prime minister.

In Britain the prime minister became the focus of a dispute in the 1960s. It was on
whether the prime minister had replaced the cabinet as centre of the government. ‘With
the coming of Prime Ministerial government, the Cabinet’, so it was declared, ‘in
obedience to the law that Bagehot discovered, joins the other dignified elements in the
Constitution (Crossman, 1963: 54). John Mackintosh (1962, 1968, 1977) and Richard
Crossman (1963, ‘1972) were the leading advocates of the ‘prime-ministerial
government’ thesis. Although Mackintosh’s work was more detailed, balanced and
sophisticated, the attention focused on Crossman’s more provocative remarks. George

Jones (1965) was the leading opponent of this school (see also Brown, 1968a; Brown,

* The 1990s started with special issues on prime ministers in several journals, such as in Public
Administration (1990), Vol.68, No.1; West European Politics (1991), Vol.14, No.2.
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1968b; Madgwick, 1986; Norton, 1988). The basic actors were the prime minister and
the cabinet, and their fundamental relationship was understood to be ‘confrontational’

rather than anything else. It was assumed to be a constant-sum game.

The confrontational and constant-sum understanding of relationships caused reﬂéction.
Anthony King (1975: 220) argued ‘it seems unwise to case one’s entire analysis in a
mold that assumes that conflict rather than collaboration is the métier of exécutive
politics’ (see also Rose, 1976/1974[originally]: 347-8; Dunleavy, 1988: 357). King’s
criticism with others went on to claim that relationships between the prime minister and
other players could not be seen as a stable, one-off shot. The character of relationships
fluctuated from time to time, while recent scholars emphasised the interdependent
nature of players in the government (King, 1985a; Dunleavy and Rhodes, 1990; Jones,
1991c¢; James, 1999; Elgie, 1993; Rhodes, 1995; Smith, 1995; Smith, 1999; Endo, 1999).
Based on the power-dependence theory from sociology, which R. A. W. Rhodes (1981)
employed to analyse cenﬁal-loca] government relationships, actors were assumed to
require resources of others in order to gain the objectives they pursued. Relationships
were seen not merely as confrontational or collaborative but also as exchange of

resources.
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Some scholars have looked into particular resources, such as appointing and dismissing
ministers, cabinet reshuffling, and size and nature of the staff (Alderman, 1976;
Alderman and Cross, 1985;AA1derman and Cross, 1986; Alderman and Cross, 1987;
Alderman and Carter, 1992). Comparison of power resources also took place between
countries (Weller, 1983; Weller, 1985; Jones, 1991a; Jones, 1991b; Jones, 1991c; Weller,
1991; King, 1994b; and Elgie, 1995). They analysed the similarities and differences
between countries, occasionally drawing attention to specific resources, and ranked their

‘power’ according to their resources.

The problems of power-resource analysis were its static and ambiguous arguments.
Although its proponents sought to capture the varying character of power relations, they
did not explicitly state which resource was crucial in causing change in the exchange of
resources. Martin J. Smith’s study (1995) on Margaret Thatcher’s rise and fall
exemplified this approach. It listed the power resources, environmental factors and
strategies the actors might take and showed the possibility of fluctuating relationships
between the prime minister and the cabinet ministers. Yet it did not say anything about
what caused the differences in those relationships when Thatcher retained her position
and when she fell, save her strategic mistake of being ‘bossy’. Besides, the complicated

power-resource analysis seemed to require an a priori judgement of which relationship
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was crucial, and thus allowed Smith to focus only on the relationship between the prime

minister and the cabinet ministers.

Power-resource analysis has been popular in prime-ministerial studies. It was useful in
comprehending the fluctuating relationships bétween actors. The comparative analyses
of power resources were often more useful in understanding each country’s static
conditions around the prime minister. Power-resource analysis allowed the observer to
recognise the power structure of the relationships and its variability. It gave the obs_verver
an overview of where the prime minister stood. Nevertheless, it did not explain what
caused the variance in prime-ministerial power. The distinction between the dependent
and the independent variable was, most of all, not explicit at all: was the exchaﬁge of
resources to be explained, or was the exchange itself supposed to produce particular
power relations between the actors? Resources reflected the potential of power, yet they
were not power themselves. Each resource would have different functioning. Enjoying
one resource might overwhelm the possession of many other resources. Counting and
grading resources was, although helpful, different from evaluating power. It did @ot tell
what impact the difference of resources had on the prime ministers’ powér in

policy-making.
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The second group of prime-ministerial studies stressed the nature of the party system,
namely the significance of the composition of the governing party(ies) — the
single-party/coalition distinction — on prime-ministerial power (Jones, 1991c; Rose,
1991a; King, 1994b; Frognier, 1993; Miiller et. al., 1993). The studies were naturally
comparativist. According to their arguments, prime ministers based on a single
governing party were likely to exercise more power in policy-making than those based
on multiple parties of a coalition government. The problem with this perspective was
that the arguments did not necessarily provide any rationale to link the characteristics of
the prime-ministerial power and the single-party/coalition distinction. Miiller et. al.
(1993: 231-6), based on a rich survey, showed merely the two variables correlating to

each other. Anthony King (1994b: 154) made the point clear;

‘The prime minister of a single-party government rules alone. By contrast, the prime
minister of a multi-party government has to share his authority with the leaders of the
other parties that make up the coalition. They are dependent on him, but he is dependent

on them’.

Such an argument did not necessarily lead to this popular distinction. As George W.
Jones (1991c: 167) remarked, ‘Being leader of the party confers on the prime minister
no automatic guarantee of its support’. Acknowledging their pontribution and agreeing
on the significance of the governing party, this hypothesis, emphaéising the
single-party/coalition distinction, could not explain the alleged differences within

single-party governments, as in Britain and Japan, and coalition governments, as in
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Germany and Italy. It was not at all clear whether this distinction itself was the affecting

factor or merely mediating another implicit variable working behind the scenes. ‘

Previous studies affirmed that institutional arrangements and the disposition of power
resources were crucial in uncierstanding prime-ministerial power. Recent comparative
studies on prime ministers emphasised that ‘differences between national political
institutions create more variation in the office of prime minister than do differences of
personalities and circumstances within a country’ (Rose, 1991a: 9; original emphasis).
The problem about conceiving the prime minister from a ‘personal’ perspective was, as
Terry Moe (1993: 345) emphasised when exploring presidential studies in the United
States, ‘The paths from relevant factors — within the individuals, in the individual’s past,
in the individual’s environment — to the individual’s behaviour tend to be long,
confusing, tortuous, and, in the end, quite uncertain’ (see also Rockman, 1986: 115-6).
This thesis shares the stance with the institutionalists. It assumes the prime minister of
each country has its own characteristics. It therefore ‘makes sense to compare Spain and
Germany and not just Gonzalez and Kohl’ (King, 1994b: 152). As Rod Hague and
Martin Harrop (2001: 64) summarised, ‘Put differently, the capability of institutions to
shape the behaviour of their members means that politics, just like other social sciences,

is more than a branch of psychology’. Pushing this argument a step forward, this thesis
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holds that each governing party as well as each country is likely to carry its original

settings.

This thesis contends the power-resource allocation sets the framework of the power
relations, yet the power structure of the governing party vitally affects the prime
minister’s power in policy-making. The British and Japanese prime ministers provide a
fruitful comparison; the British represented the orthodox single-party government and

the Japanese provided its ‘deviant’ case.

3. OPERATIONALISING PRIME-MINISTERIAL POWER

Prime-ministerial power is a crucial concept for this thesis. However, power has’.been
taken as one of the most notorious concepts in political science. Disagreement is easier
than agreement. Power has various facets. Stewart Clegg (1989: xv) amongst others
stated there were three groupings ‘clustered around loci of dispositional, agency, and
facilitative concepts of power’. Henri Goverde et. al. (2000: 17-8) described power as a
‘family resemblance concept’. This label was created by Wittgenstein to cover concepts

that could not be defined by (at least) one shared element. Members of a family may
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look similar, but it is difficult, if not impossible, to characterise a family by one or a few
features that all of the members of the family share. The purpose of this section is not to
make an exhaustive review of the concept and relevant arguments, but rather to

explicate an empirically helpful definition and some aspects this thesis is after.

Prime-ministerial studies must move forward from mere power-resource analysis or a
single-minded dispositional concept of power. The allocation of resources certainly
shapes the framework of power relations, and therefore it is vital to the understanding of
power. Yet allocation of power resources is one thing and power is another.
Behaviourists were those who stressed the relational aspect of power. Robert Dahl
(1957: 202-3), their champion, defined, ‘A has power over B to the extent that he can
get B to do something that B would not otherwise do’. For him, power resources were

not equivalent to power (Dahl, 1957: 206).

Dahl’s definition and its usage provoked numerous criticisms and counter-criti;:isms.
Amongst them were the criticisms from Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz (1962;
1963; 1970) and Steven Lukes (1974). Bachrach and Baratz (1962: 948), criticising the
pluralists led by Dahl, declared their point from two aspects: ‘One is that the [pluralist]

model takes no account of the fact that power may be, and often is, exercised by
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confining the scope of decision-making to relatively “safe” issues. The other is that the
model provides no objective criteria for distinguishing between “important” and
“unimportant” issues arising in the political arena’ (original emphasis). Agenda setting
and controlling the rules of the games were the instances of the other face of power as
against Dahl’s definition of power. To Bachrach and Baratz, manifestation of conflict
could not be an adequate sign of a ‘key’ issue. Mark Haugaard (2002: 26) summarised,
‘Not only does A exercise power over B in overt decision-making (as in Dahl) but A
may equally well exercise power over B by limiting the scope of the political process to

issues which are relatively innocuous to A’.

Lukes further pushed the argument. He denoted the pluralist account represented by
Dahl as the one-dimensional view of power and that of Bachrach and Baratz as the
two-dimensional view. He praised the contribution by Bachrach and Baratz as a ‘major
advance’. However, Lukes (1974: 19) ai*gued they also saw power singularly in
observable conflict, aS did the one-dimensional view. Thus, actors were assumed to be
able to recognise their own interests, which was observable by their manifested policy
preferences or grievances. Lukes (1974: 23), in contrast, asserted ‘4 may exercise
power over B by getting him to do what he does not want to do, but he also exercises

power over him by influencing, shaping or determining his very wants’. Further, ‘the
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bias of the system’, which might be in favour of certain groups and against others, ‘can
be mobilised, recreated and reinforced in ways that are neither consciously chosen nor
the intended result of particular individuals’ choices’ (Lukes, 1974: 21; see also 66). For
Lukes, neither the power exerciser nor the exercised was necessarily intentional or
aware of the exercised power. Lukes (1974: 23) considered ‘the supreme exercise of
power’ as ‘to secure their compliance by controlling their thoughts and desires’. The
premise of this argument was a distinction between real ‘interests’ and ‘wants’ of the
individuals, and ‘men’s [sic] wants may themselves be a product of a system which

works against their interests’ (Lukes, 1974: 34).

Institutionalists also tackled these issues. As Peter Hall and Rosemary Taylor (1996:
940-1) stated, ‘All institutional studies have a direct bearing on power relations. Indeed,
they can usefully be read as an effort to elucidate the “second” and “third” dimensions
of power identified some years ago in the community power debate’. Institutions
included formal and informal power resources. They set the rules of the game. Power
was directly linked to institutions, in that institutions distributed power resources
unevenly across actors. Coincidentally, power was a relational concept. Institutions did
not determine behaviours of the individuals from the outset, as institutionalists

themselves recognised (Thelen and Steinmo, 1992: 12-3). Institutions narrowed the
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choices by preventing or promoting certain options and affecting the perception of the
individuals, which Keith Dowding (1996: 45) referred to as ‘structural suggestion’.
Interactions amongst actors must necessarily be considered in order to understand
power dynamically. Yet institutions biased these interactions. In politics, oﬁices, actors
with their social identities and their mutual relationships were embedded in the
institutions (see Isaac, 1992: 46-9). Some were systematically privileged, while others

were less so.

This ‘faces of power controversy’ partly centred on ‘whether power should be defined
in such a way that it can be measured easily’ (Hay, 2002: 169). Keith Dowding (1991:
48; 1996: 5) provided a useful definition for the argument of this thesis. Political power
could be distinguished into two parts: ‘outcome power’ and ‘social power’. ‘Outcome
power’ indicated ‘the ability of an actor to bring about or help to bring about outcomes’,
whereas ‘social power’ denoted ‘the ability of an actor deliberately to change the
incentive structure of another actor or actors to bring about, or help bringing about
outcomes’. The latter was a subset of the former (Dowding, 1991: 55). Dowding (1991:
68) pointed out four ways of changing the incentive structure of another actor

deliberately.*

4 Pfeffer (1997: chap.5) saw these four ways incorporated in a single category of ‘the use of rewards
and incentives, including "negative" rewards and surveillance’. Pfeffer noted three other mechanisms
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1. A may persuade B that an option in B’s preference schedule is not what it seems,
and should be raised or lowered in her estimation.’

2. A makes an offer to B to raise some option in B’s estimation.

3. A may make some threat to B, thereby lowering some option in B’s estimation.

4. A may make both a threat and an offer both raising and lowering options in B’s
estimation.

These definitions and illustrations of power exercise allowed the observer to incorporate

the issue of altering actors® preferences.® Dowding did not accord to Lukes’ view of

power being unintentionally exercised. This thesis follows Dowding’s point for two

reasons; unintentional power necessarily made the argument more complicated, while

on the other hand deliberate calculation was likely to suit the reality at the centre of a

government.7

The expression of ‘exercise’ of power was disputable, in that power might not be

‘exercised’ with a manifest action, mobilising power resources. Prime ministers were

of social control: commitment and socialisation processes; organisational culture; and leadership.
However, his usage and distinction between control, power and influence were unclear and less
well-defined (see also Pfeffer, 1997: 136-42).

> Preference schedule indicated the order of the actor’s preference.

§ The issue Bachrach and Baratz raised is chiefly to be addressed with case selection, which chapter
two discusses.

7 The ‘garbage can’ model was likely to expect a different reality, namely, actors did not necessarily
consider every movement in a straightforward means-ends basis, or means-follows-ends basis. This
thesis takes the view that, while actors may not make up their minds on a means-ends basis, they
calculate the extent to which they must consider the consequences of their decision.

40



I Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

less likely to say to their ministers, ‘Who put you in that position?’, ‘Do you want to be
sacked?’ or “You will be promoted if things go well’. 4 may get what she wants without
doing anything. Still it is said that 4 ‘exercised’ power, when she changed other actors’
preferences by any of the four ways described above. It was equivalent to what
Friedrich (1937: 16-8) conceptualised as ‘anticipated reaction’. This thesis consistently

uses the term ‘exercise’ as interchangeable with ‘exert’ and ‘wield’.

The nature of conflict was another difference between the three dimensions. Yet they all
agreed on the necessity of conflict in examining power (see Lukes, 1974: 25). Dowding
(1991: 50 and 55) argued ‘Since conflict may arise whenever preference orderings differ
in some regard, virtually any act is potentially a political one’ and went to say ‘[But]
given the very broad scope of the potential for some act’s being considered political on
account of its potentially conflictual properties it is unlikely that any act of social power
will be considered non-political and many exercises of outcome power will also be
political ones’. This bthesis agrees with the point Dowding made that the absolute
difference in the preference schedule inevitably causes conflict between actors. Yet the
preference schedule does not always seem to be crystal-clear. Suppose B faced two
options X and Y both indifferent to her. Having noticed 4 preferred X, who happened to

be the prime minister, she decided to adopt X, since she would not want to upset the
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prime minister or possibly the prime minister might positively reward her. Without
conflict in any genuine sense the prime minister still exercised power over B to gain X.
This thesis does not consider it indispensable to have overt, covert or latent conflict in

the cases to examine power as defined by Dowding.

Social power is the key to this thesis, though outcome power is also important.
‘Outcome’ denotes the policy decided in the executive branch. Policy outcome is not
equivalent to the success or failure of the particular policy (Barber, 1991: 134). This
thesis discerns outcome power by whether or not the prime minister’s policy preference
is reflected in the policy outcome. Social power is looked into from two aspects; one is
whether the prime minister changes other actors’ incentive structures, and the other is
whether other actors change the prime minister’s incentive structure. The former
indicates the prime minister’s preference is set, while the latter implies it may be

altered.

Supplementary to the exploration of power is the exhibition of the routes and channels
the prime minister takes to have his/her policy preference reflected in the policy
outcome. The routes and channels that the prime minister uses are suggestive, since they

intimate which power resource the prime minister tends to deploy. The possible routes
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and channels are listed in Figure 1.3.

FIGURE 1.3
ROUTES AND CHANNELS OF EXERTING PRIME-MINISTERIAL POWER
cabinet meetings;
ministerial committee meetings;
(informal) bilateral meetings with ministers;
mixed committee meetings, including ministers and civil servants;
mediating actors, who are the prime minister’s confidants, for instance, ministers

without portfolios including some of the ‘sinecure ministers’ in Britain and the
chief cabinet secretary in Japan;

Cabinet Office and cabinet secretariat;

inter-departmental meetings at official level, such as the permanent secretaries’

meeting;

private secretaries’ network;

money allocation;

appointments;

re-organising government bodies;

vetoingsg

direct instructions to departmental officials.

This list does not indicate that every prime minister in both countries could make use of
all of these routes and channels. It depended on the way the core executive was
organised and which route and channel were more trustworthy, effective and efficient

for the prime minister in office.

¥ According to Nigel Lawson, a former chancellor of the exchequer in Britain, “The Prime Minister’s
main power is the veto and that was the main way that the Prime Minister exercises his or her power.
The Prime Minister basically cannot force her proposal on a minister who is not prepared to go-along
with it but they have a very effective power of veto’ (quoted in Smith, 1999: 90).
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4. TWO-LEVEL GAMES THE PRIME MINISTER PLAYS

4 (i) Two-Level Games and Prime-Ministerial Power

The discussion in section three showed the actors’ preferences were crucial in
understanding the power of the prime minister. Yet preference was not something that
could be readily conceived. Scholars long debated whether politicians’ core preferences
were based on office-seeking or policy-seeking.’ They were to constitute the basic
assumptions of actors in theories of coalition and electoral behaviour (Laver and
Schofield, 1990: 36-7). A pure version of office-seeking indicated that actors’ behaviour
was based on gaining office and policy with other things was instrumental for this goal.
A pure version of policy-seeking signified the contrary. Yet it was possible to find
versions between these two extremes. Office as a means to influence policy and policy
as a means to gain office were examples (Laver and Schofield, 1990: 55-60; Budge and
Keman, 1990: 27-8). Although such a discussion naturally made one feel politicians

were pursuing both, this analytical distinction was significant.

This thesis draws attention to two different games, in which the prime minister was

® Vote-seeking was also regarded as a distinct preference (Strem and Miiller, 1999: 5-9).
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involved coincidentally: the office-keeping game and the policy-making game.lo Prime
ministers had distinct preferences in each game. The prime minister was a prime
minister in a parliamentary cabinet system, primarily because he/she gained support in
the national assembly, notably in the governing party(ies).!' His/her attitude towards
this game might differ in accordance with how secure his/her position was. Théy could
not avoid facing the reality that they must keep an eye on and make efforts to maintain
the support of his/her own supporters, particularly, when the supporters had the power
to threaten his/her position and restrain his/her behaviour.'> This was the office-keeping

game.

Meanwhile, prime ministers had two types of policy preferences. First, they often had
their own declared policies to be pursued — the key policies of the prime ministers.
Sometimes they were policies advocated during general elections or their own
leadership contests; sometimes prime ministers had already made their reputation by

proclaiming a particular policy. Reputation was important for politicians, in particular

1% 1t is not an office-secking game, simply because prime ministers already occupy one.

' This thesis uses the term ‘governing party’ throughout. It means the party that supports the
government in the national assembly and takes part in forming the executive power. However, this
conceptualisation of the governing party may be too strict for understanding the party-government
relationship in general. For instance, parties may support the government and not participate in it.
Blondel and Cotta (1996: 5-6) preferred the term ‘supporting party’, and contended a clear
distinction between a supporting party and a non-supporting party might be difficult. The concept
was, they argued, in principle incremental rather than dichotomous.

12 Without considering party rules, parliamentarians could always bring down the premier and
his/her government by passing a no-confidence vote in the national assembly in Britain and Japan.
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for prime ministers. It became a matter of integrity and credibility if they pursued
policies completely contradicting those they had supported previously." This point was
relevant to the office-keeping preference. The other type of policy preference was more
derivative. Prime ministers were not likely to have preferences for all the policies,
though they might have to take positions on certain issues. When they faced such
circumstances, they would formulate their policy preference on the issue by calculating
the costs and benefits to the office-keeping game and their key policies. The prime
minister pursued these policy preferences in the policy-making game. Accordingly, the
understanding of this thesis is that the prime ministers recognise their own policy

preferences.

This argument holds that actors faceq two games, which were nested in and affected
each other. Such a fashion of discussion has been popular in political science as well as
in international relations (for instance, Putnam, 1988; Tsebelis, 1990; Scholz, 1991;
Evans et. al., 1993; Mo, 1994; Hausken, 1995; Milner, 1997). The reason for adopting
this approach, whether referred to as ‘two-level games’ or ‘nested games’, was to
explain why actors chose sub-optimal options. George Tsebelis (1990: 7 and 9) asserted,

‘The observer focuses attention on only one game but the actor is involved in a whole

13 Note they could pursue policies contradictory with their previous commitments, if the adoption of
other policies increased the welfare of the prime minister.
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network of games - what I call nested games. What appears suboptimal from the
perspective of only one game is in fact optimal when the whole network of games is
considered’, and went on ‘Such contextual factors influence the payoffs of the actors in
one arena, leading to the choice of different strategies; therefore, the outcomes of the

game are different when contextual factors are taken into account’.

Supposing the prime minister possesses sufficient power resources to mobilise against
others to achieve what he/she wants, it is natural to consider the prime minister would
seek his/her policy preference in the policy-making game, which this thesis assumes.
Otherwise, there is not much point in providing power resources for the prime minister,
so that he/she could exert power. However, prime ministers do not always behave in
such a manner. To explain this gap, prime-ministerial power must be understood in the
light of these two separate games the prime minister necessarily takes part in. This
section provides a conceptual framework for understanding the relationship between the

two games, based on the principal-agent theory.

4 (ii) Principal-Agent Perspective

The principal-agent perspective was useful in clarifying the relationships in the two
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games and later combining them. The principal-agent theory was, according to Terry

Moe (1984: 756);

an analytic expression of the agency relationship, in which one party, the principal,
considers entering into a contractual agreement with another, the agent, in the expectation
that the agent will subsequently choose actions that produce outcomes desired by the

principal.

The principal-agent perspective has frequently been applied for understanding
congressional-bureaucratic relationships in the United States (for instance, McCubbins
and Schwartz, 1984; Weingast, 1984; McCubbins et. al., 1987; Calvert et. al., 1989;
Banks and Weingast, 1992; Lupia and McCubbins, 1994; Bawn, 1995). Political control
over civil servants was the point at issue.'* Recent works adopted this perspective to
analyse the governing structure and in particular parliamentarian-bureaucratic
relationships in Japan as well (Ramseyer and Rosenbluth, 1993; McCubbins and Noble,
1995a; McCubbins and Noble, 1995b). The principal-agent perspective helped one
grasp the idea of delegation, which was a basic phenomenon in modern democracy. At
the most elemental level, electorates most of the time could not commit themselves to
policy deliberation and implementation. Representatives, namely parliamentarians, were
required. In turn, ministers and ultimately the civil servants carried out the task on

behalf of the parliamentarians.”® Actors needed to delegate more than often their

14 Moe (1990: 226) contended the principal-agent theorists excessively focused on the aspect of
control, while ‘efficiency’ was ‘the neglected side of the story’.

15 The aim of this thesis is not to explore the principal-agent relationships within the civil service, and
therefore it is assumed to be a unitary actor in the theoretical argument in this chapter. However, the
empirical chapters deal with such aspects.

48



I Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

authority to achieve their goals in politics.

Agents did not necessarily share the same preferences as their principals.'® Principals
would on the other hand strive to appoint an agent who shared their preferences.
Appointing the agent was part of the tools for principals to achieve their preferred
policy outcome (Calvert ez. al., 1989: 598-9 and 604-5). Yet without perfect information,
principals were unable to tell whether they really knew the preferences of their agents.
Besides, even though they might share policy preferences, agents might (and would)
have their own personal preferences. Even though the agent might share a policy
preference with her principal, she might find the cost too high to implement the policy.
Principals would like to keep an eye on their agents’ real performance, yet it was
difficult to gain sufficient information to assess the agents’ behaviour (Moe, 1984: 766;
Moe, 1989: 271; Lupia and McCubbins, 1998: notably chap.5). Control was vital,
although ‘by itself, a system of rewards and punishments is unlikely to be a completely
effective solution to the control problem’ (McCubbins et. al., 1987: 249). Still rewards
and sanctions must be properly prepared with a way of monitoring the agents. The
principal-agent theory gave special attention to the methods of control, conflict of

preferences, and asymmetry of information between the principal and the agent (Fiorina

16 Conventionally principals and agents were respectively referred in masculine and feminine, which
this thesis follows.
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and Shepsle, 1989: 18-27; Moe, 1984: 756-7; Lupia and McCubbins, 1998: chap. 5).

4 (iii) Policy-Making Game

From section 4.1, prime ministers were assumed to have policy preferences, wherever
they might originate. The prime minister him/herself did not carry out the practical
formulation of the policies: such matters were left to the ministers and civil servants.
The prime minister pursued his/her policy preferences through them. Constitutionally,
prime ministers in Britain and Japan were primus inter pares, namely first among equals
in cabinet. Nevertheless, the constitutional and legal considerations in section one
showed the prime ministers possessed the power resources to appoint and fire his/her
ministers and set the tone of the government by representing the cabinet, although
constitutionally they might not be able to give ‘orders’ to ministers and civil servants

directly. Lord Home once stated,

‘Every cabinet minister is in a sense the Prime Minister’s agent — his [sic] assistant, there’s

9

no question about that. / A Minister’s job is to save the Prime Minister all the work he can
(quoted in Jordan, 1994: 97).

Doubts could rightly be raised when prime ministers were regarded as similar to the

president of the Unites States, as being the principal to his secretaries and officials in the

executive branch. George W. Jones (1987a: 64) strongly asserted, ‘this analogy [to view
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the British prime minister as a chief executive] is false. The prime minister executes
nothing, except making some appointments and allocating honours’ and noted ‘The
logic of the British constitution is that prime ministers do not intervene in the policy
responsibilities of specific ministers in order to advance personal prime-minis't:'erial
objectives’ (see also Norton, 2000: 107, 117 and 123). The British and Japanese prime
ministers and the US presidents were constitutionally and legally distinct from each
other. This thesis does not argue the two offices and two systems to be identical. This
thesis neither constitutionally nor empirically takes the relationships between the prime
minister and a cabinet minister as those between a principal and an agent in their literal
sense. It rather employs the principal-agent perspective as a functional framework. This
assumption is similar to a Weberian ‘ideal type’. The validity of this assumption is

revealed in the empirical studies.

Having assumed the prime minister was the principal of his/her ministers in the
executive branch, the prime minister would like to appoint a minister, who shared
his/her policy preferences. By so doing, the prime minister could entrust with less
monitoring the agent to carry out the prime minister’s own policy preferences. If the
minister were found to deviate from this line, the prime minister would intervene in the

policy-making game through one of the routes listed in section three to realise his/her
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policy preferences.

This thesis introduces the notion of ‘optimal behaviour’ for the prime minister in the
policy-making game. It indicates ‘the prime minister wishes to have his/her policy
preference reflected in the policy outcome, and if and when his/her agents do not
comply with this preference, he/she will intervene in the policy-making gamé with
available resources to alter the course of policy-making’. ‘Sub-optimal beh&viour’
signifies the contrary and when the prime minister is forced to deny his/her political
and/or policy preferences. This distinction of behaviour is crucial for providing the

argument in the thesis.

Optimal behaviour includes non-éction, if no action is necessary. When the agent is
reflecting the prime minister’s policy preferences in the policy outcome, the prime
minister has no reason to intervene. ‘No action’ is not equal to ‘no control’. Behavioural
patterns of ministerial/bureaucratic dominance are not distinctive from strong control by
the prime minister. Discussing a similar difficulty in assessing congressional control
over the civil service, David Epstein and Sharyn O’Halloran (1999: 24) stated ‘Thus, it
is possible that the traditional tools of congressional control are so effective that they are

999

never actually used — this is the problem of “observational equivalence™ (see also
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Calvert et. al., 1989: 605). Even though power was ‘exercised’, it might not be
observable as any direct action. The definition of power in this thesis covered this

aspect, as discussed in section three.

The initial puzzle posed in this chapter could therefore be expressed differently by using
the principal-agent perspective. If the British prime minister performed according to
his/her reputation, he/she was assumed to have behaved optimally in the policy-making
game. In contrast, if the Japanese counterpart lived up to his name, he must have
adopted sub-optimal behaviour. However, the question was more complicated than their
reputations went. For it was never verified that the British and Japanese prime ministers
indeed behaved according to their reputations. Therefore, the real question could be
restated as follows; why did prime ministers behave optimally on some occasions, while

they displayed sAub-optimal behaviours on other occasions in the policy-making games?

4 (iv) Office-Keeping Game

Prime ministers were involved in another game to maintain their offices as prime
minister and party leader/president. The attribution of the principal and agent changed

in this office-keeping game. The prime minister and party leader/president became the
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agent of the governing party.!” The governing party allowed the prime minister to gain
and retain his/her office. With whatever procedure, the governing party in Britain and
Japan effectively chose its party leader/president and thus the prime minister to achieve
certain goals, which the governing party pursued. They could be, for instance, achieving
specific policies, reflecting certain ideologies in government policies and presentation,
or merely retaining power. The office-keeping game was played between the prime

minister, the agent, and the governing party, the principal.

The governing party as principal encountered the same problem that all principals did,
namely controlling their agent. Besides this common problem as principal, the
governing party faced two unique problems. One was on the question of who
constituted the governing party as principal. Various voices existed in the governing
party. The party leader/prime minister was not selected by a ‘general will’ of the party
but usually by part of it. This evident fact indicated the existence in the party of voices
speaking different preferences from the prime minister’s. Not all the voices in the party
participated in this selection process. The Conservatives did not until the mid 1960s
even allow their backbenchers a vote in electing their leader, but rather the leader

merely ‘emerged’. As a consequence, who in practice controlled the agent, the prime

17 See Koelble (1996), for an application of the principal-agent model on political parties.
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minister, became problematic. Formally the party executive should carry out this role.
However, the party executive was often fused with the cabinet in a
parliamentary-cabinet system, which the prime minister formally selected. Even though
(part of) the governing party felt the prime minister was deviating from the former’s
policy preference, individual members or smaller groups might not wish to take oﬁ the
burden for the whole (or greater part of the) party. Such an activity was also likely to
invite retaliation from the prime minister, for instance in the case of an MP, in

re-election and promotion. It was a collective action problem.

From the viewpoint of the principal it was difficult to overcome this collective action
problem. One way of solving this problem was to form a fresh body to display these
voices.!® The other way was to utilise existing groups in the party, such as factions,
policy groups, social groups and official bodies. This usage of existing groups saved the
cost of organisation (Olson, 1971: 47). These groups or organisations might not
necessarily be formed for the purpose of influencing the prime minister. Nevertheless,

their existence could be used to organise the voices in the party. Each party differed in

'8 The creation of the backbench 1922 committee of the Conservative party was intriguing in this
respect. Robert McKenzie (1955: 58) quoted Gervais Rentoul, the first chairman of the committee,
explaining the background. ‘Sir Gervais Rentoul ... has recalled that the decision to form the
committee was a direct result of the feeling of “ineffectiveness and bewilderment” among the new
elected Conservative M.P.’s [sic]. The advent of the 1922 Committee was not, he wrote, “exactly
welcomed by the powers that be. The leaders of the party considered it rather a nuisance. It is always
easier to deal with either supporters or opponents individually than collectively. The ‘Whips’ feared
it might be a ‘cave’, an opportunity for the ventilation of criticism, which it would be better should
not exist™’.
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the types and arrangements of their internal groups and organisations.

Because the principal, the governing party, was composed of various individuals and
groups, the prime minister was able to take advantage of picking some but not other
parts of the principal to resort to (Rose, 1964: 45). The prime minister did not need to
incorporate the preferences of every part of the governing party. As Morris P. Fiorina

and Kenneth A. Shepsle (1989: 21) argued;

‘the political leader is the common agent for a collection of principals. ... There may be
conflicts of interest among the multiple principals so that the “principals’ problem” is
as much a game among themselves as it is one of controlling their leader-agent. The
agent, on the other hand, may be faced with the problem of performing in behalf of

some of the principals and compromising the interests of other of the principals’.

The prime minister could exploit this advantage as an agent of multiple principals. The
prime minister would still nevertheless have to confront individuals and groups carrying
preferences different from his/her own. How to contain their opposition against
him/herself was a delicate matter. The prime minister could deliberately exclude a
certain group within the governing party, as long as he/she could maintain the winning
coalition. However, when the critical individual or group started to gain support
amongst members of the governing party, the prime minister as agent must shift his/her

position to compromise and try to include them in his/her support in the governing

party.
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The other unique problem for the governing party as principal was that the agent, the
prime minister, possessed counter-power resources to fire back against his/her principal.
This problem was similar to what Terry Moe pointed out for the citizens-legislators
relationship, which was fundamentally unlike the usual (private) principal-agent
relationship. ‘First, it is the agent who has effective authority, not the principal’.
Moreover, ‘The agents are in charge: setting the structure, exercising control, taking
steps to ensure that the principals comply with their wishes. The tables are turned’ (Moe,
1990: 233). The prime minister could, to a varying extent, influence the result of the
re-election of his/her own parliamentarians by the general achievement of his/her
government and possibly by direct intervention in intra-party resource allocation and
constituency politics. He/she could exploit the power resources to appoint, promote,
move and fire ministers and officers of the governing party. The prime minister could
have a significant impact on the political preferences of the members of the governing
party. Accordingly, the possibility of a revolt against the prime minister was likely only
when such political preferences were seriously damaged or threaténed, or the particular
member or group of the governing party had some autonomy from the prime minister.
The collective action problem further strongly restrained them from standing up against
the prime minister, without means to induce collective action. Noting these problems of

control, the prime minister still faced control from the governing party, his/her
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immediate principal.

The office-keeping game had another significant dimension. In the policy-making game,
ministers were assumed to be the agents of the prime minister. Civil servants wére the
basic agents in formulating policies. Civil servants had a direct principal-agent
relationship with their ministers, and accordingly they were indirectly the agents of the
prime minister. Save the difficulty of controlling agents in general, the prime minister
was likely to keep a grip on the activities of his/her agents, on the condition that the
prime minister was the sole principal of the agents (see Moe and Caldwell, 1994: 187-8).

In fact, this was not the case. Ministers had another principal, the governing party.

Ministers were in a similar relationship with the governing party, as was the prime
minister. Ministers were chosen as ministers because of the support in the governing
party to a varying extent (Jones, 1987b: 9). Ministers had two principals, namely the
prime minister and the governing party. If the control of the governing party was
effective enough, it could lead the ministers to certain decisions. On the other hand,
because of the dual principality on the ministers’ side, they were in a position to take
advantage of it. If the support in the party was strong enough, ministers could pursue

their own preferences or the governing party’s preferences contradicting the prime
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minister’s. It depended on how ministers calculated the balance of the strength of the
strings attached to them from their principals. Whether the prime minister could achieve
what he/she wished depended on whether he/she could exert power over the ministers,
which in turn depended on the relationships between the prime minister and the

governing party and on those between ministers and the governing party.

The office-keeping game was crucial in explaining why the prime minister behaved
optimally at one time and sub-optimally at another in the policy-making games.!® As
George Tsebelis (1990: 248) wrote, ‘in games in multiple arenas, events or strategies in
one arena influence the way the game is played in another arena’. The two games could
impact each other, though the focus below is chiefly given to the office-keeping game
affecting the policy-making game. The prime minister’s preference and position in the
office-keeping game constrained his/her preference and behaviour in the policy-making

game.

1 See Panebianco (1988: 23-4) for a similar discussion. He distinguished between negotiations
among leaders (horizontal power games) and leader-follower negotiations (vertical power game), and
contended ‘Vertical power games are thus the (logical) precondition for horizontal power games; and
the outcome of the negotiations among leaders depends on the outcome of the negotiations between
leaders and followers’.
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5. HYPOTHESES AND COUNTER-HYPOTHESES

This thesis posed a central question: why did prime ministers display optimal behaviour
on some occasions and sub-optimal behaviour on others in the policy-making games.
Hypotheses could not be examined on their own. Their explanatory strength must be

examined in comparison with other hypotheses.

S@) Hypotheses

Following the discussion in section four, this thesis proposes its twofold hypotheses;

1. the likelihood that the prime minister has his/her policy preferences reflected in the
policy outcome decreases, when a minister, who has strong coherent support in the
governing party, differs with the prime minister in policy preferences;

2. the likelihood that the prime minister has his/her policy preferences reflected in the
policy outcome decreases, when the governing party possesses more veto points

within it and holds different policy preferences from the prime minister’s.
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5 (ii) Counter-Hypotheses

The power and role of the prime minister has often been explained by many variables
(see, for instance, Greenstein, 1969). Yet it was not necessarily helpful to start with a
complicated framework. Gary King (1993: 397) refuted this style of analysis when he
stated, ‘for social science, no reasonable argument can be constructed in which all
conceivable explanatory variables could be used at once in makfng inferences’ (original
emphasis). Terry Moe (1993: 353-4) emphasised an alternative fashion of explanation,
‘one that places positive value on not being comprehensive, on eliminating rather than
proliferating variables, on capturing just the essence of a problem rather than describing
the whole thing’. To narrow the focus, counter-hypotheses are induced from the
literature. This thesis brings forward four basic counter-hypotheses, which seems to be
indispensable for the understanding of prime-ministerial power. They concern (a)
bureaucratic dominance, (b) power-resource differences, (c) ministerial government and

(d) personality.

a. Bureaucratic Dominance

The bureaucratic-dominance thesis had three interpretations. If the civil servants
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literally dominated political leaders, there would be no sign of prime-ministerial power.
Civil servants were the main providers to political leaders of information on policies —
the options themselves, their availability and cost. Civil servants often decided on the
details of policy with their expertise. Their political masters might claim control, though
these politicians might lack information on the details of policy and on preferences of
the civil servants and possibly even their own exact policy preferences. Civil servants
might have their own organisational as well as personal preferences. ‘The crime of
runaway bureaucracy requires opportunity as well as motive’ (McCubbins et. al., 1987:
243). The power of the prime minister might be severely restrained by the reality that
he/she could not keep control of the civil servants. The control was doubly slippery. The
prime minister needed to control the ministers, and the ministers, the civil servants.

Civil servants, the ultimate agents, might dominate the policy-making game.

On the other hand, the real issue might be the fragmented system of the civil service
(Page, 1992: 81). If the civil service were so fragmented and ill-organised, the same
observation of no political control would be found without opposition by the civil
servants. This interpretation of bureaucratic dominance thus did not necessarily involve
civil servants’ actual power over the prime minister, since unintentional effect was not

by definition power in this thesis. Nevertheless, the prime minister was obstructed in

62



I. Prime Ministers Facing Two-Level Games

achieving his/her policy preference.

The second interpretation was that the civil services of some countries were more
powerful than others. Prominent scholars, such as Chalmers Johnson (1982: 320),
denoted Japan as ‘a system of bureaucratic rule’. The Japanese system was often
explained as bureaucratic dominance in the past. The Japanese civil service was
regarded as more active and politicised than the British (for instance, Silberman, 1993:
82-3; see also Wright, 1999). According to this interpretation, the British prime
ministers would exhibit power, while the Japanese counterparts would not. The third
facet of bureaucratic dominance was that government departments might vary in their
significance in the policy-making games (Stockwin, 1999: 229, endnote S for chap. 4).
The ‘strength’ of the civil servants might differ between and within government

departments.

b. Power-Resource Differences

To overcome the problem of controlling his agents, the principal needed to acquire
information to compete with the agents, whether they were ministers or civil servants.

The difference in power resources might explain the difference of prime-ministerial
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power in the policy-making game. The British prime minister had three formal power
resources, which his/her Japanese counterpart lacked: to alter the structure of the
executive branch, to formulate and run the cabinet/cabinet committees, and to control
parliamentary procedure, although the last is not directly relevant to policy-making in
the executive branch. These resources might have indeed caused the differences in
exercising power between the British and Japanese prime ministers. On the other hand,
more detailed analysis of the power resources might explain the differences. The nature
and size of the staff attracted attention in Japan; the reason the Japanese prime minister
could not exercise leadership was, so it was claimed, because he did not have a proper
staff to serve him solely, for instance, as the special advisers for the US presidency
(Okéchi, 1976: 97-103). More resources might help the exercise of prime-ministerial

power, while the availability of a key resource might cause the difference in its exercise.

c¢. Ministerial Government

The term derived from George Jones’s analysis of the British system, though such
assessment was also possible in Japan. This argument emphasised the legal aspect of the
administration in government. Lee er. al. (1998: 14) argued, ‘Government is always

ministerial government. Ministers exercise powers derived either from the royal
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prerogative or from an Act of Parliament. Neither the prime minister nor the Cabinet has
any formal statutory powers’ (see also Jones, 1985: 72-3; Jones, 1987: 64; Jordan and
Richardson, 1987: 119-21; Rose, 1980: 32). In Japan former government officials
tended to lay stress on the equivalent discussion of ministerial government, which led
covertly to fragmented bureaucratic dominance. They argued the cabinet law assigned
ministers with their respective administrative tasks, and therefore the ministers carried
the supreme responsibility in a particular area of policy (Shiizo Hayashi, quoted in It0,
1987: 34). The prime minister could not, they argued, bypass the ministers in charge and
give direct instructions to the officials. If ministers disagreed with the prime minister,
the prime minister had either to concede or to sack his/her minister (Okina, 1987: 95).
Indeed, it was difficult to sack a minister just put in place (Jones, 1990a: 2). Recent
studies notably on coalition formation have put emphasis on the role of ministers as
well (Laver and Shepsle, 1990; Laver and Shepsle, 1996). The Japanese Constitution
wrote ‘executive power shall be vested in the Cabinet’ and collective responsibility was
also a fundamental character of the British constitution. The idea of ministerial

government would inevitably lead to a vague role of the cabinet.
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d. Personality

Personality has been given attention in leadership studies as well as in presidential
studies (Neustadt, 1960; Greenstein, 1969; Barber, 1972; Greenstein, 1982; see also
Rockman, 1986: 110-8). There has been a long argument about which factors shape
leadership, such as personality, formal structure, or circumstances (Blondel, 1987: 37—41
and 46-7; Edinger, 1990: 512-7; Elgie, 1995: chap.1). Scholars analysed personality and
related it to circumstances systematically, which was referred to as ‘interactionism’
(Greenstein, 1992: 109). Researchers strove to use social backgrounds or psychological
tendencies to explain power, role or leadership of the presidents of the United States and
other leaders. As George Edwards and Stephen Wayne (1999: 506) summarised, ‘We
need to take what goes inside a person’s head into account if we are to understand that

person’s behavior’.

When personality was a matter of interest, other actors’ personalities mattered as well. It
was usually not only the leaders’ personality, but also the interactions between the two
or more personalities that created the outcome. However, this thesis cannot afford such
complicated analyses. Style is the equivalent term to be used in this thesis to examine

the impact of personality on prime-ministerial power (Neustadt, 1960; Rockman, 1984:
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chap. 6). The often-adopted distinctions of style were between ‘forceful’ — ‘consensual’,
‘interventionist’ — ‘delegator’, ‘transformative’ — ‘transactional’ and ‘conciliatory’ —
‘entrepreneurial’ (Muller e, al., 1993; James, 1992: 97-9; Burns, 1978; Rockman, 1984:
201-4). If style is the dominant variable determining prime-ministerial power, each
prime minister should logically show a consistent behaviour in the policy-making

games.

6. STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

Chapter one reveals the questions and concepts this thesis addresses. By resorting to the
two-level games and principal-agent perspective, it poses the hypotheses to explain the
puzzle put forward. Chapter two, after discussing methods in comparative politics,
adopts the comparative case method to test the hypotheses. This chapter explains the
significance of case selection and outlines its procedure and the cases to be examined.
The following chapter distinguishes the executive branch into two, namely the core
executive and the departments. It explains the power resources the British and Japanese
prime ministers possessed in the core executive, and illustrates the organisations and
natures of the seven government departments considered. Chapter four shows the

organisational structures, formal and informal, of the three political parties considered
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in this thesis. It exhibits the extent of coherence between the parties. Chapters five to
eight deal with the case studies: two prime ministers each from Britain and Japan.
Edward Heath, Kakuei Tanaka, James Callaghan, and Masayoshi Ohira are the prime
ministers. Their power exercises are examined in three different policy areas. Chapter
nine concludes with demonstrating the validity of the hypotheses and
counter-hypotheses and analysing the routes for the exercise of prime-ministerial power.

It ends with discussing the external validity of the thesis.
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CHAPTER 11
PRIME-MINISTERIAL POWER
AND COMPARATIVE CASE METHOD

This thesis belongs to the discipline of comparative politics. The first section of this
chapter discusses comparative politics as a discipline and the second illustrates the
methods of comparative politics. Comparative case method is the approach adopted to
examine the hypotheses and counter-hypotheses proposed in chapter one. Section three
explains the reasons the comparative case method is suitable for prime-ministerial studies.
Section four clarifies the problems incidental to case selection and its desirable
procedures. Section five explains the criteria of case selection, and the remainder of this

chapter, section six, outlines the cases examined in chapters five to eight.

1. AIMS OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS

Comparative politics is not a clearly defined discipline in political science. Scholars
pointed out various elements of comparative politics. Focusing on the substance, studying
foreign countries or more than one country was often raised as one of its characteristics

chiefly to understand their own countries and avoid ethnocentrism. On the other hand,
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methods, such as using ‘concepts applicable elsewhere’ or ‘theory-building and
theory-testing through systematic comparison between countries’, were also seen as part
of the discipline (Dogan and Pelassy, 1990: 5-23; Jones, 1991b: 4; Rose, 1991b: 447,
Mair, 1996: 310; see also Keman, 1993; Peters, 1998: 10-21). Peter Mair (1996: 311)
summarised, ‘If comparative politics is distinctive, therefore, then it is really only in terms
of the combination of substance and method, and to separate these out from one another
necessitates dissolving comparative politics either into political science as a whole or into

the social sciences more generally’.

Comparative politics includes consideration of the research methods that define research
designs. Some literature focused rather on this methodological aspect of the discipline.
For instance, one text book noted, ‘But whether the initial focus is on differences or
similarities, the task of comparative politics is to provide understanding of constants,
variations and trends in national government and politics’, while others assumed ‘the
primary purpose of comparative political analysis is to infer the causes of general social-
phenomena that have been of enduring interest to political scientists’ (Hague and Harrop,
2001: 62; DeFelice, 1986: 423). Giovanni Sartori (1991: 244) pointedly emphasised, ‘To
be sure, one may engage in comparative work for any number of reasons; but the reason
is control’ (on'ginal. emphasis). To make explicit this thesis’s understanding of the term,

comparative politics is defined by its two natures, substance and method. The
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comparative method is another concept, which narrows its focus solely to methodology.

The basic assumption in comparative politics is that there are ‘discernible patterns in the
flux of reality’ (Faure, 1994: 308). When Britain and Japan are compared, an
understandable scepticism concerns this assumption. To take some examples, the power
of the prime ministers may not mean the same; organisations may operate in distinct
manners; cultural difference is undeniable, such as in attitudes towards leadership,
consensus, age or backgrounds of the actors. ‘Aren’t we here misled simply by verbal
similarities?’(Dogan and Pelassy, 1990: 116). Whether Britain and Japan can be safely

compared is at stake.

What ‘comparable’ means and what units are ‘comparable’ are far from self-evident.
Gene DeFelice (1980: 123) explained this problem by noting the ambiguity of the word

‘comparable’.

‘If two things are said to be comparable, this usually means they are being represented as
similar; but often it may mean instead that they can be assessed for likenesses and
differences. It is in the first sense that we are warned against comparing apples and
oranges. But it is still a proper procedure to compare these fruits in the second sense — as
long, of course, as we take care to use a concept that is applicable to each. And the test of
a concept’s applicability depends not on the actual presence or absence of the relevant
characteristic, but rather on the capability of the item in question to exhibit that
characteristic’ (original emphasis).

The issue is, therefore, ‘comparable with respect to which properties or characteristics,
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and incomparable (i.e. too dissimilar) with respect to which other properties or
characteristics’ (Sartori, 1991: 246).! As long as some theoretical concern leads the
comparison, and the properties to be compared are (at least potentially) discemible,

comparison stands.

To make it possible to focus on the concepts that are shared between the British and
Japanese political systems, chapter one proposed the variables to be examined (see Dogan
and Pelassy, 1990: 19 and 37-43). Further, this thesis employs a rational-choice
perspective, not for its validity of assumptions, but to put aside the more cultural and
personal dimensions. This procedure is to reduce the number of relevant variables, the
significance of which shall be shown below. The variables concerned are selected on the
basis of the question being asked and the theoretical hypotheses. If the phenomena cannot
be fully explained, other variables ought to be brought in. Comparability depends on the

questions posed and the concepts adopted.

2. METHODS OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS

Arend Lijphart (1971: 682) defined the comparative method as one of the basic methods

! DeFelice’s article (1980) was in fact a direct criticism of Sartori (1970) and Kallenberg (1966), who,
DeFelice argued, unnecessarily restricted the meaning of comparison.
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of establishing general empirical propositions with experimental, statistical and
case-study methods (see also Collier, 1993: 107; Mackie and Marsh, 1995: 177-80; Hague
and Harrop, 2001: 71-5). He had a clear sense of order of ‘scientific’ methods. He praised
the experimental method as ‘the most nearly ideal method for scientific explanation’
because it allowed the observer to see the explicit relationships between the variables
concerned by controlling their circumstances to be ceteris paribus (Lijphart, 1971: 683).
Yet the experimental method was not practical for political science, because experiments
were practically and mbrally not allowed.> The statistical method was regarded as the
alternative to the experimental method in political science. Although it could not
artificially manipulate the conditions of the relevant variables, it dealt with the problem of
control by means of partial correlations (Lijphart, 1971: 684; see also Ragin, 1987: 61-4;
Scheuch, 1990: 31). The difficulty was to collect adequate data for a sufficient number of
cases (Collier, 1993: 107). Lijphart gave the case study method a dual assessment. On the
one hand, a valid generalization could be neither drawn nor rejected by a single case study.
On the other hand, some types of case studies, as the deviant case study, could contribute
to ‘the establishment of general propositions and thus to theory-building in political

science’ (Lijphart, 1971: 691; see also Eckstein, 1975; Feagin, et. al. 1991; Sjoberg, et. al.,

2 McGraw (1996) noted experimental methods had increasingly been used in ‘mainstream’ political
science. She also brought attention to two problems of this method from the aspects of internal and
external validity. ‘Although well-designed randomized experiments can provide information about
whether a causal relationship exists, they do not necessarily (and in practice rarely) provide
information about the underlying processes accounting for the connection between the treatment and
outcome.’ ‘In practice, external validity — the ability to generalize — is “the Achilles heal [sic]” of
political science experimentation ... . All experiments are contextually specific, characterized by
samples, procedures, settings, and time that are unique to a particular research undertaking’ (McGraw,
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1991: 52-60; Rhodes, 1994a).

The comparative method to Lijphart occupied a rather vague position amongst these
categories. Notwithstanding the title of the essay, Lijphart (1971) did not provide its clear
definition (see DeFelice, 1986: 417-20). He admitted, ‘There is, consequently, no clear
dividing line between the statistical and comparative methods; the difference depends
entirely on the number of cases’ (Lijphart, 1971: 684; see also Lijphart, 1975: 160). The
comparative method did not possess sufficient cases to adopt partial correlations for

systematic control.

As such, the small number of cases (small-N) was regarded as an inherent characteristic
and a fundamental problem of the comparative method (DeFelice, 1986: 419; Collier,
1993: 105; Faure, 1994: 311; Ragin et. al.,, 1996: 749).3 The ‘small-N’ problem was
precisely that of ‘overdetermination’ (Przeworski and Teune, 1970: 33-4; Lijphart, 1975:
172-3; Peters, 1998: 38 and 65). When there was a far fewer number of cases compared
with that of the variables, which might possibly affect the dependent variable, it was
impossible to distinguish the genuine from the spurious independent variables. Too many
potential independent variables existed, which might determine, or explain, the value of

the dependent variable. To overcome this problem, Lijphart suggested three strategies,

1996: 772 and 774).
* Other problems included selection bias, concept stretching, knowledge requirements, and
interdependence of the cases (Hague and Harrop, 2001: 68-71).
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namely (1) increase the number of cases, (2) focus on matched cases, and (3) reduce the
number of variables. Increasing the number of cases would have brought the comparative
method close to the statistical method. Yet if the cases could be increased sufficiently,
there was no need to use the comparative method. Instead, the statistical method could
substitute. In the 1975 article, Lijphart specified the definition of the comparative method
to the so-called ‘comparable-cases strategy’, which was equivalent to the ‘most similar
systems design (MSSD}’. It concentrated on comparison of similar cases to decrease the
number of variables that might affect the dependent variable. However, even though
MSSD enabled the researcher to disregard the elements that the cases shared (because
arguably they could not be the causes of the differing values of the dependent variable of
the cases), still there remained a countless number of elements which might be relevant

for the causality under consideration.

Other methods, in contrast to MSSD, such as the most different systems design (MDSD)
were proposed to master the ‘overdetermination’ problem. Yet MDSD required even more
cases to eliminate potential variables, and it could still not assure no hidden variable was
working unnoticed, affecting the dependent variable. Theoretical relevance, either for
MSSD or for MDSD, was significant to restrain the number of the relevant variables and
avoid the problem of overdetermination as much as possible (Faure, 1994: 313-4; Collier,

1993: 111-2; Meckstroth, 1975: 134; Keman, 1993: 49-50). Stanley Lieberson (1991;
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1994) launched a most ruthless attack on MSSD and MDSD, expressing them to be
‘outdated and inappropriate procedures’ (Lieberson, 1994: 1225). He argued the two
methods carried in their logic four inappropriate assumptions to infer causality: (1) the
existence of deterministic causes, (2) no errors in measurement, (3) the presence of only
one cause, and (4) the absence of interaction effects. For lack of precise control and
indeterminacy, comparative methods seemed to be behind the experimental and statistical

methods.

This thesis proposes a qualitative case method, referred here as the comparative case
method. Scholars claimed its advantages from various aspects. Charles Ragin (1987:
15-6) asserted; (1) the comparative method was better in dealing with ‘questions
concerning the consequences of different combinations of conditions (that is, to
investigate situations as wholes)’; (2) it was better for explaining the details of a certain
phenomenon, and thus more suitable for interpreting specific historical cases as well as
for constructing new theories and synthesizing existing theories; (3) the researcher could
set the boundaries of the examination. Cases were not samples of a particular population,
which was often arbitrarily defined or undefined. (4) The researcher became familiar with
the relevant cases as a meaningful whole. Researcher’s dialogue with the material was
possible (see also Ragin et. al. 1996: 750). A qualitative analysis was more advantageous

to discern errors in measurement, possibilities of other multiple causes and their
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interactions. What differentiated comparative methods from the statistical method was
that ‘we must deal with the issues of controlling the sources of variance in the ex ante
selection of the cases, rather than through ex post manipulations of data’ (Peters, 1998:
36). Case selection was thus critical to the comparative methods. Section four and five

address this issue,

3. METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS OF PRIME-MINISTERIAL

STUDIES

Existing prime-ministerial studies carried discernible problems, which partly derived
from the nature of the subject. T}ﬁs section identifies four issues over their research
methods. This thesis addresses three of them while conceding on the first issue. First,
qualitative analyses were vital to confirm the dependent variable in studies of
prime-ministerial power. Policy-making involved various interactions between actors and
the different roles the prime minister played. Cases were extremely complicated. Even
though the researcher clarified definitions and points to observe, the assessment could not
be straightforward but argumentative. It was desirable to display the case in detail to
prove the validity of the researcher’s assessment of prime-ministerial power, which was

the value of the dependent variable. The necessary adoption of qualitative analysis
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prevented the researcher from increasing the number of the cases.

Second, prime-ministerial as well as presidential studies shared a problem referred to as
‘the n = 1 problem’, n signifying the number of cases. According to Gary King (1993:
402), it was ‘the idea that only one president is in office at any one time, and so inference
is inherently difficult if not impossible’. Prime-ministerial studies tended to focus on
individual prime ministers as cases (if ever they were self-conscious). This fashion of
research did not allow the extension of the number of the cases and, hence, put a
substantial limit on the research. This thesis, instead, conceives as a case the power
(not-)exercised by the prime minister in each of the policy-making games. By so doing, it
enables on increasing the number of cases, since such policy-making games are numerous

(G. King, 1993: 406).

Third, prime-ministerial studies did not provide clear questions. Some studies tended to
focus on one prime minister of a certain period, emphasising the distinctiveness of his/her
personality and the circumstances. ‘Thick description’ with countless variables was
introduced to show the complexity of the events and the leader (for instance, Takahashi,
1985; Donoughue, 1987; Watanabe, 1995, Shinoda, 2000). This feature was not a
drawback if the question of the research was to discover what happened to the prime

minister and how he/she acted at the time. However, it was not much of use for
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constructing causality or a generalisation. As Gary King (1993: 399-400) rightly asserted;

‘a wide-ranging collection of all possible explanatory variables will not help us achieve
any relevant goal of social scientific causal inference. In fact, it is even worse, since each
additional variable for which we simultaneously estimate a causal effect reduces the
precision of all of our causal estimates. Thus, “success” in amassing a larger and larger
number of variables will automatically produce failure in learning about any one causal

inference’.

More explanations'were probable than those that could possibly have been examined.
Anthony King (1990) argued the problem was the research questions rather than the
explanations. King (1990: 23) noted, ‘There are no answers because there are almost no
questions’. Clearer quéstions and more explicit variables were essential, the more
complicated the subject became. This thesis drew attention to the key variables in chapter

one, while the qualitative analysis helps avoidance of neglecting relevant variables.

Finally, cases were often selected on the basis of the dependent variable in
prime-ministerial studies. This manner itself is not a problem for certain questions, such
as discovering the necessary conditions rather than the sufficient conditions of events.
When the research question is, ‘under what condition can the British prime minister
exercise power (over 4 to achieve x)?’, the researcher might pick up the cases that
showed the exercise of prime-ministerial power and trace the common features of these
cases. This procedure is to find necessary conditions (Dion, 1998: 128). However, the
background of prime-ministerial studies until recently was the dispute over

prime-ministerial government. The proponents provided cases where the prime minister
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indeed exercised substantial power in government, while the opponents proposed the
contrary. When the presence/absence of prime-ministerial government was the point at
issue, it was invalid to turn deliberately only to a single variance of the dependent
variable.! In this case it was equivalent to selecting cases that fitted the researcher’s own
argument. Cases must be selected carefully in relation to the research question. The

following section discusses the procedure to select cases.

4. COMPARATIVE CASE METHOD AND CASE SELECTION

The comparative case method required a number of cases to be observed. Cases were
defined as ‘an entity on which only one basic observation is made and in which the
independent and dependent variables do not change during the period of observation —
which may cover a long time, even several years’ (Lijphart, 1975: 160; see also King et.
al., 1994: 51-3). The comparative case method encompasses multiple cases. They are
used against each other to control the potentially affecting variables on the dependent
variable. As explained in section two, the control of variables is conducted through the
case selection prior to the research itself. Accordingly how to select cases is critical to

make the most of them in testing the hypotheses.

4 If the cases were selected independently of the dependent variable, and if still a single positive (or
negative) case could not be found, that may well be the case.

80



II. Prime-Ministerial Power and Comparative Case Method

When a sufficient number of cases was available, such as in the statistical method,
random sampling was the orthodox manner to select cases. The population was identified
for the research, and the cases were selected randomly. By using random sampling the
researcher was able to carry out case selection, uncorrelated to any of the variables, not
only the independent and dependent variables but also any unknown variables. However,
this random sampling was not a suitable fashion for selecting cases for a small N research.
King et al. (1994: 126) provided an interesting example to explain this point. Suppose
there were three units that had values of High, Medium and Low, respectively. Two units
amongst them were selected for the analysis. The possible combination would be
High-Medium, High-Low, and Medium-Low. Only one of these combinations, namely
High-Low, fully represented the population amongst them. If thf; two cases were selected
randomly, the probability of selecting biased cases was two-thirds. As King et. al. (1994:
125-6) put it, ‘if we have only a small number of observations (‘observation’ was their
favourite term for a ‘case’), random selection may not solve the problem of selection bias

but may even be worse than other methods of selection.’

What was often observed instead in comparative methods was selecting the cases based
on the dependent variable. The problem of this approach, nevertheless, was particularly

emphasised when the dependent variable was not allowed to vary. A common example
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would be a study on revolutions, which explored only cases that investigated successful
revolutions. The researcher can never safely hold that a particular variable was the cause
of the dependent variable. Because unsuccessful cases of revolutions were not examined,
one could not know how this particular variable appeared in these latter cases. This
manner of case selection has been under dispute recently’. An alternative case-selection
procedure other than random sampling and that based on the dependent variable must be

constructed.

The manner of case selection this thesis adopts is analogous to a simple experiment (Yin,
1994; King et. al., 1994: 137; Dogan and Pelassy, 1990: 15-6). According to Robert Yin
(1994: 46), ‘Each case must be carefully selected so that it either (a) predicts similar
results ... or (b) produces contrasting results but for predictable reasons’. It does not mean
one should select cases based on the dependent variable, but on the contrary the
researcher should select cases based on the independent variable that she believes would
prescribe the dependent variable. By letting the independent variable vary the researcher
was likely, if the hypothesis were correct, to observe a different but predicted value on the
dependent variable. As such, the value of the dependent variable would become known
only after the research was conducted, though it was still logically possible to predict its

value (see for this point, King et. al., 1994: 129, 140; Peters, 1998: 31). It was crucial that

5 See Lijphart (1975: 164), DeFelice (1986: 422-3), Geddes (1990: 132), King et. al. (1994: 108,
129-32), Lustick (1996: 610); for positive responses for this way of case selection, see Dion (1998),
Collier (1995: 464).
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the selection rule did not correlate with the dependent variable (Geddes, 1990: 135).

This criterion of selection was based on the independent and control variables. King et. al.

(1994: 137) gave an explanation for this manner;

‘Selecting observations for inclusion in a study according to the categories of the key
causal explanatory variable causes no inference problems. The reason is that our selection
procedure does not predetermine the outcome of our study, since we have not restricted
the degree of possible variation in the dependent variable. By limiting the range of our
key causal variable, we may limit the generality of our conclusion or the certainty with
which we can legitimately hold it, but we do not introduce bias’.

The reason for this careful case selection was the otherwise rise of selection bias. David
Collier (1995: 462) noted; ‘Selection bias is commonly understood as occurring when the
nonrandom selection of cases results in inferences, based on the resulting sample, that are
not statistically representative of the population’. In statistical terms the cases assumed the
existence of the population from which the cases were selected. When an inference is
made from the cases, and if the cases represented the variance of the population properly,
the researcher could safely generalise the inference gained from the research to the whole

population. Hence, no selection bias should be allowed in the selection procedure.

In contrast, there were also views that cases in the comparative and case-study methods
should not been seen as equivalent to cases in the statistical method. It was doubtful

whether the cases in the former methods could be representative of some population with
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such a small number (Yin, 1994: 37). Instead, the result from a particular research with
small an ‘N’ should be generalised into a broader theory. Robert Yin (1994: 37)

contended;

‘The problem lies in the very notion of generalizing to other case studies. Instead, an
analyst should try to generalize findings to “theory,” analogous to the way a scientist
generalizes from experimental results to theory’.

The cases must, accordingly, be selected on the basis of maximising the variance of the

independent variable to verify or falsify the hypothesis or theory put forward.

In whatever way the selection bias is understood, it should not be allowed to enter the
research procedure. Case selection must be carried out carefully and intentionally, based
on the independent variable for the comparative case method. Although the researcher
does not know precisely, the dependent variable should vary as much as possible through

predicting the effect of the independent variables.

5. SELECTING CASES

Utilising the procedure illustrated above, the focus of case selections should be on the
(potential) independent variables. Dependent variables should not be considered as a
criterion in any respect. This point is particularly significant for this thesis, since it
questions the validity of the assumption about the dependent variable: the British prime
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minister being ‘strong’ and ‘powerful’ with the Japanese counterpart being ‘weak’ and
‘reactive’. This basic assumption has hardly ever been seriously tackled empirically. If the
cases were selected on the basis of this assumption (namely choosing cases of a ‘strong’
British prime minister and of a ‘weak’ one for Japan), the examination of these cases

would naturally lead to a false verification of this assumption. It would be mere tautology.

The independent variable of this thesis was the characteristics of the governing party. It
was to be observed by the extent of coherence of power under the prime minister in the
party and by the strength of the ministers, which derived from the governing party. The
counter-hypotheses drew attention to variables such as personality, power resources, the

constitutional strength of the ministers, and bureaucratic dominance.

In Britain the Conservative and the Labour parties were the two key parties in power in
the post second-world war era, while the Liberal Democratic party (LDP) was dominant
in Japanese politics after its amalgamation of the centre-right parties in 1955. The analysis
ought to be the prime ministers from these three parties. Several policy-making games
should be observed from different policy areas to examine such variables as personality,
ministers and government departments. Personalities of the prime ministers (and their
attitudes towards the issue concerned) may determine their power in policy-making,

which can be examined by having more than one type of prime ministers and more than
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one case study for each of the prime ministers. Different policy areas involve different
ministers and government departments. Departments may show different impacts on
prime-ministerial power between Britain and Japan, while each department may have a
different effect on the prime ministers. By comparing two prime ministers from each
country, the particular department’s, say, the Treasury’s or MITI’s, relationships with a

particular prime minister can be observed.

This thesis selects the cases on the basis of events critical to the security and prosperity of
Britain and Japan. The reasons are twofold. Prime ministers’ time and energy are limited,
thus if cases were randomly selected, the most likely result would be to end up with cases
the prime minister had nothing to do with, where the prime minister had no policy
preference and never became involved. They might as well be of trivial issues. It would
be absurd to conclude that the prime minister possessed no power in the policy-making
game. What observers wish to examine is whether the prime minister plays a part in ‘key’

policies and issues.®

Key policies and issues deriving from critical events are distinct from the key policies of a
particular cabinet. For the key policies of a cabinet, other actors expect the prime minister,

who is the central figure of the cabinet, to participate in the policy-making game and have

¢ Of course, the meaning of ‘key’ issue was controversial in the ‘faces of power’ dispute, discussed in
chapter one.
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his/her policy preference reflected in the policy outcome. Case selection based on this
criterion would be closely equivalent to selecting cases in accordance with the dependent
variable, namely a positive value of prime-ministerial power. As a consequence, it
becomes more likely to see the dependent variable not varying. Critical events are
. different. Observers may expect prime ministers to exercise power in these cases. Yet it
cannot be taken for granted that the actors involved in the cases will agree to the prime
minister’s participation and to the responses to be taken by the government and the
governing party. The issues are controversial. This way of case selection is not suggestive
of the dependent variable. The prime minister is not expected to have a clear policy
preference on the issues at the outset. Yet considering the importance of the issues, it is
likely to see the prime minister obtaining one in due course. The calculation over
formulating prime ministers’ policy preferences can therefore be incorporated in the
observation. The ‘critical event’ as a criterion also prevents the researcher from avoiding
underestimation of the agenda-setting power. As the ‘event’ is an external crisis, as in the
cases below, no domestic actor can manipulate it prior to this examination. The critical
events are a priori. How the ‘event’ is conceived and set as agendas can be observed in

the cases, which are both significant elements of power.

Materials and sources also cause grave concern over the case selection. Scarcity if not

lack of information on the centre of government is not easy to overcome. Critical events
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are well covered by secondary materials. Elite interviews provide vital sources of
information for prime-ministerial studies, which this thesis heavily relies on. They reveal
the intentions and perceptions of actors who face power, while putting the available
information into context. On the other hand, interviewees may feel discomfort and hence
inhibited from speaking publicly if the questions asked are on recent issues. They may
embarrass their ex-colleagues and contemporaries and indeed still carry political
meanings (at the least the interviewees may feel so) (see Lee et. al., 1998: 5). It is safer to

select cases from bygone days from this viewpoint.”

Taking these conditions into account, this thesis looks into the prime ministers’ power in
their responses to the oil crises between 1973 and 1980, focusing on three policy areas,
namely foreign, fiscal and domestic oil policies.® The oil crises were the issue a? the time.
They have been well-observed and analysed as issues themselves, and thus information is
available. Four prime ministers are chosen as a consequence of this criterion: Edward
Heath (Conservative, British), James Callaghan (Labour, British), Kakuei Tanaka (LDP,
Japanese) and Masayoshi Ohira (LDP, Japanese). Ohira is added to compare the impact of
personality and to replicate the examinations of the government organisations. Tanaka has

often been described as a leader with ‘exceptional talent’ (Gotdda, 1994: 179). Although

7 Looking into critical events helps the interviews. If questions on cases from thirty years ago are to be
asked, they ought to be memorable events.

¥ Investigating the oil crises from three different policy areas allows the researcher to increase the
number of cases while striving to keep the burden under control. Different policy areas could have
been chosen as cases, though this approach would have appreciably increased the burden on the whole.
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Ohira was not by any means a ‘manager’ type of leader, the difference of style from
Tanaka was evident. Tanaka was an interventionist, while Ohira was more for consensus
building. The comparison between Tanaka and Ohira is to control (although crudely) the
personality variable. This period was appropriate for this research, since the chance to
observe the Labour party in power was in 1974-79. The three parties in the 1970s showed
crucial differences from two perspectives: (1) the control over their leaders and (2) their
internal divisions. The Conservative party had little control over its leader and internal
division was negligible, although it existed. The rules of the LDP enabled it to restrain its
leader while fierce internal competition was its trademark. The Labour party came in the
middle. It possessed organisational control over its leader to a certain extent, though it
was not decisive. Internal division was as intense as (or even intenser than) that in the
LDP. The three policy areas enable observation of ‘strong’ and relatively ‘weak’
government departments. The Treasury in Britain and MOF and MITI in Japan were the
‘stronger’ departments, while the DTI and the DEn in Britain and MOFA in Japan were
the ‘weaker’ bodies. The FCO in Britain was intermediate between the ‘stronger’ and
‘weaker’ departments. The variance of the key potential independent variables is secured

by this selection.
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6. OIL CRISES: THE ISSUES

6 (i) Oil Crises in the 1970s

The oil crisis in 1973 was triggered by two separate developments in mid October 1973:
an increase by seventy per cent of the posted price of Arabian light crude oil by the
organization of petroleum exporting countries (OPEC) and supply cuts by the
organization of Arab pétroleum exporting countries (OAPEC). OAPEC announced on 17
October the cut back of crude-oil production until Israel withdrew completely from the
occupied territories and the legal rights of the Palestinians were restored (The Financial
Times, 18 October 1973). The embargo on the United States and later on the Netherlands
followed these decisions (Quarterly Economic Review, 1973, No.4; Petroleum Times, 19
October 1973: 2). Countries were divided into friendly and hostile countries with the bulk
being in the middle, although this classification was ambiguous and differed between
oil-producers. The decision of the OAPEC to exploit their position as major oil producers
was directly provoked by the conflict between the Israelis and the Palestinians in the

Middle East.

Yet what made the enormous price-rise possible and enhanced the profound impact of the

production cut was more structural. First, the amount of oil consumption as the primary
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energy source had rocketed in the third quarter of the 20th century (see Table A.1). The
industrially advanced liberal democracies enjoyed a high economic growth after the
Second World War notably in the 1960s. The cheap and secure oil-supply through the
international oil companies played a crucial role in advancing this prosperity. Second,
nationalist movements flourished in former colonial countries and the oil-producing
countries were no exception. Even the modest oil-producing countries perceived the
international oil companies as exploiting their resources at the expense of their own
interests. The desperate need for oil gradually altered the power balance between the
international oil companies and the oil-producing countries. The latter increasingly gained
a voice in determining the price and production amount of crude oil (Vernon, 1975;
Penrose, 1975; Turner, 1976: 371-2, 376-8; Yergin, 1982: 97-105; Cowhey, 1985: chap. 5).
Such fundamental elements led to the structural change in the international oil market
throughout the 1970s. The Iranian revolution pushed this change further in 1979. The
international oil companies used to dominate the selling of crude oil through their
worldwide network. However, direct deals (DD) with the (semi-)national companies of
the oil-producing countries and government-to-government (GG) deals increased their
share in the market. So did the spot market deals (Cowhey, 1985: 181-2, 271-3; Wilson,
1987: 144). The power balance shifted from being in favour of the international oil

companies to the oil-producing countries (see Table A.2) (Nye, 1981a: 9-12; Neff, 1981:

? See Keohane (1984: 202-6) and Nye (1981a: 9-12) for an examination of the structural change as a
decline of the stable regime and the hegemonic power of the United States and partly Britain.
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23-9; IEA, 1980: 24; Lieber, 1982: 320-2). Securing oil supply became a crucial element

of government policy.

The oil crises in the 1970s raised numerous issues for the oil-consuming countries.
Relationships with the oil-producing countries became vital, while the crises necessitated
cooperation and coordination amongst the oil-consuming countries. The experience of
discordance amongst the oil-consuming countries led to the establishment of the
International Energy Agency (IEA) in 1974. However, the second oil crisis in 1978-80,
which was basically about price, saw hardly any effective coordination by the IEA and the
oil-consuming countries. Fear of oil shortage promoted the oil-consuming countries to
take unilateral actions to purchase more oil with higher prices. They could not overcome
the dilemma of collective action. It was likely that the consumer countries’ panic
behaviour of purchasing oil at high prices facilitated, if not provoked, the price-hike itself
(Keohane, 1984: 231; Al-Chalabi, 1982: 15-8; Neff, 1981: 34-5; Morse, 1981: 41-2;

Lieber, 1982: 325-6, 332-3).

Domestically the (conceived) shortage and price-rise of crude oil stipulated, at a macro
level, inflation, deterioration of the balance of payments and public finance, recession and
unemployment concurrently, while at a micro level, the crises intensified the pressure for

domestic price hikes of oil products, distribution problems and consumption restriction of
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oil products (Landsberg et. al., 1979: 155-184).10 There was an ‘issue surplus’. As John
Ikenberry (1986b: 121) noted, ‘it was the choice of problems to attack and how to attack
them that demonstrated the decisive influence of state structure’ (see also Chessire et. al.,
1977: 54).ll This thesis focuses on certain controversial issues which divided opinions in

Britain and Japan. The issues provoked a conflict of interests and policy preferences.

6 (ii) Edward Heath

a. Foreign Policy: ‘Neutral Approach’to the Middle East Conflict and Cooperation

in the EEC

The British government took two important decisions in foreign policy. First, at an early
stage of the crisis, it adopted a ‘neutral’ line against the Middle East war, which was
widely interpreted as favouring the Arab side (Prodi and Cld, 1975: 106). Two specific
policies comprised this line: the British government (1) announced an arms embargo on
both sides, and (2) declined a request from the United States to use British air bases. This
latter decision made the Anglo-American relationship tenser than before. Britain could

not afford to lose the favour of the Arabs. The other policy was to take a hesitant, if not

1 In contrast, analysts, such as Douglas Bohi (1989: 1), argued that not the price-rise of oil but the
‘macroeconomic stabilization policies implemented in key countries’ affected the economic output and
employment in the industrially advanced democracies.

' Literature in comparative politics tended to focus on this difference of responses to the oil crises, in
other words, which problems to tackle, and how, between the countries (Ikenberry, 1986a; Ikenberry,
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rejectionist, stance towards the oil-sharing scheme and a broader common energy policy
in the EEC. West Germany and the Netherlands with the European commission urged
policies of sharing oil supply and maintaining political solidarity towards the United
States and the Middle East while France and Britain were reluctant for such a movement
(Walton, 1976: 182; Lieber, 1982: 322-3). The British government continued to block a
common energy policy, which gravely worsened British relationships within the EC. Two

cases are thus to be considered in foreign policy.

b. Fiscal Policy: Reducing Public Expenditure

The basic economic policies of the Heath government were the ‘dash for growth’ policy
and the prices-and-incomes policy. Such economic policies were amongst the ‘U-turn’
policies, for which the Heath government became infamous. Unemployment approached
one million in early 1972 (see Table A.4). It was not an issue even a Conservative
government could have ignored in the early 1970s. Unemployment with the miners’ strike
was thus the key element in leading to the ‘U-turn’ policies (Prior, 1986: 74; Taylor, 1996:
176-7; Holmes, 1997: 61-74). The government committed itself to an expansionary fiscal
policy to tackle unemployment. A prices-and-incomes policy had to accompany the
expansionary fiscal policy to confront the inevitable inflation caused by the economic

expansion. In addition, Heath was not satisfied with the growth rate of the British

1986b; Ikenberry, 1988b; Scharpf, 1997).
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economy in comparison with the other countries of the EEC, which Britain joined from
January 1973 (Prior, 1986: 85; Pliatzky, 1982: 108; Porter, 1996: 38; Young, 1996: 281;
Heath, 1998: 339). Heath was deeply committed to the expansionary fiscal policy. The
‘U-turn’ policies received serious criticism from backbench Conservatives for
contradicting the manifesto of the 1970 general élecﬁon (Ball, 1996: 327-336). In 1973
the British economy was domestically showing signs of a boom. The oil-price hike hit the
British economy at a most delicate time. Combined with the oil-price hike in the autumn
and winter of 1973, the international commodity price-rises seriously affected the British
trade deficit, which dragged down the rate of sterling, while domestic inflation worsened
(see Tables A.5, A.6 and A.11). The government faced difficulty in sustaining its
expansionary fiscal policy, as it fuelled the problems of the balance-of-payments deficit
and inflation. The oil crisis was requiring the government to take measures contradictory

to its basic policy.

c¢. Oil Policy: From Cautious Wait-and-See to the Three-Day-Working Week

The Heath government stressed it had received assurances of sufficient crude oil from the
major Arab oil-producing countries (Hansard, 30 October 1973, Vol.863, Col.38; 5
November 1973, Vol.863, Col.611; 15 November 1973, Vol.864, Col.689). Petroleum

Times (30 November 1973: 5) reported the anomaly of Britain making preparation for
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oil-rationing and the previous oil-assurances by the Arab oil-producing countries. In fact,
it was impossible to control the destination of crude oil in the world market (Landsberg et.
al., 1979: 203). The international oil companies, which took control of the worldwide
distribution system, refused to favour any country, regardless of the intentions of the
oil-producers. The international oil companies carried out their own allocation between
countries and thus the aim of the OAPEC could not be fully achieved (Stobaugh, 1975:
189). Moreover, the amount of the assured oil seemed to fulfil only the average
consumption level of tﬁat between January and September 1973 (The Sunday Times, 4
November 1973). As winter approached and the economy was expected to grow, oil
consumption was bound to increase. Britain still did not enjoy any substantial benefit
from the North Sea oil in 1973. The British government had to prepare for the shortage of

oil.

Britain was unique in the way the oil crisis had hit the country. It came alongside other
energy crises. In 1972 the miners’ dispute led the government to concede a considerable
pay-rise. The miners therefore required special care (Holmes, 1997: 102)'. The miners’
crisis was likely to resume in the winter of 1973, when the need for energy would rise.
‘So on the energy front almost for certain we were going into that winter with a dispute
with the miners’ [interview (19)]. The outburst of the oil crisis unfortunately coincided

with the start of the phase three counter-inflationary policy of the Heath government. The
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oil crisis strengthened the miners’ position in the pay-rise negotiations. Electricity supply
became linked to the crisis as well. Initially, the department of trade and industry (DTI)
held a cautious ‘wait-and-see’ policy. It relied on the domestic oil companies for the
practical measures. However, the deterioration and linkage of the crises ended up with the

extraordinary three-day-working week policy.

6 (iii) Kakuei Tanaka

a. Foreign Policy: Clarifying the Middle East Policy

Oil-supply security emerged as an issue following the decision of the OAPEC to link oil
supply with the consumer-countries’ position towards the Middle East conflict. To
become a ‘friendly’ country to the Arab oil-producers, they referred to several options,
which were chiefly to supply the Arab countries with weapons or to break economic
and/or diplomatic relations with Israel (Petroleum Times, November 30, 1973: 15).
Despite these requirements, the ‘three principles on arms exportation’, a cornerstone of
Japan’s export and indeed military policies, prohibited it from providing weapons for
countries in conflict (Neary, 2002: 163). Without any direct problem, breaking diplomatic
relations with Israel was also implausible for Japan. Indeed, the significant drawback in

declaring a pro-Arab policy was the adverse effect on th Japan-US relations, which was
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the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy in the post-war era. The United States had
given full support to Israel. The Japanese government was stuck. The issues of the Tanaka
cabinet’s foreign policy was on (1) whether the Japanese government should clarify its
interpretation of the UN security council resolution 242, thus effectively siding with one
side of the conflict and (2) whether it should declare a statement including assertive terms

against the Israelis.

The interpretation of this resolution itself was an issue of political conflict between the
Israelis and the Arabs. The English and French texts of the resolution were slightly though
critically different from the outset, which allowed different interpretations. The French
text indicated Israel must withdraw from the whole territory which it had occupied by
1967, whereas the English text could be read so that Israel needed merely to withdraw
from part of the occupied territories to start peace talks with the Arabs. The Japanese
government had not clarified its position on this point to maintain its neutrality between
the Arabs and the Israelis (NHK, 1996b: 94). The Middle East crisis in 1973 forced the
Japanese government to face the issue. Joseph S. Nye (1981b: 214) described the incident
from an American viewpoint as ‘the most serious breach in bilateral relations [between
Japan and the United States] since the Second World War’ (see Tsurumi, 1975: 124;

Morse, 1981: 41).
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b. Fiscal Policy: From Fiscal Expansion to Contraction

When the oil crisis occurred, the Japanese economy was already experiencing a high level
of growth and of inflation. Real GDP compared with the previous year was 8.1 per cent in
1973 while the nominal rate of the GDP was 21.8 per cent. Wholesale and consumer
prices increased by 22.6 per cent and 15.5 per cent respectively in FY1973. The
expansionary fiscal and monetary policies, nevertheless, facilitated the high growth and
the so-called ‘galloping inflation’ (see Tables A.7-10). The 1973 initial budget expanded

by 24.6 per cent per annum (MOF, 1998a: 304-5).

The expansionary fiscal policy under the Tanaka government had three main reasons. One
was against the revaluation of yen in 1971 and 1973. The announcement by Richard
Nixon, the US president, of floating the dollar in relation to gold eventually led the yen to
be revalued by 16.88 per cent to the US dollar. An expansionary policy was needed to
avoid a (further) revaluation and to aid the small-medium sized export industries, which
were major LDP supporters and were hard hit by the revaluation (Nagaoka, 1981: 17;
MOF, 1991: 410-12). With the recovery of the economy and increasing inflation, the
necessity for an expansionary fiscal policy for this reason had already diminished in 1973.
Yet the Tanaka cabinet retained it (Nagaoka, 1981: 17-8). Second, social-security and

pension budgets increased by 28.8 per cent, second to the 32.3 per cent increase in public
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works (Tanaka, 1981: 324-61; MOF, 1991: 308-9). The government characterised the
1973 budget as the rise of welfare policy (fukushi gannen). From the end of the previous
Satd government, the influence of the left-wing parties was enhanced in elections,. in
particular for local governments. The Tanaka government needed to compete with its

left-wing opponents in its spending programme (Shiota, 1985: 44-5).

Third, an expansionary policy was indispensable for the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese
archipelago’ policy. In w1mnng the presidential election in July 1972, this policy was one
of Tanaka’s two key policies, the other being the reestablishment of relations with the
People’s Republic of China. The idea of the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago’
policy was to make core cities all over Japan by dispersing population and industry from
the existing great cities and connecting them by train and highway. This policy was to
overcome various problems simultaneously, such as shortage and bad conditions of
housing, pollution and overpopulation in industrial cities, and under-population and

underdevelopment in the rural areas (Tanaka, 1972).

Tanaka’s fiscal policy was expansionary until 1973. The government drastically and

suddenly changed its position towards the fiscal policy in late November 1973.
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c. QOil Policy: Pushing Emergency Bills through the Government

The oil crisis hit Japanese society hard. It created a panic over oil supply and a price-rise
domestically. The government took an optimistic attitude towards the crisis at the outset
in fear that any emergency measure might encourage cornering of the market and holding
goods off the market. These problems had already been highly political issues. The
government did not want the market to be seen as being in a further crisis of inflation.
Indeed, the government could have left the problems of price-rise and supply shortage to
the market and let the price system adjust itself. The government would have needed
merely to cut public expenditure to curb total demand (Kakimizu, 1974b: 41). However,
as the crisis developed, the government shifted its position; the government had to take
action. Two emergency bills were compiled, both highly interventionist and therefore
controversial. The original plan for the emergency measures was solely for oil products.
The target extended to include other commodities, which had distribution and particularly
price-rise problems. The government submitted the two bills to the Diet within a few

weeks from the point it started serious consideration of legislating emergency measures.
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6 (iv) James Callaghan

a. Foreign Policy: Oil-Sharing in the EEC

The oil crisis in 1973 had hit the oil-consuming countries hard, and led sixteen of them to
found the International Energy Agency (IEA) in November 1974. It hammered out an
emergency oil-sharing scheme in May 1976 (Keohane, 1984; 220-6; Cowhey, 1985:
269-71; Ikenberry, 198‘8b: 80-93). When the French refused to join the IEA and its
emergency oil-sharing scheme, it was obvious the EEC would eventually need to set up
its own oil-sharing mechanism to incorporate France with the other member states, the
latter of which the IEA covered. Otherwise, the IEA oil-sharing scheme would become a
breach of the Rome Treaty (for a different view, see Schneider. 1983: 583-4, note 113;
Cowhey, 1985: 218).!* Besides, oil-sharing within the EEC had an implicit agenda. It
concerned the sharing of North Sea resources, which the British were to enjoy. The
emergency oil-sharing scheme fell between resource nationalism and European
cooperation. The Labour party had just been through a major dispute over re-negotiation
with and a following referendum on the EEC. The party was split between proponents and

opponents. The issue overlapped with the division between the left and the right over

12 Article 34 of the Treaty of Rome stated ‘any member country with natural resources of its own will
be in breach of the Treaty if it prohibits the export of these resources to other member countries’.
However, article 222 wrote ‘there shall be nothing contained in the Community’s rules which would in
any way affect national ownership’ (Petroleum Times, November 2, 1973: 3).
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economic policy and was thus politically delicate. The energy council managed to reach
an agreement on the scheme, though Britain retained a veto and no assurance was given

to make the EEC a single entity for oil.

b. Fiscal Policy: the IMF Crisis and Controlling Public Expenditure

The balance of payments was overwhelmingly in deficit and the inflation rate was
rocketing in Britain in 1976 (see Tables A.5 and A.6). Part of the problem directly derived
from increased oil-import prices after 1973. On the other hand, part of the problem was
the government’s policy in responding to the oil crisis. The loose economic policy of the
Labour government was intended to bring down the unemployment and give a boost to
the depressed domestic economy because of the high prices of raw materials in the world
market. It worsened inflation and the balance-of-payments deficit. The public-expenditure
deficit increased steadily. The public sector borrowing requirement (PSBR) became the
benchmark of the British economy and the centrepiece of the dispute (Barnett, 1982: 124).
The drastic and constant slide of the sterling was the visible disaster of the 1976 IMF
crisis (see Table A.11). It eventually became necessary to obtain external support to avoid
default of the British government. The IMF and the US financial authorities required a
massive reduction of public expenditure. However, the Labour party and its cabinet were

totally split, while the trades union disapproved of the deflationary policy. The Labour
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government had just forged a delicate relationship with the trades unions to contain
inflation with a ‘voluntary’ incomes policy. The vital economic problem of the 1970s was
the fact that inflation coincided with high-unemployment (see Tables A.4 and A.6). The
dispute focused on whether the slide really reflected the fundamentals of the British
economy and whether external support with the harsh conditions was the unique solution
to the crisis. The Callaghan government had to announce two public-expenditure
reductions with other critical measures in July and December 1976 before sterling ceased

to slide.

¢. Oil Policy: North Sea Explorati’on Policy

The domestic oil policy in the other chapters deals with oil distribution and the
management of the prices of the. oil products. The issue for this chapter is different.
Because Britain was to become a major oil-producer and a net-exporter of oil in the late
1970s, the response to secure domestic oil supply was to control oil development in the
North Sea. The refusal of BP and Shell, both (partly) British companies, to favour Britain
in oil supply in the first oil crisis during the previous Conservative government made the
Labour government feel it necessary to construct a system to guarantee oil supply to
Britain [interview (2) (77) (91)]. The Labour government was in general in favour of

strengthening control over the investments and operations of the oil companies in the

104



II. Prime-Ministerial Power and Comparative Case Method

North Sea. Nevertheless, there was not a clear agreement over the extent and method of
this control. The British government had previously agreed to four rounds of licences for
the North Sea fields. Oil companies had applied for licences to explore and develop
specific fields. The main criticism of the existing licences was that the terms excessively
favoured the oil companies, and Britain, the host country, was not receiving its fair share
(Public Accounts Committee, 1973; Nelson, 1991: 45-6). Re-negotiations for the existing
licence agreements had been in process, which eventually endowed the British National
Oil Corporation (BNOC), the newly established state oil corporation, with access to oil
and information the companies possessed. Some companies had already agreed to the
BNOC’s participation, for instance, Gulf and Conoco. Yet the negotiations with the three
major oil groups, namely BP, Exxon-Shell and Amoco were yet to come. The government
strove to increase stricter control while retain the investments from the international oil

companies.

6(v) Masayoshi Ohira

a. Foreign Policy: Balancing Iran and the United States

The contradiction between developing friendly relations with Iran and maintaining

amicable relations with the United States became evident in 1979. Japan had a strong
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interest in maintaining ties with Iran to secure oil imports after the first oil crisis. The
international oil market changed its structure in essence during the 1970s, enhancing the
position of the oil-producing countries in place of the international oil companies. Iran
was not only the second largest oil-exporting country to Japan, supplying 17 per cent of
its crude oil in 1977. It was also one of the major non-Arab oil-suppliers (calculated from
Sekiya Renmei, 1980: 7). The Japanese government considered the
Israeli-Palestinian/Arab confrontation had created the instability in the Middle East. Iran
was thus expected to be a more stable oil-supplier, although ironically this ex.pectation
turned out to be wrong [interview (56)]. Japan struggled to keep friendly relations with
Iran by contributing to its industrial development. The Iran-Japan Petrochemical

Company (1JPC) became the symbol of cooperation between the two countries.'?

The attitude of the new revolutionary Iran towards the United States was not clear at the
outset. The US government had officially recognized the revolutionary government in
Iran immediately after its declaration of the establishment of the Islamic Republic in
February 1979. The relationship gradually deteriorated. In Iran the power structure
fluctuated between the more liberal-Westernised politicians and those supporting
‘theocracy’ and the leadership of the religious leaders. The US-Iranian relationship

critically suffered, when militant students occupied the US embassy in Teheran and took

13 The IJPC project was a joint venture for constructing a giant petrochemical complex between Iran’s
national company and Japanese private companies, starting in April 1973. The plant had achieved 85
per cent to completion when the revolution in Iran occurred (IJPC, 1993: 114).

106



II. Prime-Ministerial Power and Comparative Case Method

hostages in November 1979. The more liberal Bazalgan government collapsed two days

after the occupation. Japan was stuck between the two significant countries.

b. Fiscal Policy: Fiscal Consolidation and the General Consumption Tax

After the first oil crisis in 1973 the Japanese economy suffered from an enormous setback.
Inflation caused by the high import price of oil came hand in hand with recession, which
was often referred to as stagflation. In sharp contrast to the tight fiscal and monetary
policy executed during and immediately after the oil crisis, the Japanese government
subsequently employed an expansionary fiscal policy. The Japanese economy, because of
the large public spending, achieved a relatively high growth in comparison to other
industrial countries. Unfortunately for that precise reason, Japan was required by other
leading industrial democracies to lead the growth of the international economy with
Germany, the other economically successful liberal democracy in the late 1970s. The
so-called ‘locomotive theory’ was confirmed at the Bonn summit in 1978 (Morgan, 1997:
607). The Japanese government was under considerable pressure both internally and
externally to expand its public expenditure. Public bonds occupied 39.6 per cent of the
revenues in 1979 (Okura-sho, 1998b: 23). Fiscal consolidation arose as a critical issue in

MOF as early as 1975, the year the deficit-financing bond under special legislation was
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issued'®. It was an emergency measure. MOF expressed its concern that the revenue
shortfall in 1975 was a permanent phenomenon. The natural increase in the revenues was
not likely to happen after the period of high economic growth had ended, while demand
for public expenditure would become increasingly diversified and escalate notably for
social security, health and pensions. Scrutinising existing expenditure and redressing
inequity had to be conducted, yet from the viewpoint of MOF it was inevitable to raise tax
(see Nagaoka, 1979: 8-10; Nagaoka, 1981: 84-6). The need to introduce the general
consumption tax (GC’I)’ became clearer in the deliberations in MOF and the government’s
tax experts council (Oyama, 1978: 8-9)"°. The Ohira cabinet promoted the policy until the

disastrous autumn of 1979.

¢. Qil Policy: Ceiling-Price and Allowing a Price-Rise for Oil

Two events triggered the second oil crisis in December 1978: the OPEC price-rises and
the Iranian crisis. In particular, the Iranian crisis affected the international oil market
seriously. From December 1979 to March 1980 oil exports from Iran ceased and 5.2
million b/d, 8.6 per cent of the worldwide crude oil production, suddenly disappeared

from the market (Energy Statistics Sourcebook, 1994: 123). The Iranian crisis destabilised

' For the ‘Okura memorandum’, which expressed MOF’s anxiety over the existing tax system, see
And6 (1987b: 104-5 and 120-2).

13 Originally the introduction of the GCT was considered in the tax bureau of MOF as purely a matter
of the taxation ‘system’. It became recognised as a method to get rid of the deficit-financing bond from
the mid 1970s, when its introduction was seriously discussed.
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the oil-supply in the international oil market. When Iran resumed oil exports in March
1979, it did not resort to the conventional route of international oil companies but rather
to spot markets, direct-deal (DD) and government-to-government (GG) contracts to put
crude oil on sale directly to the consumers. Other producing countries followed Iran’s
steps. Perplexity in the international oil market was such that oil-consuming countries had
a strong incentive to secure as much oil as possible, which drove prices higher (see Tables
A3, A.7 and A.12). Cooperation at the IEA did not function (Bending and Eden, 1984:
16; Morse, 1982: 262). The real issue during the second oil crisis was indeed price (Kohl,

1982: 1).

The price policy adopted by the Japanese government during the second oil crisis was
different from that during the first oil crisis. The previous policy had artificially contained
domestic prices of oil products, when crude-oil prices rocketed in the international oil
market. The policy from 1979 was to allow domestic oil companies to pass rising costs
down to the domestic market, while prohibiting follow-up price hikes. It was referred to
as the ‘ceiling-price policy’. Although prices were still kept under strict government
control (at least at the wholesale stage), it was a policy change departing from the
previous policy. The drawback was that the price-rise would by definition fuel inflation,
which started to draw serious attention from the Ohira government (see Tables A.7-10). A

general election was likely in the autumn of 1979 followed by the upper-house election in
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the summer of 1980. The balance between keeping inflation under control and allowing

price-rises of oil products was a difficult task the government faced.

7. CONCLUSION

This chapter revealed the method of examining the argument of this thesis, posited in
chapter one. The comparative case method was adopted, which required careful case
selections. The discussion above put forward two prime ministers each from Britain and
Japan, namely Heath, Tanaka, Callaghan and Ohira, and explained the three different
policy areas to look into, foreign, fiscal and domestic oil policies, responding to the oil
crises between 1973 and 1980. Chapters five to eight provide the investigation of the
exercise and non-exercise of these prime ministers’ power. Before these observations,
chapter three examines the power resources of the prime ministers of the two countries in
the core executive and illustrates the organisations of the relevant government
departments. Chapter four analyses the three governing parties as the principals of the

prime ministers.
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CHAPTER III
NETWORKS AROUND THE PRIME MINISTER

— CORE EXECUTIVES AND DEPARTMENTS

The prime minister worked in a complex network of offices and organisations. It was
hardly possible for the prime minister to achieve anything without the aid of his/her
ministers, civil servants and staff. This chapter illustrates the networks around the prime
minister in the executive branch. This chapter conceives the prime minister as the
‘principal’, whereas the other actors in the executive are his/her ‘agents’, who, from the
principal’s viewpoint, are to achieve his goals. Comparison of the British and Japanese
government organisations and coordination mechanisms shows the differences of
resource dependence amongst actors in the executive branch and the potential of the
prime minister to participate in the policy-making game to have his/her preferences
reflected in the policy outcomes. This chapter, first, distinguishes the networks and
organisations into the ‘core executive’ and the ‘executive’. Section two examines the
components of the core executive, while section three compares the respective inner
supporters of the prime ministers in the two countries. The last section reveals the

characteristics of the seven departments relevant to this thesis.
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1. NETWORKS, ORGANISATIONS, AND COORDINATION

13) Division of Labour or Power Dependence?

A government was a composite of organisations. Governmental organisations were
assigned specific roles and often policy areas (Greenwood and Wilson, 1989: 25-6).
Jurisdiction was their key feature. Each organisation held a certain role, and as a whole

the government operated by division of labour.

Policy issues crossed the jurisdiction of several organisations, which coordinated opinions
and interests through both rigid hierarchies and loose networks. Conflict and cooperation
existed betwéen and within organisations. The more specialised the organisations, the
more necessary coordination became (Davis, 1997: 128-9). Even though a particular issue
might fall into the jurisdiction of one organisation, it might need to gain resources others
possessed to achieve its goals. Holding resources that other organisations wanted carried a
potential of power. Division of labour in a complex world, therefore, necessarily led to
power-dependent relations in government, which in turn required coordination (Pfeffer,

1997: 100).
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1 (ii) Core Executives and Executives

Patrick Dunleavy and R. A. W. Rhodes (1990: 4) referred to such organisations and
structures that coordinated conflicts between different elements of the government
machine as constituting the ‘core executive’. Later Rhodes (1995: 12) defined the core
executive as; ‘all those organisations and procedures which coordinate central
government policies, and act as final arbiters of conflict between different parts of the
government machine’ (original emphasis). He pointed out that his intention was to
distinguish between the core executive and the executive by ‘the issues of coordination

and fragmentation in central government’ (Rhodes, 1994b: 5; Rhodes, 1995: 12).

Although the term ‘executive’ appeared to embrace the whole executive branch of the
central government in Rhodes’ argument, it concerned mainly ‘the policy-making role of
departments and their relationship to the core executive’. Therefore, including (all of) the
departments into the core executive, as Martin J. Smith (1999: 5) attempted, did not make
sense, considering the implication of the concept. The departments often had strong
relations with their policy clients, with which they constituted policy communities
(Rhodes, 1988: 82). Fragmentation was their key feature. The core executive was
supposed to let the executive as a whole ‘join up’ in a concerted fashion. Crucial was the

functional distinction of the core executive from the rest of the executive.
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The prime minister worked within the networks of the core executive and the executive.
The British and Japanese prime ministers were in direct command of hardly any
executive department. Although it is assumed in this thesis that the prime minister is the
principal of the ministers and civil servants, in reality it was vital for him/her to obtéin the
cooperation of the other actors within the government to realise his/her policy preferences.
Considering the distinction between the core executive and the executive, the prime
minister had two ways of intervening in the policy-making game. One was through the
core executive, namely the coordination process. The other way was directly through the
executive, namely government departments. Before the policy options reached the
core-executive level, the prime minister could approach the relevant part of a government
department and input his/her policy preference into its decisions. Accordingly, two points
were critical in examining the prime minister’s power in policy-making in the executive
branch. One was the extent of the convergence on the prime minister of the coordinating
functions of the core executive. The other was the extent, to which the prime minister

could directly intervene in the departments.
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2. CORE EXECUTIVE AND COORDINATION

Each country had its own way of coordination. John Greenwood et. al. (2002: 48) argued
that coordination involved both the avoidance and the resolution of conflict. This section
analyses coordination in the two countries in the 1970s from three aspects: (a) money, (b)
personnel and organisation and (c) information (see Jones, 1985: 73; Jones, 1987a: 48).
Allocating money is the starting point to implement any programme that involves
material goods or service. Personnel and organisations matter significantly, since actors
are likely to be loyal to those who have the power to appoint, promote and dismiss them.
Information, as explained in chapter one, is one of the centrepieces for understanding the
principal-agent theory. Principals are usually inferior in this respect to their agents. Yet
they need information to assess the performances of their agents, to be aware of the
problems and options available to address them, including various costs. The prime
minister’s power resources in the core executive are analysed and assessed under these

three headings.

2 () Coordination in Britain

a. Money

The Treasury occupied a key position in compiling the budget in Britain. In the 1970s it
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monopolised the budget process. It had the ability to check all new spending proposals
before they were passed to cabinet/cabinet committee levels (Burch and Holliday, 1996:
37). Secrecy was a major feature of this process. The cabinet did not see the budget until
the day of the budget statement, presented in parliament (Weir and Beetham, 1999: 128).
Control of public expenditure was based on the public expenditure survey committee
(PESC) system during the 1970s. The system was created in 1961, based on the Plowden
Report on the Control of Public Expenditure (Cmnd. 1432). The PESC system allowed
the principal finance oﬁicers of the spending departments to gather as a whole under the
chair of a Treasury deputy secretary to discuss the overall picture of short and medium
term public expenditure. Costs under current economic conditions were forecasted on the
basis of existing policies and by comparing them with prospective available resources the
total of public expenditure was decided (Thain and Wright, 1995: 229-30). The chief
secretary of the Treasury, a minister, recommended the annual control total to the cabinet,
which was decided in the context of macro-economic strategy. Once the cabinet approved
this recommendation, bilateral negotiations between the Treasury and the individual

spending departments commenced (Thain and Wright, 1995: 113, 270-2 and 294).

During the 1970s the government experienced an effective breakdown of the public
expenditure system. The ‘missing five billion pounds’ became embarrassing news for the

Treasury in 1975. Cash limits were introduced in 1976, which indicated public
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expenditure was to be calculated on the basis of cash rather than resources. In any case,
the PESC system was not a positive way of coordination. Once programmes were
approved, they effectively became entitled to exist and their merits per se were not
discussed. Programme analysis and review (PAR) was brought into the system in the early

1970s to overcome this lack of prioritisation and strategic assessment. Yet it never took

priorities of the government, though he hardly deployed weapons for positive
coordination by the Treasury. The Treasury deliberately avoided being involved in

judging the merits of programmes.

Numerous expenditure cuts outside as well as inside the routine process were carried out
in the 1970s. As in the routine procedure, the chief secretary recommended his figure,
which provided the basis for cabinet deliberations. Bilateral negotiations started after the
cabinet had decided on the total sum. Public expenditure discussions were primarily based
on the bilateral relationship between the Treasury and each spending department (Thain

and Wright, 1995: 182).

b. Personnel and Organisation

The Ministers of the Crown Act 1975 and previously the Ministers of the Crown (Transfer
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of Functions) Act 1946 were the legal foundations for changing central government
structures. Individual cases could be carried out by an order in council (Brazil, 1999:
140)'. Government structures were often altered, notably after general elections. The
machinery of government division, moving from the Treasury to the civil service
department (CSD) in 1968, supported the h¢ad of the civil service and the cabinet
secretary to give advice to the prime minister on government structures (Lee et. al., 1998:
240-1). As head of the government, the prime minister was deéply involved in organising
the government structure, and the rearrangement was often regarded as the prime

minister’s decision (Thomas, 1998: 99; Coxall and Robins, 1998: 251).

During the 1970s the CSD was principally in charge of personnel affairs. The CSD and its
permanent secretary, who simultaneously held the title of head of the home civil service,
were in charge of the selection of the senior civil servants above under-secretary levels.
They conducted the selection in cooperation with the senior appointments selection
committee (SASC). The SASC consisted of around six permanent secretaries and one or
two specialists in the early 1970s. Ministers had some influence over the selection of their
own permanent secretaries, though the head of the home civil service could appeal to the
prime minister (Kellner and Crowther-Hunt, 1980: 174-78). The SASC provided a short

list of candidates with its recommendation, though the final power to decide the

!' A separate statute was required if a new department with a ‘minister’ and not a secretary of state as
its head was to be set up (Brazil, 1999: 140-1).
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appointment resided with the prime minister as minister for the civil service (Weir and
Beetham, 1999: 178). However, the CSD largely self-regulated the management of the

civil service (Rose, 1980: 30).

Other than secondments to other departments, officials were usually ‘brought up’ in one
department, and this ‘growing-up’ period as civil servants affected their perceptions and
ways of thinking, notably for instance in the Treasury, the home office and the board of
trade. Nevertheless, senior civil servants were movéd between departments, and hence
became less devoted to their original departments’ thinking and interests. ‘All officials are
part of a greater civil service society’; it was not obvious whether this feeling was the case
for lower grades of officials. Hugh Heclo and Aaron Wildavsky (1981: 80) argued senior
officials definitely lived in such a community. The Treasury occupied a unique position in
personnel affairs, which was its original responsibility. ‘The respect for the Treasury
stems partly from its traditional role as final coordinator, partly from the fact that
promotion depends strongly on Treasury favour (so that loyalty to the Treasury is more
likely to pay off than loyalty to a fleeting minister), and partly from the fact that top civil
servants have usually worked at the Treasury and have been imbued with the requisite

sense of loyalty’ (Lucas, 1982: 93; see also Hunt, 1987: 68).
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¢. Information

Information networks were centred on various inter-departmental committees and
organisations such as the Cabinet Office and the prime minister’s office. The prime
minister’s office is discussed in section 2.3 below. The British committee system was well
established. Cabinet and ministerial committees, at the apex of which the cabinet located,
were crucial in coordinating departments and creating collective positions on government
policies. Observers distinguished three types of committees: ministerial, official and
mixed. These committees could be further divided into standing and ad hoc (Hennessy,
1986: 30-1; Jordan and Richardson, 1987: 151; Brazier, 1999: 115). Greenwood and
Wilson (1989: 54) depicted officials’ committees that shadowed ministerial committees as
particularly possessing considerable influence amongst inter-departmental committees of
officials (see also Barnett, 1982: 41). They left to the ministerial level only the most
intractable and politically sensitive issues (James, 1992: 54-6 and 59-61). Mixed
committees of ministers and officials were important, too. During the 1970s the Heath
government often used such committees and a mixed committee played a major part in
the North Sea participation negotiations and licence policies during the Callaghan

government (Hennessy, 1986: 79; Hennessy, 2000: 345-7).

The Cabinet Office was the focal point of these networks. Its key staff were seconded

120



III. Networks around the Prime Minister

from other government departments, except its head, the cabinet secretary (Lee et. al.,
1998: 144, 148-51). This personnel arrangement ensured the Cabinet Office was neutral
between departments. In fact, the Cabinet Office and the cabinet secretary had dual roles
in the British government. Their roles were to support not only the prime minister but also
the cabinet as a whole and the cabinet committees. However, the prime minister’s
capacity as chair of the cabinet and many cabinet committees as well as his/her closeness
to the cabinet secretary tipped the balance in favour of the prime minister (Donoughue,
1987: 29; Jones, 1987a: 39-40; Burch and Holliday, 1996: 34-5) [interview (19)]. The
strength of the Cabinet Office stemmed from its location at the centre of the information
networks, arranging all senior level meetings for coordination. By so doing, it acquired
information and could even ask for it from the departments, which would have otherwise
kept the information to themselves. The prime minister’s unique access to the Cabinet
Office provided him/her with advantage to gain information and shape the direction of

policies.

Lee et. al. (1998: 152) discerned two sets of functions in the Cabinet Office: (1) ‘the
Cabinet Office proper’ and (2) inquiry and analysis. The cabinet secretariat conducted the
task for ‘the Cabinet Office proper’, which was responsible for organising business for the
cabinet and cabinet committees (Lee et. al., 1998: chap. 9; Burch and Holliday, 1996: 32).

It included four main secretariats in the 1970s: home, economic, overseas-defence and
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Europe (Lee et. al.,, 1998: 165). The European secretariat, formerly referred to as the
European unit, was founded during the Heath government, when Britain joined the EEC.
Members attended from departments affected by European policies. Its role was ‘to
coordinate the strategies of departments active in Europe, and to advise inexperienced
departments on European procedures’ (Lee et. al., 1998: 177). The head of the European
secretariat, the deputy or under secretary in charge of EEC affairs in the FCO and the
ambassador to the EEC, namely the head of the permanent representative in Brussels,
often referred to as UKREP, were the keystones of policy-making on European affairs

[interview (1) (15) (16) (76)].

The function of inquiry and analysis had two facets: (1) research and planning and (2)
contingency planning. The central statistical office and the Central Policy Review Staff
(CPRS) stood for the first type and the civil contingencies unit (CCU) represented the
latter (Lee et. al., 1998: 186-7). The CCU was set up during the miners’ strike in 1972
(Hennessy, 1986: 21). It functioned as the informing and coordinating body of policies
across the government during the energy crises [interview (1) (18)]. Edward Heath
established the CPRS to provide the cabinet as a whole with long/middle term advice and
strategic thinking on specific policy issues (Blackstone and Plowden, 1988). The CPRS
was the last attempt, according to insiders, to strengthen support for the cabinet as a

whole, although the initial intention was to enhance support for the prime minister
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(Hennessy, 1986: 77; Heclo and Wildavsky, 1981: 322-6) [interview (92)].

Apart from such committees, Martin Burch and Ian Holliday (1996: 66-8) confirmed less
formal networks between officials, which could be more important than formal gatherings.
Senior officials had their ‘contacts’ through Whitehall. One significant advantage the
Treasury possessed was its network across departments. Cited in Heclo and Wildavsky
(1981: 278), one outsider, who was invited into the government, commented, ‘[the
government] depends ... on an existing network of personal relationships and only the
Treasury has this network throughout Whitehall’. The private offices of ministers linked
officials in all government departments, the locus of which was the prime minister’s
private office (Jones, 1985: 79). Second, permanent secretaries had their own networks.
The cabinet secretary was at their centre. Third, a network existed around the cabinet
secretariat. Lastly, Burch and Holliday listed the network between special advisers,
although they admitted it remained less significant than the other networks (see Jones,

1985: 83).
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2 (i) Coordination in Japan

a. Money

The Japanese Constitution prescribed that the cabinet prepared the annual budget and
presented it to the Diet, while the finance law gave the finance minister the responsibility
for the preparation of the budget. Formally the officials at the ministry of finance (MOF)
merely assisted the minister to prepare the draft budget. The cabinet had two formal roles
in budget-making: to ratify the government draft of the budget and to make the basic
policy for the budget every year, which was the guideline for budget compilation
(Campbell, 1977: 149). Although the draft and the basic policy were discussed at the
highest political level, the budget bureau of MOF prepared both of them for the cabinet.
The cabinet as such did not function as a coordinator of money (Okochi, 1976: 101).
MOF’s role was prominent in making fiscal policy. Consultative councils existed for
fiscal policy and its processes, for instance, the fiscal system council and the government
tax system research council (GTSRC). MOF retained an overwhelming influence over the

outcome of these council meetings.

The fiscal investment and loan planning (FILP) was another source for government

spending. The FILP was based on mainly the government pension and other trust funds,
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postal savings and insurance funds, and bond issues (Campbell, 1977: 209-11). Although
from FY1973 the FILP was presented with the budget for a Diet approval, according to
Ian Neary (2002: 119), ‘there has been much less political control over the way these
funds have been used’. The usage had changed from supporting heavy industry and
improving the basic infrastructure during the 1950s and 1960s to supporting small and
medium-sized businesses and improving the environment in the 1970s. It was to finance
the low productivity sector in the 1980s (Neary, 2002: 119; see also Okura-shd
Shukei-kyoku Chosa-ka, 1982: 38-43). The FILP was the so-called ‘second budget’ of the

government.

A key difference between Japan and Britain was the openness of the process in Japan to
the forces outside the financial authority (Nagaoka, 1981). LDP Diet members had regular
input into the budget by their access to officials in the spending departments, while senior
LDP officers and Diet members had direct access to Treasury officials as well. Internal
LDP committees had a strong influence over the outcome of annual as well as
medium-term taxation policy (Murakawa, 1986: 94-102). A wider definition of the core
executive allowed the LDP to be part of it. The unique role of the LDP as part of (or
rather semi-attached to) the core executive in the Japanese system is discussed in chapters

four and nine.
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When Japan enjoyed high economic growth, a general agreement covertly existed in
Japanese society on the goals of government activities, at least in the government
(Muramatsu, 1981: 297). The budget-making process effectively supplanted the
decision-making process, thus leaving less necessity for deciding on priorities (Campbell,
1977: 281). According to Daiichi It6 (1980: 160), because the cabinet gave up the role of
coordinating policies, MOF had to take over this role by preparing the budget. In the
1970s economic conditions changed adversely, though the LDP continued to play this
positive-sum political géme at the cost of an enormous budgetary deficit (Curtis, 1988: 61
and 71). The Treasury played a key part in allocating money, though it did not succeed in
controlling public expenditure. Allocating money was a (if not the) crucial aspect of

coordination within the Japanese government.

b. Personnel and Organisation

The national personnel authority (NPA) was created during the Occupation to deal with
the recruitment and conditions of the public service. It was also to reduce sectionalism
and establish some centralised control over departments (Stockwin, 1999: 103). In 1965
the personnel bureau was created in the prime minister’s office, but the NPA’s role hardly
changed (Matsunami, 1990: 72; Sakamoto, 1994: 87). The national civil service law

* revised in 1965 assigned the prime minister responsibility for coordination over personnel
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management and planning. The administrative management agency (AMA) was another
government department involved in personnel affairs. Since the national civil service law
and the NPA existed before the AMA, the main role of the AMA was circumscribed to
coordination through managing the number of staff in the organisations. It assessed the
reorganisation plans of government departments in cooperation with the budget bureau of

MOF, which was responsible for allocating their financial resources (Imamura, 1994: 63).

Nevertheless, departments in Japan historically controlled their own personnel affairs.
The NPA had the authority of approving the appointment of director levels and above, yet
it was excluded from the promotion and appointment systems in each department. So was
the AMA. Promoting and appointing personnel were usually left to department officials
themselves.> The minister of the department had the formal power of appointing and
dismissing officials, while the cabinet approved and the LDP leaders scrutinised the
promotions. Most of the ministers, according to T. J. Pempel (1984: 87), ‘will insist on
having individuals below them with whom they can work, and will use the denial of
cabinet approval if necessary to ensure this’. Although they were never politicised in the
way the French civil service was, the Japanese senior civil servants were ‘by no means
devoid of political sensitivity’ (Pempel, 1984: 87). Officials were occasionally posted to
other departments, but still the department they originally belonged to controlled their

movements. This departmentalism derived partly from this immobility. Loyalty of
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officials lay to the departments they belonged to, rather than on the incumbent

government or the civil service system as a whole.

Meanwhile, organisational reform required revision of the relevant statutes until the 1980s,
even for changes of (ministers’ and director-generals’) secretariats, bureaux, departments,
the positiéns of deputy diréctors-general, and creating new government departments. The
post-war history of organisational reform of government was largely that of creating
agencies under the prime minister’s office (Itd, 1987: 36-7; Imamura, 1994: 69). The aim
was to improve inter-departmental coordination. Japan had a rigid and inflexible system
of re-organising government structures, and accordingly left less room for discretion by

the prime minister.

c. Information

In Japan cabinet and committees at both ministerial and senior official levels existed as in
Britain, though they did not usually function likewise. Cabinets and cabinet committees
made formal decisions and reached agreements, though coordination was usually secured
before these meetings. Several formal cabinet committees existed, such as the national

defence council and that for economic policy.’ LDP leading officers attended cabinet

2 See for MOFA, Fukui (1977b: 22), and, for MOF, Kat6 (1994: 56-61).
3 In Japan cabinet committees were referred to by various names, such as Kakury Kaigi, Kakuryd
Kondankai and Kakuryd Kydgikai.

128



IIl. Networks around the Prime Minister

committees by invitation (Naikaku Seido, 1985a: 583). A cabinet decision in 1977
abolished all existing cabinet committees and made explicit that they should be set up
flexibly without cabinet decisions (Naikaku Seido, 1985a: 583).* Ad hoc ministerial
committees were often held, yet their role was mainly to authorise and confirm
agreements reached between their officials beforehand. The administrative deputy chief
cabinet secretary chaired the administrative vice-ministers’ conference twice a week one
day before cabinet meetings. No agenda would be proposed to cabinet without an
agreement reached at this meeting. However, here again departments were expected to
achieve coordination before this meeting. Nobuo Ishihara, an ex-deputy chief cabinet
secretary, explained it would have been a waste of time for other members to listen to a

discussion in which they had no knowledge or interest (cited in Mikuriya, 1997: 230).

Cabinet meetings and the administrative vice-ministers’ conference functioned under the
rule of unanimity, which gave each member a veto power (Naikaku Seido, 1985a: 149
and 581). Preceding coordination was essential. Daiichi It (1987: 50-3) argued that
unanimity encouraged coordination at the officials’ level to reach agreement before the
formal meetings. Coordination was achieved through the efforts of the main department
concerned on an ad hoc basis. Bilateral rather than multilateral coordination was the

normal style. As John Campbell (1977: 39) noted, the contrast between Britain and Japan

* From 1986 a cabinet decision was required for setting up standing cabinet committees, while an oral
cabinet approval was required for ad hoc ones.
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was clear; ‘In Great Britain, the ministry-bureau relationship may not differ so markedly
from that of Japan, but the quantity of decision making accounted for by "sideways"
agreements (between the upper levels of two or more line ministries) or at the Cabinet
level is substantially greater.” As Professor George Jones noted to the author, ‘By many
means, coordination began with the Cabinet and flowed down’. These meetings were too

formal and rigid to carry out practical coordination in Japan.

Two organisations supported the cabinet in the 1970s: the cabinet secretariat and the
cabinet legislation bureau.’ The role of the cabinet secretariat was to administer the
cabinet meetings (cabinet law, article 12, clause 2). Its head was the chief cabinet
secretary supported by two deputies, one administrative and one parliamentary. The
cabinet secretariat was composed of the cabinet counsellor’s office (Naikaku
Sanjikan-shitsu), the cabinet councillor’s office (Naikaku Shingi-shitsu), the cabinet
research office and the cabinet public relations office, the last of which was set up in May
1973. Their staff were seconded from other government departments. The cabinet
counsellor’s office conducted the administration of cabinet meetings, prepared for the
prime minister’s policy speeches in the Diet and liaised between the cabinet and the
imperial household (Hayao, 1993: 168-9). The role of the cabinet councillor’s office was
to primarily carry out inter-departmental coordination. Occasionally sub-offices were

created in the cabinet councillor’s office or the minister’s secretariat of the prime
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minister’s office to coordinate specific issues, such as external economic affairs,
Indonesian refugees, public enterprise, pollution and national land development (Naikaku

Seido, 1985a: 584 and 598-9).

However, departmentalism was strong in Japan. As Masaharu Got6da (1988: 90), a
distinguished civil servant and a later senior cabinet minister, argued, it prevented issues
that crossed departmental jurisdictions from reaching the cabinet early enough and indeed
reaching it at all. The cabinet secretariat did not function as a regular information-gatherer
or a coordinator between departments. The cqbinet legislation bureau looked after the
legal appropriateness of government bills, government ordinances, treaties and other legal
matters (cabinet law, article 12, clause 3). The cabinet legislation bureau routinely
scrutinised items and occasionally mediated in inter-departmental conflicts, for instance,
over jurisdiction (Hosei-kyoku, 1985: 225-6). Various bodies for coordination existed to
support the cabinet and the prime minister at the centre. The difference from the Cabinet
Office in Britain was that the Japanese counterpart did not conduct routine coordination

other than the cabinet legislation bureau.

One distinctive feature of the Japanese core executive was the existence of various
administrative agencies, whose role was inter-departmental coordination. They included

organisations, such as the AMA, the economic planning agency (EPA), the Okinawa

> The national personnel authority linked to the cabinet, though it was a semi-independent body.
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development agency, the science and technology agency, the environment agency and the
national land agency. Technically, although they had their own cabinet ministers as their
political heads, these ministers were not the ‘competent ministers’ in the cabinet law.
Since these agencies were established in the prime minister’s office, the prime minister
was their ‘competent minister’. Imamura (1994: 70) argued ministers of these
administrative agencies were to assist the prime minister. The Japanese prime minister
had various organisations to support his role in the core executive. Notwithstanding the
formality, they were marginalised as coordinating bodies, as was the cabinet secretariat.
The prime minister somehow did not make use of these administrative agencies. The

question this reality raised was why the prime minister did not take advantage of them.

An external type of coordination existed in the Japanese government: the consultative
councils (shingikai). They brought inputs from experts and interest groups in society and,
from time to time, took part in policy-making directly by coordinating the interests of
participants, including those of civil servants (Schwartz, 1998: 52-8; Neary, 2002: 117).
The fiscal system council, the ad hoc commission on administrative reform and the
advisory committee for energy were such examples. When Ohira became premier, he set
up nine study groups. They gathered over 200 scholars, artists and novelists from outside
government. One of the members characterised these study groups as a way to gain

outside information and ideas different from those of the civil service (Muramatsu, 1994:
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215).

The Japanese core executive showed an explicit contrast to its British counterpart in
coordination through information. ‘Rigid’, ‘ad hoc’ and ‘marginalised’ were the key

adjectives for coordination through information in Japan.

2 (iii) Prime Ministers and Coordination — A Comparison

The British and Japanese prime ministers shared the same formal limitation in allocating
money. Although the cabinet had the authority to discuss and decide on public
expenditure, the financial authorities and the cabinet ministers in charge controlled the
drafting of the budget. The prime minister’s input was based on an informal relationship
with the financial authorities. Although the prime minister was officially the First Lord of
the Treasury in Britain, the prime minister’s input was mainly through the chancellor of
the exchequer (Heclo and Wildavsky, 1981: 181-2 and 368-9).° In contrast, apart from
the relationship between the prime minister and the finance minister, in Japan the prime
minister had direct meetings with MOF officials, which were on an informal basis. The
frequency with which the Japanese prime minister saw MOF officials seemed much

higher than in Britain.

¢ Jones (1985: 74) noted the permanent under-secretary of the Treasury could report directly to the
prime minister.
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In Britain control over appointments for civil servants was formally in the hand of the
prime minister, who was the minister for the civil service. In Japan ministers held the
supreme command of personnel affairs for their own departments. Yet the prime minister
had various formal power resources in the personnel of civil service. He was the
‘competent minister’ for the prime minister’s office, which contained the personnel
bureau from 1965 and the AMA. The national civil service law revised in 1965 assigned
the prime minister responsibility for coordination of personnel management. In addition,
from 1972 Kakuei Tanaka, then prime minister, demanded that ministers should gain
cabinet approval for personnel affairs above the level of directors-general. The prime
minister shared this residual influence with his cabinet colleagues. Personnel matters were
normally left to the civil servants themselves. Yet both British and Japanese prime

ministers had formal resources on this issue, although the former had a more direct part to

play.

The British core executive had advanced information networks particularly in the
post-war era, compared with its Japanese counterpart. Being at the centre of the
information network was a crucial power resource for a British prime minister. The prime
minister’s control over the cabinet and cabinet committee meetings was substantial; (1)

the prime minister made and dismissed cabinet committees and decided the allocation of
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their business, (2) he/she appointed their chairs including him/herself. Chairpersons had
unique power over, for instance, presentation of an issue, its discussion, and the timing to
make decisions. Characteristically the chair summed up the discussion and votes were not
counted at these meetings. (3) The prime minister decided who sat on these committees.
As a consequence, he/she could manipulate the balance of the committee in his/her
favourable way and even exclude from it certain people except those with direct
departmental interests (James, 1992: 106-8). Collective responsibility ‘precluded a
minister from publicly disagreeing with government policy or attacking the actions of the
Prime Minister’ (Rose, 1980: 4-5). The British prime minister could depend on the
committee system and the principle of cabinet collective responsibility to control

ministers in government.

The Japanese prime minister had few opportunities to strategically exploit cabinet/cabinet
committee meetings. They were formal and required unanimity, which made them even
more rigid. Therefore, coordination was based on ad hoc meetings and internal
consultation papers between relevant government departments. Reaching agreements
between the relevant actors were the key. When ministerial coordination was required, ad
hoc meetings were arranged with (occasionally) the chief cabinet secretary or (rarely) the
prime minister present. The prime minister could instruct the ministers concerned to set

up ministerial committees to coordinate government decisions on specific issues. The
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chief cabinet secretary was often the key actor for the prime minister to secure his input

into the coordination process.

Networks in the core executive in Britain were located around the Cabinet Office and the
Treasury as well as the prime minister’s office. They were the centres for information. For
instance, according to insiders, ‘It would be very rare for a European Community issue to
have by-passed the European secretariat altogether unless it was really of relatively minor
importance’ [interview (1) (76)]. Although the Cabinet Office was constitutionally to
support the cabinet as a whole, in reality the prime minister benefited from the highly
developed informational system which converged under him. The Japanese prime
minister also had various coordination bodies, which he/she could have formally
exploited, such as the AMA, EPA and the cabinet secretariat. Yet they were néyer fully

utilised.

The British prime minister could further make use of various offices to achieve
coordination and provide advice. Prime ministers used ‘sinecure ministers’ such as the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, lord president of the council, lord privy seal and
ministers without portfolio (Lee et. al., 1998: 206-18 and 228-30; Jones, 1973: 370-1).
Edward Heath appointed John Davies as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster to let him

look after the EEC affairs, while Harold Wilson and James Callaghan had Harold Lever in
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the same office as their financial adviser. As for officials, during the Heath government,
the head of the civil service, Sir William Armstrong, had an exceptional role in

coordinating economic and industrial policies (Theakston, 1996: 87-9; Pryce, 1997: 84).”

The major differences between Britain and Japan were Britain’s flexibility and
information network that the prime minister could utilise. The Japanese prime minister
had similar power resources, though they were rigid, often marginalised, and never fully

exploited.

3. PRIME MINISTER’S INNER SUPPORTERS

This section examines the inner supporters, who directly worked for and serviced the
British and Japanese prime ministers in the 1970s. A list is provided below to make the
comparison explicit. The function of these inner supporters was to support the prime
minister’s relationships with other actors, such as ministers, government depaftments,

governing party, parliament and the media.® Policy staff existed as well.

7 However, his successors, Lord Croham and Sir Ian Bancroft, both took more reserved stances and
did not participate in government policies (Kellner and Crowther-Hunt, 1980: 184-5).

% There were other relations, such as with overseas heads of government, affiliated organisations of the
governing party and the prime minister’s own constituency.

137



IIl. Networks around the Prime Minister

FIGURE 3.1
PRIME MINISTER’S INNER SUPPORTERS IN COMPARISON
UK Japan
principal private secretary chief private secretary
private secretary for overseas affairs _private secretary from MOFA
private secretary for economic affairs private secretary from MOF
private secretary for home affairs private secretary from MITI
private secretary for parliamentary affairs | private secretary from NPA
chief whip chief cabinet secretary (cabinet minister)
cabinet secretary deputy chief cabinet secretary (administrative)
parliamentary private secretary (PPS) deputy chief cabinet secretary (parliamentary)
political secretary chief private secretary
press secretary “press office / chief cabinet secretary
policy unit (special assistants in cabinet secretariat)

The prime minister’s office in Britain was composed of four sections: (1) tﬁe private
office, (2) the political office, (3) the prime minister’s press office, and (4) the policy unit
and other advisers (Jones, 1985: 86; Jones, 1987a: 49-55; Donoughue, 1987: 17,
Greenwood and Wilson, 1989: 78-9; Lee et. al., 1998: 29, chaps 4 to 7; Burnham and
Jones, 2000: 82). A prime minister’s office legally and organisationally existed in Japan.
Yet its designation did not necessarily accord with the substance, since it incorporated
such bodies as the EPA and the AMA. Moreover, the personnel of the minister’s
secretariat of the prime minister’s office in Japan overlapped considerably with that of the
cabinet secretariat (Naikaku Seido, 1985a: 153-4). The actors mainly located in the prime
minister’s official residence were more equivalent to those in the British prime minister’s
office. Thus, the discussion on inner supporters for the Japanese prime minister will focus

on them.
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The prime minister’s private secretaries liaised with government departments. In Britain
they composed the private office. The principal private secretary was its head, whose role
was to ensure all the necessary advice and information was available to the prime minister
(Lee et. al., 1998: 42). The other four secretaries covered foreign, economic, home and
parliamentary affairs. They were seconded from the FCO, the Treasury and various home
departments (Lee et. al., 1998: 52-65). Ministers and permanent secretaries had their own
private secretaries and by keeping in regular contact with one another they passed on their
respective masters’ intentions and other information (Lee et. al., 1998: 66). The private
secretaries’ functions were similar in Britain and Japan. The major differences were the
role of the chief private secretary and the original departments of the private secretaries.
In Japan the chief private secretaries were usually a political aid to the prime minister,
often brought in from outside the civil service. They were often relatives and/or
long-serving secretaries of the prime minister personally.’ They addressed political
matters more than policy issues. The other secretaries were brought in from MOF, MOFA,

MITI and the NPA. They were the key staff in both Britain and Japan.

To deal with the governing party the British prime minister had three actors: the chief
whip, the parliamentary private secretary (PPS) and the political secretary. The first two

were MPs.'® The chief whip and the PPS were the links to the parliamentary party. The

® Ohira’s chief private secretary was a MOF official who also happened to be his son-in-law.
19 There was also a chief whip in the House of Lords.
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chief whip was the head of the government whips team. Whips were responsible with the
leaders of the Houses of Commons and Lords for (1) providing a government majority,
(2) providing communication links between government and opposition and (3)
organising the government’s legislative programme (Lee et. al., 1998: 218-25). The chief
whip was often not a cabinet minister but attended cabinet meetings to report on
parliamentary affairs (Burch and Holliday, 1996: 39). The PPS and the political secretary
acted as informal channels between the prime minister and the governing party. The PPS
was to keep the prime minister in touch with the party back-benchers (Burch and Holliday,
1996: 28; Lee et al., 1998: 91-6). The political secretary liaised between the prime
minister and the governing party outside parliament, such as the party headquarters, local
party organisations and the affiliated organisations, like the trades unions for the Labour
party. They provided a ‘two-way flow of information’ between the prime minister and the
party; they conveyed the prime minister’s message to the party, and provided him/her
with information on potential discontent and threats in the party (Rose, 1964: 44; Norton,

1979: 10-21).

In Japan the links with the governing party were through three different actors: the chief
cabinet secretary, the parliamentary deputy chief cabinet secretary and the chief private
secretary.'! The former two were Diet members. In the 1970s the chief cabinet secretary

was a senior/middle rank aide to the prime minister from his own faction and his pblitical
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deputy was its junior member. The chief cabinet secretary was particularly crucial for the
cabinet and the prime minister. He/she was the spokesperson of the cabinet,
communicated with the opposition parties, chaired the cabinet meeting (although the
prime ministér officially presided over it) and was usually a close confidant of the premier

(Stockwin, 1999: 103; Neary, 2002: 111).

Handling relationships with the media was the task for the press office and the press
secretary in Britain. Prime ministers appointed either a career civil servant or a journalist
politically sympathetic to the prime minister. Both Heath and Callaghan appointed civil
servants as their press secretaries. According to Lee et. al. (1998: 71-81), their job was:
(1) to speak on behalf of the prime minister, (2) to act as intermediary with th.e news
media, (3) to advise the prime minister on personal and policy presentation, and (4) to
coordinate the government information services. The chief cabinet secretary handled such
matters in Japan. He was the sole figure who had the authority to speak on behalf of the
whole cabinet after cabinet meetings (Mikuriya and Watanabe, 1997: 197). Ian Neary
(2002: 1111) noted, ‘Media attention is focused on him [prime minister], which enables
him to exercise considerable influence on the party and other ministers’. A press office
existed in the cabinet secretariat. Its role was to coordinate presentation to maintain
government unity. During the 1970s, however, the cabinet counsellor’s office conducted

press releases and press conferences by the prime minister and the chief cabinet secretary

1" The chief private secretary was discussed in page 139.
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(Okina, 1987: 102). The messages the chief cabinet secretary conveyed were the official
views of the government of the day and reflected the prime minister’s perspective more

strongly than any other actor’s in the government.

For policy advice the British Labour government created the policy unit within thf; prime
minister’s office in 1974. Bernard Donoughue (1987: 20), its first head, characterised the
policy unit by noting three distinctions from existing organisations and Oﬂ"ICC_S;- ‘it was
systematic, it was separate from the Whitehall machine and it was solely working to the
Prime Minister’. Unlike the CPRS, the policy unit focused on short and medium term
issues, providing advice and information from a party-political viewpoint. Edward Heath
did not benefit from such machinery. Although not necessarily pointing to the lack of a
policy unit, Douglas Hurd (1979: 35), Heath’s political secretary, later expressed
disappointment ‘with the quantity and quality of political help which the Prime Minister
actually received’; the civil service advice was ‘preponderant’ while political advice was
‘crowded out by the sheer pressure of events’. James Callaghan appreciated the existence
of the policy unit, when he wrote, ‘I was in a stronger position to challenge Departmental
proposals — especially those from the Treasury, which usually fired the heaviest guns’

(Callaghan, 1987: 404).

Japanese prime ministers did not enjoy the luxury of having their own version of a ‘policy
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unit’, although Masayoshi Ohira possessed the extra staff, namely the special assistants,
assigned to the cabinet secretariat. They were seconded from MOF, MOFA, MITI,
ministry of health and welfare, and ministry of agriculture, forestry and fisheries, to assist
Ohira’s nine study groups. Kakuei Tanaka also brought civil servants into the cabinet
secretariat so that they could support his reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago policy

in the early 1970s. Japanese prime ministers had added staff in the cabinet secretariat.

The British and Japanese prime ministers had similar arrangements for inner supporters
directly working for them.'? The policy unit was the greatest difference between the two
systems. However, the smaller size of the prime minister’s staff did not denote inferior
support. Comparing the British and US staff systems, Terry Moe and Michael Caldwell
(1994: 192) argued, ‘Prime ministers and their parties do not need bureaucracy. It is
precisely because they are so powerful that their structures of executive control can be
compact, neutrally competent, and highly responsive — a desirable combination that, for
all intents and purposes, is flatly unavailable to American presidents’ (see also Jones,
1983; Jones, 1985; Jones, 1987a). Chapters five to eight include assessments of the

impact of the staff arrangements on prime-ministerial power.

12 Hayao (1993: 163) noted what differed was not the number of the private secretaries but the number
of ‘their’ supporting staff, when in Japan the private secretaries had virtually none, while in Britain
they had about 70.
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4. DEPARTMENTS

Most policies, especially their details, were decided inside and down the relevant
departmental hierarchy. Civil servants had their own policy preferences, eiﬂmc; based on
their own private welfare or on the inherited tradition of their departments. These two
factors might also lead to contradictory policy preferences. Different sections thhm each
department might be inclined to pursue different policy preferences. This phenomenon
was the same as what' happened between departments. Organisations have their own
histories (mistakes, successes and favoured solutions), different clients and different
organisational objectives. Martin J. Smith ez. al. (2000: 148-9) refuted the existence of a
‘single, unified, monolithic Whitehall culture’. As Peter Kellner and Lord Crthhér—Hunt
(1980: 187) stated, ‘Broadly [the concept of departmental view] consists of the ideas and
assumptions that, independently of which party is in office, flow from the knoWledge and
experience that are generated by civil servants working together’. ﬁﬁs feature might
erode the significance of political leadership. A cabinet minister during the Callaghan
government noted, ‘I have no doubt that most officials, because they felt they were
working in what they conceived of as the national interest, would come to their own
conclusions about each policy and then seek by every means at their disposal to carry
their Minister with them’ (Barnett, 1982: 19). Bureaucratic dominance has been

considered as one of the prevailing characteristics of modern governments. This section
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examines the relevant government departments and their organisational characteristics.
4 (i) Britain
a. Foreign and Commonwealth Office

The foreign and commonwealth office (FCO) was the government department in charge
of foreign affairs. Its political head, the foreign secretary, was supported by approximately
six junior ministers. During the Heath government, a minister was appointed to handle
EEC affairs, given the title of the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. He was located in
the Cabinet Office. ‘Departments’ were the basic units of the FCO. They were
distinguished between functional departments and political departments. According to an
FCO official, ‘The purpose of those technical departments was basically to liaise with the
responsible department ... and to inject an international affairs dimension into their
discussions and to keep an eye on them from the point of view of foreign policy in
general’ [interview (16)]. The energy department looked after energy affairs within the
FCO, which later became the energy, science and space department in the FCO. EEC
affairs had the European integration department. Political departments were assigned a
specific regional area.- The Middle East department and the Near East and North Africa

department dealt with their respective regions. Counsellor-level officials headed each
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department and under secretaries were responsible for several departments above this
level. The permanent under-secretary held every morning a meeting with his officials
above under-secretary level to inform each other of what was going on in other areas

[interview (16)].

The FCO by nature pursued policies seeking cooperation with foreign governments.
Notable was its tendency to be pro-EEC and pro-Arab, although it did not mean all
officials were so [interview (1) (14) (20)]. Roy Hattersley, an FCO junior ministér during
the Wilson government, argued that the FCO was keen to stay in the EEC for Britain’s
‘national interest’ and for benefits to the FCO itself (cited in Hennessy, 2001: 405). As
Peter Hennessy (2001: 401) explained, ‘in bureaucratic terms, the chief beneficiary of
Britain’s membership of the EEC has been the Foreign Office’. On the other hand,
high-fliers had often been sent to Arab countries for training when they were still junior,
which brought them the pro-Arab tendency. Indeed, many senior officials regarded highly
the historical links and the British interests in the region. However, the FCO didp.ot enjoy
a strong backing from any domestic client, since its main ones were foreign gov'emments

and international organisations.
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b. Treasury

The Treasury was ‘primarily responsible for the overall management of the economy: the
control of the public expenditure; and the formulation of financial and monetary policies’
(Civil Service Department, 1974: 606). Although notations changed, four groups carried
out these tasks. They were, as in the Civil Service Year Book 1977, (1) the public services
sector, (2) the domestic economy sector, (3) the overseas finance sector and (4) the chief
economic adviser’s sector. The public services sector dealt with public expenditure, while
the domestic economy sector was in charge of ‘economic strategy and matters of home
finance’, namely, taxation, monetary and counter-inflationary policies and policies
relating to other departments such as industry and agriculture. The overseas finance sector
looked after the balance of payments, reserves and international monetary cooperation.
The chief economic adviser was mainly concerned with short and medium-term economic
forecasts and advised on macro-economic policy (Civil Service Department, 1974: 606;
Civil Service Department, 1977: 671-2). The finance group and the expenditure group

were the Treasury’s two large groups.

The chancellor of the exchequer was the political head of the Treasury. It normally had
three other ministers, namely the chief secretary, the financial secretary, and a minister of

state. Occasionally the paymaster general was attached to it. Assignments differed in
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accordance with the wishes of the prime minister and the chancellor, yet public
expenditure was the ‘empire’ of the chief secretary. The chief secretary was responsible
for preparing the public expenditure survey and conducting bilateral negotiations With the
spending departments. The chief secretary had his own (second) permanent segretary and
two deputy secretaries. The expenditure group was much concerned about controlling
public expenditure, which was eventually criticised as out of control by the -mid 1970s.
On the other hand, the finance group, notably the overseas finance group, were keen to
retain and later restore'intemational confidence in the British economy and the British
government. They provided the economic minister to the British embassy in Washington,
who was also the UK executive director of the IMF and the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development. Because of their close relations with overseas
governments and organisations as well as the financial markets, they were the actors to

feel the external pressure most.

The 1970s was a period when the Treasury was overtly and covertly divided between
Keynesians and monetarists. The Treasury found it difficult to speak with one voice,
particularly in the mid 1970s. A recent study showed the Treasury was not successful in
controlling public expenditure. It could not impose its own preferences on the other parts
of the government, which ended in the breakdown of the PESC system in the 1970s and

promoted instability in the economy up until the early 1990s (Thain and Wright, 1995:
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especially chap.24). Nevertheless, the Treasury was in a strong position in the government,
partly because it effectively monopolised information on the macro-economy and were in

charge of allocating money mainly through public expenditure and tax.
¢. Department of Trade and Industry / Department of Energy

The departments responsible for oil policy were the department of trade and industry
(DTI) and later the department of energy (DEn) in the 1970s. DTI was created in 1970,
amalgamating the board of trade and the ministry of technology (MinTech). After 1945
energy as a whole was located in the ministry of fuel and power, which became the
ministry of power after 1957. MinTech absorbed the ministry of power in 1969, the year
before amalgamation into the DTI (Bromley, 1996: 94-5). The two major branche‘s; within
it were trade and industry. The former tended to have a laissez-faire approach, .v.vhereas
the latter was more interventionist (Radcliffe, 1991: 134; Theakston, 1996: 165; Hennessy,
2001: 433). In part because of its origin and in part because of the dominance of the trade
side in the department, the problem of integration of the department as a whole persisted,
despite the efforts made at the top level (Radcliffe, 1991: 131 and 139). In particular, the
limited integration of the energy divisions into the rest of the department was recognised
(Radcliffe, 1991: 149, 51-2; Chesshire et. al., 1977: 36). In 1974 Edward Heath decided

to separate the energy divisions, which became independent and formed the DEn.

149



III. Networks around the Prime Minister

The DTI and the DEn practiced a concept referred to as ‘sponsorship’. ‘Sponsorship
divisions’, according Kevin Theakston (1996: 170), ‘provided a point of contact within
government for every industry (...), acting as a channel of communication between the
industry and Whitehall and also to some extent as internal lobbyists within the machine
for the interests of "their" industry’. The relationship between the oil divisions and the oil
industry was, however, not necessarily smooth and sympathetic to each other [interview
(2) (25) (77)]. The diﬂ‘érence of the oil industry from other industries was chiefly based
on the international nature of the oil companies (for instance, BP, Royal Dutch Shell and
Exxon) and it did not have a publicly owned corporation with a monopoly of supply
(Chesshire et. al., 1977: 36-7, Bending and Eden, 1984: 32-3). The oil divisions pursued
policies to assure the domestic distribution of energy and secure oil imports and benefits

from the North Sea.

4 (i) Japan

a. Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The ministry of foreign affairs (MOFA) was composed of eleven bureaux.!®* The bureaux

13 In 1980 the American affairs bureau was divided into the North American affairs bureau and the
Central and South American affairs bureau.
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were divided into geographic and functional groups. Bureaux such as Asian affairs,
American affairs, Middle Eastern and African affairs and European and Oceanic affairs
belonged to the geographic bureaux, while the economic affairs, economic cooperation,
treaties, United Nations and public information and cultural affairs bureaux comprised the
functional group. The geographic bureaux dealt with bilateral issues, while the functional
bureaux were in charge of multilateral affairs (Fukui, 1977b: 9). Characteristic of MOFA
was the existence of ambassadors and the embassies. Although they were not part of
policymaking at the centre, ambassadors’ opinions were critical for the department’s
policy (Fukui, 1977b: 14). All issues were supposed to fall into one of the bureaux and a
particular section within it. The view of this main bureau constituted the basis of bolicy in
MOFA. The director, namely the head of the section, was the key actor in cc;mpiling the

view of the bureau (Fukui, 1977b: 10).

MOFA had formal and ad hoc meetings at various levels for intra-departmental
coordination, at the deputy directors’ level, at the senior directors’ level and at the top
level referred to as the senior officials’ conference including the admini:straﬁve
vice-minister, the two deputy ministers, chiefs of bureaux and a few senior rank directors
(Fukui, 1977b, 15; Shiroyama and Tsubouchi, 1999: 260-2). Howeyer, when.a highly
sensitive issue emerged, a small group, reflecting the vertical line, was gathered under the

vice-minister, including heads of the relevant bureaux and sections. This group was the
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core of decision-making within MOFA (Fukui, 1977b: 10; Shiroyama and Tsubouchi,

1999: 261).

The cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy was based on two contradicfdng but
interdependent themes: the 1945 peace Constitution and the Japanese-US allia_nce (Drifte,
1983: 89-92; Caldwell, 198i: 70; Drifte, 1990: 6-9). Reinhard Drifte (1990: 225 depicted
MOFA’s stance startlingly but acutely: ‘All external issues were subordinated to the
welfare of the Japanesev-US relationship’. Reinforced by the oil crisis in 1973, Japanese
foreign policy shifted towards ‘omni-directional diplomacy’. The significance: of the
Japanese-US alliance system did not diminish, yet securing oil supply was addgd to the
vital aims of Japanese foreign policy (Drifte, 1983: 92-3). MOFA tended to ;epresent
voices of foreign countries in the Japanese government, yet it never had the 'same clout in

domestic politics as MOF and MITI (Drifte, 1983: 86; Stockwin, 1999: 105).
b. Ministry of Finance

The ministry of finance (MOF) had eight key bureaux and an external administrative
agency, namely the national tax administration agency, at the centre with regional offices.
The bureaux included the minister’s secretariat, the budget, tax, customs and tariff,

finance, securities, banking and the international finance bureaux. MOF was often
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referred to as ‘all bureaux no ministry’, since the bureaux were autonomous and
fragmented. Other than the coordination (or command) conducted by the budget bureau,
coordination was carried out by direct negotiations between the relevant bureaux in MOF

[interview (47) (48)].

The tax bureau provided an example of the independence of a bureau. T?.x experts,
although high flyers, tended to occupy key posts in this bureau, while they pursued
policies based on a longer-term and consistent vision of the taxation system. Mabuchi
Masaru (1989: 47) revealed such policies were the reduction of direct tax, increases in
indirect tax and tidying up the indirect tax system. The attempt to reform the taxation
system in the late 1970s was not well coordinated with the budget bureau which was in

charge of the exploding public expenditure [interview (83)].

Amongst these autonomous bureaux the budget bureau occupied a dominant ﬁosition in
MOF. Its chief role was to (assist the finance minister to) prepare the budget. The
financial bureau was in charge of the FILP. It worked in cooperation with (if not under the
command of) the budget bureau. The budget bureau particularly hoped to retain a
‘superficially’ balanced budget and a free-hand in allocating public cxpenditure. This
preference led the officials to seek to constrain the expansion of public expenditure as

well as to push the excessive expenditure under special accounts and the FILP with other
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techniques. Each bureau tended to operate independently and had its own policy

preference. Yet the budget bureau held command as for the allocation of public fund.
¢. Ministry of International Trade and Industry

The ministry of international trade and industry (MITI) was divided into veitical and
horizontal groups of bureaux. The vertical group was responsible for particular types of
industries while each division within it looked after a specific industry. They included the
basic industries bureau, machinery and information industries bureau, consumer goods
industries bureau and the agency of natural resources and energy (ANRE). The ANRE
and its internal petroleum department handled prices, refinery, distribution and
exploration of oil and its products.’ The horizontal group was based on functional roles
cutting across industries, such as industrial policy, international trade policy and

international trade administration bureaux.

The bureaux in MITI were not as autonomous as in MOF, which created ﬂexibility of its
organisation and internal coordination. MITI supervised not only suppliers but also the
users of crude oil and its products. According to Daniel Okimoto (1989:114), ‘No single
industry or interest group, no matter how powerful, exercises dominant influence on MITI

or dictates the substance of industrial policy’. ‘This organizational structure’, hence,
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‘creates a system of internal checks and balances’ (Okimoto, 1989: 115). In MITI the
minister’s secretariat in cooperation with the industrial policy bureau had a significant
policy-coordinating role. These two bodies showed the strong centripetal forces in MITI.
MITI had three levels for coordination. The laws and ordinances examination committee
(horei shinsa iinkai) did the detailed coordination. It was composed of the deputy
directors of the general affairs or coordination divisions from each bureau. As Chalmers
Johnson (1982: 80) depicted, ‘All major policies of the ministry are introdqéed and
screened at this level, and no new policy can be initiated without its approval’. The two
other levels were those of the directors of the general affairs (coordination) divf;ions and

those of the directors-general. MITI created a consistent voice externally.

During the 1970s MITI saw its role as to protect and promote Japanese industry. It
preferred higher to lower economic growth and was concerned about securing oil imports,
domestic distribution and the strength of domestic industries. Informal suggestipns to the
industry, often referred to as ‘administrative guidance’, were its favoured way of
participation in the economy. MITI was at the centre of the dispute over the ‘Jaéan Inc.’
model, which compared Japan to a single corporation, and bureaucratic dominance over
the society, especially over industries and private companies (see Johnson, 1982; Samuels,

1987; Okimoto, 1989).

' It was MITI’s extra-departmental bureau and thus the director-general was an administrative post.
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5. CONCLUSION

This chapter explored the two potential independent variables of this thes'is‘-, which
composed the counter-hypotheses. They were based on power-resource anélysis and
bureaucratic dominance. The basic settings of power resources in the core executives in
Britain and Japan revealed similarities as well as differences. Overall, the prime ministers
in the two countries enjoyed access to various formal power resources in allocating
money, controlling the bivil service and obtaining information. Government institutions
were biased to the benefit of the prime ministers in Britain and Japan. Yet some resources
seemed to be utilised more, while others had difficulties in their mobilisation. The major
differences between the British and Japanese core executives were the consti’;ﬁtionally
significant position of the cabinet in Japan, the highly developed information networks
and the existence of the policy unit after its creation in 1974. The British core executive
provided more flexible power resources to its premier and notably the Labour prime

minister, James Callaghan, had the support of the policy unit.

Bureaucratic dominance could be discerned in three ways. First, civil servants might,
according to this hypothesis, overrule the prime minister in both countries. Second, if the
Japanese civil service carried more power than its British counterpart, there were likely to

be more defeats of the Japanese prime minister. The third way to view bureaucratic
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dominance was to distinguish between government departments. Some departments were
more powerful than others. MOF and the British Treasury were discerned to be ‘the
ministry amongst ministries’, being the symbol of bureaucratic dominance. This thesis
deals with two powerful (MOF and MITI) and one less powerful (MOFA) gov.e:mment
departments in Japan, while one powerful (Treasury), one intermediate (F CO);I‘i.ld two
less powerful (DTI and DEn) departments in Britain. Chapters five to eight exe#nine in
the policy-making games how the power resources helped or constrained and whether the

civil servants affected the exercise of prime-ministerial power.
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CHAPTER 1V
CONSTRAINING THE PRIME MINISTER
— GOVERNING PARTY AS PRINCIPAL

Prime ministers were constantly engaged in a game to retain their office. The game was
referred to as the ‘office-keeping game’ in this thesis. Support from the governipg party
was vital for the survival of the prime minister in Britain and Japan. Whatei/é; power
resources and advantages he/she might have in the core executive and the executive,
once the prime minister lost his/her support from the governing party, the game was
over. Governing parties or groups within them might also demand a direct voice in the
policy-making game. First, the office-keeping game is explained from the
principal-agent perspective. Sections two and three reveal the party leadership
election/review systems and the policy-making role of the governing parties in Britain
and Japan in the 1970s. The parties are the Conservative, Labour, and’ Liberal
Democratic parties. Section four addresses party coherence and internal groups, which
basically concern the problem of who constitutes the governing party as principal to its

agents in the government.
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1. OFFICE-KEEPING GAME: A PRINCIPAL-AGENT PERSPECTIVE

Prime-ministerial power in the policy-making game was chiefly characterised by the
office-keeping game the prime minister was obliged to take part in. The relationship
between the governing party and the prime minister was the key to the understanding of
this game.! Prime ministers were prime ministers only as long as they retained the
support of their governing parties. The governing party chose its leader to .achieve
certain goals, which were difficult to achieve by itself for reasons such as time,
expertise and the collective action problem of its members. From this point of.:;ﬁiew the
prime minister was the agent of the governing party, while the governing party was the

principal of the prime minister.

The governing party could be a source of constraint over the prime minister in two
fashions. One was by being an actor itself and the other was by becoming a power
resource to other actors. As an actor the governing party was by definition the ;;rincipal
of the prime minister. The principal might wish to sack his agent, if the agent' was not

performing well or contradicting to the principal’s preferences. The principal, might

! The dependence of the members of the party, notably those belonging to the national assembly, on
the prime minister was also significant for this relationship. (1) Appointments and patronage, (2)
finance, (3) re-selection as a candidate, (4) the impact of the prime minister’s performance on the
election result exemplified the points at issue. Yet this chapter focuses on the aspects from the
governing party’s side.
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have an inclination to intervene directly in the agent’s activity, in this thesis, in the
policy-making game. As a power resource to other actors, contenders to the prime
minister, chiefly ministers in government though not necessarily so, might resort to
opposition or dissatisfaction in the governing party against the prime minister. Ministers
faced a dual principal problem. The prime minister appointed ministers, though
ministers were also individually responsible constitutionally and politically to the
governing party in Britain and Japan. They might also have their own support or groups
they belonged to in the party. Ministers were appointed to their offices not only for their
talents and expertise but also for their positions, formal and informal, in the governing
party. They could take advantage of this position which constituted partl_.of their

resources.

Focusing on the measures the governing party could exploit to control the prime
minister, this chapter explores three aspects: (1) the rules and practices of the leadership
election/review, (2) decision-making bodies of the party and (3) informal groups within
the party. Informal groups were important, since they provided grounds for overcoming
the collective action problem within the governing party. Dissident voices might.-.‘éxist in
the party though they did not readily become a force to constrain the prime- minister.

Existing groups and entrepreneurial politicians were the likely route to sélve this
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problem for the unhappy members of the party. Formal organs of the party could also be
one type of the existing groups. Formal organs are discussed as part of the following

section, while informal groups are examined in section 3.

2. REVIEWING THE LEADERSHIP

Procedures for the leadership election and review constrained the room for manoeuvre
the prime minister could enjoy. A leadership candidate must gather sufficient support
from the party, either of solely parliamentarians or party members additionally,
according to the rules of the leadership contest. He/she might owe suppoﬂ tp some
particular group and must preserve their support to retain the job. Altemati_velly, he/she
must secure support from other sources in the party. Some prime ministers migiﬁ owe
much to others and be required to pay back their debts. Some might be less dei)endent.

Some prime ministers might have to face a review frequently whilst others not.

The British Conservative party introduced a system to elect the party leader by its MPs
in 1965, although it was not devised to review and check the leader. As R. M. Punnett

(1992: 53) recounted, ‘The implication was that once the leader had been elected he was
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in place until he chose to retire, or until he could be persuaded to submit himself for
re-election, or until the 1922 Committee passed a vote of no confidence in him’.2 The
single tough hurdle for a Conservative leader, compared with the other partieé, was the
condition that the winner had to gain an overall majority as well as at least a fifteen per
cent lead over the second runner in the first ballot. The party meeting had a final say on
a straight yes/no basis on the decision of the MPs. It was constitute_d__,’t.'by the
Conservative MPs, peers, adopted prospective candidates for the House of Commons
and members of the executive committee of the national union. Although coﬁcefn was
mentioned during internal consideration, discrepancy between the party meeting and the
MPs was not expected (Conservative Party Archive, LCC 65; CRD 3/22/9-10).
Procedurally the Conservative leader was not required to be reviewed by his/her party.
Yet such was only true when the party was likely to stay in power. Nigel Fisher (1977:
3) rightly expressed, ‘A Conservative leader can command much greater day-to-day
loyalty than a Labour leader; but, once under serious criticism, his fall is' mor;e likely
and is usually swifter’. Any danger of not winning the following general electioﬁ would

have put the party leader under immense pressure (Critchley, 1973: 402). |

The Labour party had a similar system to the Conservatives until 1980.} As the

2 The annual review provision was only introduced in 1974.
3 The Labour party officially created ‘the office of the leader of the party’ only in 1978. Until then the
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Conservatives until the mid 1970s the Labour party did not have a system to challenge
the incumbent prime minister as leader of the party until 1980 (Garner and Kel_ly, 1998:
140). The procedure for the leadership election, when necessary, was a mﬁlti-ballot
contest. It required the winner to gain an overall majority of the parliamentéry Labour
party (PLP). The candidate with the least votes was eliminated until this_ result was
achieved. This system did not require the party leader to go through an annual
re-election when the party was in office (Punnett, 1992: 80-9). Labour prime ministers
and party leaders either died or resigned at their own discretion. As such, bo;h of the
British parties did not follow an automatic review procedure for their leadefs in the
1970s. There were, nevertheless, differences between the Conservative party and the

Labour party in their informal ways of reviewing their party leaders.

In contrast, the procedure for the LDP party-presidency contest provided a grave
constraint on the leadership. In fact the political bargaining w1th1n the party caused
frequent change in the leadership-election rules (Tanaka, 1986; see for the rules,
JiyGminshut6, 1986: 30-77). The tenure of the party leadership changed betWéen two
years (1955-1971; 1977 to present) and three years (1971-77). Party presidénié"had to

face re-election every few years, although voting was not required without a contender.

leader was, nominally, merely that of the PLP.
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Furthermore, an amendment in 1971 declared that the president who ran for two
consecutive terms could be re-elected only by securing the support of two-third_; of the
LDP Diet members. The 1980 revision of the procedure in turn prohibité;i-_a party
president from being re-elected more than three times. The rule provided for tiw_ winner
to secure a majority of the cast votes. The voters were the LDP Diet memberé and two
representatives from each regional area based on prefectures. In 1977 the pr§cedure was
revised to allow party members to vote for the leadership. They gained the right to vote
for the ‘presidential candidates election’, which decided the two contenders for the final

‘presidential nominee election’ voted by their Diet members.

The British and Japanese parties showed an explicit difference in th_e party-lgadership
election procedure. Leaders of the British parties were not required to e;clperience
regular re-election when in power, whilst the LDP procedure formally requested its
presidents to go through a regular review by the party. Yet, as Ben Pimlott (1994: 57)
posited, ‘Historically, the business of getting rid of a premier other than at a general
election has seldom, if ever, gone like clockwork’. The expectation of the prime
minister staying long in office could rightly be said to be lower in Japan. Betwéen 1955

and 1980 the Conservatives had six leaders and the Labour party four, whil_e- the LDP
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had ten.* The difference indicated a clear disadvantage for Japanese prime ministers.

3. MAKING AND CHECKING GOVERNMENT POLICIES

The power structure of the governing party was composed of organisationé inside as
well as outside of the national assembly. Some bodies might have the'pleasure of being
the supreme authority of decision-making for issues such as selecting the leading
members of the government and approving the party manifesto. The party leader might
share this authority with such organisations. Other bodies might have the power to
scrutinise the policies of the government. Moshe Maor (1997: 173) described ‘a
centralised party’ as ‘one which features the concentration of effective decisiori'-'.making
authority in the national party organs, with a premium placed on a small number of
individuals participating in the decision’. The key was the extent of power diétribution
within the party. Organisations might have the role of formulating policies with or
without binding power against the government, while they might be a deliberative body
with or without a veto against the government. The focus in this section is the location

of supreme authority and the power of the parliamentary party in policy-making.

4 Note, as for prime ministers during this period, Britain had eight while Japan had ten, countmg
Wilson (1964-1970) and Wilson (1974-76) as one.
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The Conservative party gave its leader supremacy over the party. Robert McKenzie
(1955: 21) noted, ‘The most striking feature of the Conservative party organization is
the enormous power which appears to be concentrated in the hands of the Leader’ (see
also Finer, 1980 Kelly, 1994; Barnes and Cockett, 1994; Blondel, 1996; Garner and
Kelly, 1998). The party was composed of three parts: the parliamentary party, the

central office and national union of Conservative and Unionist associations.

The national union was the umbrella organisation for the constituency associ_étjons of
the Conservative party. The annual conference was the highlight of the né.tio_nal union.
The motions debated at the conference were usually uncritical of the government and
more significantly the passed motions were not binding. Richard Kelly (1989) argued
the annual conference should not be understood in isolation from the approximately
sixty other ‘secondary’ conferences, for youth and students, women, trades u;iionists,
local councillors and regions. The ‘Conservative conference system’, as he defi'cted it,
revealed frank and critical voices to the party leadership, whilst the lée;dership
responded at the main conference in autumn (Garner and Kelly, 1998: 93). Other bodies
of the national union such as the various advisory committees played a role in initiating
policy proposals, although they were in no respect binding on the party leadership

(Barnes and Cockett, 1994: 374-6). The impact of the national union on the party
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leadership was made informally.

The 1922 committee was the main body that linked the Conservative backbeﬂcl.lers to
government ministers, when the party was in power. Its members ihcor_pdrated all
backbenchers of the party. Its main function was two-way communicgtions; it was
symbolised by the fact that no votes were taken. The other role after 1963 was to be in
charge of the leadership election. Prominent ministers, including the prime minister,

were invited to give talks. Philip Norton (1994b) summarised;

‘The 1922 Committee has been an essentially reactive and, in many respects, residual body
... . It has served as a body almost of last resort. It becomes a central and powerfui body at
times of crisis, comprising as it does MPs on whose confidence the leader of the party and

other occupants of the front bench depend’.

Other backbench committees worked in a similar fashion. Norton (1979: 32)
distinguished three types of party committees: subject committees, attitude committees,
and sectional or regional committees. The subject and sectional/regional committees
were parts of the formal party structure, which respectively grouped Conservative
backbenchers in accordance with particular policies and common con#ituency
backgrounds. Deliberately avoiding the term ‘faction’, Norton indicated" iﬁformal
groups when he stated attitude committees. In 1970 the Conservative paity had

seventeen subject committees, such as on agriculture, fisheries and food, finance,
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foreign and commonwealth and home affairs with five regional committees (Norton,
1979: 36-8). No votes were taken as in the 1922 committee. The subject corﬂmittees
usually discussed ‘any new bill or government proposal that falls within their-'area of
competence’ (Norton, 1994b: 119). Criticism and frustration were expressed infbrmally
to the relevant ministers through the whips, who attended these backbench committees,
whilst ministers strove to keep their backbenchers informed (Ball, 1998: 52-3).
Ministers in part depended on their backbench reputation for their own position and
promotion (Norton, 1994b: 124). These committees implicitly set the boundaries of
what was acceptable and what was not (Barnes and Cockett, 1994: 374). Yet backbench

committees were never policy-making bodies themselves and possessed no veto..

The Conservative central office (CCO) was the party bureaucracy, headed by 'ihe party
chairperson, appointed by and accountable to the party leader. Some observefé, such as
Michael Pinto-Duschinsky (1972: 1-7), argued it did not serve the party leader
personally but was an organ to support the party. Yet overall it was under the command
of the leader through the chairperson (Garner and Kelly, 1998: 94-5; Webb, 2000: 195).
His/her role was to support the cabinet/party leadership and keep them and the party as
a whole in touch with each other (Ball, 1994: 178-9). The Consgrvative' .research

department (CRD) came under the umbrella of the CCO. Its role was to assist in making

168



IV. Constraining the Prime Minister

party policy. It, however, needed a strong political figure as a head to put any mark on
policy (Barnes and Cockett, 1994: 361-2). These bodies were not policy-making organs
in their own right but were directly responsible to the leadership. Overall, supreme
responsibility of policy-making exclusively belonged to the prime minister as ié,ader of

the party rather than to any other formal body.

The structure of the Labour party was more complicated. The key feature was the
relationship between the PLP and the extra-parliamentary organisations of the party. The
party conference was the supreme body of decision-making in the Labour party. It was
the primary expression of intra-party democracy. The party conference elected the
national executive committee (NEC), whose role was to be a ‘guide, ~igitiator,
administrator and policy executor’ and thus, it was ‘the governing body of the Party’
(Minkin, 1980: 4). The NEC provided a major counterweight to the PLP..gnd its
leadership in deciding policy as well as on organisational matters (Garner and'KelIy,
1998: 132-6). It was a source of authority other than the party leader (Brand, 1989:

159).

From the viewpoint of the extra-parliamentary organisations control over the PLP was a

serious issue from the outset (McKenzie, 1955: 12-13). The PLP leadership néturally
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pursued autonomy from the extra-parliamentary party, since as elected representatives,
they faced their own unique concerns such as securing re-election to parliament and
confronting intra-parliamentary conflicts. They also wished to behave not as ‘delegates’
but as ‘representatives’ as did the members of other parties in parliament and follow ‘the
long-established Whig constitutional doctrine that a parliamentary representative should
be a man [sic] of independent judgement and conscience’ (Minkin, 1980: 5).°
According to Minkin (1980: 6), ‘the boundaries of authority between these tllfee bodies,
the Conference, the N.E.C. and the P.L.P., were always problematic and the seurce of
periodic tension’. The resolutions adopted at the party conference were binding on the
PLP, and by exploiting their role of submitting proposals to the conference, the NEC
enjoyed its own right to propose policies. Yet the timing and application of the policies

were left to the discretion of the PLP leadership (Finer, 1980: 91).

The NEC’s sub-committees had a direct policy-making role in the party. The two major
sub-committees were the home policy sub-committee and the ir;tereational
sub-committee. Under the former came the industrial policy sub-committee:'and the
financial and economic affairs sub-committee. These committees were supported by the

permanent policy staff at the party headquarters, namely the research department and

5 Minkin (1980: 292) also pointed out what he called a ‘curious neurosis’ amongst the Labour party
leadership that ‘a Labour Government had the special need to prove its capacity for responsible
administration of the nation’s affairs’.
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the international department (Minkin, 1980: 49, 427-8, footnote 58 for chgp. 13;
Wickham-Jones, 1996: 120-3). The industrial policy sub-committee became the centre
of a leftwing operation taking the initiative in the economic strategies of the party and
later set up a separate policy-making body called the public sector group to focus on

public ownership.

The key element of the Labour party was its link to the trades union. Trades unions were
individually affiliated with the party and their members automatically becan;e party
members as long as they did not opt out deliberately. As their numbers ove;wilelmed
those of other affiliated organisations, such as the socialist association;' é.nd the
constituency parties, they effectively dominated the party conference. FolloWing the
friction between the Labour government and the trades unions in the late 1960s, the
TUC-Labour party liaison committee was set up in 1972 between the PLP, the NEC and
the TUC to discuss mainly industrial policies but also other issues such as pensions,
transport, land, housing, health service charges and the EEC (Minkin, 1980: 337;
Pimlott, 1992: 604; Shaw, 1996: 114-5). The TUC preferred to retain and pdo;'itise the
direct link with government ministers through the national economic development
council (NEDC) meetings. The NEDC, also known as ‘Neddy’, was set up in 1962 as a

forum to enable direct and regular discussions between government, industry and the
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trades unions (Coxall and Robins, 1998: 439). The TUC was unwilling to take part in
any body that might undermine this direct channel to the government, while tﬁé NEC
was protective against the Labour government’s intention of restricting the role of the
NEC and the party conference (Minkin, 1980: 352-3). The PLP leadership prgferred to
utilise this liaison committee to secure support from and inform the trasles .unions,

although it was a communication channel rather than a decision-making body.

Committees existed in the PLP as well, although they were not as effective as their
Conservative counterparts (Brand, 1989: 159). The liaison committee between the
frontbench and backbench members of the party in 1974 had a chairperson elegted by
the whole PLP, six backbenchers elected by their fellow backbenchers, the leadér of the
House of Commons, the chief whips of both Houses, four government rﬁinisters
appointed by the prime minister including one from the House of Lords, the PLP
secretary and the general secretary of the party. By 1977 the Tribune group had no
members on this committee, and thus the centre-right established its dominance within
it (Norton, 1979: 25). The PLP had its own policy committees — subject committees in
Norton’s term (1979). However, according to Norton (1979: 43-7), because of the
committees’ fixed membership, too many committees, low attendances, inegular

meetings and above all the frequent votes being taken, they became formal and not
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effective.

The LDP constitution chiefly provided for organisations at the centre. It distinguisbed
the executive organs represented by the party president from the decision-making
organs (LDP constitution of 1955, chaps. 2 and 3). The party convention was
proclaimed to be the supreme decision-making body, which was composed o'f .ihe LDP
Diet members and the regional representatives (article 16). The high-level
decision-making bodies were the party caucus and the executive council. The party
caucus comprised the LDP Diet members, which could take decisions on ‘special,
important questions concerning Party management and the Diet activities’. Besides, it
could take decisions for the party convention in an emergency with the approval of the
two-thirds of the attendees, on condition that the resolution received an apprové} at the
following party convention (articles 21 and 22). The executive council had :t.n',embers
who were either selected by their fellow members from each House or appointed by the
party president. Its role was to deliberate and decide on important issues'- ;>f party
management and activities in the Diet (articles 26 and 27). Various formal organisations

existed in the LDP.

Haruhiro Fukui, over thirty years ago, identified two salient characteristics of the LDP
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party headquarters and effectively of the party’s whole structure. One was the total
dominance of Diet members over all of the party organs, and the other was the immense
multiplicity and fragmentation of the party structure (Fukui, 1970: 81). Fukui (1970:
95-6) argued, following the party constitution, ‘The president is empowered to “take the
supreme responsibility” for the party and to “represent and control” it, which should
mean that he has the power to reject or ovgm’de whatever executive council deci'ls_».ions he
may regard, for his own reasons, as undesirable’. Yet the LDP constitution its'e'l»f'l did not
prescribe anything about the relationship between the party’s executive branéﬁ- led by
the party president and the decision-making branch represented by the party cdn.vention,
the party caucus and the executive council. Besides, the constitution did not provide for
any relationship between party decisions and government policy. It could Be interpreted
that party decisions were either not binding or self-evident for a member, including

ministers, to follow the party line. The relationships between the organs were confusing.

The role of the policy affairs research council (PARC) faced a similar problem. It played
a key role in making party policy. PARC embraced a wide-range of divisions and
special investigation committees. The former mainly reflected the jurisdictions of
government departments, while the latter covered specific issue areas, such as the

Japanese constitution, foreign affairs and taxation. The LDP constitution required party
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policies to receive the approval of PARC, yet it did not lay down whether government
ministers were obliged to adopt the party policy and whether government policy needed

the approval of PARC. More significantly, however, unlike the Labour governments, the

LDP governments accepted the part that the LDP organs played in policy-maki'ng..

The LDP, as a long-standing governing party, was involved in various stages of
government budget compilation, unlike British practice. Department officials were in
regular contact with the relevant divisions of PARC. The leading officers of the LDP,
namely the secretary-general, chairpersons of the executive council and PARC (and
occasionally the vice-president) played a key coordinating role in making government
policy. They provided the government with documents showing party preferénces for
the budget, which was an aggregation of the demands of the LDP rank é.nd file.
According to John Campbell (1977: 140-2), their interest was more in specific
expenditures, leaving the macro-budgeting decisions to MOF officials. The crucial role
of the LDP’s leading officers was to reconcile groups in the party and departments and
to enable the compilation process to move smoothly. They played an active part in the
‘revival negotiations’, which followed the announcement of the MOF dré{ budget

(Campbell, 1977: 122-34, 145-8, chap.7).
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Budget compilation was not a unique case. The role of the zoku Diet members steadily
increased. Zoku indicated policy experts among the Diet members, particularly in the
LDP. Their interests were specifically in certain policy areas and often had their roots in
the PARC. Zoku Diet members preferred to focus on their immediaté .ir'lterests
(Campbell, 1984: 301; Satd and Matsuzaki, 1986: 92; Campbell, 1989: 132-3). They
had intimate relations with external interest groups and the relevant 'gov;arnment
departments. Their interlocking alliances resembled the ‘subgovernment’ in the United

States and constituted a Japanese version of policy communities.

In the early 1970s the executive council was about to start being used by

counter-presidential movements, but PARC had not yet been manipulated to 'its full

extent by zoku Diet members and opposing groups against the prime minister w1thm the
o

LDP, as happened later. Whether and to what extent the prime minister could put

confidants or sympathisers in the three senior party offices, particularly, the

secretary-general, was vital to his control of the party (Satd and Matsuzaki, 1986:

67-73).

The British Conservative party did not have any organ that might collide directly with

the prime minister/party leader’s authority in important decision-making. Althbugh it
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was possible to irritate the party leader, he/she had the supreme responsibility for
policy-making. The British Labour party and the Japanese LDP both had rather
confusing structures of organisaﬁons. The party leader and party president shared
decision-making and policy-making responsibilities with other organs. The difference
was that the Labour party leadership refused to allow the party to dominate its cgtluse of
acﬁon, while the LDP leadership accepted the party’s role in policy-makin‘g- in the

government.

4, COHERENCE OF THE PARTY: INTERNAL GROUPS

The existence of informal groﬁps did not in itself indicate a constraint over
prime-ministerial power. They needed to link with official organisations and oﬁices of
the party or in government, to whjéh formal power resources were attached. Conversely,
formal organisations and offices within the party and government themselves were not
the precise cause of concern for the prime minister: it was the people and groups, who
wished to take advantage of them, standing up against the prime minister. The existence
of informal groups was, hence, a potential threat to the prime minister, as they might

provide a rival source of authority within the party. As demonstrated in chapter one,
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backbench members of the governing party faced the collective action problem, which
the prime minister could exploit. The prime minister might well be able to pick and
choose which part of the governing party he/she intended to represent, because the
individuals who constituted the party could not collectively express théir views
constantly without some sort of mechanism to overcome the collective action problem.
Informal groups with political/policy entrepreneurs could stand up for their legitimacy.
This section provides a snapshot of such informal groups in the three parties during

their time in government in the 1970s.

The parties in this thesis exhibited different types of internal groups, which could not
necessarily be depicted as factions. Following the works of Richard Rose (1964) and
David Hine (1982), Paul Webb (2000: 172-4) discerned four categories of groups:
faction, tendency, non-alignment and single-issue alliance. Webb (2000: 174)

illustrated;

‘Factions and tendencies are both characterized by more or less coherent attitudinal
profiles, but distinguished from each other by differences in organizational development
and behavioural cohesion. The non-aligned lack distinctive attitudinal, organizational or
behavioural profiles. Single-issue alliances lack ideological breadth compared to factions
or tendencies, but may display relatively high levels of organizational development and/or

behavioural cohesion on the issues which unite their members’.

During the 1970s the Conservative party experienced more ideological tendencies with

a hint of single-issue alliances; the Labour party showed signs of ideological
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factionalism; and the LDP exposed typical leadership factionalism.®

Richard Rose (1964: 37) portrayed the Conservative party as a party of ‘téndehcy’, by
which he indicated ‘a stable set of attitudes, rather than a stable group of p,oliticians. It
may be defined as a body of attitudes expressed in Parliament about a brgad range of
problems’ (see also Finer, 1980: 110; Norton, 1994a: 94). Paul Webb (2000: 187)
proclaimed this illustration was ‘seriously anachronistic’, for the. condition of the
Conservative party in 1997 revealed clear indications of factionalism. John Barnes
(1994: 342-3) also demonstrated that Rose’s portrait was inaccurate historically. Yet a
party of ‘tendency’ was appropriate as a label for this party in the early 1970s. It was
true for the Conservatives in this period when Jack Brand (1989: 153) stated, ‘We must
conclude that British parliamentary factions in this century have not been led by major
figures’. Factions were unknown to the Conservatives, as defined as ‘a clientele, i.e., the
relationship of reciprocal obligation and service between a higher-status leader (or

patron) and lower-status dependent followers (or clients)’ (Zariski, 1978: 20).

Julian Critchley (1973: 404) provided a list of four groups within the Cbnservative

party: (1) the moderates, (2) the apolitical and the eccentric, (3) the traditional right, and

¢ See Janda (1980: 118-23) for different types of factionalism, based on ideology, issue, or leadership
(including spoils distribution and power acquisition), and factionalism could also be divided into
strategic and tactical.
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(4) the radical or Powellite right. Moderates were the ‘Tory paternalists’ for Patrick
Dunleavy (1993: 127-8), indicating those who believed the government had the
responsibility for looking after its citizens and thus accepted the welfare-state consensus.
They were, according to Critchley (1973: 404) in the early 1970s, ‘those upoﬁ whom
the Government relies for support, and from whom, in the main, the Govemméﬁt itself
is recruited_’. The traditional right were authoritarian and inegalitarian. Critchlé& wrote,
‘The traditional right is nostalgic, patriotic, sentimental, and tough on tefrorists’,
although he characterised them as libertarian over individual liberty. The radical right
were the ‘Market liberals’. ‘Powellite’ denoted its central figure and icon at the time,

Enoch Powell.

There were various informal groups within the Conservative party. The On@.e’: Nation
group stood for the moderates, while the Bow Group started off as a centre-,l’eﬁ group,
which moved gradually towards centre-right, taking up a monetarist view. Leﬁ of the
Bow Group was the Pressure for Economic and Social Toryism (PEST) which existed
between 1963 and 1975 and was later replaced by the Tory Reform Group. The
extremist right-wing Monday Club, which had local branches in the country, argued
against non-white immigration and showed sympathy towards Rhodesia and. South

Africa. According to Finer (1980: 111), in 1974 the Bow Group had 46 :'MPs as
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members, while PEST and the Monday Club had 41 and 16 MPs, respectively.

These groups did not behave consistently in parliament or in the party. The exception
was the decision to support a candidate for backbench-committee executives (Norton,
1994b: 118). Frustration was revealed against the government when MPs critic'fll of the
prime minister and the government were elected as chairs of the 1922 committee or any
of the backbench committees. Although critical MPs were nuisance to the gdvernment,
however, they never came to become veto points in the party. Critics were "merely a
fraction in the party. As John Barnes (1994: 345) stressed, ‘Usually they [factions in the
Conservative party] are competing for its [central mass’s] attention, seeking to convince
it that their policies are both right and electorally credible’. The groups did not divide

the ‘central mass’ during the Heath period, as they did later.

The Labour party was more familiar with factions by birth. Various streams 'of trades
unions and socialist associations had amalgamated into one party. The division within
the Labour party was chiefly between the left and right conventionally on economic and
foreign-defence policies. The party had been divided between traditional socialism and
Keynesian social democracy throughout the post-war period (Shaw, 1996: chaps. 3 to 5).

The two major groups which stood for these causes were the Tribune group and the
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Manifesto group. The former claimed seventy-seven MPs in the 1970-74 pmliments,
which was equivalent to around one-third of the parliamentary backbenchers, acéording
to Finer (1980: 112). The Manifesto group claimed approximately ninety members in
1974 (Finer, 1980: 114-5). However, they were different from the LDP’s factions, in

that they were not united under a single leader taking consistent action.

During the 1970s the left advocated a set of policies, which was principally adéi)ted as
party policy (Labour s Programme 1973; Labour's Programme 1976). The ‘alt__e.rnative
economic strategy’ was the name given to these policies, which comprised si)I( elements:
reflation, public ownership, planning, price controls, industrial democracy apd .import
restrictions (Wickham-Jones, 1996: 53). Statutory incomes policy and possibly incomes
policy itself were not accepted as the trades union’s favourite policy. The immediate
economic objective was, according to Wickham-Jones (1996: 53), full-employment.
More broadly control of the economy was the aim of their strategy.” The left was
overwhelmed in numbers by the right in the Callaghan cabinet. The inclinatior.li gf the
left was to exploit party organisations and acquire as much support from party activists
and the trades unions. The NEC became more left-wing through the late 1960s and

1970s. Figures of its composition, as below, showed the trend. The left, led by Tony

7 As can be observed in the programmes mentioned above as well as in the programme to control
banking and finance.
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Benn, dominated the home policy committee. Furthermore, the left was supported by

the highly politicised research department (Finer, 1980: 95).

TABLE 4.1 -
LEFT-RIGHT BALANCE IN THE NEC OF THE LABOUR PARTY -
1964 1974 1978
Left Right Left Right Left ‘Right
8 20 15 14 18 11

" (Finer, 1980: 114)

The trades unions were in a complicated position. Their significance in the party was
explicitly recognised because they outnumbered individual members by at least ten to
one, and provided 85 per cent of the income of the party headquarters (Finer, 1980: 74).

In fact, according to Ben Pimlott and Chris Cook (1982: 7);

“The union connection is reflected not just in money, organic links and block votes. It
is also to be seen in union-derived organizational practices, and in the special moral

authority that trade-union activists can often exercise at Labour party branch level’.

Traditionally the trades union accepted the leadership of the professional parliamentary
leadership on non-industrial issues. However, the experience in 1968 over the White
Paper titled In Place of Strife disrupted the ‘bond of mutual confidence’ between the
party leaders and the trades union (Minkin, 1980: 321). It breachc;d the trade-union
doctrine of voluntarism in industrial relations (Shaw, 1996: 85). It so angered thc;m that
they decided to take a more active part in policy-making within the party (Minkin,

1980: 298). This disturbance coincided with the leftward move of the major ‘trades
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unions. Notably, the Transport and General Workers Union (TGWU), which had one
million votes and approximately one-sixth of the whole party conference, and the
Amalgamated Union of Engineers with 800 thousand votes respectively elected Jack
Jones and Hugh Scanlon, both prominent left wingers, as their leaders. As Ben Pimlott
(1982: 217) described, ‘The TGWU had for years been the rock upon whicH official
policies were built’. Besides, the National Union of Public Employees, a left wing
group, extended its membership from 150 thousand to 400 thousand (Minkin, 1980:
122-5, 342; Finer, 1980: 113; Pimlott, 1992: 574 and 636-7). Although by the mid 1970s
Jones and Scanlon became more sympathetic to the Labour government, the Labour

party leadership could not take support from the trades unions for granted.

The issue of the British membership in the EEC intensified divisions by the early
1970s.® It not only divided the party between the left and right but also the right wing in
itself. Britain joined the EEC during the Heath government, and the Labour party
promised that it would allow the population to choose whether Britain would stay in or
leave the EEC. Although the Wilson government as a government supported ‘staying’
with the new conditions it had negotiated with the EEC before the referendum, the

Labour party was split. The result of the referendum decisively showed that Britain was

8 pimlott and Cook argued (1982: 8), ‘As with the EEC ... the Labour Party’s attitude reflected that of
the trade-union movement, rather than the other way round’. o

184



IV, Constraining the Prime Minister

staying in the EEC and thus crushed the so-called ‘anti-Marketeers’. After the

referendum the threat of the ‘anti-Marketeers’ diminished though instability remained.

The internal groups within the LDP could be distinguished into two types. Ong was
chiefly based on ideology and policy. Between 1965 and 1972 two rival groups f".r,om the
left and right wings confronted each other in an attempt to direct the party and
government policy on China. They were the Asian affairs study group ::-and the
Asian-African affairs study group. In 1973 Seirankai was formed on tht.: basis of
extremist right wing views (Stockwin, 1982: 132). In the mid 1970s a f;ew jimior LDP
politicians founded a reformist group, which eventually became a party itself in 1976,
the Ner Liberal club (Stockwin, 1982: 81). The other type was the well-known factions,
which were fundamentally related to party-presidential elections. LDP’s major feature
was its extensive factionalism. British political parties were not familiar with the
extensiveness of factions amongst their members. Even in the Labour party, which was
known for its internal factional confrontations, non-aligned politicians occupied the
majority. Non-alignment referred to ‘the status of politicians who identify with the party
as a whole rather than any internal group’ (Webb, 2000: 173). The LDP féctions
gradually incorporated most of its Diet members and later extended their wings into

local constituencies.
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Relationships between the leaders and the followers in the LDP factions were b%ised on
exchanges of resources: the followers voted for their leaders at the presidentiél ‘.e‘-l'ection,
and in return the leader supported the followers in their election campaiéns and
promotion, reaching government and party offices and financial resources (Fukui, 1978:
56-64; Satd and Matsuzaki, 1986: 55-67; Neary, 2002: 67-70). Small factions had
existed without having presidential candidates. They had mainly kept their influence to
gain posts in government and in the party by collectively putting their votes bchind a
particular candidate. Most of these minor groups disappeared by 1977 (Sété and
Matsuzaki, 1986: 74). In 1973 nine factions existed. These major five were th'e:;Tanaka,
Fukuda, Ohira, Nakasone and Miki factions. They were named after their resbective
leaders. The major factions amounted to 326 out of the 408 LDP Diet membéfé, whilst
the number of non-aligned members was twenty-six (Iyasu, 1996: 183). The five major
factions dominated the LDP. Factional balance within the party conditioned to a large
extent the composition of the party bodies including the executive council and PARC
(Fukui, 1970: 94 and 141). From the viewpoint of each faction leader, he was;r.'equired
to make coalitions with other factions to win the presidential election. Accq}ding to
Ellis Krauss (1989: 48-9), factions were important for the prime minister in three
respects. First, the coalition made between the factions determined whom tile prime

minister would be. Second, bargaining with faction leaders limited the autonomy of the
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premier. Last, factions greatly influenced the selection of cabinet ministers. Factions

were well-established in the LDP.,

5. CONCLUSION

The governing party could constrain the prime minister in two fashions. One was as the
principal of the prime minister. The other was by being the principal of the ministers as
well. By so doing, (part of) the governing party could be a crucial power resyo"u',rce for
the ministers, who could in turn claim autonomy from the prime minister. Chéﬁter one
revealed that the formal power resources did not differ substantially between Bri@in and
Japan. If the British Constitution could cover the differences in party organisations, the
legal basis provided for the Japanese prime minister should be able to suppoﬁ him
likewise. In contrast, if the hypotheses of this thesis are valid, prime ministers based on
party organisations with different characteristics should show differences in the power

they exerted in the policy-making game.

The three governing parties organisationally differed in their capacity as principal of the

prime minister. The British Conservative party was the least constraining on its leader. It
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did not have a leadership review, and policy-making was solely the responsibility of the
leader. Ministers willingly provided information for the backbenchers through party
committees, which sometimes allowed MPs to specialise in particular policy areas
(Norton, 1994b: 122-4). The Labour party did not demand a regular review of its. ieader,
though the relationship between the PLP leadership and the party confgréﬁf:e was
ambiguous and difficult. The supreme power of policy-making and decisiqn;i'ilaking
rested with the party conference, yet the PLP leadership and its leader had substantial
room to manoeuvre. The LDP reviewed its leader regularly; policy-making and
decision-making were shared between various bodies. LDP Diet members received
more substantial information than did their British counterparts, which was achieved by

their direct and regular contact with civil servants.

This chapter also argued that formal rules and official bodies were not qece;';séﬁly a
threat to the prime minister as long as no actor took advantage of them to restrain
him/her. Governing parties had inherent difficulties in overcoming the internal
collective action problem. Internal groups provided such opportunities. The
Conservative party, however, saw internal groups only to a limited extent during the
early 1970s. The left-right dispute in the Labour party created internal groups at odds.

As Ben Pimlott (1992: 575) discerned, the party conference on its own was not ia__ serious
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problem; the ‘conference in conjunction with a left-leaning NEC, on the other hand, was
much more threatening’ to the party leadership. The confrontation was fierce, aﬁhough
the majority did not belong to either group. The LDP contained extremely organised and
active factions. The extent to which the prime minister would be constrained by the
governing party depended on the combination of the availability of formal rul:es and

organisations on one hand and the existence of those willing to exploit them on the

other hand.
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CHAPTER YV

DELEGATION AND CONTROL — EDWARD HEATH
AND THE BRITISH CONSERVATIVE PARTY:
OCTOBER 1973-JANUARY 1974 "

Presidential prime minister and prime-ministerial government - the British prime
minister has been awarded more than a few titles, such as the elected moné?ch and
absolute premiership, that conceived him/her as the dominant figure in government. The
British prime minister was referred to with various denotations (Crossman, 1963,
Benemy, 1965; Hailsham, 1978; Benn, 1985; Foley, 1993; Foley, 2000). Edward Heath
(prime minister 1970-1974) enjoyed the advantageous power resources of the
government and a coherent power basis in the governing party, the Conservative party.
Section one explains the coherent support Heath received from his cabinet clol‘leagues
and the strong hold against the occasionally complaining governing party. Sc_ﬁcfion two
examines two issues in foreign policy, namely policies towards the Mid_dlé"l.*:ast and
oil-sharing within the EEC. Section three and four considers ddmestic pollic:ies, over
whose courses the crisis forced change. This chapter exémines Edward Heath, a

‘typical’ British prime minister.
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1. OFFICE-KEEPING GAME

When Edward Heath became prime minister in 1970, after unexpectedly win'ning the
general election, he acquired a substantially strong position in the Conservati?e party.
As James Prior (1986: 65), one of the closest cabinet ministers to Heath, noted, ‘The
nature of our election victory in 1970 put Ted [Heath] in a powerfully dominant position.
Any leader is bound to take some credit for a victory, but in Ted’s case everyone felt he
had personally plucked it from certain defeat’. Heath had been leader of the Opposition
party for five years. In 1965 the then prime minister, Sir Alec Douglas-Home,'::"s_tepped
down as leader of the party. Heath beat his two rivals, Reginald Maudling ané Enoch
Powell, at the first leadership election in the party’s history. Heath won, by obtaining
150 votes against Maudling’s 133 and Powell’s 15. Although a second ballot was
required procedurally, Maudling immediately conceded his defeat and withdrew from
the election. Had Heath lost the 1970 general election, however, his position in the party
would have become immensely fragile. Rumours were circulating about replac:itng him
as party leader at the time (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1972: 6). The result of the 197(.)'.‘ellection

totally changed this atmosphere.

Coming into power, Heath quickly established his authority in the party. It was partly

191



V. Delegation and Control — Edward Heath

because of the victory of the general election but also partly because his major rivals
disappeared from front-line politics during his premiership. These senior;"vﬁgures
included Iain Macleod, Eno;:h Powell, Edward Du Cann, Reginald Maudli‘n.g, Alec
Douglas-Home and Quintin Hogg (Lord Hailsham). Macleod, the first chanceilor of the
exchequer of the Heath government, died only a few weeks after his appoinunént, and
Maudling resigned as home secretary over the Poulson affair in July 1972_. Hogg, by
becoming lord chancellor, ascended to the House of Lords, and excluded himself from
the leadership candidacy. Douglas-Home was the most senior minister in cabinet,
though as foreign secretary he could not devote himself to domestic policies and politics
(Prior, 1986: 77). On the other hand, Heath was determined not to let either quell or

Du Cann join the government (Campbell, 1993: 519).

The senior figures in cabinet, such as William Whitelaw and Peter Walker, cbuld hardly
become potential rivals to Heath for three connected reasons: they were less
experienced at the time, Heath had promoted them to their positions and it was likely
that Heath would continue to be prime minister for a while. A clear reason existed for
them to attach their loyalty to the incumbent prime minister. Lord Carrington had been
under the previous leaders more senior and more experienced than Heath. Yet .h'e. was in

the House of Lords. Accordingly there was hardly any figure as senior in the party and
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government as Heath himself to threaten his position (Cosgrave, 1973: 444; Campbell,
1993: 301-2 and 485). The Heath government was united internally and later prided
itself on having few leaks and no resignation by a cabinet minister over policy

(Kavanagh, 1996: 371-2).

In contrast to unity within cabinet, several serious issues arose that split the paﬂy They
were the ‘U-turns’ of economic and industrial policies, Rhodesia and Northerﬂ Ifeland,
immigration and the EEC. The ‘U-turn’ derived from the claim that Heath and his
government had completely changed policies from a laissez-faire to an interventionist
approach. ‘Selsdon Men’ became the symbol of the allegedly right wing character of
Heath’s ministerial group, although the label never reflected the discussions of the
Selsdon Party Hotel meeting in 1970 (Heath, 1998: 301-2) [interview (26)]. Héaih never
denied the post-war Keynesian consensus in Britain from the outset, and heA'\za;ras not
ideologically committed to monetarism (Pliatzky, 1982: 98; Mullard, .199'3A_: :1.02-19;
Seldon, 1994: 56; Kavanagh, 1996: 367; Evans and Taylor, 1996: 144). Nigel Fisher
(1977: 136) recounted, ‘Throughout his premiership Edward Heath’s -strategy for a
modernized, more efficient Britain, ready to take her place as a leader.of Europe, was
unshakeable, but he was always prepared to change his tactids to achieve his

objectives’.
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In early 1972 unemployment went up to one million and, with the miners’ strike it
terrified Heath (Cosgrave, 1973: 444; Prior, 1986: 74; Taylor, 1996: 176-7, Kav‘anagh,
1996: 370-4; Holmes, 1997: 61-74). Prior (1986: 74) described, ‘The high
unemployment route was counter to everything Ted believed in and had hoped to
achieve for Britain’. He morally accepted the obligation of the government to tackle
unemployment. He also feared its consequent social disorder (Evans and Taylpr':, 1996:
199-200) [interview (24)]. It was a crucial factor for bringing in the U-turn I.J‘Ic_')licies.1
The 'Conservative party also expressed strong concern about unemployment [Interview
(26)]. Unemployment was not yet an issue a government could ignore. As explained in
chapter two (pages 89 and 90), to tackle unemployment and achieve economic'growth
equivaient to that in the other EEC countries the Heath government introduced and

became committed to an expansionary fiscal policy with a prices-and-incomes policy.

Criticism and frustration in the party were revealed when Edward Du Cann, John Biffen
and Nicholas Ridley respectively won the chairs of the 1922 committee, the backbench
industry and finance committees (Kavanagh, 1996: 375; Campbell, 1993: 482; Ball,

1996: 327-36). Although it was not clear what Du Cann stood for, in 1970 he became ‘a

! Hurd (1979: 89-90), a close witness in 10 Downing Street, argued that the political advisers in
government were more concerned about inflation than about unemployment. Hurd stressed further
that the motivation for an expansionary fiscal policy was not a response to high unemployment but
rather the determination to achieve economic growth.
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symbol of opposition to the Prime Minister second only to Enoch Powell’, while Biffen
and Ridley were advocates of economic neo-liberalism (Campbell, 1993: 516) The
finance committee became ‘a nest for those who oppose the Government’s .pfigies and
incomes policy’ (Critchley, 1973: 409). Philip Norton (1978: 207-12) pointed out that
the Heath government was the first government to suffer from so many dissenting votes
in parliament. He attributed the reason for the dissent to Heath’s leadership style, namely,
his unwillingness to listen to the backbenchers of his own party. Despite the agony,
however, it was right when Norton (1978: 119) wrote, ‘the bulk of the parliamentary
party by November [1972] were ready for some action by the Government, and were

delighted when action was taken’ (see also Pliatzky, 1982: 112).

Heath’s position was secure in 1973, as he was regarded as the leader who had led the
party to its ‘amazing’ victory in 1970 and still possessed the authority to win the
following election. Organisationally no veto point existed and there was hardly any
serious rival group in the party. Formally as well as informally Heath secured command

of the Conservative party in 1973.
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2. FOREIGN POLICY: ‘NEUTRAL APPROACH’ TO THE MIDDLE

EAST CONFLICT AND COOPERATION IN THE EEC

2 (i) ‘Neutral Approach’: Foreign Secretary’s Decision

When conflict in the Middle East erupted in early October 1973, the British go?e_mment
took a significant decision before the announcement of the Arab oil strategies; It was to
adopt a ‘neutral’ approach to the conflict. The arms embargo against both sides
symbolised the ‘neutral’ approach taken by the British government. The purpos;:. of the
arms embargo was not to intervene in the conflict, and thus not to influence it§ course
by supplying arms to one side or the other [interview (6)]. Yet it was widely in.t;rp'reted
as a pro-Arab policy (The Sunday Times, 21 October 1973; The Financial ﬁ(n,es_, 19
October 1973; Prodi and C18, 1975: 106). Sir Alec Douglas-Home, the foreign é?retary,
made the decision on the basis of the policy advice received from the Arab specialists in

the FCO [interview (14) (20)].

According to David Holden of The Sunday Times, this so-called ‘pro-Arab’ liﬁ_e taken
by the British government reflected three considerations. First, British withd(aWal from

the East of Suez diminished the hostility amongst the Arab countries against .Britain,
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which enabled Britain to take a more positive role as the ‘West’s honest broker’; Second,
Britain and the United States did not wish to push the Arabs towards the Sovie? Union
by Israel’s ‘overwhelming success’; and lastly Arab oil was vital to Britain (Holden,
1973: 13). Considering the declining role of Britain in international politics, t.ﬁ,e main

concern of the British government was security of oil imports [interview (90)].

On 14 October the United States decided to re-supply the Israeli amed‘forcéé, while
OAPEC started their oil strategy on 17 October, which was effectively to reduce their
oil supply to the global market. The British government did not cooperéte with the
action taken by the United States. The main issue was whether to allow the United
States to use the RAF base in Cyprus. On 18 October the FCO stated that the British
government had not been asked by the US government for landing or refuelling ﬁghts in
Britain or in British territories (The Times, 29 October 1973; The Econbéﬁist, 3
November 1973). Yet as Heath (1998: 508) himself admitted in his autobiogfaf)hy, ‘In
common with all our European partners except the Netherlands we refused permission
for the United States to fly out equipment from our bases’ (see also Hill and Lord, 1996:
301). It was reported that the British government rejected this request ‘at the highest
level’, indicating the involvement of the i)ﬁme minister himself (The Sunday Times, 28

October 1973). The concern of the government could be seen in the prime minister’s
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own words, ‘The British economy should not be placed at risk by antagonising Arab

suppliers’ (The Times, 6 November 1973).

These decisions were controversial. They upset Israel and made Anglo-American
relations uneasy (The Financial Times, 30 October, 31 October, 10 November 1973).
Leaders of the Jewish groups came to see Heath and the FCO to exprgss their
viewpoints [interview (6) (14) (20)]. In particular, the arms embargo had to go :"t:.hrough
parliament, which became Douglas-Home’s concern (Thorpe, 1997: 433) [ir'iterview
(14)]. Heath appealed to the 1922 committee for support for government éblicy just
before the vote (The Financial Times, 19 October 1973). Seventeen Consewgtive MPs
opposed to the government while 15 Labour MPs stood on the government’s side. 14
Conservatives and 31 Labour MPs remained seated in the chamber. Moreovgr, around
80 MPs abstained in the division (for details, see Norton, 1978: 141). The resul} in the
Commons on 18 October 1973 was that the government won by a majority of %6 votes
(Hansard, 18 October 1973, Vol. 861, Cols.419-546). The government had maggged to
win the vote by support of and abstention from the opposition parﬁcs. .The
arms-embargo division generated only a two-line-whip for the Conservatives and the
Labour party made it a free vote, while the Liberals were opposed. The policy was

decided as Douglas-Home had recommended to the cabinet.
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2 (ii) Prime Minister Instructs on EEC Qil-Sharing

Meanwhile oil sharing amongst the EEC member states had arisen as an issue. When
the Arabs started their oil strategy, they classified the British with other cpuntries
including France as country ‘friendly’ to their cause and promised to providg ﬁem with
‘sufficient’ oil. Other EEC countries, exposed to the Arab oil strategy, were keen to
establish an oil-sharing scheme within the EEC. The British government refused an
oil-sharing scheme and a common energy policy within the EEC. First, the EEC
included countries singled out by the Arabs as ‘hostile’, namely the Netl}éﬂands.
Second, the British did not wish this movement to be taken by the Arabs;_ as an
oil-consumers’ cartel against the oil-producers. Third, the British govemn.l'ént was
concerned about the EEC’s interest in North Sea energy resources (Heath, 1998:' 501-2;
Petroleum Economist, January 1974: 7; Prodi and CI6, 1975: 107). Although it was not
clear whether OPEC, the oil producers’ cartel, and OAPEC, the Arab equivalent were
likely to hold together, the British government took special care in not provoking any

anger amongst the Arab oil-producers.

The issue of oil-sharing was brought up at the foreign ministers’ council on 6 November.

Support for the Netherlands was a matter of EEC solidarity, while Britain and France
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strongly preferred to keep its hand free in dealing with the Arab oil producers. The
British and French delegations succeeded at this meeting in gaining a statement
favourable to themselves. It stated that the EEC had not yet reached the stage to
introduce oil-sharing amongst its member states and emphasised the full applig;tion of
the United Nations resolution 242 of November 1967. It stated (1) ‘The inadm‘issibility
of the acquisition of territory by force’, (2) ‘The need for Israel to end the ‘territorial
occupation which it has maintained since the conflict of 1967°, (3) ‘Respect for the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of every State in the area and their
right to live in peace within secure and recognised boundaries’ and (4) ‘Recognition that
in the establishment of a just and lasting peace account must be taken of the leg'_:,ijtimate
rights of the Palestinians’ (The Financial Times, 7 November 1973). The Arab
oil-producers regarded this statement positively and announced on 18 Novembéf 1973
that they would suspend the planned five per cent further cutback in oil export$' to the

EEC except the Netherlands although it was far from a return to normal supply. |

Oil eventually linked to other issues, notably to the regional development fund. The
foreign ministers’ council held a meeting on 4 and 5 December. The British delegation,
led by John Davies, the European minister, was given two directions, allegedly Heath’s

instructions to the delegation (The Economist, 1 December 1973). One wa's_'t_d ignore
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any discussion of sharing oil in the EEC. The other was officially to propose that the
regional development fund should be £1,250 million in the first three years, which was
£250 million more than the European commission’s proposal. The EEC regional policy
was to support underdeveloped regions within the EEC, from which Britain would be
one of the largest beneficiaries. Without the regional development fund the cohtfibution
from Britain was likely to exceed far more than the benefit from its membershii) to the
EEC. Heath was determined to gain benefit from this fund as soon as he had ;;f;li)leted
the entrance negotiations in 1972 (Heath, 1998: 373, 388-9) [interview l(15)]. Oil

became highly political as negotiations in the EEC proceeded.

The Dutch supported by West Germany started linking the two policies, namely the oil
and regional policies (The Times, 5 December 1973; The Financial Times, 5 Nqi'ember
1973). Many countries in Europe relied on refinery facilities in Amsterdam f"or the
supply of oil products, which made them anxious abut the supply to thé D};tch (The
Sunday Times, 4 November, 9 December 1973). In Copenhagen, the first EEC summit
to be followed by regular meetings in subsequent years failed to agree in any substance
on either of the issues. At the foreign ministers’ council meeting on 17 and 18 December
the German delegation argued that the regional development fund be £250 million

worth in the first three years, which was substantially smaller than the amount pressed
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by the British. Douglas-Home counteracted and argued that there could be no di%cussion
on energy policy without the regional development fund. These move against the Dutch
and German positions were alleged to be based on Heath’s instructions to
Douglas-Home (The Times, 19 December 1973; The Financial Times, 20 December

1973).

The backdrop of the British policy in the EEC was the coincidental domestif;‘ energy
crises. Lord Hunt, then cabinet secretary, recalled in an interview, ‘I think [Heath] felt
we were particularly vulnerable. (...) he was determined, you know, to go. iﬁto that
winter with as much assurance as he could have about all the supplies’. Likevﬁse in an
interview, Lord Hurd, then political secretary to the prime minister, recounted, ‘The last
thing we wanted to do was to make it less likely that the British economy would survive
by turning off the oil taps or by diverting some of the oil, which we could have
otherwise got, to other countries. We understood the dilemma of other countries,':..'but we
were in a uniquely desperate situation’. Again, according to Lord Hunt, ‘I’m'-%ure the
attitude was “we cannot afford to share with other people who haven’t got alco‘.a:I strike
on their hands and haven’t got the same problem™. A general election wa_s'already
under consideration in December 1973, becoming a serious issue in the government.

Hunt explained, ‘But I think there was a case where domestic consideration was
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overwhelming his [Heath’s] instincts of wanting to be a good European’. Heath could
not afford to send oil to other countries, while forcing his own country to suffer from an

energy shortage.

UKREP in Brussels was opposed to the uncooperative position of the British
government [interview (16)]. Its adherence to a larger regional developméht fund
eventually led to the linkage of the two unrelated issues. An FCO official recalled that
this linkage had not seemed sensible [interview (15)].2 Yet Douglas-Home did not stand
up for his officials. One reason was because of the complicated role division ‘bgtween
the foreign secretary and the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, whd '.v';/as the
European minister located in the Cabinet Office. Douglas-Home did not even attend the
council meetings on 4 and 5 Deceinber and left them to John Davies. The second reason
was possibly his lack of enthusiasm for the EEC. He was not as committed to the EEC
as was Heath. Once prime minister himself, Douglas-Home also appreciafed Heath’s
difficulty in facing the discrepancy between domestic and international politics. The

foreign secretary followed Heath’s EEC policy.

The negotiations on both energy and regional funds were locked in a dead-end. In early

2 The FCO was not united in this view. The voices heard from the FCO, namely those respon51ble
for EEC policy, were against the adopted tactics [Interviews (15) (16)]
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1974 the discussion was further heightened by disagreements within the EEC as the
Washington energy conference approached. The EEC could not ;each any common
energy policy. An international oil-sharing scheme was set up under the new
International Energy Agency (IEA) under OECD and not the EEC. When the régional
development fund was finally decided at the Paris Summit in December 1974, Heath

was already out of office.
2 (iii) Analysis

Heath’s policy preference in foreign affairs was based on Britain’s own and almost
short-term interests throughout the crisis. Oil security was an absolute requirement for
him. For this purpose, Heath did not fear to upset the Anglo-American relét%nship,
which he did not regard as a ‘special relationship’ as sbme other British leadiérs had
previously done (Kandiah, 1995: 208; see also Hennessy, 2000: 350-1). ﬁé;th was
known for his enthusiasm towards European integration. Yet this enthusiasm v.;/'as not a
blind affection but it was rather based on the consideration of Britain’s politiéal and
economic position in the world (Fisher, 1977: 139). He was not prepared to sacrifice
Britain’s interest for its European counterparts. Heath had no intention of shar_ing oil

during the domestic energy crises and, far less, the North Sea energy resources.’
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The policy outcome in the Middle East conflict was to embargo arms supply to the
countries in conflict and to decline the request of the US government to use the British
airbase in Cyprus. Its consequences were controversial, namely a welcome by the Arabs
and a frustrated response from the Israelis and the pro-Israelis. The British government
also refused to share oil with the other EEC member states. Although it toned down
slightly in late December 1973, the rejection was categorical. This positior'x';l of the
British government caused deterioration in the relationship between Britain and the

EEC.

There is no evidence that Heath took an active part in Middle East poiicy. Although the
indication was, according to interviews with insiders, that the prime minister was
informed of and authorised the policies, the foreign secretary and the FCO were the key
actors in taking these decisions [interview (87) (90)]. During Heath’s premiefst'}lip the
Anglo-American relationship had not been as smooth as before and detelrioratc'-cii:during
the oil crisis (Hill and Lord, 1996: 301; Hennessy, 2000: 350-1). Christophqr ':I;I.ill and
Christopher Lord (1996: 311) argued, ‘Home (...) was certainly not vvilling to'e;ld'anger
the vital hinge of his diplomacy, the relationship with Washington’ and suégesied the
departure from cooperation with the United States was Heath’s ide;.. Yet the decision to

take this line of policy was Dougas-Home’s. The policy outcome was in accordance
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with Heath’s own policy preference and accordingly there was no need to intefvene in
the policy-making game. Heath agreed with the pro-Arab line of the - foreign
secretary-FCO. There was discontent within the Conservative party, prefereﬁcés were

divided, but the majority supported the government.

In contrast, Heath provided clear instructions to the British delegation which
represented the government at the EEC councils of ministers. Heath instructgd not to
share British oil with its European counterparts. Heath was the prime minister, w?.no took
Britain into the EEC successfully and thus showed strong leadership in EE(-D.{'policy
from the very beginning. The FCO, notably the officials involved in EEC pc')li;-:gl, were
known for their pro-European tendency. Heath himself was famous for a similaf: _’e;ttitude.
Without Heath’s intervention, therefore, the British position would have beefl more
cooperative. Heath intervened in the policy-making game to make his policy ﬁfeference
explicit and ensure no deviation by the officials. Heath’s behaviour in the policy-making

games of foreign affairs was entirely optimal.

206



V. Delegation and Control — Edward Heath

3. FISCAL POLICY: REDUCING PUBLIC EXPENDITURE
3 () Expansionary Fiscal Policy and Heath’s Leadership

When the oil crisis hit Britain in October 1973, the economy was already showixig signs
of overheating. Public-expenditure cuts had been made twice before the crisis. Anthony
Barber, the chancellor of the exchequer, announced in May 1973 an expenditure cut of
£100 million for 1973-74 and £500 million for 1974-75. According to Leo Pliatzky
(1982: 114), a senior Treasury official at the time, the increase in public expenditure in
1972-73 was 6.9 per cent while the increase in GDP was 4.4 per cent, and in 1973-4
they were respectively 8.5 per cent and 3.9 per cent. In September 1973 the cabinet
considered further public-expenditure cuts. The Treasury strongly urged their necessity.
The CPRS were called in to help reconcile the conflicting figures of the Treasury and
the spending departments (Blackstone and Plowden, 1988: 88). The cabinet managed to
reach in October a rather modest conclusion of cutting £115 million. It was difﬁcult to

reduce even this amount of public expenditure at the time.

Assessing the economy was in fact politically sensitive from the autumn of 1973. Even

without the oil-price rise, import prices rose by five per cent in September (The Times, 7
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November 1973). The price-rise of crude oil was further to affect domestic inflation
adversely in early November. On 18 October Barber stated the period of super growth
was over. Although ministers toned down growth from 5 per cent in the early part of
1973, they still stuck to the forecast of a 3.5 per cent growth for 1974-5. Indeed, Barber
and Peter Walker, the other key economic minister as trade and industry secretary, kept
expressing optimistic views on the balance of trade as well (Hansard, 5 November 1973,
Vo1.863, Cols.637-8). Treasury officials doubted ministers’ forecasts (for instance, The
Times, 14 November 1973). Differing forecasts on economic growth even divided Heath
from Lord Rothschild, director of the CPRS and one of Heath’s most trusted economic
advisors in government, when Rothschild revealed a more gloomy view of the British
economy and caught the attention of the media, instead of Heath’s own simultaneous
speech (Hennessy, 1990: 233-5; Howe, 1994: 73; Baston and Seldon, 1996: 68-?; Heath,

1998: 316-7) [interview (3) (22) (24)].

Heath had been the driving force of the expansionary fiscal policy. Lord Hurd explained

Heath’s position in an interview;

‘His whole philosophy was that you had to achieve growth without inflation. That is why
there was an [prices and] incomes policy. This is quite different from the fashionable
orthodoxies of today. But that was his view. He believed that economic growth was the
key to the happiness of the society. So he was determined to get it. And so, therefore, he

was very reluctant psychologically to accept that his vision was crashing to a halt’.

The crude version of the Keynesian perspective commanded that the still high level of
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unemployment did not justify a massive public-expenditure reduction [interview (24)].
3 (ii) Retreat from the Expansionary Fiscal Policy

Heath and his government’s economic strategy started to crumble gradually. The trade
deficit in October 1973 reached £298 million. The government revealed this news on 13
November, deliberately announcing the state of emergency at the same time. The figure
did not reflect directly the oil-price rise of the OPEC. Yet with the increasing inflation
and the miners’ overtime ban in prospect, measures to cool down the econo;ny and
retain the confidence of the financial markets became necessary. The T;easury
immediately introduced emergency credit-squeezing measures and raised the BOE
minimum lending rate to 13 per cent, while lending was curbed by calling on the main
banks for another 2 per cent of special deposits (The Sunday Times, 18 November 1973;
The Times, 14 November 1973). Rumours of an autumn budget emerged by mid
November. James Prior, lord president of the council and leader of the HSuse of
Commons, and later Heath himself denied this prospect (Hansard, 15 Novemﬁér 1973,
Vol.864, Col.670; The Times, 16 November 1973; The Financial Times, 16 November
1973; Prior, 1986: 89). Members of the backbench finance committee of the

Conservative party attacked government policy (The Financial Times, 14 November 4
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1973). On 15 November 1973 Barber was invited to the 1922 committee to explain the
economic conditions and government policy. Barber asked for a carte blanch'é, for the
action to be taken to sustain the economy in the coming months (The Tz"_nies, 16
November 1973). It became evident by mid November that the expansionary fiscal
policy was not sustainable under the double crises of oil and coal (Hurd, 1979: 117)

[interview (92)]. The growth policy was, nevertheless, not abandoned in November.

Barber’s position was split between, on the one hand, his and his department’s policy
preferences and, on the other hand, the cabinet’s or more precisely the prime minister’s
policy preference. The so-called ‘Barber boom’, named after Anthony Barb‘er, the
chancellor of the exchequer, was facilitated by the 1973 budget and taxation reform. It
is now widely known that it was in fact not Barber’s favourite policy (Campbell, 1993:
523; Holmes, 1982: 128-9; Cairncross, 1996: 112-23; Hennessy, 2000: 352)7. Privately
he was a supporter of neither the expansionary fiscal policy nor the incomes-and-prices
policy. Barber, according to close witnesses, never expressed publicly his doubts about
the policies to other ministers [interview (24) (85) (88)].> In an interview ﬁth Martin
Holmes (1982: 128-9) Barber explained the reason he did not resign was because of his

loyalty to the prime minister and to the Conservative party. Sir Timothy Kitson, Heath’s

3 Yet Barber obviously expressed as ‘unrealistic’ the growth Heath had mentioned in his speech as
early as September 1973 [interview (85)].

210



V. Delegation and Control — Edward Heath

PPS at the time, recounted in an interview, ‘I think there is a myth about the view that
Barber and Ted fell out. ... I don’t feel that’. Kitson continued, however, ‘There were
certainly disagreements. I think possibly Ted should have had responsibility to try and
support more strongly the original intentions of Barber’. ‘Tony was a loyal man. He
would expect to play anything as a team, and he would expect the team to kick the ball
to him, but they didn’t’. There was also strong pressure in the cabinet for huge
expenditure (Pliatzky, 1982: 112-4). Sir Keith Joseph’s health and social secuﬁty and
Margaret Thatcher’s education policies were ironic examples. As Geoffrey Howe (1994:
78) noted, Barber was the ‘manager’ and not the ‘originator’ of the economic policies.
Treasury officials were deeply concerned about the level of public expenditure, though
they could do nothing but implement the expansionary fiscal policy as long as the

chancellor was determined to follow the government’s fundamental policies.

On 7 December the monthly trade deficit for November was announced. It amoﬁnted to
£270 million. It was bad in itself but it was also to worsen inflation, which the
government was tackling so desperately with its statutory prices-and-incomes policy.
Barber admitted that the oil-price increase would impose an.unavoidable burden on the
standard of living, although John Nott, Treasury minister of state, still insisted that the

government would keep the growth policy at the highest possible level (The Times, 6
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December, 8 December, 1973). The Treasury became determined. Both Patrick Jenkin,
Treasury chief secretary, and Treasury officials urged on the chancellor that it was
impossible to retain the expansionary fiscal policy [interview (7) (8)]. The
political-advisers’ group led by Douglas Hurd provided a note in early December, which
concluded that the time for substantial growth was over and ‘a Treasury packége’ was

needed (Hurd, 1979: 118-9).

Economic conditions deteriorated fast in December. To re-circulate the oil-dollar from
Iran to Britain was the final attempt in the ‘dash for growth’. Yet Barber and Walker’s
travel to see the Shah of Iran at the height of the crisis ended in failure [intell'view 1.
At a senior ministers’ meeting on 12 December Barber reported that the Treasury
forecast anticipated the balance-of-payments deficit to be £3 billion for 1974 and that
there would be a contraction of 4.5 per cent over the next year, which woul'c.i make
public expenditure 51.7 per cent of the GDP if nothing were done (Heath, 1998:i 505-7).
Barber proposed a public expenditure reduction by £1,500 million for 1974-5. On
Thursday 13 December Heath announced in parliament the three-day-working week to
begin from 31 December. On 16 December the package was finally deeided. The
expenditure cut was to be £1,250 million. James Prior, Heath’s confidant, conducted the

negotiations with the spending ministers in cooperation with Treasury officials
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[interview (5)]. This task was given to him because of his neutral position being neither
a Treasury minister nor a spending minister, being without portfolio, and lastly, his close
relationship with Heath [interview (88)]. Heath reportedly issued instructions on
specific elements of the policy, such as excluding import controls, surcharges or
deposits because of their international implications and leaving alone income tax, VAT
and excise duties because of their direct impact on the cost of living (The Times, 17
December and 18 December 1973). On 17 December 1973 Barber announced the

emergency fiscal measures to the House of Commons.

3 (iii) Analysis

Heath’s policy preference was clear. He did not wish to disturb his expansionary fiscal
policy for the reasons described. The policy outcome was to retain the original fiscal
policy, while implementing monetary measures in November 1973. Only in December
did the government finally decide to carry out the massive public-expenditure cuts. This
reduction was announced after the three-day-working week policy, which carried
enormous administrative work and had a huge impact on daily life including safety. The

expenditure cuts were left until the last moment.
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Heath clearly had control over fiscal policy. He relied on Sir William Armstrong, head
of the civil service, for advice on economic affairs. The decisions were made amongst
the ministers, over whom Heath had critical influence. According to Peter Hennessy
(2000: 352) ‘[Heath] was the first Conservative prime minister to chair thé Cabinet’s
Economic Strategy Committee, ES’. By appointing trustworthy ministers he kept fiscal
policy under his control. Barber faithfully implemented Heath’s policy and theré was no
need for Heath to intervene directly in the Treasury. The Treasury was reiuctant to
follow an expansionary fiscal policy and let its opinion be known. However, Heath had
long distrusted the Treasury’s economic forecasts, which seemed to him to be
over-pessimistic (Theakston, 1996: 84; Kandiah, 1995: 196; Kavanagh, 1996: 372)
[interview (24)]. Heath agreed to the massive public expenditure cuts only when the oil
crisis, coal-miners’ overtime ban, grave concern over the electricity supply and the
balance-of-payment deficit all merged into one major crisis. As Lord Hurd explained in
an interview, ‘It was events, which forced that [public expenditure cuts], not political
persuasion’. Even the most powerful Treasury could not convince the prime minister.
The cuts were ‘up to him’ [interview (90)]. When his priority to retain the expansionary
fiscal policy became unsustainable, he gave concrete instructions on the content of the
new budget and put his confidant, James Prior, in position to conduct the negotiations

with spending ministers to cut their expenditure. Heath’s behaviour was optimal by
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controlling the policy-making of fiscal policy through ministerial appointment and

coordination at the ministerial level.

2. OIL POLICY: FROM CAUTIOUS WAIT-AND-SEE TO THE

THREE-DAY-WORKING WEEK
4 (i) From Qil Crisis to Energy Crises: Walker’s Voluntary Approach

Britain was unique in the way the oil crisis hit the country. The crisis not only
concerned oil, but also came alongside other major energy crises. Initia_ily, the
government took a ‘wait-and-see’ bolicy when oil was the sole matter of conc:ern. The
government overhauled its emergency petrol-rationing procedures on 12 October when
the Middle East conflict was provoked, although ministers preferred to take optimistic
views and not overreact against the possible oil crisis (The Financial Times, 19 October,
25 October, 8 November 1973). The reasons were that (1) they were not certain of the
effectiveness of OPEC and OAPEC as cartels, (2) the British government had received
oil-supply assurances from the major Arab oil-producers, (3) accordingly, it did not wish

to take actions that might be conceived as counter-measures against the oil strategy of
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the oil-producers and (4) overreaction of the government might cause anxieiy in the
markets (The Times, 19 October 1973; The Sunday Times, 4 November 1973) [interview
(2)).* Heath was determined to retain his expansionary fiscal policy. Admitting a crisis
would have necessarily led him to alter his economic strategy. Heath emphasised in the
House of Commons, ‘It would not be right to upset the flow of industrial production and
cause hardship to individuals until the shortfall in our [oil] supplies, which may not be
very significant, can be estimated more definitely’ (Hansard, 30 October 1973, Vol.863,

Col.39).

Peter Walker announced in the Commons on 5 November that the oil industry
emergency committee (OIEC) had been reconvened on the outbreak of the Middle East
conflict (Hansard, 5 November 1973, Vol.863, Col.611). OIEC was the key body in
dealing with fuel allocation throughout the crisis. It regularly informed ministers.and the
DTI of oil supplies and domestic distribution while the oil companies sorted out the
practical distribution of oil products in trouble. The OIEC was a voluntary coordinating
committee of the oil companies (The Sunday Times, 16 December 1973; Cohen, 1986:
135) [interview (21)]. The understanding of DTI ministers and officials w.as that the oil

companies knew the market better. Accordingly, they decided to leave distribution of oil

4 See also page 199 above.
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products to the oil companies [interview (21) (23) (28) (84)].

The oil companies saw the oil crisis With more gravity. Although legislation and
government intervention were not what they wished, the oil companies were less
satisfied with the government’s ‘wait and see’ policy. As early as 23 October the oil
companies requested a fuel-allocation system guideline from the government.
Shell-Mex and BP announced that they would not accept any new industrial business
and could not take on domestic customers who were cut off by independent dealers. In
early November the oil companies warned that the oil crisis was more serious than
ministers had described. Royal Dutch Shell warned on 8 November of considerable
uncertainties over future supply and prices in the world market (The Times, 9 November
1973). In early November panic buying of oil products was reported as having started
(The Times, 8 November 1973). Yet the government did not take any stricter regulation
over oil distribution, apart from price control, which was covered by the légisting
statutory prices-and-incomes policy. Oil supply was the sole issue. The government

could afford to adopt a ‘wait and see’ policy.

The prospect for energy supply changed dramatically on 12 November when 270

thousand mineworkers began their overtime ban, rejecting a pay package from the
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national coal board (NCB). The phase three counter-inflationary policy of the Heath
government had been announced on 8 October 1973 and the NCB’s package followed
this new pay code, which came into effect on 7 November. The oil crisis exploded right
at this time, which strengthened the miners’ position in their pay-rise negotiations. The
power engineers’ dispute led to cuts in electricity supplies from the same day. The
government immediately proclaimed a state of emergency on 13 November. The state of
emergency provided te_chnical preparation for emergency measures. Yet undeniably it
showed the clear determination of the government to stand firm and to be prepared for

further miners’ industrial actions [interview (26) (85)].

Walker made a statement in the Commons on 19 November when introducing
legislation to allow control over the distribution of petrol and oil. He directed the oil
companies and petrol stations to reduce deliveries of the main oil products and
petrol-supplies from 20 November by 10 per cent below the previous year.’ Appeals
were made to the public, asking for a speed limit of 50 mph and not to drive on Sundays,
while buying petrol in cans was to be prohibited (Hansard, 19 November 1973, Vol..é64,
Col.948-9). Some of the oil companies had already started their own control of oil

supply by reducing deliveries to customers and lowering the octane ratings of motor

5 The distribution cut was effectively between 16 and 17 per cent, as ‘petrol sales have increased
between 6 and 7 per cent since then’ (The Sunday Times, 9 December 1973; The Financial Times, 22
November 1973).
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spirit (The Times, 17 November 1973). The oil companies called them ‘equality of
misery’. These measures were still not exercising strict control over the domestic energy

consumption.

However, ministers, in particular Peter Walker, ruled out petrol rationing (Walker, 1991:
114-5). In a correspondence to the author, Lord Walker explained, ‘although petrol
rationing sounds like a fair and firm process, when you examine the reality of doing it it
becomes almost an impossibility ... A petrol rationing scheme would have resulted in an
enormous black market and a great deal of injustice. I and the oil companies knew they
had enough stocks to avoid rationing’.6 Coupons for motorists were in fact piepared
and sent to post offices, which were the agents to issue the coupons (Petroleum Times,
30 November 1973). Senior DTI officials supported an early introductioﬂ_ of the
petrol-rationing scheme [interview (23) (25)]. Major oil users like the road hauliers and
farmers demanded that a petrol-rationing scheme should be implemented (The Sunday
Times, 25 November 1973; The Financial Times, 26 November 1973). Yet Walk,er and
Tom Boardman, the industry minister, reiterated that it was not yet necessary. There
were signs of tension relaxing on the oil front, since the Arab oil-producers announced

on 18 November that they would ease the planned cutback of oil supply to the EEC

§ Lord Walker argued in the correspondence, ‘The oil companies wanted rationing because they
could then sell the petrol that would no longer be needed in the United Kingdom overseas where no
prices and incomes policy was in place’.
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countries except Holland. Heath supported Walker in his reluctance to implement petrol

rationing (Campbell, 1993: 572).

Facing a prospect of multiple energy crises, the government as a whole and Heath
personally became split schizophrenically between the soft and hard approaches. Lord

Waldegrave, then political staff in 10 Downing Street, explained in an interview; |

‘The government was slightly schizophrenic as to whether it was saying this was a really
really desperate crisis or whether it was trying to say this was an ordinary industrial
dispute of a very serious kind in challenge to our prices-and-incomes policy ... Mr Heath
himself was quite schizophrenic about it, I think. But on the whole it tended to come down

on the side of normality, not heightening the crisis’.

They could not decide whether to stress the crisis and alert the country or to present a
calmer view so as not to provoke the miners. Undoubtedly the government did not wish

to provoke the miners by overreacting to their industrial action [interview (85) (88)].

The Conservative backbench MPs as well as ministers were determined never égain to
be defeated by the miners, as they had been in 1972 (Kavanagh, 1996: 353). As Stephen
Fay and Hugo Young (1976a: 33) put it, ‘any mention of concessions brought the word
“Munich” to many Tory lips’. Leading figures in government and the party, éuch as
Lord Carrington and James Prior and later on, the most senior official in the government,
William Armstrong became concerned that the miners were not only engaged in an

industrial action but were also in an attempt to destroy the government (Fay-and Young,
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1976b: 33). Criticism was expressed in the 1922 committee, particularly against
Walker’s ‘soft sell’ attitude (7. he Sunday Times, 18 November 1973). Yet the
government, notably the DTI and its ministers, decided not to make a major response to
the growing energy crises (The Sunday Times, 23 December 1973). Lord Walker
explained and defended his position in an interview, ‘If you take a pessimistic view,

markets will overshoot your pessimism’.

4 (ii) Hard Landing: Unhappy Heath

By December 1973 the crucial question in the DTI was whether the power stations
would keep going [interview (2)]. On 28 November Heath, Barber, Maurice Macmillan,
the employment secretary, Boardman and William Armstrong met the TUC at 10
Downing Street, which ended in failure. The central electricity general boar;ir warned
that coal stocks at power stations had dwindled so rapidly that further cuts in eléctricity
consumption were unéwoidable. The train drivers’ ‘go-slow’ started on 11 December and
the railways provided an important transport route for coal to the power stations. The
government could not retain its optimistic stance towards the crisis any longer. Policy
change came by 7 December and on 11 December a small group of ministers led by

Heath himself planned the three-day-working-week policy (The Sunday Times, 23
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December 1973). The government decided to wait for the decision of the NUM
executive later in the week. On 13 December the NUM decided to continue the
overtime ban in its campaign for the abolition of the government’s phase three
counter-inflationary policy. Leaders of the miners and train drivers agreed to coordinate
their industrial actions in a militant compact on the same day (The Times, 14 December

1973). Heath immediately announced the introduction of the three-day-working week.

Politically other issues became more significant than oil. In early December Walker
announced that the government would not make further cuts in petrol supplies. The 10
per cent cut should continue at least until the end of January, even though the oil
companies were critical of this decision (The Times, 8 December and 13 December
1973). He asked the central electricity generating board to use more oil (though still
under consumption restrictions) to preserve coal stocks, which was contrary to the
request made previously (The Times, 12 December 1973; The Financial Times, 5
December 1973). By the end of December pressure from the Arab oil-producers
gradually decreased. Walker stated that concern over the oil supply had eased, although
shortfall was expected in January. Boardman reiterated that the risks of petrol rationing
had diminished. Restrictions on oil imports started to relax. Yet the prospect of an

electricity-supply shortage and the enormous balance-of-trade deficit piled greater

222



V. Delegation and Control — Edward Heath

adversity on to the government.

The creation of a new government department solely in charge of energy poiicy had
been under consideration, as the crisis developed. Heath denied such a pos:&sibility in
parliament in mid November (Hansard, 13 November 1973, Vol.864, Col.247).
However, the prime minister’s discontent with the performance of the DTI intensified
through the crisis, although events created his dissatisfaction rather than the DTI and its
ministers [interview (85) (88) (90)]. The rationale for establishing a new depMent
was fourfold, besides Heath’s discontent with the DTI. First, presentation was crucial.
There was an intense demand by the media for setting up a department of energy, as
Walker (1991: 114) argued, and the government had to be seen to be taking-action
(Radcliffe, 1991: 153). Second, Heath wanted in cabinet voices from the supply-side
and demand-side of energy. According to Peter Hennessy (1990: 447), John H@t, the
cabinet secretary, advised Heath that containment of as much policy as possible within
the mega-DTT was a serious disadvantage in such an emergency. The cabinet needed to
hear both sides of the story to take decisions collectively. Third, Heath wished to move
Lord Carrington, his confidant, into the centre of the issue [interview (85) apd (89)].
Heath needed someone equal to or heavier than Walker to balance the discussion in

cabinet [interview (19)]. Lastly, to appoint Lord Carrington, a hawk, as energy secretary
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would be a strong message to the miners [interview (19)].

Walker expressed strong opposition to the creation of a separate departmenf, which
delayed the decision for a few weeks. However, when the prospect of energy supply did
not improve, Walker agreed and did not resign (Walker: 115-7; Heath, 1998: 505). Yet,
as Walker stressed at the time, the timing could hardly be worse, as it happened at the
peak of the crisis. New ministers were brought in. Robert Marshall, the second
permanent secretary in charge of energy, was removed. On 8 January 1974 the newly

formed department of energy was publicly announced.
4 (iii) Analysis

Heath’s policy preference in domestic oil policy was to secure the sﬁﬁply and
distribution of oil with the least disturbance. The government had difficulties in
deciding whether to heighten the crisis when problems on coal and electricity followed
the oil crisis. He shared the difficulties, as he was reluctant to intensify the crisis. Heath
particularly did not wish to aggravate the confrontation with the miners. His attitude
was well-illustrated by Stephen Fay and Hugo Young. When Heath faced a ‘.possible

general election, ‘What he feared was not defeat, but the effects on the nation if his own
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party won’ and ‘So he did not want an election “against” the miners. The possible
post-electoral legacy of a class-based Tory victory repelled him’ (Fay and Young,
1976a: 33; 1976c: 34). His policy preference did not accompany any clear measures to

carry out his wishes in domestic oil policy. Delivery was what mattered.

The policy outcome in domestic oil policy was mainly to leave practical distribution to
the oil companies. The state of emergency provided the legal justification fér taking
emergency action in petrol rationing and fuel allocation, while the govémment took
measures to constrain domestic oil consumption. However, it was far from being strict
control. No petrol rationing was implemented. Serious government action was taken,
namely the three-day-working-week policy, only after the coal- and electricity-supply

conditions aggravated the crisis.

At the outset of the crisis Heath was in agreement with Walker’s policy and even when
the energy-supply prospect deteriorated, he continued to stand by his minis.te'r.; Heath
himself did not have a day-to-day advisor on energy, except Lord Rothschi'ld, .\.zvho was
alienated from Heath during the crisis. In any case, Rothschild did not provide
short-term advice. Heath trusted and delegated tasks to his ministers. He intervened to

change his agents, namely his ministers and civil servants, only when he' became
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extremely dissatisfied with the performance of the DTI. Neither DTI ministers nor
officials deliberately deviated from the prime minister’s policy preference. Events
merely overwhelmed the department. The prime minister’s decision was to set up a
separate government department, which became the department of energy. DTI
ministers and the top civil servant were effectively sacked from the energy front. By so
doing, Heath replaced his agents in addressing the series of crises. It was an '6ptimal

behaviour for the prime minister to take.

2. CONCLUSION

Heath’s behaviour was ‘optimal’ in all the cases considered above. Typical was his less
direct intervention in the policy-making games and delegation to his ministers&vas his
basic form of behaviour. The prime minister did not take a direct part in the Middle East
policy, while fiscal and domestic energy policies were overall left to his. ministers.
Heath hardly, if ever, instructed civil servants directly and prime-ministerial power
worked through his ministers. Ministers were aware of Heath’s policy preferences in
general and regularly informed him of the policy they were pursuing. Heath’s style Was

to leave the ministers and the departments to carry out their business in whatever field
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they were engaged in. Asked about Heath’s leadership, Donald Maitland, _Heath’s
trusted press secretary and a career diplomat, testified ‘Many people working for him
would say the same, that they were kept on a fairly loose rein’ (in Kandiah, 1995: 215).
However, less direct intervention was not equivalent to lack of control. As explained in
chapter one, lack of control and complete control are observationally not incompatible.
Complete control needs no intervention from the first place. Heath did not need to
intervene, since and as long as his ministers performed competently as his agents. When
they did not and were likely not to, he provided clear instructions as in the case.,.of EEC
policy and changed his agents altogether as in the case of domestic oil poiicy. The
fundamental characteristic of Heath’s exercise of power was control without regular
intervention. Ministers exerted active leadership within the scope of the prime
minister’s policy preference. Thus, ministerial leadership in the individual

policy-making games was consistent with prime-ministerial power.

Ministers, civil servants and the Conservative party were not all in agreemqfht with
Heath’s policy preferences. Barber and his Treasury officials were not fully é’bmmitted
to the expansionary fiscal policy, while Walker and Anthony Part, hié peﬁnanent
secretary at the DTI, were totally against a separate department of 'ener'gy. @adcliﬂ'e,

1991: 154). FCO officials were opposed to the intransigent line in the EEC. Part of the
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Conservative party criticised and acted against the government in Middle East policy,
fiscal policy and domestic oil policy. Nevertheless, Heath’s policy preferenc-es were
reflected in the policy outcome. Ministers and civil servants might have fought their
corner, yet at the end they conformed to Heath’s policy preferences. Notalﬂy, civil
servants including the powerful Treasury had no chance of winning when their ministers
were determined to support the prime minister. Within the Conservative party the issues

did not unite dissidents and thus hardly made direct impact on government policy.
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CHAPTER VI
COMPETING LEADERS - KAKUEI TANAKA
AND THE LDP: OCTOBER 1973-JANUARY 1974

Japanese prime ministers were often conceived as ‘reactive’. Yet with Yasuhiro Nakasone
(prime minister 1982-1987), Kakuei Tanaka (prime minister 1972-1974) has been
described as an exceptional Japanese prime minister, who exercised overt leadership
(Muramatsu, 1987; Rockman, 1997: 47). This assessment indicated Tanaka' wielded
power in a typical textbook manner. Although some important constraints existed, the
Japanese prime minister was provided with various power resources in the core executive,
as seen in chapters one and three. Section one illustrates the existence of c'ér,npeting
leaders in the LDP and their inclusion in the cabinet. Section two investigates the decision
to switch to a more pro-Arab policy. Section three examines the drastic cha'nge.in the
Tanaka cabinet’s fiscal policy in late November 1973. To see this change the obbsérvation
starts from the period before the oil crisis. Section four looks into domestic oil policy,
which saw swift submissions of two strongly regulating bills to the Diet in December
1973. Section four discusses the exercise and non-exercise of Tanaka’s power in
policy-making. This chapter examines whether and how a Japanese prime ministe; with a

strong personality and power resources could exercise power in the policy-making:games.
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1. OFFICE-KEEPING GAME

In 1972 Kakuei Tanaka won a fierce competition for the LDP party presidency, although
Takeo Fukuda, his defeated rival, had been regarded as the ‘heir-apparent’ of Eisaku Satd
(prime minister 1964-1972) (Tomimori, 1977: 166). Tanaka had rapidly accumulated
support in the party and in particular in the Satd faction during the long reign of Satd’s
premiership. His strategy for the leadership election was to isolate Fukuda and his
followers by forming a .coalition with other major factions, such as those of (A)hifa, Miki
and Nakasone. Nakasone did not stand and offered his support for Tanaka before the first
round of the leadership contest. Tanaka succeeded in making a deal with the Ohira and
Miki factions that the winner of the first ballot would receive the support of the others at
the second round. Kakuei Tanaka, Takeo Fukuda, Masayoshi Ohira and Takeo Miki
respectively received 156, 150, 101 and 69 votes at the first ballot. The LDP presidential
election procedure required a second ballot if no winner obtained 50 per cent at thlS initial
round. At the second ballot Tanaka overwhelmed Fukuda by receiving 282 while Fukuda

gained only 190.

Since the second Satd government the composition of the cabinet had been directly
proportional to the scale of the factions amongst the LDP Diet members, which eventually

became a convention of the LDP (Satd and Matsuzaki, 1986: 67 and 70). Tanaka followed
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a different rule, favouring those who had supported the winner himself at the
party-presidential contest. It was to marginalize the Fukuda faction. The factional
composition in the LDP in 1972 was Tanaka faction 93, Fukuda faction 88, Ohira faction
65, Miki faction 49, Nakasone faction 39 and otherlsmall factions and non-faction
members 87 (calculated from Iyasu, 1996: 183).! In contrast the ministerial distribution
in the new cabinet was: Tanaka faction 5 (excluding the premier), Ohira faction 4, Miki
faction 2 and Nakasone faction 2. The Fukuda faction was offered 2 1;ela£ively
insignificant positions in the cabinet, which they refused to take. Only after December
1972 did the Fukuda faction accept the two posts. Tanaka could still contain Fukud‘;i ina

peripheral position in government.

The major faction leaders were all installed in cabinet: Ohira as foreign minister, Miki as
director-general of the environment agency and deputy prime minister, Nakasone as
minister for international trade and industry and Fukuda as AMA director-general (from
December 1972). Fukuda eventually became finance minister from November 1973.
Kiichi Aichi was his predecessor. Fukuda and Aichi were both well-versed in economic
policy being ex-officials of MOF, yet they had contrasting relationships with Tanaka.
Aichi was a senior member of the Tanaka faction, contributing to making Tanaka’s

economic policy when Tanaka stood for the party-presidential election (Shiota, 1985:

! Figures varied between sources. For instance, the figures above included the members of the House
of Councillors, yet factional loyalties of the upper-house members were not evident in the early 1970s.
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61-2; Nikaido, 1986: 227). In contrast, Fukuda himself was opposed to Tanaka’s high
growth policy and urged stable economic growth. >The Fukuda faction wé; more
sympathetic to Taiwan and hence critical of Tanaka’s China policy. Fukuda had a strong
factional background independent of the premier in the governing party. Masayoshi Ohira,
the foreign minister, was the leader of a faction with approximately fifteen per cent of the
LDP Diet members. Ohira was Tanaka’s key ally in the LDP, notably in the leadership
contest. Tanaka showed a strong initiative in negotiations to normalise relations with the
People’s Republic of China in 1972, yet Ohira was solely in charge of foreign policy,
which Tanaka respected [interview (33)]. Nakasone was also a faction leader, although his
position was not equivalent to Fukuda’s or Ohira’s in the LDP. The Nakasone faction had
merely half the size of the Fukuda faction. More significantly it was not unitéd under
Nakasone’s leadership, since if Nakasone had not supported Tanaka, the faction was
likely to be divided (Fukui, 1978: 54; Tanaka, 1981: 235-6). Nakasone deserved a cabinet

ministership but depended far more on Tanaka for his position than did Ohira and Fukuda.

The LDP was divided, as ever, between factions. What made the Tanaka cabinet
distinctive was that it incorporated not only the key leaders who supported him at the
leadership contest, but also those who were explicitly at odds with him. Tanaka had to

counter major rivals in his own cabinet.
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2. FOREIGN POLICY: CLARIFYING THE MIDDLE EAST POLICY
2 (i) Slow Government Responses and the Mounting Crisis

The OPEC price rise and the OAPEC supply cut shocked the Japanese government, when
they were announced in mid October 1973 (Yamagata, 22 May, 23 May 1990; Ya;magata,
1991: 94-5). In part the reason for the concern was because OAPEC’s distinction between
‘friendly’ and ‘hostile’ countries to their causes was ambiguous (Yanagida, 1979: 60). The
gravity of the crisis became clear when the Japanese government recognised on 20
October that Saudi Arabia, the largest oil-supplier to Japan, had not included Japan as one
of its ‘friendly’ countries (NHK, 1996b: 34-5). On 24 October Saudi Arabia ordered the
Arabian Oil Company (AOC) to cut its crude oil production. The AOC was a ﬂagsﬁip of
the Japanese-owned oil-exploration company. Ownership of Japan’s own exploration
company was regarded as one of the key instruments to secure oil supply for Japan.?
From 25 October the international oil companies started notifying the Japanese domestic
oil companies of the supply cut (4sahi, 26 October 1973). Japan was not exempt from the

Arab oil strategy.

2 The aim was to gain control over oil exploration and its supply independent of the international oil
companies. A deep suspicion existed against the international oil companies amongst some of the .
leading business figures and politicians in Japan. A group of business leaders who were concerned with
securing energy supply to retain economic growth were referred to as the ‘resource faction’. They took
a special interest in establishing the AOC. See for the ‘resource faction’ Caldwell (1981: 68-9).
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Masayoshi Ohira, the foreign minister, met ten Arab ambassadors in Tokyo on 19 October,
stating that the Japanese government hoped for an early cease-fire and that it supported
the United Nations security council resolution 242. He also suggested that the Japanese
government was ready to contribute to tackling the problem of refugees in th¢ Middle
East through the Red Cross. Slightly stepping up the pro-Arab tone, Shinsakngégen,
MOFA’s administrative vice-minister on 26 October, and Susumu Nikaidd, ﬁie chief
cabinet secretary on 6 November both reiterated Ohira’s statement. These statements
confirmed the previoﬁsly established position of the Japanese government. Ohira
provided the cabinet with an optimistic view of the oil crisis (4sahi, 6 Noverr;ber 1973
eveniﬁg edition). The response of the Japanese government was reserved at this early

stage.

MOFA officials had started discussing the issue of clarifying the government"s_' -Middle
East policy. An inter-bureau group was set up, attended by officials ﬁom_‘ gﬁfeaux
including the Middle Eastern and African affairs, economic affairs, treaties, American
affairs and the United Nations affairs bureaux. They produced a policy paper in late
October, suggesting the Japanese government should reveal its interpretation of the UN
resolution 242, which had been avoided ever since the adoption of fhe resolution

[interview (30)].> Their discussion led to the conclusion that clarification of the

3 According to an ex-MOFA official, the Middle Eastern and African affairs, the treaties and the
United Nations bureaux all supported the ‘full withdrawal of Israel from the occupied territories’ but
the definition of ‘full withdrawal’ could be flexible in accordance with international politics [interview
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interpretation would be the key of displaying Japan’s commitment to the Arab causes.
However, when MOFA sounded the opinion of the US government, it asked Japan to wait
until Henry Kissinger, the US secretary of state, reached Japan to discuss the issue (NHK,

1996b: 45). Thus, the paper did not appear in public.

The information MOFA received was contradictory. Two announcements from O$(erseas
put pressure on Japanese foreign policy in early November. At the ministerial mcéting on
4 and 5 November OAPEC decided that they would cut oil production by twenty;ﬁve per
cent by the end of November and that the cut would increase by five per cent every month
from December. The OAPEC announcement affected the EEC foreign ministers’ council
meeting on 6 November. It made a statement with a clear pro-Arab tone.* The Japanese
government felt the need to show a more pro-Arab policy to impress the Arab countries,
notably Saudi Arabia. In contrast, the Japanese ambassador in Kuwait, Ryoko Ishikawa,
reported the oil strategy was damaging Arab countries as well and that it was ifnéossible
for them to continue the strategy for long (NHK, 1996b: 110). He also receivéd .s‘upply
‘assurances’ from the gulf oil producers, such as Abu Dhabi and the United Arab Emirates
(UAE) and a confirmation of non-discrimination against Japan from Kuwait (Ishikawa,

1983: 98-107; NHK, 1996b: 48, 66-72; ‘Sengo-shi Kaifi’ Shuzai-han, 1996: 335-6).

43)].
g See page 200 of chapter five for this statement.
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Domestic confusion mounted. Domestic oil companies made price-rises and supply cuts
voluntarily from November. MITI was responsible for oil supply and domestic
distribution. The crisis was extending to commodities other than oil products. Fear of a
shortage of goods whipped up public hysteria. From early November MITI confronted
pressures asking for oil from all over the country, including politicians. The official
history of MITI (1991: 43) explained MITI’s support for a more pro-Arab Middle East
policy. A government effort to secure oil imports was a prerequisite for enforcing
restriction of domestic oil consumption, of which MITI was in charge. In fact, MITI was
not wholly united in requesting change in Middle East policy. The international energy
policy division in the ANRE and the international trade policy bureau, the overseas
sections of MITI, were reluctant to commit MITI to a change in Middle East policy. The
argument for their objection was based on: (1) concerns over the Japan-US relationship,
(2) Japan’s dignity not to' concede to blackmail, (3) the less likelihood of the Arabs to
keep the advantageous position in global politics, and (4) the fact that the international oil
companies and not the oil-producing countries controlled the international oil market
[interview (46) (51)]. Yasuhiro Nakasone, minister for international trade and industry,
was keen to change the Middle East policy (Nakasone, 1996: 274-5; NHK, -tl996b:
119-20). He emphasised his views strongly as a cabinet minister and led the discussion in
the LDP, especially in the commerce and industry division of PARC. The government

came under strong domestic pressure to take measures in foreign and domestic policies.
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On 1 November Tanaka and Nakasone met and agreed that the government must‘ show a
pro-Arab line of policy (4sahi, 2 November 1973). Keidanren, the federation of the
economic organisations, one of the four leading business groups, became invol\};ed in the
issue from mid November. The resource faction amongst the business leaders had close
relations with Tanaka (Caldwell, 1981: 70). They were part of his support group in the
business community (Yanagida, 1979: 76-7). On 14 November leaders of Keidanren and
members of the resource faction met Tanaka to ask for a change in Middle East policy
after they had recognised the seriousness of the crisis (Yanagida, 1979: 78-9). On 16
November the government made a cabinet decision on the ‘emergency measures against
the oil crisis’. The crisis at home was reaching a critical stage. The prime minister’s
private secretary started pushing MOFA to change its policy [interview (31) (45)]. No
votes were taken but a large part of the LDP supported and urged the change in Middle
East policy [interview (41)]. However, Tanaka never suggested directly that the foreign
minister ought to change the policy. Ohira was indeed the competent minister in foreign

affairs.
2 (ii) Prime Minister versus the ‘Autonomous’ Foreign Minister

MOFA wanted to clarify its Middle East policy before Henry Kissinger’s visit to Japan on
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14 and 15 November. MOFA sounded out Saudi Arabia’s view through three separate
routes. Its minimum condition for Japan to become a ‘friendly’ country was to announce a
statement declaring: (1) Israel should withdraw from all the territories occupied and (2) if
this withdrawal would not be completed, Japan wquld reconsider its policy towards Israel
(Yanagida, 1979: 69-74 and 81-3; Tamura, 1983: 229-34; NHK, 1996b: .‘ 83-90).
According to one journalist, Saudi Arabia suggested that Japan should announce the
statement on 15 November, the day Kissinger was to leave Tokyo (Hirano, 1978: 196-7).
This informal claim from Saudi Arabia aggravated the split in the Middle Eastern and
African affairs bureau and MOFA as a whole (NHK, 1996b: 95-6). Middle East policy
was under the jurisdiction of this bureau in MOFA and the bureau responsible for the
issue was usually expected to submit professional policy advice to the departmgnt. Yet
opinions in the Middle Eastern and African affairs bureau were divided betW‘een the
director-general and the counsellor on one side and the director of the Middle East
division on the other. The former was unwilling to change the policy while the‘ latter was

determined to do so. The basic policy of MOFA was unsettled [interview (30) (31 K

Kissinger held three significant meetings in Japan, which had contrasting atmospheres.
He met Ohira on 14 November in a friendly mood, while the meeting with Tanaka on the

following day was held in a state of acute tension [interview (29)]. Ohira did not mention

5 According to an ex-MOFA official deeply involved in the issue, MOFA had indeed established a
consensus at the most senior level internal conference attended by the foreign minister himself. It was
to change the Middle East policy and convey this decision to Kissinger at his arrival [interview (30)].
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either the interpretation of the UN resolution 242 or the reconsideration of its policy
towards Israel [interview (30) (41)]. Ohira was reluctant to change the Middle East policy.
His position was to maintain the preferential relationship with the United States and to
treat Israel fairly (Ohira, 1978: 130; ‘Sengo-shi Kaifii’ Shuzai-han, 1995: 334) [interview
(30) (31) (33) (41) (45) (52)]. He saw the oil crisis not from the viewpoint of quaﬁtity but
of price. Ohira was less concerned about securing a certain quantity of oil impor-ts, since
his understanding was that even the Arab oil-producers wéuld eventually have to export
oil (Ohira, 1978: 134; Ohira Kaiséroku, 1983: 349) [interview (33)]. In contrast, Tanaka
spoke to Kissinger of the necessity of changing the Middle East policy as soon as possible
(Hirano, 1978: 180-1; Yanagida, 1979: 79-80) [interview (30) (45)]. Nakasone met
Kissinger to argue for a change in Japan’s Middle East policy. His argument was that the
policy change would not harm the Japan-US relations. He urged Kissinger that it was
inevitable to concede to the Arabs otherwise Japan’s collapse would lead to that of the
Japan-US security treaty and ultimately the whole liberal camp (Nakasone, 1996: 274-5).
However the details of the policy were left to Ohira’s instructions and thus the poliéy was

not revised (NHK, 1996b: 100-1).

The grave atmosphere in the government reached a climax on 18 November when
OAPEC treated Japan differently from the EEC countries (except the Netherlands) by

cancelling the five per cent increase in the oil cut to the EEC countries but not to Japan.
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Moreover, the Saudi Arabian oil minister urged on 19 November that Japan needed to
break off relations with Israel to become a ‘friendly’ country to the Arabs. On the same
day Sohei Mizuno, president of the AOC, met Tanaka and insisted on the change in
Middle East policy for fear of the company’s production being further cut énd, according
to some reports, a total oil embargo by Saudi Arabia. Mizuno claimed the deadline was 24
November, the day the OAPEC ministerial conference was to be held (Hirano, 197.8: 189;
Yanagida, 1979: 84; The Financial Times, 21 November 1973). The issues of the
interpretation of the UN resolution 242 and the ‘reconsideration of the policy tpwards

Israel’ re-emerged (NHK, 1996b: 118).

MOFA had to make its final decision before 20 November. The Japanese ambassador to
Washington was about to meet Kissinger. Hogen, MOFA’s vice-minister, summoned a
meeting of senior officials on 19 November. The Midd]e Eastern and African affairs
bureau was split again. The American affairs bureau tipped the scales towards policy
change this time. It admitted that if Japan required the full withdrawal of Israel from the
occupied territories it would upset the United States. Thus there would be no difference
whether the phrase of ‘reconsideration of the policy towards Israel’ was included or not
(NHK, 1996b: 123) [interview (30)]. The vice-minister and the director-general of the
minister’s secretariat were aware of domestic socio-economic and political con;iitions.

They were informed of the tense atmosphere at the prime minister’s official residence by
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attending meetings with other departments and receiving information from the secfetaries
in the prime minister’s official residence [interview (31) (45)]. MOFA attemﬁted not to
specify Israel in the statement by altering the phrase to ‘reconsideration of hef p.<-)§ition
towards the Middle East’. Yet Nikaidd and Nakasone insisted on the origiﬁal form
(Hirano, 1978: 190; Nakasone, 1996: 274) [interview (31) (44)]. MOFA officials

concluded by announcing the statement, which included the two controversial phrases.

Ohira became more isolated in the government day by day (Ohira, 1978: 135); Yet he
rejected the policy advice of the officials. He instructed his officials to gain récbgnition
from the United States for the statement (Ohira, 1978: 134-5; Hirano, 1978: 197). The
Japanese ambassador, nevertheless, did not receive the recognition of the US government
but merely notified Kissinger of the decision to change the Middle East policy (NHK,
1996b: 126-8).5 Once the decision was conveyed outside the government, there was no
choice but to announce the new policy. Ohira did not make any clear policy decision
while the policy had changed [interview (41)]. The officials deviated from Ohira’s
instruction, responding to pressure from the prime minister’s official residence. -fhe chief

cabinet secretary announced the crucial statement on 22 November.
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2 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was a slow though pivotal clarification of the Middle East policy
towards a more pro-Arab inclination. It explicitly displayed Japan’s support for the Arabs
and notably the Palestinian cause, which was announced against the wishes. of the US
government. The statement adversely affected Japan-US relationships. However, the
government had missed several opportunities to announce the policy change before it was
finally revealed in late.November. The reason for the delay was the opposition of the
foreign minister and the hesitation in MOFA. Ohira was aware of Tanaka’s policy
preference from an early stage [interview (41)]. Yet Ohira managed to stick to hls own
policy preference up to a point until his officials deviated from his instruétions. An
ex-MOFA official indeed expressed later that the policy taken was for. domestic
consumption to cool down the pressure from the politicians and mass media with the least
diplomatic mischief [interview (52)]. MOFA had officials who wanted to ‘change the
policy, while most of the senior officials could no longer neglect the intense pressure from

the country and the prime minister’s the residence.

Tanaka’s policy preference on this issue was shaped practically during the criSis. The
domestic crisis dramatically worsened in early November. The cause was reported to be

Japan’s Middle East policy. Tanaka took the position to alter the policy. Nakasone and the

8 According to an ex-MOFA official, Hogen instructed this action to the ambassador [Interview (52)].
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resource faction in the business community, including the president of the AOC, pushed
Tanaka hard to this position [interview (46) (51)]. Their information indeed
overemphasised the pﬁrt of the Arab oil-producers in securing oil imports ar_id their
insecurity. Tanaka received hardly any information from the viewpoint of the glé)bal oil
market, which the international oil companies still dominated in the early 1970s.
Nevertheless, the influence of Nakasone and the resource faction should not be
exaggerated [interview (41) (52)]. Suspicion of the international oil companies in general
and a mistrust of the Nixon administration prohibited Tanaka and many other political
leaders from accepting their information and argument. The two ‘Nixon shocks’ had, after
all, horrified the Japanese government just before the oil crisis.” Tanaka had dedicated
himself to oil security before the oil crisis occurred. When he came into office in 1972, he
knew securing sufficient energy resources from abroad was vital for his expansionary
fiscal policy. Various members from the business community shared his concern, who
were later named as the ‘resource faction’. With this policy backdrop and majof disarray

at home Tanaka was prepared to accept a radical solution in foreign policy.

However, the prime minister’s behaviour was ‘sub-optimal’. Although he preferred a
change in Middle East policy, which Ohira and MOFA were not pursuing, Tanaka did not

take any serious part in the policy-making game. Secretaries seconded from MOFA to the

7 Without prior consultation with the J apanese government Nixon announced in July 1971 his
surprising visit to Beijing and in August 1971 the floating of the US dollar in terms of gold and a ten
per cent surcharge on imports to the United States.
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prime minister’s official residence conveyed Tanaka’s policy preference and the pressure
felt at the centre to MOFA. Yet Tanaka did not put overt pressure on either Ohira or senior
MOFA officials. Tanaka did not wish to intervene in a policy area of his major ally in the
governing party. He therefore detached himself personally from the policy-making game.
Eventually Tanaka managed to achieve his goals but he had to overcome a remarkably
difficult obstacle, the competent minister. Tanaka wanted to keep his foreign minis't'er and

still change the policy.

3. FISCAL POLICY: FROM FISCAL EXPANSION TO CONTRACTION
3 (@) Tanaka’s Expansionary Fiscal Policy

When Tanaka and the bulk of the LDP asserted the need to expand the budget in la;te 1972,
MOF, the ministry in charge of fiscal ‘policy, was split. Jird Yoshikuni, its admi?ﬁétrative
vice-minister, was thoroughly against the budgetary expansion (NHK, 1996a: 342). In
contrast, Hideyuki Aizawa, director-general of the budget bureau, agreed with the prime
minister. Osamu Hashiguchi, director-general of the financial bureau, was more sceptical
about expansion. Nonetheless, even Hashiguchi stated, ‘It was like Don Quixote to

struggle against the claims (kinkanban) of the reconstruction of the archipelago [policy],
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the mainstream at the time’ (quoted in NHK, 1996a: 352 [my translation]). Tanaka sent
for MOF’s senior officials and gave them direct suggestions about the 1973 budget (NHK,
1996a: 344-6). Tanaka’s participation was crucial in characterising the colour of the

budget (Campbell, 1977: 260-6; Ando, 1987a: 128).

When the budget compilation was reaching its final stage in December 1972, the LDP
seats in the lower house dropped by seventeen from 288 to 271 in the general»e@ection.
The long-term decline of LDP support in elections, especially in municipaliﬁes, had
already been evident and the ‘defeat’ (the LDP often regarded a drop in seats as a'-" defeat’)
was despite the effort of the LDP to mobilise an enormous amount of méney and
supporting organisations. To fight back, Tanaka launched a substantial tax-reduction plan
in spring 1973 (Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 100-1; Shiota, 1985: 56-7; NHK, 1996a:
357-9). Yoshikuni once again showed opposition to Tanaka’s expansionary fiscal policy
by pointing out difficulties in securing the revenue, though such resistance made no
difference to Tanaka’s plan (Shiota, 1985: 41). On 19 October Tanaka revealed an
increased ‘¥2 billion tax-reduction’ plan just before the mayoral election of Kobg (Asahi
Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 102; Shiota, 1985: 56). His target was not only this local
election; it was a public pledge for the upper-house election approaching in July 1974
(Shiota, 1985: 59). The budget bureau was concerned about the amount of tax-reduction,

and discussions arose in the tax bureau as to its validity, though the vice-minister, by then,
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Hideyuki Aizawa and the head of the tax bureau, Fumio Takagi, agreed to follow the
decision of their political master (Shiota, 1985: 57-8) [interview (37) (82)]. Fiscal policy

was directly linked to Tanaka’s electoral considerations.

The inflation deteriorated into a speculative boom and became a social problem in 1973
(see Tables A.7-10). Excess liquidity stimulated an increase in the price of property and
other commodities (Shiota, 1985: 36). Inflation negatively affected the Tanakabcabinet’s
public approval rating. A survey conducted by Asahi Shinbun, a national paper, showed
sixty-two per cent supported the Tanaka cabinet when it was newly elected iﬁ';August
1972. It dropped to twenty-seven in April 1973. The Chi6 Research Services reported
that the 26.6 per cent support in April 1973 fell to 18.0 per cent in Decembélri 1973.
Inflation was unfailingly the top» concern for the public (Naikaku S(‘)ridaijiﬁ Kanbd
Kohokan-shitsu, 1975a: 403; 1975b: 344 and 394). The government took meésures to
tackle inflation. The law of emergency measures against cornering and the speculative
stocking of materials and products used in daily life passed the Diet in late June. The
Bank of Japan (BOJ) symbolically raised the official discount rate five times from 4.25
per cent to 9.00 per cent (2 April, 30 May, 2 July, 29 August, and 22 December-1973).
The government decided to postpone part of its budget execution in August (MOF, 1996:
571-3; 1998a: 310-11). The ‘emergency measures for the stability of pﬁcé-’ were

announced on the same day (MOF, 1991: 441; MITI, 1991: 406-7). Yet these measures
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were not enough to cool down the economy.

3 (i) Ministerial Change from an Ally to an Opponent

Tanaka’s policy started to receive criticism from inside the cabinet. The first open
criticism arose at a cabinet meeting when Tanaka was in Europe. On 28 Septefnber
cabinet ministers such as Takeo Fukuda, Takeo Miki and Zentard Kosaka, EPA’s
director-general, expressed concern over the bullet-train construction plan, which was part
of Tanaka’s pet policy, the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago’ policy (NHK,
1996a: 366). Yet Tanaka defied these views. On 12 October, the day after Tanaka’s return
from abroad, he agreed with the minister for construction to promote the construction of
more bullet-train lines. Fukuda’s proposal of 16 October to slow down railway
construction had no impact on Tanaka’s policy. The report from the railway construction
council on 2 November authorised Tanaka’s construction plan. Discord developed
throughout November. On 1 November Tanaka was bitterly attacked for his price policy
at the price stabilisation policy conference. A week later the LDP TSRC announced a
reconsideration of the ¥2 billion tax-reduction plan. On the following day Showa-kai, a
study group of junior LDP backbenchers, submitted to the prime minister and senior LDP
officers a proposal opposing the rise in the controlled consumers’ price of rice and a

gigantic tax-reduction plan. The LDP tax experts showed concern about this tax‘policy

247



VI. Competing Leaders — Tanaka Kakuei

(Shiota, 1985: 59-60). Members of the Fukuda faction expressed fiercely critical views
against the prime minister’s fiscal policy at their general meeting. Tanaka’s policy came

under intense criticism.

Tanaka and Aichi knew the necessity of addressing inflation. Aichi indicated on 3
November that he wanted to squeeze the annual increase in the coming FY1974 budget to
under twenty-two per cent. Tanaka himself asked Hashiguchi if it was possibleA to restrain
the increase in the budget. Hashiguchi was by then promoted to director-general of the
budget bureau. His reply was that, if the government followed normal procedure, the
expansion rate would be approximately twenty-eight per cent whilst the best effort to
control the increase would bring about a twenty-three per cent increase. On 16 November
the cabinet decided the ‘emergency plan against the oil crisis’, which included total
demand control. On the same day Tanaka and Aichi decided to postpone implementation
of public works for 1974. Following Aichi’s instruction, MOF made an internal plan to
restrain the annual public-work expenditure increase in FY1974 to under ten per cent. On
20 November Tanaka ordered postponement of the groundbreaking ceremony for the
bridge between Honsh{l and Shikoku (Honshi Renrakuky6), two of the four main islands
of Japan, a symbolic part of the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago’ policy (NHK,

1996a: 371-2; Hashiguchi, 1977: 249; Andd, 1987a: 174-5).
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Nonetheless, Tanaka did not change or give up his two major policies: the ‘reconstruction
of the Japanese archipelago’ policy and the ¥2 billion tax-reduction plan. Tanaka rejected
a block on raising public charges, expressed at the price stability policy conference on 1
November. The cabinet decided a 1973 supplementary budget, which added
¥988,500,000,000 to the initial budget. It was an additional 6.9 per cent increase
compared with the initial 1973 budget. As MOF’s official history (MOF, 1996: 573-6;
1998a: 311-2) explained, this increase was to allocate resources to local governments and
social security, the cost of which was directly linked to inflation. Nonetheless, the huge
figure of the supplementary budget, just under ¥1 billion, created the impression that the
government did not have the intention of drastically curbing total demand. Indeed Aichi

and Tanaka were not ready to make such a drastic policy change.?

Aichi Kiichi suddenly died on 23 November. His death was on the day after _he had
received the cabinet decision for the 1973 supplementary budget. Tanaka asked-FL.lkuda to
take over the finance ministry. Fukuda had been an advocate of stable economic 'growth
since the 1960s during the Ikeda cabinet. Under the high inflation of 1973 Fukuda’s
policy was gathering support inside the LDP (Itd, 1982: 116). The Ful;uda faction had
started calling on Fukuda to resign from the cabinet and stand as an alternative leader if

Tanaka lost the coming upper-house election in 1974. Fukuda had become a majbr threat

% Tanaka’s perception of the economy was well displayed in an interview on a TV programme. For the
abstract see Asahi, 23 November 1973.
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to Tanaka’s position as prime minister and party president. Fukuda attached a condition to
accepting the office. He wanted to adopt whatever necessary policies to cool inflation. On
the following day Tanaka agreed to comply with Fukuda’s condition, confirming he
would leave economic affairs to Fukuda and not intervene (Shiota, 1985: 63-6; Fukuda,
1995: 210). On 25 November Fukuda presented his three basic policies to the leading
officials of MOF: (1) hold public expenditure unchanged, (2) postpone rises in the fares
of the national railway and the consumers’ price of rice for another six monﬂls, (3) call off
the ¥2 billion tax-reduction plan (NHK, 1996a: 376 and 378). The first point meant
effectively abolishing the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago’ policy. The
government had tried to pass the fare-rise of the Japanese National Railways through the
earlier special session of the Diet, when inflation was discussed extensively (Asahi
Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 54-61). They were all key policies for the Tanaka cabinet.
However, Tanaka decided to bind Fukuda by office and cabinet collective reséonsibility at

the expense of his own control over fiscal policy.

The total package was left to be decided in mid to late December when the prospect for
the next year’s economy and tax revenues would become clear (Nagaoka, 19815"71 and
76). On 12 and 13 December Tanaka, Fukuda and Mikio Mizuta, the chairman of .PARC,
met to decide the scale and character of the 1974 budget and the ¥2 billion tax-reciuctions.

Tanaka still asked Fukuda to increase public-work expenditure, though both Fukuda and
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Mizuta refused this suggestion (4sahi, 29 December 1973). Tanaka insisted on carrying
out the tax-reduction as planned (Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 42-3). On 13 December
Fukuda told Tanaka that he would administer the ¥2 billion tax-reduction and therefore

Tanaka should leave all the other fiscal-policy matters to him (4sahi, 30 December 1973).

On 16 December Fukuda and MOF decided the scale of the 1974 budget and
tax-reduction. The outline was to hold public-work expenditure unchanged while
implementing the ¥2 billion tax-reduction as in Tanaka’s original plan. Fukuda was
determined to see through his tough decisions (NHK, 1996a: 381-2; Andd, 1987a: 176-7).
On 17 December Fukuda and Tsuneo Uchida, EPA director-general, held a meetix.lg with
the four senior LDP officers, namely the vice president, secretary-general and
chairpersons of the executive council and PARC. Fukuda succeeded in obtaining their
endorsement for his tight budgetary policy and for postponing the rise in the fares of the
national railway and the consumers’ price of rice for another six months (Asahi Shinbun
Keizaibu, 1974: 45-6). Fukuda’s policy was a serious change from what the government

and the LDP had previously pursued.

A draft budget from MOF was reported to the cabinet on 22 December.’ The total

® Writing the budget did not end with the MOF draft as ‘revival negotiations’ were held at several
levels afterwards. According to Campbell (1977: 194), however, ‘The 1974 negotiations were among
the smoothest for the MOF in the entire period’. On 22 December the cabinet approved a statement
called ‘On the emergent measures [tdmen no kinkyi taisaku ni tsuite]’. It showed the government’s
policy most precisely (see MOF, 1998b: 49-51).
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increase in the budget compared with the previous year was reduced to 19.7 per cent (see
Campbell, 1977: 259-60). The fiscal investment and loan programme expanded by only
12.3 per cent. Because of the high inflation, the government increased for the consumer
price adjustment the social-security budgets by 36.7 per cent, some of which were
introduced from FY 1973. On the other hand public-work expenditures increased by 0 per
cent.'” As one MITI official pronounced, ‘The MOFA draft [of the budget] was a 20 per
cent increase compared with the previous fiscal year. Taking the price [rises] into

consideration, this was net minus’ (Fujiwara Diary, 22 December 1973 [my translation]).
3 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was a drastic change from fiscal expansion to contraction. Th? policy
up to late November 1973 was expansionary. Inflation became a major political issue
invoking strong criticism in the party and the country and thus minor adjustrr.le‘r;'.cs were
made to cool the economy mainly by exploiting monetary policy and postponirié public
works. Tanaka, nevertheless, maintained his favourite expansionary fiscal policies, which
were the ‘reconstruction of the Japanese archipelago’ policy and the ¥2 billion
incomes-tax reduction plan. Aichi’s sudden death and Fukuda’s replacement sharply

changed fiscal policy from 25 November. Although tax-reduction was kept as its original

1% MOF officials did not consider this policy was possible (Andd, 1987a: 177) [interview (37)];
Hashiguchi (1977: 74) later expressed his reluctance to such drastic changes in public-works
expenditure, whether increasing or decreasing. See also And6 (1987a: 182-3).
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plan, public works were prohibited from growing, which were vital for the ‘reconstruction
of the Japanese archipelago’ policy. The rises in the fares of the national railway and

consumers’ price of rice were also deferred.

Tanaka’s participation exhibited a striking contrast in the policy-making games. His
behaviour in policy-making shifted from ‘optimal’ to ‘sub-optimal’. Tanaka played a
dominant part whilst Aichi was finance minister, and Tanaka’s views were totally
reflected in fiscal policy. Tanaka utilised bilateral meetings with relevant ministers and
government conferences to persuade the government to adopt his own policies while he
directly gave suggestions, if not instructions, to senior MOF officials ((A)kura-shﬁ; 1998a:
410). It was a typically ‘optimal’ behaviour. Aichi was concerned about the economic
conditions, yet politically he was in government from the Tanaka faction to support the
prime minister (Shiota, 1985: 61-2)."! Aichi had little room for going differently from the

broad direction of fiscal policy from his principal, the prime minister.

In contrast, Fukuda succeeded in sidelining Tanaka in the policy-making game. The
appointment of Fukuda was thoroughly party-political. By late November critical
opinions were increasing in the LDP as well as in the public about Tanaka’s policy.

Fukuda became the symbol of a counter-policy to Tanaka’s fiscal policy. Tanaka had the

" According to MOF officials, Aichi wanted to restrain inflation by monetary policy without curbing
total demand through fiscal policy [interview (47) (48)].
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choice of letting Fukuda resign from the cabinet to criticise him or to keeping him in
cabinet. The threat was heightening (see Uchiyama, 1998: 86-7). The upper house
election was approaching in the summer of 1974. The LDP was seriously concerned about
a possible defeat. Although no prime minister or LDP president had resigned following a
defeat in an upper-house election until 1989, the LDP would have certainly placed the
responsibility on Tanaka for the defeat. Tanaka chose to keep (if accepted by) Fukuda in
the cabinet and let him share the responsibility for the economy. In return Tanaka had to
accept Fukuda’s fiscal austerity. Without considering the office-keeping game, Tanaka’s
behaviour in the policy-making game was ‘sub-optimal’. His preferred polic_iég were
rejected whilst he did not intervene strongly enough to change his finance minister’s
policy. The change of the finance ministers transformed fiscal policy and Tanaka’s

behaviour.

4. OIL POLICY: PUSHING EMERGENCY BILLS THROUGH THE
GOVERNMENT

4 (i) MITT’s Response to the Oil Crisis

The domestic policy to confront the oil crisis effectively started from late October. MITI
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swiftly started preparing for a restriction of oil consumption, yet the main direction was to
wait and see (Fujiwara Diary, 18 October, 19 October 1973). MITI realised the gravity of
the crisis from late October to early November (Asahi Shinbun-sha, 1974: 66). A cut in oil
supply was to hit Japan directly. On 25 October major international oil companie_s such as
Exxon, Shell, BP, Mobil and Gulf warned the Japanese oil companies of supply cuts
(Asahi, 26 October 1973). Nakasone ordered speeding up the legislation for the restriction
of oil consumption, which facilitated MITI’s preparation activities (Fujiwara Diary, 26
October 1973). A task force was set up in the ANRE in late October (ANRE, 1974: 41-2).
The staff of MITI’s minister’s secretariat led this task force, which was to devise the
practical emergency measures. The initial plan was to deal with supply cuts by restricting

oil consumption (Nikkei, 19 and 30 October 1973).

Nippon Sekiyu, the leading oil company in Japan, started a voluntary shipment restriction
from early November. Other domestic oil companies adopted voluntary supply
restrictions from early November (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 752-3). Esso raised gasoline
prices by ¥7000/kg on 1 November. Other oil companies decided collectively to follow
Esso, instituting a considerable price-rise from 16 November (Asahi Shinbun-sha, 1974:
36)."> On 12 November the petroleum association of Japan (PAJ) asked MITI for
‘appropriate guidance on constraining consumption’ (Sekiyu Renmei, 1985: 236; Nippon

Sekiyu, 1988: 753). The oil industry asked MITI to indicate the priority for oil

255



VI. Competing Leaders — Tanaka Kakuei

distribution, since demand was rocketing and the oil companies could not cope with it
sufficiently by themselves [interview (35)]. ANRE was reluctant to endorse voluntary
supply restrictions, as they would stimulate public disorder (4sahi, 2 November 1973;

Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 26).

From 5 November the Tokyo Electronic Power Company started asking its large
consumers for a ten per cent reduction in consumption, which other electricity companies
followed. Consumers’ organisations started attacking the government and the oil
companies. A panic over a shortage of toilet paper occurred in the Kansai area, which
became a symbol for the shortage of commodity goods (Yanagida, 1979: 38-9). During
November lavatory paper, printing paper, gasoline, light oil, heavy oil of grade A and
LPG were all made designated materials and products of the law of emergency measures
against cornering and the speculative stocking of materials and products used in daily life.
Kerosene had already been covered since September (MITI, 1991: 412). Inﬂafioﬁ and

shortage panic of oil and other commodities deteriorated (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 762-3).

Tanaka and Nakasone met on 8 November a{};d agreed three points: (1) to promote
energy-saving by the public, (2) to reduce the oil supply to the major industries from
December and (3) to submit an oil-consumption restriction bill to the Diet, which was to

be convened in December (MITI, 1991: 52). The petroleum industry law regulated the oil

12 | ater in 1974 the FTC accused this collective decision as price cartel.
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industry, yet it was for the supply side and could not restrain consumption of oil products
[interview (42) (53)]. Besides, MITI lacked the time to reconsider the entire oil-policy
system [interview (32)]. It was understood in MITI that the deadline for producing a fresh

bill was by the end of November, as the Diet was to open on 1 December [interview (44)].

4 (ii) Domestic Disorder and Tanaka’s Leadership

According to one informed observation Tanaka was reluctant to undertake eméréency
measures even on 12 November, when, Eimei Yamashita, MITI’s administ;ative
vice-minister, and Eiji Yamagata, ANRE director-general explained the gravity of the
crisis to him (Fujiwara Diary, 12 November 1973) [interview (38)]. Facing the criticism
against himself, as depicted in section three above, Tanaka’s position was to argue that
inflation was not as serious as the public regarded. However, inflation and social disorder
triggered by the (perceived) shortage of various commodities became undeniable by mid

November.

Tanaka’s action was swift once he had made up his mind. On 15 November the all
cabinet-ministers’ conference agreed the basic emergency measures. Senior LDP officers
joined afterwards to endorse them from the governing party’s viewpoint. Tanaka

particularly emphasised that the emergency measures did not concern only oil products
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but that they were chiefly about price policy. Tanaka argued that the government should
rely on cartels or introduce standard prices to restrain price hikes. If profits exceeded
standard prices, according to his suggestion, the government should impose a tax on
excessive profits or collect a surcharge (Fujiwara Diary, 15 November 1973; Asahi
Shinbun-sha, 1974: 68; Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 18-9; MITI, 1991: 53). The target

of the emergency measures extended from oil to other products and especially prices.

The cabinet formally decided the emergency measures on 16 November, which included:
encouraging a consumption restraint by the public; enforcing administrative guidance to
cut industrial usage of oil; submitting an emergency bill [not necessarily singular in
Japanese]; reinforcing curbs on total demand and on prices; and securing a variety of
energy sources (ANRE, 1974: 20-30). Simultaneously the cabinet created a headquarters
for promoting the emergency countermeasures against the oil crisis [hereafter promoting
headquarters], which the prime minister headed himself. LDP officers were included as its
members and they attended gatherings after the cabinet meetings, while senior officials
were also present at the meetings. The LDP affirmed equivalent measures on the same day.
Following Tanaka’s instruction the emergency bill was divided into two: one to deal with
oil and the other with other commodities (Fujiwara Diary, 16 November 1973). The EPA
was in charge of prices in general and thus took over responsibility for the emergency bill

for stabilisation of national life (hereafter national life bill). MITI looked after the
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petroleum supply and demand optimisation bill (hereafter petroleum bill).

Both of the bills affected various government departments. MITI carried out coordination
for the petroleum bill in the government and with the LDP. For the national life bill,
Masaharu Gotoda, administrative deputy chief cabinet secretary, intervened in the
inter-departmental coordination. Gotdda gathered the directors-general of the ministerial
secretariats from the relevant departments to the prime minister’s official residence. Such
a meeting of directors-general was unusual, though it eventually became a key
conciliatory body in the fragmented bureaucracy (4sahi, 23 November 1973). The
relevant cabinet ministers on oil affairs held meetings on a regular basis abo.ve _' this
officials’ level, while the promoting headquarters as well as the cabinet became the final

coordinating and authorising body.

The focus of discussion became prices. How firm government control ought to be and
how it should be reflected in the legal system were the key issues.'* MITI’s plan was to
adopt the standard price system. ‘Standard price’ was not to be legally binding for sellers
but a ‘guideline’ for prices and it should be secured by a cartel in the industry. MITI’s idea
was legally to authorise through the petroleum bill the mechanism of admini;trative

guidance it had been operating in the domestic oil industry. MITI wished to exclude such

13 Other issues included how to absorb excessive profits if they occurred and whether to introduce an
oil-rationing scheme.
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cartels from the anti-monopoly law to stabilise prices and thus supply (Nippon Sekiyu,
1988: 760). On 17 November Tanaka suddenly suggested operating the price-control
ordinance (PCO) (Fujiwara Diary, 17 November 1973; Asahi, 23 November 1973). The
PCO was a product of post-war disorder in a controlled economy. It was based on the
power of the police and had not been used since. The issue divided opinions at the first
meeting of the promoting headquarters on 20 November, although it was evéntually
dropped (Yamagata, 7 June 1990; Yamagata, 1991: 112). In fact MITI had already
discussed this possibility. Because of the difficulty in administering, MITI’s internal
conclusion was not to revitalise PCO. On the other hand, EPA brought up a p'roposal to
provide the government with power to control (or freeze) prices, production and supply. It
was similar to the PCO. The difference was to include the strong control mechanism in
the national life bill rather than having a separate statute. The FTC was bitterly against
any cartel and accordingly expressed its preference for formal government control. On 20
November senior officials from the relevant departments agreed to include tlﬂs strong

instrument in the national life bill. The bill assumed a character of stricter controi.

The outlines of the two bills were put forward to a meeting of the promoting headquarters
on 22 November. Although their broad approaches were accepted, opposition from the
LDP attendees prevented the outlines from attaining approval. The disagreement was over

parts of the national life bill, which included strong control over industry (4sahi, 22
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evening, 23 November 1973). On the same day the LDP executive council approved the
gist of the petroleum bill, though the council defied its conclusion on the national life bill.
The joint meeting of the deliberation committee of PARC and its commerce and industry
division also expressed concern over the bill. The problem was that the national life bill
endowed the government with too much discretionary power of control. The othér cause
of frustration amongst the LDP Diet members was the way the government operated.
From their viewpoint the government, in particular the ‘Gotoda group’, failed to have
sufficient consultation with the LDP and its internal group discussing price policy (4sahi,
23 November 1973; Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu, 1974: 23; Kakimizu, 1974a: 24-5; MITI,

1991: 55).

EPA downgraded the control by successive stages while it clarified the condit:ions for
operationalising the control. In the end the ‘freeze’ article was excluded from the bill, and
the relevant cabinet ministers’ meeting decided on 28 November to make use of the PCO
as a last resort, which was not supposed to be utilised (4sahi, 29 November l973;iNikkei,
29 November 1973). On the same day the articles on price in the petroleum Bill were
transferred to the national life bill (Fujiwara Diary, 28 November 1973; ANRE, 1974: 44;
MITI, 1991: 55). By so doing, the petroleum bill came to deal with the derﬁand and
supply of oil, while the national life bill managed prices including those of oil products as

well as the demand and supply of other commuodities.
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The last issue to be resolved was the clarification between the two emergency bills and
the anti-monopoly law. After dropping the strong government control measure, the
national life bill sought to utilise a cartel to secure the supply of products and maintain the
target price (the ‘standard price’). On 28 November cabinet ministers and officials from
MOF, MITI, EPA and the cabinet secretariat decided to exclude from the anti-monopoly
law the cartels, which supported the ‘standard price’ mechanism (4sahi, 29 Nover;lber, 30
November 1973 evening edition). However, the FTC rejected this plan. The FTC had
enforced an on-the-spot inspection of the oil companies and the PAJ on suspiéjon of a
breach of the anti-monopoly law on 27 November. This FTC’s action was regé_rded as
expressing its clear opposition against cartels. Failing to attain FTC’s consent, the
‘exclusion of application’ article was dropped from the bills. Instead, MITI and the FTC
exchanged a memorandum for the petroleum bill, and EPA and FTC for the national life
bill (MITI, 1991: 55; Asahi, 1 December 1973; Tsurumi, 1975: 122). The memoranda
effectively confirmed the exclusion of application from the anti-monopoly law on cartels,
rcooperating with the government over the new bills (see Johnson, 1982: 298). Pi(;wever,
this ambiguity left confusion. The oil industry had to suffer from it, since the FTC':brought

a charge against the oil industry later (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 765-9).

The delay of the coordination for the national life bill remained and it received a cabinet
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decision a week later than the petroleum bill. Nevertheless, Tanaka and his cabinet
successful submitted the two emergency bills to the Diet on 7 December, within only

three weeks since the promoting headquarters proclaimed their necessity.
4 (iii) Analysis

The outcome of domestic oil policy was a swift submission to the Diet of two bilis giving
the government strong regulatory powers over the market and society. The aim of the
emergency measures extended from regulation of oil products to other commoditi_.q's'. They
particularly focused on the problem of price-hikes. Tanaka’s policy preference was clearly
reflected in this policy outcome. His initial reluctance for the emergency measures was
because of his fear that it might emphasise the inflation, which his expansiona;'y fiscal
policy was blamed to be contributing to. Yet the domestic disarray convinced him of the
necessity of devising emergency measures, which provided the government with .strong
regulatory tools. Once decided, the measures had to address the problem of domestic
inflation. The domain of regulation had to include other commodities than mgrely oil
products. He wished to see the bills submitted to and pass the Diet as quickly as possible.
Tanaka made sure his policy preference was reflected in the policy outcome by 'é'lctively

intervening in the policy-making game.
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The part the prime minister played was critical in two ways. First, Tanaka extended the
boundary of the new legislation to include other commodities than oil products, putting
the emphasis on price restraint. Previously, MITI and ANRE were in charge of the
preparation of the emergency measures; their target was solely on oil. Distribution was
their major concern, which was why they allowed the domestic oil companies to raise the
prices of oil products in mid-November. Tanaka’s participation in policy-making altered

the whole nature of the emergency measures.

Second, Tanaka fixed the time schedule for preparing the emergency measures. The prime
minister instructed MITI to produce the legislation bills as quickly as possible. MITI
officials understood that Tanaka wanted to submit the bills at the very beginniﬁg of the
coming Diet. MITI had no opposition. The measures needed inter-depaﬁmental
coordination, which required time. MITI, notably the task force in ANRE, led
inter-departmental coordination of the petroleum bill. They were allowed to use the prime
minister’s official residence while the cabinet councillors’ office arranged the meetings.
With such arrangements and the pressure of time provided by the prime minister, MITI
managed to resolve and in some cases overwhelm the differences and opposition amongst

the departments [interview (32)].

Tanaka promoted the coordination for the national life bill even more s,trongly. Masaharu
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Gotdda, administrative deputy chief cabinet secretary, was put in charge of
inter-departmental coordination for this bill. He called meetings of the directors-general
of the ministerial secretariats from the departments concerned. This ad hoc committee
coordinated the bill at the top level of officials. Initially Tanaka suggested that EPA should
be in charge of the national life bill. EPA was responsible for price policy in genétd, and
its function in the government was to conduct inter-departmental coordinai.;.ion, as
explained in pages 131 and 132 of chapter three. The prime minister was 1egaily the
‘competent minister’ of the EPA, as it came under the PMO. Tanaka could have. directly
commanded the coordination himself through the EPA. Yet he chose to resort to the
cabinet secretariat to accelerate the compilation of the national life bill. Tanaka’s strong

involvement was observed in framing the schedule and arranging the coordination bodies.

5. CONCLUSION

Tanaka exhibited ‘optimal’ behaviour in fiscal policy up to late November 1973_. and in
domestic oil policy, whereas his behaviour was ‘sub-optimal’ in foreign policy and fiscal
policy after late November 1973. This chapter partly confirmed that Tanaka was an active
interventionist in some of the policy-making games, as his reputation suggested, and it

has revealed various routes and channels he resorted to. Yet it also showed that Tanaka
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could not take an active part in other policy-making games.

In foreign policy Masayoshi Ohira, the foreign minister, pursued a different policy from
Tanaka’s. MOFA was split and thus officials could not assume any lead in this
policy-making game. The LDP was much closer to Tanaka’s policy preference. Tanaka’s
private secretary, seconded from MOFA, informed the prime minister’s views and pushed
MOFA officials to take action. MOFA eventually deviated from its minister’s pqlicy and
conceded to domestic pfessure. However, Tanaka clearly stayed out of Ohira’s jurisdiction.
Ohira was the comerstone of the alliance that won Tanaka’s leadership. He was
indispensable for Tanaka’s cabinet and for him retaining his premiership. Ohira énjbyed
autonomous responsibility in foreign affairs. Tanaka did not want to intervene and

override his key ally.

In fiscal policy, Kiichi Aichi, the finance minister until his death on 23 November, had
reservations about Tanaka’s expansionary fiscal policy, while Takeo Fukuda, ;}Aichi’s
successor, declared a policy distinct from the prime minister’s. MOF had two forces: one
being positive about Tanaka’s policy and the other more reluctant. Few directly exp;essed
their concern to the prime minister. The majority of the LDP followed.Tanak.a’s p;)licy
initially, although more sceptical voices were heard as the crisis developed and syﬁlpathy

with Fukuda increased. Tanaka’s participation was phenomenal during Aichi’s
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ministership. A clear exercise of power was observed in the earlier period. Aichi was
personally sceptical. Yet he fully supported Tanaka publicly. He was appointed tov the
ministership from Tanaka’s own faction to support him in the government. Prefere'r'lces in
the office-keeping game transcended Aichi’s policy preferences. Tanaka | 'iiirecﬂy
instructed senior MOF officials, often in detail, to advance an expansionary fiscal policy.
This style changed after late November. Tanaka gave his word to Fukuda that hé would
not intervene in fiscal policy. It was a quid pro quo to contain Fukuda in cabinet and make
him share responsibility for fiscal policy. It was sub-optimal not to intervene and change
the courses of policy when they were clearly inconsistent with Tanaka’s own. policy
preferences. Yet it was optimal for Tanaka to accept his key ministers’ policies once the
policy-making games were put into a broader political contex.t, namely 1n the

office-keeping game.

Domestic oil policy was intriguing. Yasuhiro Nakasone, minister for trade ahd industry,
and many of MITI’s officials were in accordance with Tanaka. They proposed different
ideas for the details of the policy, though they all agreed on the necessity of introducing
strongly regulative legislation to the Diet. The LDP murmured about the "Iack of
consultation and details of the measures, though it was overall supportiv‘e‘ of the
government. The lack of any clear conflict of policy preferences between actors'_;héde it

difficult to assess power relations. Superficial observation might indicate Tanaka was
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pushing at an open door. However, close investigation found Tanaka’s pivotal role in
facilitating the formulation of his preferred policy. Tanaka created a promoting
headquarters, which was effectively an enlarged ministerial committee, attended also by
senior LDP officers and civil servants. He exhibited his policy preferences clearlyA and by
achieving consensus at this body attendees committed themselves to his policies. The
function was similar to the British way of cabinet and cabinet committees, which
provided an advantage to the prime minister. Tanaka’s key role was to set the time
framework for the departments to deliver the two emergency bills. He fully utilised his
deputy chief cabinet secretary and the cabinet secretariat to promote coordination between
departments. Tanaka also gave direct instructions to civil servants. This case demonstrated
a whole range of routes in the core executive and the departments through which the

prime minister could intervene and play a vital part in the policy-making game.

Tanaka was known for his strong personality, receiving the nickname of ‘bulldozer
equipped with a computer’. Strong prime-ministerial intervention was anticipated and
indeed half of the cases confirmed this prediction. They revealed the institutional potential
of the prime minister in Japan. Nevertheless, in some cases Tanaka, the ‘strong’
personality, could not intervene. The cause was not that he did not have interest and time
or faced resistance from the civil servants. It was because intervention would have been

disadvantageous, considering his own political preference and strategy in the
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office-keeping game. Tanaka’s behaviour, which ostensibly appeared sub-optimal, was in

fact optimal in the wider context of politics.
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CHAPTER VII

LOOK LEFT, LOOK RIGHT. DIVIDED PARTY AND
DIVIDED CABINET — JAMES CALLAGHAN AND
THE LABOUR PARTY: APRIL 1976-NOVEMBER
1977 |

The power of the Labour party leadership, notably the parliamentary Labour pafty (PLP)
leadership, has been a fascinating matter of dispute in British political science. Robert
McKenzie (1955; 1964) argued for the similarity of performance between the Labour and
Conservative prime ministers despite their parties’ organisational differences, whilfel Lewis
Minkin (1980, 1991) with others cast doubt on such a straight conclusion, conten&ing that
the power of the PLP leadership within the party depended on more contingent .‘factors.
This chapter examines James Callaghan’s premiership (1976-1979). Section one describes
the deep trouble Callaghan faced in the Labour party. As a British prime miﬁster he
enjoyed various power resources with the additional benefit of a policy unit, which Heath
lacked. Section two looks into oil-sharing within the EEC. The following section
addresses the IMF crisis, which placed enormous pressure on the Labour government.
The following section examines the relationship between the government and the oil
companies in developing the North Sea resources. How the office-keeping game affected

Callaghan’s power-exercise in the policy-making games and whether the formal power
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resources saved Callaghan from intra-party pressure are the key issues.

1. OFFICE-KEEPING GAME

The leadership election that eventually chose James Callaghan as leader of the PLP and
prime minister came suddenly, when Harold Wilson announced his retirement in March
1976. On the left of the party stood Michael Foot and Tony Benn, while James Callaghan,
Roy Jenkins, Denis Healey and Tony Crosland were regarded as candidates from the right.
The first ballot saw Foot gaining most votes, 90, followed by Callaghan’s 84, Jenkins’ 56,
Benn’s 37, Healey’s 30 and Crosland’s 17. Finally, the third ballot showed Callaghan
winning 176 against Foot’s 137. Callaghan’s votes derived from the centre and right of
the party with some soft-left support (Callaghan, 1987: 394; Morgan, 1997: 474).
Callaghan was, in Holmes’ expression (1985: 79), ‘the leader least objectionable to the
parliamentary Labour Party as a whole in that the left preferred him as leader to ﬁealey,
Jenkins or Crosland and the right preferred him to Foot or Benn’. Callaghan himself was
confident of his victory throughout the campaign (Callaghan, 1987: 392). The diverse
allocation of the votes in the ballots, nevertheless, showed the profound division between

the right and left in the party.
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The cabinet led by Callaghan included all the other leadership contenders. Foot was
appointed leader of the House of Commons. Jenkins, Benn and Healey remained in their
respective old offices, namely home secretary, energy secretary and the chancellor of the
exchequer. The office of foreign secretary became vacant after Callaghan himself moved
out. Jenkins was keen to take over the post and was almost certain that Callaghan would
offer it to him (Jenkins, 1991: 441-2). In fact, Crosland was appointed to the office.
Jenkins being an enthusiastic and leading pro-European, Callaghan calculated the
difficulties and uneasiness of appointing Jenkins as foreign secretary (Callaghah, 1987:
399). There were major alterations in the cabinet during the years ahead. Jenkiris, being
disillusioned, moved out to become president of the European commission in September
1976 and Crosland died to be succeeded by David Owen in February 1977. Despite the
loss of two senior centre-right wing ﬁgureé, the Callaghan cabinet ‘was a solidly
centre-right Cabinet in which Tony Benn was effectively isolated and neutraliged’
(Morgan, 1997: 480). Barbara Castle, a convinced left-winger, was sacked from the
cabinet when Callaghan came into office. Only six out of the twenty-three gabinet

ministers could be counted as being from the left wing of the party.

The PLP leadership was desperate for close consultation with the trades union. The
former’s understanding was that the discrepancy between the party and the trade union

movement was the reason for the Labour party’s defeat in the 1970 general election,
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whilst the Labour party was able to win the two general elections in 1974 because of the
public expectation that the Labour party would be able to handle the trades unions.
Disputes with the trades unions had torn apart the previous Conservative government,
which terrified the PLP leadership (Burk and Cairncross, 1992: 13-4). The trades unions
had moved to the left up to the early 1970s and supported the lefi-wing alternative
economic strategy. When the Labour party resumed power in 1974, the trades ur1i§ns led
by Jack Jones and Hugh Scanlon saw more value in the survival of the 'Labour
government and the maintenance of the incomes policy, which had been agreed between
the Labour government and the trades unions (Wickham-Jones, 1996: 150, 153-4). ‘Social

contract’ was the denotation given to this agreement (Pimlott, 1992: 610 and 634-5).

In contrast to the tendency to the right in the cabinet, Callaghan faced fierce divisions in
the Labour party between the left and right, although neither was united. Left-wingers
tended to occupy the internally significant party committees, which became highly critical
of government economic policy. Benn wielded influence in the party not only by being a
cabinet minister but by also chairing both the home policy committee as well as the
industrial sub-committee of the NEC, although he did not enjoy as wide support as Foot
did in the left and in the trade union movement (Wickham-Jones, 1996: 120-3). In cabinet
Callaghan was the most experienced member, having held the three major offices in

government, namely the chancellor of the exchequer, the home secretary, and the foreign
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secretary. Only Michael Foot had been similar in votes in the leadership election.
Accordingly he was in a stronger position than any individual cabinet minister including
Healey, Benn, Crosland, and later Owen. However, being a minority government, which
eventually had to forge the pact with the Liberal party in March 1977, the divisioﬁ within
the party adversely affected the prime minister’s patronage and balance of powgt in the

cabinet and the Labour party.

2. FOREIGN POLICY: OIL-SHARING IN THE EEC
2() Emergence of the Oil-Sharing Scheme in the EEC

An emergency oil-sharing scheme for the EEC had been an issue after the oil crisis in
1973 and notably after the International Energy Agency (IEA) had set up its ;)wn
oil-sharing scheme. The overt aim of the EEC scheme was to supplement that of the IEA,
as France was not a member of the latter body [interview (64) (66)]. The difference -
between the IEA and the EEC proposals was that the EEC member states and the
European commission showed an interest in sharing North Sea resources offshore Britain,

as they did for fishery. Cooperation with and autonomy from the EEC were the issues.
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The emergency oil-sharing scheme did not stand on its own in EEC energy policy. It was
amongst a range of energy policies proposed by various actors (Amold, 1978: 278; see
also Ray, 1975: 14-6; Deese and Miller, 1981: 186-93; and Cowhey, 1985: 216). Initially
the reason the EEC could not reach agreement on the oil-sharing scheme was because of
mutual vetoing between Britain and France (Schneider, 1983: 341; Bulletin of the
European Communities, No.3, 1976, point 2281). Britain insisted on a floor pric.e. for oil,
namely a minimum safeguard price (MSP). France claimed such a measure would benefit
merely the resource-rich countries and instead required greater financing for: Euratom
nuclear projects (Lucas, 1977: 71; Schneider, 1983: 340). In December 1976 the EEC
energy commissioner, Henri Simonet, argued that Britain should drop its insistence on the
MSP and suggested that it should invite the EEC member states to take part in the
development of the North Sea (The Financial Times, 23 December 1976; The Times, 23
December 1976). Such an idea as sharing control over North Sea resources caused grave

concern in Britain [interview (68) (2) (80)].

The process of setting up an emergency oil-sharing scheme was far from smooth. The
energy council reached a formal agreement on the establishment of the oil-sharing
machinery on 14 and 15 February 1977. The council agreed on the principle of exporting
crude oil and petroleum products from one member state to another during shortages of

supply. The scheme was for the short-term, targeting troubled member states. Although
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this development was a step forward, the proposal presented by the commission had
another aspect for the oil-sharing scheme, which the council failed to agree: the
establishment of a specific energy-savings target. This provision indicated that when
supply was short all member states would share the burden and therefore that a member
state, by reducing its own energy consumption, should supply energy resources to others
who would be short of supply. The proposal had two stages; the initial stage would cover
the first two months of the crisis by cutting 10 per cent of the EEC’s oil consumption and
the second stage would be a further cut if the crisis deteriorated. In June 1977 at an energy
council meeting, Dickson Mabon, the energy minister, resisted this second phase, since it
involved majority decision-making by the council of ministers and the loss of the British

veto (The Financial Times, 15 June 1977; The Times, 15 June 1977).

2 (ii) Benn Rejects the Oil-Supply Guarantee

The emergency oil-sharing scheme was embedded in other issues. The deadlock étanéd to
break in March 1977. At an energy council meeting the delegation led by Tony Benn
softened its demand for the MSP and showed signs of dropping its rejection of the
French-supported Euratom loan to finance the construction of nuclear power smﬁons (The
Financial Times, 30 March 1977). The British government had revised its priority in the

EEC. The rejection of the Euratom loan had been retaliation against French opposition to
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the MSP. However, the price of crude oil was well above the price suggested as a
potential level for the MSP and was thus not seen as a crucial instrument. Besides, .ahother

issue arose: the JET scheme.

The JET scheme, the Joint European TORUS, was a thermo-nuclear fusion project of the
EEC, whose site needed deciding. The British government was keen on winning the
scheme for Culham in Oxfordshire. Callaghan committed himself to the issue from an
early stage (Callaghan, 1987: 327-8). His attitude towards the EEC was of lukewarm
support, being more of ‘a firm believer in the Atlantic Alliance’. Knowing Britain v;lould
soon become a major oil producer, Callaghan did not want the EEC to constrain Britain’s
North Sea oil policies [interview (16) (73)]. He saw the significance of the EEC notasa
matter of economic advantage but as a political issue; Britain needed the EEC so as not to
be marginalised in world politics (Callaghan, 1987: 305). Britain and the Labour party in
particular had been divided by the issue of Europe for years, which a referendum settled
in 1975. Notwithstanding there was no real threat to leave the EEC in the party by then,
the EEC needed another push tq convince the British public. Callaghan (1987: 3?7) put
this point, ‘I was looking fo;' some incontrovertible and tangible proof that Corﬁmunity
membership could provide Britain with a benefit that would not otherwise have écqfﬁed

tous’.
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Between the summer and autumn of 1977 the Labour party was going through yet another
dispute over Europe. It was triggered by the government’s support for a directly elected
European parliament, the legislation for which needed to go through the British
parliament. In late May the left-wing Tribune group put out a statement requiring Britain
to withdraw from the EEC, while the Common Market safeguards committee, an
anti-EEC body within the Labour party, published a vigorously anti-EEC pamphlét. The
NEC adopted a document severely critical against the EEC. Benn attended the press
conference of the Comrhon Market safeguards committee and chaired the subcommittee
that prepared the NEC document. Although it was a free vote, six cabinet ministers and
twenty-six junior ministers voted against the government’s preferred outcome in the
second reading of the European assembly elections bill (The Financial Times, 3 .fune, 15
June, 8 July 1977; The Economist, 6 August 1977; The Times, 3 June, 8 July 1_977). David
Owen, the foreign secretary, implicitly criticised the anti-EEC movement, yet there; was
no discipline on Benn by the prime minister (The Financial Times, 4 June 1977; The
Times, 4 June 1977). Because the Labour party was in a minority in the Commons, it had
to form a pact with the Liberals in March 1977. Callaghan did not want to lose.any of his
own party’s support when he faced major problems domestically. Although the
controversy was much less heated than in 1975, he would have liked to see the dispute
pass away without creating a large embarrassment for the party and his govemment

[interview (70)].
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Settlement of the emergency oil-sharing scheme was finalised on 25 October 1977, the
same day Britain won the JET programme for Culham. Because of the effort to gain the
JET scheme, the British government withdrew some of its controversial positions, namely
the demand for the MSP and rejection of the Euratom loan. This movement clegred the
way for the oil-sharing scheme. The blockade of the oil-sharing scheme disappeared for
the sake of the JET scheme. In fact, the agreement on the oil-sharing scheme did not
depart much from the British or indeed Benn’s position. Oil was, in any case, not a matter

of emergency by then (Chesshire et. al., 1977: 51).

This agreement did not satisfy the other EEC member states and the commission. It only
alleviated their concerns, although the Bulletin of the European Communities (No.10,
1977: 31) proudly declared ‘The Community is therefore now provided with the legal
instruments which were so sadly lacking during the 1973 crisis and will now be able to
bring solidarity between Member States fully into play should a similar crisis occur again’.
The agreed proposal provided ‘that the Council may, on a proposal from the Commission,
unanimously [my emphasis] decide on any other measure to ensure optimum supplies of
crude oil and petroleum products for the entire Community’ (Q.J, Vol.20, Nb.LGl, 5
March 1977, 23-5; Bulletin of the European Communities, No.12, 1976: 63). Unanimity
implied the possibility of a veto. Unanimity made it unable to decide on anything

controversial, which might damage the autonomy of even a single participant of the deal
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(Wilson, 1989: 269). Unanimity, namely the possibility of a veto retained by the
resource-rich countries, could undermine the whole concept of the EEC as a single entity -
in energy supply and consumption. One of the major objectives set by the EEC was to
reduce dependence on imported energy from outside the Community.' Thls target would
have made sense only if the condition was fulfilled that a member state, either an energy
producer or a holder of excessive energy, would pass its resources to its troubled fellow
member state(s). The British delegation ‘was not prepared unconditionally to accept
mandatory cuts of moré than 10 per cent in normal consumption. Britain reserved the
right of veto if she thought that the cuts in such circumstances jeopardized national

interests’ (Arnold, 1978: 279; The Financial Times, 26 October 1977).2

The commission kept asking Britain to guarantee oil and gas supplies to the other member
states in an emergency. A reduction of Britain’s oil stocks was offered in exchange for the
supply guarantee (The Financial Times, 23 December 1977). In December 1977 EEC
energy ministers attempted to set a target for future energy consumption (7he Financial
Times, 14 December 1977). Benn strongly rejected all such proposals that would -restrain
Britain’s control and possibly concede control to the EEC. His attitude was overtly hostile,

though neither the FCO ministers nor its officials directly intervened to tone down Benn’s

! For instance, in a communication sent to the council on 29 September 1976 the commission stated
the purpose of this communication was ‘to work towards a broad agreement on the two main points:
reduced Community dependence on imports and the security of imports’ (Bulletin of the European
Communities, No.9 1976: 42).

2 The British delegation also won a concession that oil for power stations was the only type of oil to be
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approach. The Labour government resisted any claim by the EEC to guarantee thé normal

supply of oil to its EEC counterparts.
2 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was ambivalent. An agreement was indeed reached and an
oil-sharing scheme which mirrored the IEA scheme was established to share the burden of
any disruption of oil supply within the EEC. However, Britain retained its veto and
autonomy. It hardly provided measures to make the EEC a single entity for energy and to
secure normal oil supply in an emergency for the troubled member states. Bntaln,
represented by the energy secretary, took a reluctant and somewhat antagonistip pbsition,

which caused frustration amongst the other member states and the commission.

The FCO was not the lead department in dealing with ‘British’ oil even though it was
discussed in the EEC. DEn and its ministers represented Britain in the EEC ministerial
councils. The FCO agreed with Benn by refusing the argument that North .Sea oil
belonged to the EEC as a whole. Yet pro-EEC officials disliked Benn’s hostilé attitude to
the EEC. Nevertheless, the issue was scarcely raised to ministerial level in the FCO
[interview (64)]. FCO ministers were not as pro-EEC as some of their officials [interview

(78)]. More importantly, David Owen, the foreign secretary was just promoted to the post

re-allocated in the event of emergency (The Financial Time, 26 October 1977).
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in February 1977 from a junior ministership in the FCO. There was little to gain from
becoming involved in a dispute with a senior controversial cabinet minister as TO:ny Benn
[interview (78)]. Without a clear intention and support from the prime minister, to which
Owen was sensitive, he had no incentive to oppose Benn. The FCO was a side player in

this issue.

Callaghan did not publicly indicate his policy preference over EEC oil policy, although an
aide in 10 Downing Street revealed in an interview that Callaghan wanted to ;cIVOid any
agreement that would restrain the North Sea oil policy of the British government
[interview (73)]. On the other hand, he was hesitant in displaying hostility- against
cooperation in the EEC, because government policy, folldwing the result of the
referendum, defined Britain as remaining in the EEC. His views were lukewarm though

cooperative towards the EEC.

The policy outcome was on the whole in accordance with Callaghan’s policy preference,
yet it still showed an inclination to deviate to a degree to be anti-EEC. Nonetheless,
Callaghan did not engage himself in this policy-making game. One reason for this
‘indifference’ was that the issue did not relate to a major and urgent matter to be dealt
with. The oil crisis in 1973 still had an impact on the political economy though the peak

was over and the 1978-80 crisis caused by the Iranian revolution was yet to come. There
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were various other issues Callaghan had to face in the mid to late 1970s, such as incomes
policy, fiscal policy, the Lib-Lab pact and the Scottish and Welsh devolution bill with

others (Callaghan, 1987: 462 and 475).

The other reason is he did not wish to intervene in EEC policies, because of the divisions
in the Labour party and the cabinet over the EEC. Although Benn’s policy was slightly
deviating from Callaghan’s and annoying for the pro-European members of the party,
Callaghan did not want unnecessarily to rock the boat by showing and imposing his own
policy preference on Benn. Benn had his own support in the party although Callaghan
believed he could control and, if necessary, sack him (Donoughue, 1987: 14). What he
wanted to avoid was telling Benn to be less hostile to the EEC and then to have Benn
turning around to the party and saying that he was under pressure for his anti-EEC
attitudes. Callaghan was careful in keeping the balance within his party [inte;'view (76)
(78)]. He could overlook this little deviation, considering his general contentment, lack of

time and party-political sensitivity.
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3. FISCAL POLICY: IMF CRISIS AND CONTROLLING PUBLIC

EXPENDITURE
3@ Callaghan Backs his Chancellor

In April 1976 when James Callaghan became prime minister the sterling slide had already
started, later known as the IMF crisis (see Table A.11). BOE’s two movements dé facto
triggered this slide. On ‘4 March it intervened in the currency market by selling sterling
and on the following day lowered the minimum lending rate (MLR) by 0.25 points to 9
per cent. Whatever the real intentions of the British financial authorities, the market
interpreted this movement as a sign by the government not to support sterling at its
current rate: namely as a sign to depreciate sterling (Dell, 1991: 205; Harmon, 1997:
116-9 and 132). On 2 April it was revealed that March had seen the largest ever fall of the
reserves in a single month, amounting to the total of £598 million. The value of sterling
began to drop suddenly and rapidly. The international financial markets started to state its
distrust of the Labour government, which was effectively what the fall in sterling from
March 1976 indicated (Dell, 1991; Burk and Cairncross, 1992: 32). Whether or not the

market’s judgement was right, sterling was dropping with extreme speed.

The Callaghan government announced on 7 June 1976 a standby credit of $5.3 billion
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agreed with the central banks of nine countries, with the US Treasury and the Bank for
International Settlements (BIS). This standby credit was to expire in three montﬁ;, which
could be extended for only another three months. The conditionality of the standl.)y credit
was not publicly expressed, although the British government was expected to ac;hieve a
substantial reduction in the PSBR to regain the confidence of the international financial
community (Harmon, 1997: 144-153; Dell, 1991: 219-20). There was strong pressure
from the US financial authorities. They believed it was time to convince the British to
take firm action (Burk and Cairncross, 1992: 37-46; Fay and Young, 1978: 8-9). Opinions
existed in the British government to go straight to the IMF but Callaghan explained, ‘I
think they would demand things that we wouldn’t be prepared to yield to them’ (Benn
1989: 588; see also Healey, 1989: 427-8). As Kathleen Burk and Alec Cairncross (1992:

45) illustrated,

“The point of the stand-by credit was to buy time, either (as the Cabinet hoped) to allow
the measures already taken to work, or (as the Americans hoped) to allow the British to
cut public expenditure and mop up excess liquidity’.

Opposition to a substantial expenditure cut rose both from the right and the left in the
cabinet. The trades unions threw doubt on the Treasury’s argument and sought.import
controls (Harmon, 1997: 155-6). Because of strong opposition in cabinet and th¢ party,
Callaghan decided to play the game long and let ministers express their viewé’:;hdthout
imposing his own preference. However, it was obvious to the Treasury ministers that
Callaghan would come down on the chancellor’s side at some stage [interview (67)]. As
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Edmund Dell (1991: 226) wrote, ‘Callaghan was a new Prime Minister, determined to get
his way’. The final result of the cabinet discussion was to cut public expenditure by £952
billion and raise national insurance contributions (NICs) by 2 per cent, which would
eventually bring down the PSBR to £9 billion.} The final expenditure cuts were far below
what the Treasury considered to be necessary, which disappointed its officials, and
therefore the NICs’ rise was a complement to the reduced expenditure cuts (Fay and
Young, 1978: 17) [interview (71)]. Joel Barnett explained in an interview, ‘I thought we
were doing as much as would be necessary, and I also knew the political problems of
trying to do even more. ... I knew we couldn’t go further’ (see also Pliatzky, 1982:

150-1).

Unfortunately the trick did not work. Sterling started falling yet again in late summer
1976. During the first week of September the BOE had to withdraw $515 rﬁilliop from
the $5.3 billion standby loan. The credit withdrawn from the standby credit amounted to
$1.6 billion, which had to be repaid by 9 December (The Financial Times, 5 October
1976; Browning, 1986: 81; Fay and Young 1978, 1: 35). On 9 September the BOE ceased

intervention altogether on the authority of the chancellor.

3 Healey also proposed setting a money-supply forecast, though not a target.
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3 (i) Unconvinced Prime Minister

Sterling continued its slide throughout September. Application for the IMF loan became
unavoidable. Callaghan was not convinced that another major expenditure cut was indeed
necessary. According to Kenneth Morgan, the policy unit briefed Callaghan on 5
November arguing, ‘Deflation was "an entirely inappropriate response to our current
problems™ (‘The L.M.F. Negotiations’ (PU/229), 5 Nov. 1976 (Callaghan Papers,.box 13)
cited in Morgan, 1997: 546). Callaghan and certainly his policy unit were initially much
closer to Tony Crosland’s view. Public expenditure had been cut three times, namely in
December 1975, March and July 1976, while the government and the trades unions had
just agreed to another round of incomes policy in the summer of 1976. Time and not
further major cuts were needed so that the existing policies could work. Callaghan was
also politically worried. According to Healey’s (1989: 430) observation, ‘He [Callaghan]
had been badly bruised by the Party Conference, and seemed uncertain whether it was
economically right or politically possible to make more cuts in public spending’.
Callaghan’s speech at the Labour party conference on 28 September was a warning
against inflation and that the days of over-borrowing were over. It did not go down well.
In contrast, Callaghan’s closest sources coincided in their views to the contrary;
Callaghan, striving to support the chancellor, always thought a substantial expenditure cut

would be inevitable although he was not confident about its extent and nature (Callaghan,
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1987: 422-3; Donoughue, 1987: 94-5) [interview (73) (75) (93)]. (Ex-)Treasury ministers,
such as Edmund Dell (1991) and Joel Bamnett (1982: 101), were less convinced that

Callaghan was ready for the cuts from the beginning [interview (67)].

In the Treasury two groups existed: (1) Sir Leo Pliatzky, the second permanent secretary
leading the public expenditure side with Sir Douglas Wass, the permanent secretary, who
were aware of the political difficulties in reducing the PSBR and (2) Sir Derek Mitchell,
the second permanent secretary leading the overseas finance group, who insistéd on a
larger reduction in public expenditure to regain international confidence. This division
had already been evident during the debate in July (Holmes 1985: 88-9; Harmon, 1997:
152). However, it was even more explicit in the autumn of 1976 (Healey, 1989: 430; Burk
and Cairncross, 1992: 71). Joel Barnett, the Treasury chief secretary, preferred overkill
this time, as ‘Apart from anything else, Denis’s credibility with Cabinet, let alone
elsewhere, was pretty low, so this package had better be the last one’ (Barnett, 1982: 100).

The Treasury was not speaking with one voice.

Callaghan respected the constitutional role of the Treasury and was determined to support
Healey. From his own experience as chancellor he felt a chancellor, isolated in cabinet,
deserved support from the prime minister [interview (73) (75) (93)]. Besides, as

Callaghan (1987: 435) himself explained, ‘At a pinch we could afford to lose the
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Secretary for Energy, or in extremis even the Foreign Secretary, but the Government
would not have survived the resignation of the Chancellor’. Yet he was suspiciops_of the
Treasury’s policies and figures, since they tended to show, he believed, a glooﬁy picture
and recommended excessively deflationary policies. However, Sir Douglas Wass in an
interview recounted; ‘To some extent, though only to some extent, ..., I agreed with
Crosland that the situation did not call for fundamental reform or major policy change. It
called for restoration of stability and called for minor changes. And theref;re my
objective of the negotiation was to persuade the Fund that we shouldn’t have a complete
change of policy but an adjustment’. Callaghan did not find the ‘Keynesieins’ in the

Treasury as his allies.

The prime minister initially sought to gain backing from the United States and West
Germany. Callaghan believed he could resort to their political leaders, considering their
previous support for him [interview (19)]. Callaghan wanted to soften IMF’s conditions
and reach an agreement on the sterling balance, which was to do with the sterling.’s status
as a reserve currency. It is, however, not beyond question whether Callaghan really saw
‘the IMF loan was subsidiary to this priority’ as Fay and Young (1978: 25) pﬁt it. The
Treasury side agreed that Callaghan was convinced the sterling balance was the :problem
(Barnett, 1982: 101; Healey, 1989: 430; Dell, 1991: 252-3) [interview (71)]. Yet, again,

Callaghan’s advisers took different views. Lord McNally, Callaghan’s then political
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secretary, stressed ‘I was never in any doubt that he saw the IMF loan as the, if not the
only, show in town, the most likely one. And that was the one he had to concentrate on’.
According to Lord Donoughue, head of the policy unit at the time, Callaghan believed the
sterling-balance problem increased the volatility of sterling and kept it his ageﬂda ever
since he was chancellor in the 1960s. Yet he expressed in an interview, ‘[sterling balance]

was an important issue but a side issue’.

In mid-November Callaghan sent Harold Lever to Washington. Lever was a financial
expert promoting a sterling-balance solution and urging borrowing through the crisis. Yet
Callaghan was not optimistic about Lever’s visit. Lord Donoughue recounted in an

interview;

‘But it was another thing that had to be ticked off in the list, since some people, Lever,
Crosland and Keynesian economists said that, if you went to America and talked.to them and
got a loan [and] so forth, you wouldn’t have to do this cut. It was necessary to try that out. ...
What the prime minister was doing was he started with a whole range of possible options
being proposed by all kinds of people and slowly they were eliminated’.

It was a necessary step to eliminate the possible options and convince the advocates of
‘sterling-balance agreements’ and of ‘borrowing-through’, possibly including Callaghan
himself, that they were not realistic options. Lever’s trip ended in disappointment (Burk
and Cairncross, 1992: 82). Neither the Ford administration nor the Schmidt govgﬁment

could deliver the support Callaghan had wished to obtain.
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3 (iii) Cabinet Government or Policy Disarray?

The cabinet was divided into four groups: the left, the social democrats, the Treasury team
plus others and the ‘King’s party’ (Morgan, 1997: 545-6; see also Harmon, 1997: 175-6,
185-7; Donoughue, 1987: 90). The left was composed of Foot, Benn, Shore, Silkin, Booth
and Orme. They were against the expenditure cuts, which they believed were deflationary,
and instead favoured the alternative economic strategy. They differed amongst themselves,
though mainly suppoﬁéd import controls or import deposits. It was effectively a policy
for a siege economy. The social democrats, led by Crosland, included Williams,
Hattersley, Mulley, Rodgers and Lever. They insisted massive borrowing was possible on
the basis of existing policies. They agreed with the left that a substantial expenditure cut
would be deflationary with the already high level of unemployment and it would instead
increase expenditure because of the rise in unemployment benefits (see Table A.4). The
Treasury group, namely Healey, Dell and Prentice argued a reduction of the PSBR,
mainly through public expenditure cuts, was necessary to restore confidence in the
financial communities. They opposed import controls, which would provoke retaliation
from other countries, and said that the United States and West Germany, who were major
voices in the IMF, would not accept such behaviour. The ‘King’s party’ was comprised of
those who owed their positions to the prime minister and were expected to follow the

direction he would take. They included Lord Elwyn-Jones, Meryln Rees, Bruce Millan,
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John Morris and Fred Peart.

The IMF mission arrived in London on 1 November, though Callaghan did not allow the
British Treasury to start negotiations for weeks. This delay was to make a public
exhibition of them, as described by Derek Mitchell, ‘to reassure the Cabinet .and the
Parliamentary Labour Party that the Treasury was not in thrall to the IMF’ (d;léted in
Burk and Caiﬁmcross, 1992: 70). Callaghan contrived to resolve the differences, éspecially,
between the social democrats and the Treasury group. An informal meeting was held at 10
ﬁowning Street on 18 November, for which Callaghan called in Healey, Crosland, Dell
and a few Treasury officials with others. Characteristic about this meeting was that the left
was not invited. Yet the two groups could not reach any common ground (Dell, 1991:

256-8; Burk and Cairncross, 1992: 85).

The cabinet eventually authorised the Treasury to start its negotiations with the IMF team
on 19 November. The negotiations with the IMF and discussions within the cabiqet and
the cabinet economic strategy committee proceeded parallel to each other. The IMF
team’s proposal was to reduce the PSBR by £3 billion in 1977-78 and £4 billion in
1978-79. Leo Pliatzky (1982: 152), the Treasury second permanent secretary in charge of
public expenditure, made it plain when he expressed, ‘It was never on the cards that

Treasury Ministers would put such proposals to Cabinet, let alone succeed in getting

292



VII. Look Lefi, Look Right — James Callaghan

approval for them’.

On 23 November the chancellor instead put forward a plan to cut the PSBR liy £1.5
billion from £10.5 billion to £9 billion. £500 million would be raised by the sale of the BP
shares. Crosland and Hattersley started arguing for protectionism and an import deposit
scheme (Benn, 1989: 653-4; Crosland, 1982: 379). Donoughue calculated that the
opposition against the Treasury proposal in cabinet was ‘15 ministers at a rough count’
(cited in Morgan, 1997: 546). The Treasury proposal was not accepted. The _meeting

ended inconclusively. Callaghan showed no commitment to any side.

Yet the opposition forces did not advance to a united front but instead disintegrated. The
social democrats attempted to join forces with the left, which did not materialise
(Crosland, 1982: 379; Burk and Cairncross, 1992: 88-9). Meanwhile, the right, initially
gathering around Crosland, gradually started dispersing. Rodgers detached himseif from
the group after Crosland suggested threatening the United States and West Germany by
mentioning the withdrawal of the British Army in West Germany. Lever and Williams
became wary of the import restrictions sought by Crosland and Hattersley, wilich was
against their belief in the principle of free trade. Crosland’s position was disintegrating
(Crosland, 1982: 380-1; Harmon, 1997: 203). Callaghan took the advantage of holding a

private talk with Crosland when attending the European council at The Hague on 29 and
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30 November. Callaghan revealed that he was to support Healey at the next cabinet
meeting. On 1 December Crosland changed his position (Crosland, 1982: 381; Harmon,
1997: 204). With Crosland’s support Callaghan knew ‘I would be able to .secure a
majority in Cabinet for the Chancellor’s approach. I could therefore declare my hand

without the necessity of delivering an ultimatum to the Cabinet’ (Callaghan, 1987: 439).

On 1 December the IMF managing director, Johannes Witteveen, arrived in London
secretly. The discussion between Callaghan-Healey and Witteveen was tense anci harsh,
almost bringing down the whole negotiation. However, during the meeting Callaghan
finally declared for the first time in autumn 1976 his support for his chanc;ellor in
reducing the PSBR by £1 billion in 1977-78 (Healey, 1989: 431; Morgan, 1997: 54;7-8).
Sir Douglas Wass, permanent secretary of the Treasury, viewed these meetings with
Witteveen to be critical in determining Healey and Callaghan’s minds [intervier material].

Lord Donoughue recalled,

‘[Callaghan] knew he couldn’t do nothing, because that would destroy the currency. But ... I
felt that for a quite a while he was not clear in his own head ... He never showed his own
hand, and I think it was rather typical of him, but I think it was because he was not quite
clear. And then late November — early December he suddenly seemed to know’.

On the same day Callaghan met Len Murray, the TUC general secretary, and Jack Jones, a
prominent leader of the TGWU. Jones, in particular, expressed deep concern about the
effect of the expenditure cuts on the social contract, but encouraged Callaghan to pursue

his policies and maintain the Labour government (Callaghan, 1987: 437-9; Harmon,
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1997: 202-3).

The cabinet on 2 December was decisive (Callaghan, 1987: 439-40; Harmqn, 1997:
204-7; Morgan, 1997: 549). Healey submitted the same proposal as the one on 23
November. Callaghan overtly declared his support for Healey. Foot repeated his severe
anxiety while Benn and Shore restated their policies based on import restrictions.
Crosland’s change of position determined the tide. He stated Treasury policy was, from
his viewpoint, economically, socially and politically wrong. However, ‘The unity of the
Party depended upon sustaining the Prime Minister and the effect on sterling of rejecting
the Prime Minister would be to destroy our capacity’ (Benn, 1989: 674; see also Crosland,
1982: 381-2). The Treasury policy which the cabinet accepted was far less than ti1e IMF
had required. The IMF demanded further cuts, though at the end complied with the

British government’s proposal (Healey, 1989: 431-2).
3 (iv) Analysis

The outcome of the éterling crisis in 1976 was two massive reductions in public
expenditure with a considerable rise in NICs and an introduction of targets for a domestic
credit expansion. It was an unpopular policy in cabinet, the Labour party and the trades

unions, even though the public expenditure cuts were far less than the IMF demanded.
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Callaghan was ready for the expenditure cuts in the summer. He was against an
unacceptable level, which the financial side of the Treasury suggested, though his
understanding was to see through the necessary cuts at an earlier rather than a later stage.
The problem was the second cut in the autumn and winter of 1976. At the beginning when
it became inevitable to go to the IMF, it is likely that Callaghan was not certain ébout the
necessity of the expenditure cuts. Bitter was the resistance in cabinet and the Labour party
from all sides and in the trades unions. However, when it bécame obvious fchat the
expenditure cuts were a pre-requisite for the IMF loan and that Healey was convinced of
its necessity, Callaghan’s decision was to support Healey. With his personal feelings that
prime ministers ought to support their chancellors, his judgement was that a cabinet
would not survive a crisis with a sharp divergence between Healey and himself. As Lord

McNally aptly pointed out in an interview;

“There wasn’t going to be a resolution to the IMF crisis with Healey emerging triumphant,
Callaghan defeated, or vice versa. They had to both emerge together. And that was quite a
binding force in getting the policy through’. '

To keep the chancellor and the IMF on board the expenditure cut needed to be substantial
enough, while it could not be too large, as it might provoke total rejection in cabinet, the
party and the trades unions (Donoughue, 1987: 97). Callaghan’s policy preference was

shaped politically.

Even after Callaghan had made up his mind, he did not push his preference through the
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cabinet. Apart from the fact that he himself was not certain about the amount and nature
of the expenditure cuts, the majority of the cabinet was against a substantial reduction. He
alloWed all sides to participate and express their views. By so doing he exposed the
chancellor in the cabinet and let him be bruised and fight against his opponents. This
tactic was to put pressure on the Treasury to avoid draconian expenditure cuts [interview
(73)]. On the other hand, he sought to obtain support from the US and German political
leaders, who were more sympathetic than their financial authorities, to soﬁen the
conditions of the IMF loan and arrange a sterling-balance agreement. He waited until all
of the other options disbanded. Only at the last moment did Callaghan show his support

for Healey.

Callaghan’s behaviour was sub-optimal for the policy-making game. First, Callaghan’s
initial preference was not to go through a further substantial reduction of public
expenditure, which was contrary to Treasury policy. He succeeded in making the cuts
smaller, though he could not impose his own policy preference. Second, although
becoming convinced of the need for a massive expenditure cut, Callaghan still could not
lead the cabinet to accept one in an overt fashion. He had to wait until all of the other
options collapsed and oppositions disbanded. Callaghan’s tactics and skills in keeping the
cabinet and the Labour party from falling apart were outstanding. As Peter Hennessy

(2000: 385) wrote, <*1931” was a powerful code for the Callaghan cabinet’, when the
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Labour party government had experienced the traumatic split. The cabinet, the PLP and
the trades union did not reject the expenditure cuts, while the British government
managed to gain the approval of the IMF with a far smaller amount of expenditure cuts
than the IMF required. Callaghan’s behaviour could be understood as optimal only taking
into consideration the office-keeping game. As one minister recalled, ‘survival’ was the

key goal of Callaghan’s behaviour [interview (67)].

4. OIL POLICY: NORTH SEA OIL EXPLORATION VPOLICY

4 (i) Tony Benn as Chief Negotiator

James Callaghan altered the composition of the negotiating team on North Sea oil
participation, when he came into office. The team, the North Sea re-negotiation
committee, comprised ministers and officials mainly from the DEn and the Treasury
(Corti and Frazer, 1983: 100; Benn, 1989: 417-8). On 4 May 1976 Callaghan changed the
ministerial chief negotiator from Harold Lever, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster,
to Tony Benn, the energy secretary. The prime minister emphasised there was no change
in policy (The Financial Times, 5 May 1976; The Times, 5 May 1976). Callaghan also

sent Dickson Mabon, a Scotsman, as minister of state for energy under Benn, with special
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responsibility for the development of energy resources in the North Sea (The Times, 15
April 1976). He had been chairman of the centre-right wing Manifesto group '_of the
Labour party. Mabon directly reported to the energy committee of the cabinet, attending it
in his own right with Benn [interview (80) (93)]. The prime minister had put Mabon as

Benn’s deputy to restrain and monitor him [Interview (68) (73) (80)].

Harold Lever and Edmund Dell, paymaster general in the Treasury, had Béen the two
main figures in framing North Sea exploration policies during the Wilson government.
The basic framework of North Sea exploration policy had already been established when
Benn became chief negotiator. The white paper issued in July 1974 revealed strict
regulatory measures over the oil companies operating in the North Sea. It stated the two
major goals of the government were (1) ‘to secure a fairer share of profits for the ﬁation’
and (2) ‘to assert greater public control’ (United Kingdom, Parliament, 1974: 4-5). Three
practical measures were taken to achieve the objectives: (1) the passage of the pétroleum
and submarine pipelines bill, (2) the participation negotiations between the government
and the oil companies and (3) the passage of the oil taxation bill. The implicit objective
was to secure access to oil during a crisis and to control export to the other EEC countries
(Benn, 1989: 417-8; The Financial Times, 7 December 1976). The oil companies stoutly
opposed these policies and their suspicion centred on the term ‘participation’. In

negotiations with the OPEC countries the term indicated a form of quasi-nationalisation.
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It generated grave concern amongst the oil companies (Nelsen, 1991: 49; Corti and Frazer,
1983: 96 and 125; Dell Papers, Bodleian Library, MS. Eng. C. 4831: 102, entry for 11

February 1975).

In distinct contrast to this white paper advocating stronger control over the oil industry,
the initial government negotiating team contrived to alleviate anxiety amongst the oil
companies. Eric Varley, the then energy secretary, had issued in 1974 the ‘Varley
assurances’ or ‘Varley guidelines’. He promised that the government would not order
depletion cuts before 1982 on fields discovered before 1976. In parallel Lever stated in
January 1975 that the government did not intend to increase its revenue through
participation and would seek agreements that were financially neutral from the oil
companies’ perspective. It was an attempt to remove concerns about expropﬁation
(Amold, 1978: 153; Nelson, 1991: 52-3; Corti and Frazer, 1983: 121). This latter
‘financially no better and no worse’ principle indicated that the government would not
enforce nationalisation without compensation. Compensation would have worseﬁed the
PSBR and the balance of payments, which were already in a horrific condition. Dell’s
understanding was, ‘[But] given that we are in this position I personally would be
reasonably content with the tax alone because I am sure we can have the necessary
control even without carried interest. But I would prefer to have carried interest, and it

would be politically valuable to have it and I think it would give us far more detailed
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knowledge of the oil company operation than we are likely to have without it’. Yet Dell
was not prepared to buy carried interest ‘at too high a price’ (Dell Papers, Bodleian
Library, MS. Eng. C. 4828: 64 and 125, entry for 7 June 1974 and 25 June 1974). He was
ready, for instance, ‘to see participation in the Shell/Esso fields, like Brent, deferred to
some time in the future’ (Dell Papers, Bodleian Library, MS. Eng. C. 4832: 1-2, entry for
18 February 1975). Effectively, the Lever/Dell/Varley line was through taxation and
royalties ‘to secure a fairer share of profits for the nation’. Participation for ‘public
control’ was bound to bé limited and nominal. Dell proudly claimed that Benn’s arrival at

the DEn was ‘tolerable’ only because of the scheme set by themselves (Dell, 1991: 144).

The oil companies became less concerned about the government’s policy and the
possibility of expropriation. However, some companies, notably Esso, became
considerably hostile to the negotiation with the British government. Corti and Frazer
(1983: 150-1) argued this change was because of the arrival of Benn to the scene; ‘More
specifically it seems that Shell and Esso perceived him as a man seeking to achieve
control over the commanding heights of the oil business and who, given half a chance,
would be attempting confiscation of oil property’ (Corti and Frazer, 1983: 151). They saw

a clear change in government policy with this appointment.
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4 (ii) Tightening Government Control

Besides confiscation, the oil companies’ concern was that participation would entail loss
of oil and give confidential information to BNOC. As these oil companies had
downstream activities, namely, refinery and domestic distribution networks in i3ritain,
they needed the oil from the North Sea themselves. It would have been harmful if; the oil
were provided to their rival downstream operators. Senior executives from Shell
explained that this concern prevented them from agreeing to the principle of participation
(The Financial Times, 14 May 1976; The Times, 14 May 1976). The oil companies
viewed BNOC with growing hostility. The complex if not contradictory roles of BNOC
caused confusion. It possessed the roles of both judge and competitor in the North Sea
industry; it monitored profits, prices, costs and exploration, acting as the agent of the
government and providing it with expertise in oil business, while it operated as a
commercial company (Arnold, 1978: 155-61; Lucas, 1982: 102; Nelson, 1991: 81-2). The
government had always emphasised it wanted the oil companies to take part in the
participation re-negotiation voluntarily. Nonetheless, some companies, in particular Esso,
made it plain, ‘If it’s voluntary, we won’t have anything to do with it. If it’s mandatory,
then of course I'll do it tomorrow’ (Benn, 1989: 474; see also Arnold, 1978: 142-3;

Nelson, 1991: 53).
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Benn toughened the government’s position from spring 1976. He linked the participation
re-negotiation for existing licences to the approaching fifth round of the licence allocation.
Lever had stressed this point earlier in February, yet Benn’s attitude was more determined
(The Financial Times, 14 October 1976). It was almost like asking for ‘sergeant major’s
volunteers’. BP was the first of the three to reach an agreement, following a two-day
meeting on 27 and 28 June between the government and BP. The agreement did not
provide for a premium price, which BP asked for, but instead a buy-back scheme was
agreed. It meant BP couid buy back the same oil at the same market price by which it sold
it to BNOC. It was confirmed that BNOC would not enter the downstream business
before 1980, about which BP was also concerned, although it would keep the rights to
carry out joint operations in the downstream business (Benn, 1989: 585-6; The Financial
Times, 24 June, 2 July 1976; The Times, 24 June, 2 July 1976). The crucial moment was
when BP felt confident that the government did not have the intention of nationalising the
North Sea operation without compensation [interview (91)]. 4 A memorandum of

principles was signed on 1 July 1977.

Resistance from Shell and Exxon was much fiercer than expected, especially from Exxon.
Shell and Exxon were anxious about such issues as BNOC gaining the option to purchase

51 per cent of the North Sea oil they produced and the criteria of a crisis that would

4 BP also insisted the government sell off the BP shares it possessed through the BOE. It made the
government share in BP 68 per cent.
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override the agreement on buyback arrangements (The Financial Time, 14 September
1976; The Economist, 20 November, 14 September 1976). The latter issue was solved by
a deal claiming that, as long as the companies met the oil demands of the British economy,
the buy-back scheme was secured (The Economist, 8 January 1977; The Financial Times,
4 February 1977; The Times, 22 November 1977). Signing the memoranda of principles
on 5 January 1977 was just in time for Shell and Exxon to claim their cooperatiop with
the British government to avoid discrimination in the fifth round of licence allocation.
Amoco, the last of the major three, failed to reach agreement with the British government
and BNOC. Consequently, the government did not initially provide any licence for
Amoco in the fifth round. Shell and Exxon were to provide information on production
levels, refinery throughput and output, pricing policies and investment plans. It could be
seen as a planning agreement although Exxon denied this argument (The Financial Times,
6 January, 22 November 1977). This arrangement also guaranteed that the North Sea oil
developed by Shell and Exxon would be used in Britain for downstream acﬁviﬁgs. The

final participation deal was signed on 21 November 1977.

The agreements on majority state-participation in the North Sea operation did not have a
severe impact on the international oil companies [interview (91)]. The buy-back scheme
made the arrangements almost nominal. Benn (1991: 158) accurately understood the

picture, when he signed the deal with BP. He noted in his diary; ‘I have the gravest doubts
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whether it has any real meaning ...; the fact that the oil companies, even BP, have gone
along with it convinces me that it doesn’t mean very much. But it has given birth to a
national oil corporation which in time could be used in substantial wéys’. The public
control Benn intended to impose on the oil companies operating in the North Sea was far
from that proposed by the Labour Party in the 1960s [interview (74)]. Moreover, BNOC
secured neither low prices nor oil supply in an emergency, which became obvious in 1979
when BNOC refused to cooperate with the government (Cohen, 1986: 136-8). The
concern amongst minis"cers and officials including Benn was that excessive cqntrol and
humiliation would put off the companies’ investment in the North Sea. Thef- real
significance of these agreements was that the negotiation established BNOC’s position
and brought it substantial information, business expertise and publicly owned oil in North
Sea development. Regulations were gradually tightened. Benn and the DEn officials were
happy to test how tough the government could get with the international oil companies
[interview (25) (68)]. The Financial Times (7 December 1976) aptly described the policy
as the ‘creeping’ nature of government controls. Benn’s recollection of the pﬁme

minister’s attitude was of Callaghan being ‘supportive’ to him [interview material].
4 (iii) Analysis

The outcome in North Sea oil exploration policy was increasing government control over
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the oil companies. It did not involve strong controls over depletion, prices and investment,
for instance, of its location, timing and content, as the Labour Party research group had
promoted in the 1960s. The policy gradually evolved from the re-negoﬁaﬁén-:'over
participation in the existing licences to the fifth and sixth rounds of licence allocation with
other regulations put into place. The government obtained the option arrangement for
existing licences, which was to secure oil supply in an emergency, while it gained a 51 per
cent share of the resources through BNOC in the following rounds of licences With other

benefits.

The prime minister’s policy preference, according to interviews with ministers, 'w_as to
eliminate the oil deficit and thus not to slow down exploration until 2 million B/D of oil
production, the level of self-sufficiency, was achieved. It is likely that he also'shar_ed a
critical view of the international oil companies with his energy secretary, in that ‘he didn’t
want the oil companies to think that they would have the easy ride that they had in éther
countries, where they exploited and abused their position. He mistrusted them’ [interview
(70) (80) (93)]. He did not want development and investment in the North Sea to slow
down, though he was prepared to see a tightening up of the government position towards

the oil companies [interview (68) (70) (73)].

Callaghan’s participation was through the appointments of ministers: Tony Benn as
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energy secretary and chief negotiator, Dickson Mabon as energy minister, and John Smith
and later Jack Cunningham as parliamentary under-secretaries of state. Cunningham was
previously Callaghan’s PPS. Callaghan did not take part in any of the details of the policy,
yet he secured his policy preferences through ministerial appointments and arr;anging
cabinet committee membership. Benn shifted the policy to be more assertive from a
modest tax-based policy led by Lever and.Dell, who belonged to the right in the.party.
The message of his appointment was that the government was tightening .up its
negotiating position [intérview (68)]. However, it had the problem that Benn might push

the policy into a far more regulative direction than Callaghan wanted.

There were several reasons for this appointment. First, when becoming prime-min_ister,
Callaghan had the chance to drop Benn out of the cabinet. But he preferred to inclﬁde him
in rather than out, to keep Benn and the left happy [interview (70) (75)]. Second,
Callaghan was confident he could restrain Benn himself through direct warning§ and
cabinet/cabinet committee meetings [interview (70)]. He put Mabon to conduct‘the actual
negotiations with oil companies and gave him a seat on the cabinet energy committee.
Lever was also still on the scene. One DEn official, who had long experience in Whitehall,
recalled ‘In that time I have never known more hawk-like watching of a minister I served
by No.10’ [interview (68)]. Callaghan had two ministers on the right to watch Beqn., The

prime minister never loosened the monitoring of his energy secretary, which provided him
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with sufficient information to assess his minister’s policies. Third, by putting Benn in
charge of the negotiation, his calculation was to kill criticism from the left of the party
[interview (73)]. Finally, above all, Callaghan’s intention was to see the government’s
negotiating position tightened up. To some extent, Callaghan and Benn shared their policy
preferences. The policy outcome achieved by Benn with his team did not deviate from
Callaghan’s own policy preference and accordingly there was no need for Callaghgn to

intervene. Callaghan’s behaviour was optimal in the policy-making game.

5. CONCLUSION

Callaghan’s behaviour in the policy-making games was optimal in foreign policy with a
reservation and in domestic oil policy, while sub-optimality was observed in fiscal policy.
Callaghan’s style was to let the ministers and officials do their jobs and not intérvene
unnecessarily [interview (73)]. According to Bermard Donoughue (1987: 12), ‘Mr
Callaghan liked to take one subject - aerospace, nuclear power, the European monetary
system - and concentrate on that for weeks at a time. He did not welcome being
sidetracked on any other policy subject’. He knew he should and could as prime minister

‘pick and choose’ the policy areas in which to intervene (Hennessy, 2000: 381-2).
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Non-intervention in the EEC oil-sharing policy was however slightly more complicated
than a matter of style. The overall characteristic of the relationship between Cz;llaghan
and Benn was that of shadow boxing. The energy secretary recognised that hé could not
win on the EEC oil issue [interview (68)]. One DEn official [interview (68)] recounted in

an interview;,

My best recollection of this is that [Benn] knew what he could win, and what he couldn’t.
And he knew he couldn’t win this one. ... In other words, he wouldn’t have made it a big

issue of it for one very simple reason. He knew he wasn’t going to win.

Although Benn was adamantly anti-EEC, he was in a weak position over European policy
after the 1975 referendum. Government policy was fixed. There was almost no way
Britain could totally refuse an oil-sharing scheme as long as it intended to stay inv tiie EEC
[interview (68)]. Because of the principle of collective responsibility, a pursuit of a
withdrawal would have been incompatible with the government’s position and Benn
would have had to resign, which he was not willing to do. Benn manifested his
categorical rejection of an EEC common energy policy. He managed to keep the veto over
further domestic consumption cuts and refused to guarantee normal oil supply to the
European counterparts. By not intervening, Callaghan allowed Benn to behave as he _'did,

considering less controversy was the better course for the stability of the government and

the party.

In contrast, Callaghan mobilised many of the resources available to a British prime
minister in domestic oil policy. Callaghan decided to keep Benn, the controversial

309



VII. Look Left, Look Right — James Callaghan

minister, in cabinet, considering the adverse effect on his own position in the governing
party if he did otherwise. Yet Callaghan surrounded Berm with moderate right-Wing
ministers in the DEn. Mabon, the energy minister, carried out the practical negotiations
with the oil companies by Callaghan’s instruction, and Harold Lever, a right-win:gerl and
former chief negotiator, was still taking part in the negotiations. Callaghan éilbwed
Mabon to attend cabinet committees about the North Sea participation negotiétions in his
own right. By so doing, Benn could not monopolise the channel between the

cabinet/cabinet-committee level and his department.

Benn would have liked to see stronger government control in the North Sea devel_oﬁ_ment
operation. In a national opinion polls survey in February 1974, 58. per cent of Labour
supporters and 28 per cent of Conservative supporters supported nationalising the North
Sea oil and gas. Overall, 41 per cent endorsed the idea (Butler and Kavanagh, 1974: 1‘.41).
Yet the concern was that the oil companies might leave the North Sea altogether if cc;ntrol
was too draconian. The limit imposed by the bargaining position of the oil companies
moderated Benn’s policies, which fitted Callaghan’s own policy prefefence. Over EEC
policy, had Callaghan explicitly manipulated to contain Benn, their relationship might
have exploded into a wider political controversy, while in domestic oil policy Callaghan
could safely put in the arrangements to restrain and keep an eye on him. Although facing

the same ‘Benn’, Callaghan’s behaviour differed between the two policy-making games.
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It was created by the two games’ different implication for a wider political context,

namely the impact on the office-keeping game.

Callaghan’s manner of participation in the fiscal policy was active. He maintained close
bilateral relations with Healey, while arranging numerous formal and informal mir'lisferial
meetings, including the cabinet itself. Callaghan’s own policy preference diﬁ’ergd from
the Treasury policy initially. Callaghan shifted his policy preference towa'rcis his
chancellor’s to keep both the chancellor and the IMF on board. Despite broviding
information and advice on the issue, the policy unit did not fill the gap of information and
advice Callaghan needed to propose an alternative. The international political economy
and the constitutional standing of the chancellor forced Callaghan to change his policy

preference.

The use Callaghan made of the cabinet/cabinet committee system was a double-edged
sword, in that the opponents of the chancellor’s policy, which Callaghan ev__entgally
wished to support, might have won the discussion in the meetings. The cabinet/cabinet
committee system could work disadvantageously to the prime minister. Calldghan’s
strategy was to wait for the other policies to vanish by themselves. When the cabinet
represented a wide range of the Labour party, reaching an agreement involved more

difficultly. However, once the cabinet secured an agreement, it was possible for Callaghan
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to use the principle of collective responsibility to carry the whole cabinet and hence the
whole party with him. The cabinet/cabinet committee system could be used to persuade
and put pressure on individual ministers to conform to the majority and the prime

minister’s view.

Callaghan exploited various power resources in the core executive, to which he was
entitled as prime minister. Nevertheless, the office-keeping game constrained his power as
prime minister in the policy-making games. Difficulties in the oﬁ'lce-keeping‘ game had
impact on his behaviour in the policy-making games. It affected his manner of
encountering the political troubles and controlling his agents. Callaghan’s behaviour in
the policy-making games was best understandable in the light of this wider context of the

office-keeping game.
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CHAPTER VIII

PARTY AT WAR, PEACE IN CABINET -
MASAYOSHI OHIRA AND THE LDP: DECEMBER
1978-MAY 1980

Masayoshi Ohira (prime minister 1978-1980) was a prime minister who suffered from
fierce factional conflict within the LDP. One assessment of his government went, ‘Under
such internationally and‘ domestically inferior conditions it was unavoidable that the Ohira
cabinet achieved very little’ (Uchida, 1981: 429 [my translation]; see also Kitaoka, 1995:
chap.3). It may well be an appropriate judgment for the achievement of the cabinet,
although this remark did not reveal what power Ohira exercised in the policy-m;.king
games. The factional conflict imposed a severe strain on Ohira, though whether and how
it constrained Ohira’s power in the executive was not evident. Section one illustrates the
intense confrontation within the LDP. Section two examines a dilemma the Japanese
government faced between the United States, Japan’s key ally, and Iran, a major
oil-producer. Section two shows Ohira’s style of exercising power to promote fiscal
consolidation, while section three looks into a publicly less marked issue on domestically

raising the prices of oil products facing inflation.
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1. OFFICE-KEEPING GAME

Ohira became prime minister in an extensively confrontational manner in 1978. It was the
first time in LDP history that the party president/prime minister was replaced by someone
who had brought him down (Kitaoka, 1995: 186-7). The previous Fukuda cabinet was
brought into being mainly by a coalition between the Fukuda and Ohira factions. The
coalition had dismantled the former Miki cabinet in 1976. The delicate balance crumbled
when the two-year term of the LDP presidency ended in 1978. Fukuda needed to be

re-elected and Ohira stood as his rival.

Apart from Fukuda and Ohira, Yasuhiro Nakasone and Toshio Kémoto were also
party-presidential candidates in 1978. The result of the primary election, which was based
on votes cast by party members and affiliates, was; 748 points for Ohira, 638 points for
Fukuda, 93 points for Nakasone and 46 points for Kémoto. Fukuda conceded his defeat
immediately after the primary election. Ohira was elected as party presiden£ on 1
December and the Ohira cabinet came into power on 7 December. The divisions in the

LDP remained after the party-presidential election.

Ohira, as party president, was in a relatively strong position. His two predecessors had

gained their offices through negotiations with other (faction) leaders in the party. In
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contrast, Ohira assumed the presidency by a clear victory in an election. A general
election was also expected in the following year and the LDP was expected to increase its
seats in the lower house. A scandal involving former prime minister, Kakuei Tanaka,
discredited the LDP in the 1976 general election. By 1978 the LDP was on its way to
electoral recovery (see Kawauchi, 1982: 158-9). Although opposition arose from the
counter mainstream factions, Ohira appointed Kunikichi Saitd as the party’s LDP
secretary-general. Saitd was a senior member of his own faction. The secretary-general
was the key for controlling the party and organising election campaigns. Ohira distributed
the other two senior party posts to the Fukuda and Miki factions. Tadao Kurahz_lshi, a
senior member of the Fukuda faction, became the head of the executive council, while
Kdmoto took over as chairperson of PARC. K6moto was known for his éxpertise in
economic policy. Accordingly, the secretary-general was in line with Ohira, whereas the
chairs of the key LDP committees had grounds and political reasons to stand up against

Ohira.

Ohira’s relative advantage in the party vanished when the LDP ‘lost’ the general election
in October 1979. The LDP aimed to restore a stable majority in the lower house, WMCh it
had lost at the disastrous 1976 general election. ‘Stable majority’ indicated that one party
should possess enough seats not only to hold a simple majority in the house but also to

have a majority in all of the committees and control their chairs. The LDP had previously

315



VIII. Party at War, Peace in Cabinet — Masayoshi Ohira

fallen below simple majority by seven seats winning 249 seats, before recruiting the
independent Diet members for the LDP. The LDP in 1979 suffered a further setback to

gain only 248 seats.

The previously implicit discord exploded into a major confrontation between the
Ohira-Tanaka group and the Fukuda-Miki-Nakasone group. The latter mti-presidential
group insisted on Ohira’s resignation, which Ohira refused. The incident ended in seeing
two LDP prime-ministerial candidates, Ohira and Fukuda, in the Diet. Ohira managed to
beat Fukuda by 135 to 125 at the first ballot and 138 to 121 in the final round. It took
more than a month to start the new cabinet and select the party officers. Changes m senior
party officers were inevitable. Yoshio Sakurauchi, a senior member of the Nakasone
faction, was assigned to the secretary-general. The chairpersons of the executive council
and PARC were split between the president’s camp and the anti-president’s; the former
office went to Zenkd Suzuki, a senior member of the Ohira faction, while Shintar Abe, a
leading figure of the younger generation from the Fukuda faction, occupied the foﬁner
office. Ohira managed not to appoint Nakasone himself and members from the strong

Tanaka faction (The Japan Times, 17 November 1979). The party was bitterly divided.

Despite the change in factional balance after the general election, the factional

composition of the cabinet was unchanged. The Ohira and Tanaka factions increased their
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members while the Fukuda faction was reduced. Yet factions gained the same share in
cabinet as before: four posts each to the Ohira, Tanaka and Fukuda factions, three to the
Nakasone faction, two to the Miki faction and three to others. In Ohira’s first cabinet he
appointed a member of his own faction as finance minister, while the foreign minister and
the minister for trade and industry were given to senior members of other factions,
although they were not faction leaders themselves. Ippei Kaneko, the finance minister,
was an ex-MOF official, well-versed in economic policy (Kuribayashi, 1987: 120-3).
Sunao Sonoda became Iforeign minister from the Fukuda faction and Masumi Esaki was
made minister for trade and industry — deputy prime minister in effect. The reshuffle after
the general election in 1979 allowed Ohira to choose ministers close to him. The foreign
minister, Saburd Okita, was not a Diet member but a well-known economist. Okita totally
relied on Ohira for his position. Yoshitake Saséki, one of Ohira’s confidants, took over as
minister for trade and industry. The party was split and key party posts were (iivided
between the two camps. Yet the fierce in-fighting of the LDP freed the prime minister

from appointing his major opponents to the key posts in cabinet.
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2. FOREIGN POLICY: BALANCING IRAN AND THE UNITED

STATES

2 (i) Overshadowed by the Iranian Revolution

The Iranian regime destabilised after the Iranian revolution in 1979 was put into further
disarray when the Bazalgan government resigned in November 1979. The occupation of
the US embassy in Teheran by extremist students triggered its resignation and provoked
an exchange of economic sanctions between the United States and Iran. On 20 November
the US government referred to the possibility of military action for the first time unless

the hostages were released unharmed (7he Japan Times, 22 November 1979).

The reaction of the Japanese government was rather reserved. On 15 November Yoshitake
Sasaki, the minister for international trade and industry, and Saburd Okita, the foreign
minister, agreed not to increase oil imports from Iran and to avoid purchasing ‘high price’
oil. Yet US oil companies were expected to reduce oil supply to Japan. They needed to
supply oil from other sources to the United States, as Iran banned oil exports to the United
States. Shingo Moriyama, director-general of the ANRE, stressed Japan had to buy‘ oil
from the spot market to compensate for this shortfall (Nikkei, 16 November 1979; The

Japan Times, 20 November 1979; see also Morse, 1981: 42). The Japanese government
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did not officially criticise Iran over the occupation of the US embassy.

In late November when preparing for a policy speech in the Diet, Ohira suggested fhat the
government should make clear its condemnation of Iran for breaching internationél law.
MOFA officials, nonetheless, claimed it was better to deal with it as a matter of hurhanity
and not to become excessively. involved. MOFA, the guardian of the' US-Japan
relationship, had been negotiating with the US government over the so-called ‘trade war’
between the two economies, which had provoked growing unease (The Japan Times, 18
December 1979; Asahi, 15 March 1980; Neary, 2002: 165). Yet oil supply from Iran and
its fragile relationship with Japan deepened even MOFA’s anxiety [intervieW (52)].
Although ultimately Ohira was prepared to support the United States, the balance beﬁeen
Iran and the United States was extremely delicate [interview (41)]. Ohira ag_cepted

MOFA’s policy advice (Ohira Kaiséroku, 1983: 575).

The decision to avoid purchasing high-price oil was not strictly followed. By 22
November it was reported that some Japanese companies had agreed with the National
Iranian Oil Company (NIOC) and bought 15 to 20 million barrels at $40/b in November
and December. This oil was part of the crude oil that was to be exported to the United

States should economic sanctions not be applied (Nikkei, 20 November, 21 November, 25
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November 1979).! Purchasing boycotted Iranian oil at a high price infuriated the US
government. On 10 December the US secretary of state, Cyrus Vance, strongly criticised
Japan’s attitude towards Iran, describing it as ‘insensitive’. Various US senators and
congress members condemned Japan. A resolution was submitted to the Senate,

disapproving of Japanese policy towards Iran.

Okita immediately responded with the ‘viewpoint of MOFA’. It was a statement that
condemned the Iranian students occupying the US embassy in Teheran not only from a
humanitarian viewpoint but also as a breach of international law, which ensured the safety
of foreign diplomats. Ohira provided full support for his foreign minister the following
day, which he reiterated in his policy speech in the Diet on 25 January. Ohira instructed
Okita and Sasaki to coordinate a policy, responding to the request from the United States
(The Japan Times, 13 December, 14 December 1979). The new policy was to limit oil
imports from Iran to 620 thousand B/D, which was the amount purchased before 4
November, the day the US embassy was occupied. MITI announced to postpone
increasing the oil stoékpile and instead partly withdraw oil from it (Vikkei, 14 Decémber,
15 December 1979). The ANRE demanded the companies involved to resell to third
countries the controversial Iranian crude oil, which they had to at a lower price than they

had bought it (The Japan Times, 14 December 1979).

! This offer for the Iranian oil on the spot market was tied to the extension of a longer-term DD
contract for the following year (The Japan Times, 17 November, 10 December 1979; Caldwell, 1981:
76). Admittedly MITI officials on the front line informally endorsed this acquisition. .

320



VIII. Party at War, Peace in Cabinet — Masayoshi éhira

Yet Japan’s ‘friendly’ policy towards Iran was unaltered. The US government repeatedly
asked Japan and the European countries for cooperation in conducting financial sanctions
against Iran. In December 1979 two special envoys of the US president, Robert Carswell,
deputy secretary of the US Treasury in December 1979, and Philip Habib, former US
undersecretary of state in January 1980 arrived in Tokyo to discuss the issue. However,
the Japanese government did not respond positively (Nikkei, 18 December, 19 December
1979, 18 January, 18 January 1980 evening edition; 4sahi, 17 January, 18 January 1980;
Fainansu, Vol.15, No.12: 101-2). It agreed only to restrictions on fresh loans to Han (The
Japan Times, 14 December 1979; Nikkei, 13 December evening edition, 15 December
1979). Iran warned on 15 January that it would suspend oil exports to Japan if Japan
adopted economic sanctions against Iran (The Japan Times, 17 January 1980). By not

intervening, Ohira effectively endorsed the policies of MITI, MOF and MOFA.

MITI and MOFA did want to undermine the Iran-Japan petrochemical company (IJPC)
project by joining the economic sanctions. This gigantic petrochemical complex under
construction was the symbol of economic cooperation between Japan and Iran. The
Mitsui group, which had been the partner on the Japanese side, had been perplexéd over
social disorder in Iran when the revolution had started and thus decided to withdraw i’from
the project (The Japan Times, 26 January 1979). Besides, its feasibility had been_. at the

peril of collapse as the cost had increased far more than anticipated. MITI was more
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enthusiastic, so were the leading business groups (Caldwell, 1981: 72). The Mitsui group
had eventually decided to ask for government aid to make the IJPC a ‘national project’
(IJPC, 1993: 125-31). With the support of Rokusuke Tanaka, the chief cabinet secretary,
MITI managed to obtain an agreement in government to gain funds from the overseas
economic and cooperation fund (OECF), a mark of a ‘national project’. Apart from
securing oil supply from Iran, MITT had its own agenda. Should a major overseas project
as the IJPC failed for irresistible reasons such as a (civil) war or a revolution in the
country concerned, MITI was effectively obliged to pay out export insurance, which
would crush the whole insurance system (Asahi, 25 January 1980). The Japanese
ambassador to Iran helped this initiative by reporting, initially, that revolutionary Iran was
stable and, later, that it was willing to carry the project to completion (for instance, Asahi,
14 April 1979; The Japan Times, 11 December 1979). Although Ohira fully understood
the need to retain a friendly relationship with Iran, he was not particularly keen to provide
a private project with a ‘national’ character. Yet Rokusuke Tanaka attended the cabinet
committee, which agreed on the financial support. The Ohira cabinet had formally
authorised support for the IJPC project on 12 October. As Martha Caldwell (1981: 73)
described, ‘As events developed, the Mitsui project became, in a sense, Iran’s Japanese

hostage’.
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2 (i) Standing Shoulder to Shoulder with the United States

The Japanese government markedly changed its balance between United States and Iran
in April 1980. Until then the attitude of the United States government also fluctuated
between the hard and soft-line approaches to Iran. In December 1979 President Carter
decided to request the UN security council to impose economic sanctions against Iran. Yet
in the following January he started sending appeasing messages and in Febn;ary the
United States postponéd the imposition of economic sanctions. The softehipg mood
between the United States and Iran was ruined when negotiations led by the UN secretary
general to release the hostages and the Iranian president’s efforts to transfer the hostages
from control by the extremist students to the revolutionary council failed. In deep
disappointment the US government declared a break in diplomatic relations with Iran on 7

April 1980.

Cyrus Vance formally called for a solid front against Iran on 9 April. The United lSFates
asked its allies to carry out diplomatic responses and economic sanctions (4sahi, 1.0- April
1980; Nikkei, 10 April 1980; The Japan Times, 11 April 1980). According' to Shinji
Fukukawa (1994: 447), Ohira’s private secretary seconded from MITI, the United States
kept requesting for ceasing the purchase of Iranian oil and for restricting exports to Iran.

The EEC called for Japan’s participation in joint diplomatic action to demand the release
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of the hostages (4sahi, 11 April, 12 April 1980; Nikkei, 11 April 1980 evening edition;

The Japan Times, 12 April 1980; Caldwell, 1981: 78).

Ohira held successive meetings with cabinet ministers. On 8 April he discussed the crisis
with Saburd Okita, his foreign minister, and Masayoshi Itd, the chief cabinet secretary,
while On 10 April he gathered an emergency meeting of the relevant cabinet ministers.
Besides Okita and Itd, those attended the meeting were Noboru Takeshita, the finance
minister, Yoshitake Sasaki, the minister for international trade and industry minister? and
Keijird Shoji, EPA’s director-general (The Japan Times, 11 April 1980; Asahi, 8 Apﬁl, 11
April 1980). Witnessing the seriousness, Ohira’s judgement was explicit cooperaﬁc;n with
the US government (Ohira Kaisroku, 1983: 580). On 11 April the cabinet ministers’
meeting decided to join action with the EEC (Fainansu, 1980, Vol.16, No.6: 93). Okita
further declared the position of the Japanese government in a statement, which read; ‘The
problem of oil is vital for Japan. But if there are other issues of greater importance than
the oil problem, then we have to think of taking steps to answer this cause’. A senior
MOFA official confirmed that the term ‘more important reasons’ indicated the Japan-US
relationship. The government made public that it woulci accept a total ban on oil ﬁnports
from Iran. Ohira fully backed Okita’s statement the following day (quotation frorﬁ The
Japan Times, 12 April 1980; see Okita, 1992: 119-20; Nikkei, 12 April 1980; Asahi, 12

April, 13 April 1980).
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Iran stopped loading ships with crude oil for Japanese companies on 21 April 1980
(Nikkei, 22 April 1980). The direct reason for this suspension was the disaéfeement
between the Japanese companies and Iran on the contracts and prices. MITI’s peﬁoléum
department and MOFA’s economic affairs bureau agreed to advise >the Japanese
companies not to buy high-price oil [interview (58) (61)]. The decision was justiﬁed.from
pure economic reasons. Nevertheless, the political impact was undeniable (kakei, 21
April evening edition, 22 April 1980 evening edition). Sasaki reported this decision to
Ohira beforehand and had gained his approval (Ohira Kaisroku, 1983: 580).> During
this sensitive period when economic sanctions against Iran were discussed between Japan
and the EEC countries the US government launched, to the utter surprise of the ally
countries, a rescue operation. It ended in failure. The US secretary of state resigned b‘n 27
April, protesting against the operation. This time the concern was over the United States
being isolated and pushed to extreme actions. The summit meeting in Washington on 1
May between Ohira and Carter was a moment to emphasise Japan’s support for the
United States and their solidarity. Ohira was determined to stand by the United States at a
critical time. The Japanese government decided to implement economic sanctions at the
relevant cabinet ministers’ meeting on 22 May, followed by the cabinet’s formal decision

on 23 May. The IJPC project was, nevertheless, excluded from the sanctions.

A key civil servant recalled no prior political endorsement [interview (58)]. However, it is hardly
conceivable to decide without a political endorsement on an issue that would effectively cease oil
import from Iran. ‘
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2 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was a clear declaration of support for the US policy towards Iran.
Although economic sanctions were restricted, the Japanese government effectively
accepted an oil-supply ban from Iran at the end. Yet the decision was not made ihstantly.
It was five months after the extremist students occupied the US embassy in Teﬁéran.
Japan strove to reconcile the two conflicting interests of supporting the US government
and securing oil from Iran. The Japanese government retained its reluctance té impose
strict economic sanctions against Iran. The American oil companies reduced its oil supply
to Japan, because of its intention to pass it to the United States, which ceased to import
Iranian oil from November 1979. MITI asserted to the companies that they should not
buy oil above a certain price, though MITI had to encourage them to purchase the extra

oil available on the markets, which offended the Americans extensively.

Ohira with most of his ministers and officials had two preferences in this field of forcign
policy: to secure oil and to keep the amicable relationship with the United States. In the
1970s notably after the Iranian revolution maintaining a friendly and open relationship
with Iran was vital to the Japanese economy. Yet Masayoshi Ohira was a prime minister,
who regarded the US-Japan relationship as the keystone of the Japanese foreign policy

(Satd, 1994: 354-6). Ohira’s basic policy preference was to maintain the alliance with the
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United States.

Ohira’s participation was reserved though crucial. He received reports directly from his
ministers as well as from senior MOFA officials. Ohira gave instructions to the ministers
concerned to address the issues and presided over various ad hoc ministerial meetings.
The frustration and demands of the US government often led Ohira to ' request
coordination between the government departments. He did not always display ilis policy
preferences explicitly, yet he was not reluctant to do so, either. The position of the US
government was the key element of deciding the policy of the Japanese government. Yet
the United States fluctuated in its policy until April 1980. When the US government
became decisive, Ohira created a consensus in the government as ‘inevitable’. The

pro-United States approach was based on Ohira’s own policy preference.

Characteristic of Ohira’s behaviour was that he never overrode his ministers or oﬁicials.
In this case key statements on foreign policy always came from Saburd Okita, the foreign
secretary. Ohira’s style was to endorse him. On the other hand, at the outset of the crisis
he suggested criticising Iran for its handling of the occupation of the US embassy. When
MOFA did not agree to this suggestion, he did not push for it. Support for the IJPC was
not necessarily Ohira’s favoured policy, though he accepted MITI’s determination.

Balancing between Iran and the United States was necessary throughout the crisis and
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Ohira was aware of the fine art of balancing. Rokusuke Tanaka, then chief cabinet
secretary, attempted to inject his preference, in which he succeeded. Yet he was sidelined
after the reshuffle in late 1979. Ohira’s style was not to lead from the front line. Ohira
respected the roles played by his ministers and government departments and waited until
a consensus arose. Decisive action was required only at certain moments. Ohira exercised
power in a loose manner, yet this power delivered the direction of government policy at

pivotal moments.

3. FISCAL POLICY: FISCAL CONSOLIDATION AND THE

GENERAL CONSUMPTION TAX
30 Emergence of the General Consumption Tax

When Ohira came into office in early December 1978, he was determined to eliminate the
deficit bond. The issue for Ohira was to find a method to achieve this goal. Ohira was the
finance minister who had issued the deficit-covering bond in 1975, for which he felt
strong responsibility. Dissolution of the deficit-covering bond and fiscal consolidation
was also MOF’s goal as an organisation, as explained in chapter three. Existing spending

policies were never thoroughly reviewed. Arguments to contain administrative costs were
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on the agenda, though hardly any major policy was scrapped or even reconsidered. MOF
officials viewed it impossible to constrain public expenditure without a strong 'political
commitment after the loﬁg period of high economic growth [interview (59)]. Ohira had
personally expressed difficulties in the past over the possibility of expenditure cuts
especially through administrative reform (Ohira, 1978: 147-50; Muramatsu, 1994: 202).

Introducing a new taxation system was seen as the way to deal with the matter.

On 25 December 1978 the sub-committee of the LDP tax system research council (TSRC)
endorsed the introduction of the general consumption tax (GCT) from January 1980,
although strong opposition and concern existed in the LDP. On 26 December the LDP
TSRC revised this decision in its report on introducing the GCT during FY1980, a siight
concession to the opposition. The leading members of the LDP TSRC in cooperation with
MOF officials showed a strong initiative in carrying this issue through (Kuribayashi,
1987: 155-6; Kishiro, 1985: 44-5). The three leading LDP officers kept in close touch
consulting Ohira over handling the schedule for the introduction of the GCT. The LDP
executive council broadly approved the decision later in the day (Asahi, 27 December
1978, 1 January 1979; The Japan Times, 26 December, 27 December 1978). On 27
December the government tax system research council (GTSRC) proposed its
introduction from FY1980, implying April 1980. Ohira publicly stated he wanted to

introduce the GCT during FY1980 as early as possible (Ohira Kaisoroku, 1983: 496;
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Shiota, 1985: 183). The cabinet authorised the policy on 5 January 1979. The

decision-making was conducted in a top-down style (Mizuno, 2000: 206).

Initially MOF had planned to submit a bill on the GCT to the Diet in the spring of 1979
(4sahi, 19 January 1979; The Japan Times, 26 January 1979; Fainansu, 1979, Vol.15,
No.1: 99). MOF officials claimed the details of the legislation and coordination with other
government departments delayed the submission (4sahi, 6 February 1979). Yet it could
not be denied that the approaching unified local elections in April affected this
postponement. In February groups such as of retailers, small-medium size businesses and
consumers started to set up anti-GCT associations and held meetings (4sahi, 9 February,
16 February, 24 February, 19 March 1979). The deliberations on the FY1980 budget'\'avere
reaching an important stage in the Diet. Lacking a stable majority in the Diet, the LDP did
not hold the majority on some of the committees including the key standing budget
committee. The Ohira cabinet faced a choice between forming a quasi-coalition with
some of the opposition parties, namely Komeitd and the Democratic Socialist Party, and
refusing cooperation with them by overcoming the decision at the committee stage with a
vote at the plenary session (Shiota, 1985: 197-8; The Japan Times, 3 March 1979). The
GCT would have been another controversial proposal, which would disturb the‘ Diet
procedure [interview (47)]. The government did not rush to propose the GCT to the' Diet

in spring 1979.
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3 (ii) A Determined Prime Minister

The local election results in spring 1979 strengthened Ohira’s confidence and his position
in the LDP. The LDP won 24 prefecture-governors’ elections while losing one, and gained
209 mayoral seats amongst 249. The victories included winning back two major
governors in Tokyo and Osaka. The progressive camp’s occupation of many posts in local
government, especially in the municipalities, had been the symbol of change and their
success. The LDP’s vicfory in the united local elections in spring 1979 was a strong sign
of its recovery. Ohira’s confidence and the possibility of the LDP increasing its seats in
the coming general election grew. Ohira successfully handled the top-level conference
with the US president Jimmy Carter in May and the G7 Tokyo Summit in June. Although
the results of the Tokyo Summit put a burden on the government of accepting the quotas
for oil imports up to 1985, an agreement was reached and above all Japan successfully
hosted one of the most significant international conferences for the first time (Ohira
Kais6roku, 1983: 522; Kawauchi, 1982: 158-9; Shiota, 1985: 199). Dissolution of the

Diet gradually arose as an issue and the GCT re-emerged on the agenda.

Fierce opposition against the GCT developed. Members of the upper house composed a
group calling for deliberate consideration on introducing the new tax system indicating its

postponement. Over half of the LDP upper-house members signed for this group (4sahi,
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12 April 1979; The Japan Times, 12 April 1979). However, Ohira was determined to
introduce the new tax system. On 24 July he stressed if the country could not depend on
the national bond any longer, the choice would have to be between an increase in income
tax and the introduction of the GCT (Nikkei, 25 July 1979). On 30 July Ohira mentioned
the possibility of adopting both measures to increase revenues (Nikkei, 30 July 1979
evening edition). These comments were tactical moves to promote the GCT against the

opposition [interview (41)].

Some of the umbrella business groups started to reveal their acceptance of tax increases
and the GCT, whereas others remained strongly hostile. In August Keizai Doyiikai stated
it was unavoidable, but required the adoption of an EEC style value added tax (4sahi, 18
August 1979). Nikkeiren was apathetic, except its honorary president, Takeshi Sakurada.
Sakurada changed his view from negative to supportive of the new tax in late July (4sahi,
20 July, 31 July 1979). Keidanren required cuts in administrative expenditure before
asking for tax rises (4sahi, 3 August 1979). The strongest disapproval derived frorﬁ Nisho,
the business organisation that embraced small and medium size companies (Asqh;', 23
August 1979). On 4 September the federation of bankers association of Japan accepted a
tax increase based on various tax sources (Nikkei, 5 Septembér 1979). When they
recognised Ohira’s determination, they preferred the CGT to a rise in corporation tax. The

business organisations also became concerned about the Japanese economy. They
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expected public expenditure to contribute to its expansion rather than to be cut back

(Nikkei, 22 August 1979).

Opposition against the GCT in the LDP increased, as the dissolution of thé Diet became
highly likely. It was reported that more than 200 amongst the 373 LDP Diet members
were against the GCT (4sahi, 3 August, 8 August 1979). It even included members from
the Ohira faction. The disagreement between Ohira and Kémoto, chairman of PARC,
symbolised the divisioﬁ between Ohira and many of the LDP Diet members. Kﬁ;noto
argued for extinguishing the deficit bond if the economy expanded by six per cent annum
on average as it was forecasted in EPA’s new seven-year economic and social. plép to
1985. Economic growth would enable the government to receive automatic increases in
tax revenues. Ohira was sceptical of achieving this six per cent growth (Nikke'i, 29 July

1979; Ohira Kais6roku, 1983: 529).

On 2 August Ohira and Kémoto attempted to harmonise their opinions by postponing
decisions on tax increases until after the general election (The Japan Times, 3 Aﬁgust
1979). Yet Ohira kept underlining the necessity of increasing taxes and introducing the
GCT. Kémoto criticised Ohira’s inner supporters to focus on tax increase as an issue of
the general election (Nikkei, 27 August 1979 evening edition). On 31 August criticism in

the LDP executive council forced Saitd, the LDP secretary-general and a senior Ohira
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supporter, to promise he would caution Kaneko, the finance minister, not to make
unnecessary remarks on tax increases (Nikkei, 1 September 1979). Sait6 also tol'd MOF
officials to cease the campaign for tax increases (Andd, 1987b: 162). Kaneko g’;ave a
similar instruction to Minoru Nagaoka, MOF’s administrative vice-minister, m the
summer of 1979 although the campaign never fully stopped (Shiota, 1985: | 191-2)

[interview (37) (59)].

The LDP executive council decided its election manifesto on 4 September, which did not
mention the GCT. It claimed that fiscal consolidation would be achieved by thorbugh
expenditure cuts and a natural increase of revenues from economic recovery. It vaguely
stated ‘even if the target is still not accomplished new burdens [on the society] 'wiil be
considered’. One of PARC’s vice-chairman expressed that the statements previéusly
adopted by the LDP were abolished and that the latest manifesto was the party poiicy

(Nikkei, 5 September 1979).

Yet the GCT was not given up. Using the same words as in the LDP election manifesto,
Ohira’s policy statement on 3 September in the Diet reiterated the importance of freeing
public finance from the deficit-covering bond. He referred to as a last resort the possibility

of the necessary increase of taxes to overcome dependence on deficit bonds and to stop
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issuing them by 1984.% Replying to a question in the Diet about his speech, Ohira
stressed the government would have to consider either raising existing tax rates or
introducing the GCT in FY1980 to tackle the budget deficit (The Japan Times, 6
September 1980). Ohira’s remarks clearly indicated that the LDP led By him would

introduce the GCT when it returned to power after the general election [interview (41)].

Ohira and his supporters expected the LDP to increase its seats and secure a stable
majority, namely 271 seats in the lower house (Kawauchi, 1982: 165). Even the cautious
LDP general-secretary, Saitd, confidently stated that the LDP would win 262 to 263 seats
(The Japan Times, 13 September, 18 September 1979). A few days before the election
Ohira revealed his forecast that the likely number of seats to be won would far exceed that
in 1976 (The Japan Times, 5 October 1979). This positive anticipation helped 6hira

propose a tax increase to the electorate.

However, scandals involving public corporations and civil servants crushed that hope.
The day before the dissolution of the Diet, a major scandal was revealed involving the
Japan railway construction. On 2 October a scandal linked to KDD, a semi-public
corporation for international telephones became public. Scandals further extended to

MOF officials and LDP Diet members (The Japan Times, 23 September 1979). Public

3 From 1985 the deficit bonds issued in 1975 would start being redeemed at maturity. Thus, MOF
reiterated its desire to stop issuing deficit bonds by 1984.
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funds were abused, benefiting employees and civil servants personally. Criticisms of tax
increases and corruption were bundled into one. Hostility against the GCT exploded
amongst the LDP candidates, including senior members (The Japan Times, 16 September
1979; Kawauchi, 1982: 161-2; Ohira Kaiséroku, 1983: 530-1). Neither the party
leadership nor the cabinet took action to prevent their candidates from rejecting the GCT
(Nikkei, 11 September, 13 September, 22 September 1979; Fainansu, 1979, Vol.15, No.8:

90-1).

Ohira withdrew his support for an early introduction of the GCT on 26 September. He
conceded that fiscal consolidation was to be achieved by methods excluding tax increases
and in particular the GCT (Nikkei, 27 September 1979). Ohira ‘lost’ the general election.
LDP could not even hold its existing number of seats. On 21 December 1979 both the
upper and lower houses adopted resolutions, which proclaimed that fiscal consolida.tion
would not be achieved by ‘a general consumption tax (provisional name)’. Ohira’s

attempt to introduce the GCT was rejected.

3 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was a near introduction of the GCT. The LDP adopted the GCT as its

official policy in late 1978, which was endorsed by the cabinet. Preparation for the GCT
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advanced in MOF. Yet LDP’s defensive position during the election campaign combined
with its fierce internal opposition against the GCT and eventual defeat at the polls

dismissed this possibility.

Ohira’s policy preference was to dissolve the deficit-covering bond and achieve fiscal
consolidation. Observers explained this attitude from his ‘guilt’ as the finance mirﬁster
who had issued the special bond in 1975 (Shiota, 1985: 113). Ohira’s private secrééﬁes
recognised Ohira’s strong anxiety (Fukukawa, 1994: 448, Kogayu and Tomizawa, 1994:
456; see also Ohira Kaiséroku, 1983: 527-8). When Ohira had been finance ministt;i', he -
had been a bitter opponent of issuing the deficit bond (Shiota, 1985: 106-7).>As an
ex-MOF official himself, he shared with MOF officials the strong concern of restoring

‘fiscal balance’.

Ohira never considered other measures as practical options, such as curbing public
expenditure by administrative reform or even by drastically changing policies; for
instance, cutting public works or social security. Other options were to raise existing faxes,
such as corporate and/or income taxes. Ohira saw the difficulties in adopting any of mese
options. By accepting MOF’s policy advice, the GCT became the trump card for ﬁ;cal
consolidation. Ohira was determined to address this problem and the civil servants

provided him with a practical solution. Ohira and MOF formed a coalition, taking
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advantage of each other’s resources. Ohira wanted a practical solution to his concern,
while MOF wanted to introduce the GCT to increase and stabilise the revenues after the

era of high economic growth had ended in Japan.

Mabuchi Masaru (1989: 47-53) argued the GCT programme was considered from a tax
experts’ viewpoint to balance direct and indirect taxes, and that the tax bureau aimed for
revenue neutrality between the tax increases created by the GCT and reductions in income
tax. Yet the GCT was clearly recognised as a solution for tackling the finance deficit in
the late 1970s and it was planned to be a net tax increase (Mizuno, 2000: 207) [intefview
(37) (59)]. It was thus more reasonable to understand that the tax bureau had i)een
considering the GCT programme internally from a viewpoint of tax experts, when'»O.hira
and MOF as a whole faced the massive financial deficit to deal with (see Muréfnatsu,
1994: 209-10). Considering the traumatic end to this episode, it might be arguable that the
civil servants imposed their own policy preference on Ohira without informing him. of the
political cost expected. Yet as Ohira never regarded serious expenditure cuts as an option,
the solution to fiscal consolidation had to come from a tax increase. Ohira’s misfortune
was prepared when he had committed himself not to the GCT but to the tax increase

itself.

Ohira’s behaviour was sub-optimal for the policy-making game. Resistance from his
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fellow LDP Diet members intensified Ohira’s defensive position. Yet this opposition was
not the unique cause of Ohira’s defeat. Even with the party’s strong reluctance Ohira
succeeded in making the GCT a party policy. Neither the party manifesto nor the
decisions of the LDP executive council and PARC, which undermined the GCT pfopgsal,
restrained Ohira’s behaviour. Ohira’s retreat was precisely a political decision, aﬁér he
considered his and the party’s fortune in the approaching general election. This
combination closed the possibility of achieving the fiscal consolidation by introducing the

GCT.

4. OIL POLICY: CEILING-PRICE AND ALLOWING A PRICE-RISE

OF OIL
4 (i) Passing Global Price-Rises to the Domestic Market

The inauguration of the Ohira cabinet and the outbreak of the second oil crisis were
concurrent in December 1978. Oil exports from Iran were resumed from March 1979,
though the quantity was far smaller than previously. The effect of the series of oil crises
deprived the international oil companies of their stable oil sources. Companies, such as

BP and Shell, were most-hard hit as their dependence on Iran was larger than others. Yet
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not only BP and Shell but also Exxon and Mobil informed their downstream companies
of supply cuts. Their decision to cut supply severely affected the‘third parties, which were
not directly affiliated with the major international oil companieé. The non-affiliated
customers rushed to the spot market. The spot-market oil price literally exploded (see
Table A.12) (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 815-6; Morse, 1982: 261). The average spot-market
price of the Arabian Light crude oil was $13.8/b (per barrel) in the fourth quarter of 1978.
It became $19.65/b in the first quarter of 1979, a 42.24 per cent increase, and reached
$27.95/b in the second quarter, a 102.54 per cent increase. The extent of the increase was
confirmed by the fact that it only rose from $10.45/b to $13.8/b in four years ﬁ'9m the
fourth quarter of 1974 to 1978, a mere 32 per cent increase (Energy Statisﬁcé Sourcebook,

1994: 413).

Domestic price-rises in oil products followed the international trend in Japan. Besides, the
yen’s marked depreciation against the dollar worsened the price hike of crude oil im'}:;orts
(see Tables A.7 and A.13). Esso Standard announced on 12 January it was to raise.:. the
price of gasoline by ¥9,500/kg from 1 February 1979. The twelve major companies all
declared price-rises in all types of products to start between late February and March
(Sekiyu Seisaku, 25 February 1979: 18-20). It was the first major price-rise in 1979. The
PAJ submitted a memorandum to the government and the LDP, expressing opposition to

the decided tax increase on oil products starting from June 1979 and requesting
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government cooperation for price-rises of oil products and no political intervention m the

oil market, in particular, of kerosene and naphtha (Sekiyu Seisaku, 15 February 1979: 4).

ANRE’s petroleum department showed hardly any objection to the price-riscsi MITI
guided the companies to raise the prices of oil products in egrly 1979 (Shitkan Toyé
Keizai, 24 February 1979: 26). In late March ANRE instructed wholesale dealers and
retailers to avoid follow-up price hikes of oil products and demanded that the wholesale
dealers should report price-rises in advance. ANRE expressed that it would intervene if
necessary in the price-rises and their timing on the basis of bilateral relationships bet\;een
MITI and the individual companies. The anti-monopoly law prohibited the oil comp%mies
from collectively discussing prices, which became a legal battlefield for the oil companies
after the first oil crisis. MITI’s policy was referred to as the ‘ceiling-price’ policy (Sekiyu
Renmei, 1985: 298; Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 825; Asahi, 30 March 1979). Securing a
quantity of oil imports was the primary concern at the beginning of the crisis. Price
matters were to be solved through the market. Suppressing domestic prices was thought to
cause shortage of oil imports to Japan, since international oil companies would avoid
providing oil for a country, where they could not recover the cost, let alone make é ptoﬁt.
During this period ANRE prepared tickets for oil-rationing for fear of oil shortages;'based
on the petroleum supply and demand optimisation law. The petroleum depalﬁnent,

however, strove to keep a low profile, taking no drastic action either to contain prices or
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to protect domestic oil companies. According to the directors of the petroleum department,
they merely monitored and checked the price-rises the companies proposed to ANRE
during the crisis. There was a consensus in the department from the experience of the first

oil crisis that the government could not compulsorily contain prices [interview (94) (61)].
4 (ii) Accepting Price-Rises and Fighting Inflation: Ohira’s Endorsement

Price-rises in crude oil and domestic oil products were one of the major factors leading to
rising inflation. The wholesale price index (WPI) for petroleum, coal and related products
increased by 22.4 per cent in 1979 and 67.2 per cent in 1980, after two years of drop in
1977 and 1978 (see Table A.7). The oil industry’s concern was whether they could
transfer international price-rises to the domestic market. The Japanese market might not
accept price-rises in oil products, and government policy could suppress those' rises
(Sekiyu Bunka, 1979 February: 22; Asahi, 28 March 1979). On 2 February Ohira provided
instructions to the ministers responsible for economic affairs at a cabinet meeting fo take
measures against price-hikes in oil and property. At this meeting Tokusaburd K'0saka,
EPA’s director-general, argued price-rises in oil products were not acceptable as yet, since
the OPEC price-rises were only to affect domestic prices after two to three months (7he

Japan Times, 3 February 1979).
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Inflation was becoming a major issue during the Ohira premiership. The WPI (annum)
showed a first turnaround upward in March 1979 since November 1977, although the
consumer price index (CPI) did not immediately follow this trend (see Tables A.7-10).
The Japanese economy was on its way to recovery from its downfall after the first oil
crisis. The WPI increased by 7.3 per cent in 1979 and 17.8 per cent in 1980. Eight
measures to inspect price-rises including those of oil products were decided on 26
February.* BOJ publicly made known its anxiety about inflation from late February 1979.
It changed its policy from lowering to raising interest rates. The first rise in 1979 c@e in
17 April by 0.75 point from 3.5 per cent to 4.25 per cent. The second rise appeared in 24
July by one point from 4.25 per cent to 5.25 per cent. Inflation gradually took over from
the recovery of the economy as the government’s focus (Nagaoka, 1981: 66-7; Nihon
Ginkd, 1986: 498-500). Inflation became more serious in the autumn to winter of 1979. In
both of his policy statements on 3 September and 27 November Ohira drew attention to
rising wholesale prices and emphasised the government’s intention to stabilise inflation.
However, Ohira did not agree on containing prices artificially. Ohira referred only to
dealing with anti-social speculative hoarding (The Japan Times, 4 September, 28
November 1979). He never intervened in detailed issues, as Tanaka did. The ANRE and

its petroleum department looked after policy [interview (94)].

* Two further comprehensive measures against price-rises were taken in November 1979 and March
1980 during the Ohira government.
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Ohira’s position was clear on issues of price-rises in oil products. On 6 and 10 July he
stressed his point to groups of business leaders plainly: price-rises in international markets
should be reflected domestically and the government should not intervene (4sahi, 6 July
1979 evening edition, 11 July 1979). Shinji Fukukawa, Ohira’s secretary seconded from
MITI, bore witness from his own observation of Ohira’s perception that such price-rises
would lead to energy conservation (Fukukawa, 1994: 445). Ohira was aware of the fact
that even though the government artificially constrained prices, they had to be incrgased
at some stage and that containment would necessarily cause distorted effects. Corri}‘)ared
with other political leaders of his time in Japan, respect for the ‘market’ and distaste for
direct intervention in the market were Ohira’s credo [interview (41) (61) (63)]. Tiw only
exception was kerosene. MITI received Ohira’s policy preference through his secretary
and also directly through senior officials [interview (63)]. Kerosene was a political
commodity. As it affected the daily lives of a vast population by being the main source of
domestic heating, the government and all political parties agreed to restrain its price.
Kerosene was exempted from the normal price-rises by the oil companies, except the

off-season one during the summer (Sekiyu Bunka, December 1979: 22). The petroleum

s

department kept the kerosene price lower than other oil products for political reasons.

5 Esaki, minister for international trade and industry, announced the abolition of price containment
policy for kerosene for home heating on 15 May 1979, which created strong criticism from the
opposition parties and consumer organisations (4sahi, 18 May, 25 May, 11 August and 23 August
1979; The Japan Times, 17 May 1979). Yet this change was possible only during the off-season period,
and the containment policy resumed from winter 1979 (Sekiyu Bunka, 1979, December: 23).
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The ceiling-price policy was carried out at eight different stages during the Ohira
government. Two issues gravely affected the domestic oil companies.® First,‘-the
ceiling-price policy effectively maintained the price differences between oil products,
typically seen in high gasoline and low kerosene prices. Retention of the price differences
created a significant division between the oil companies. Those independent of the major
international oil companies were at a disadvantage, as the crude oil they imported
produced less of the domestically more profitable gasoline and more of the less proﬁtable
heavy oil. In particular, the so-called ‘Aramco differential’ hard hit some of the oil
companies. Aramco was the consortium engaged in exploring and producing oil in Saudi
Arabia. As Saudi Arabia kept its price lower than other oil-producers to stabilis'e,i the
international oil market, those in business with Aramco benefited from the differenc'e:"thus
created (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 828-9; Sekiyu Bunka, July 1979: 15).” Second," the
ANRE’s policy allowed domestic price-rises only a few months after the cost had
increased by price-rises in the international oil market and/or by the fluctuating exchange
rate (Nippon Sekiyu, 1988: 825-6; Idemitsu K6san, 1991: 234 and 236). These policies

adversely affected the domestic oil companies.

MITI traditionally protected the independent oil companies as part of the ‘national

§ I thank Shigeru Sudd for drawing my attention to these pomts

7 To take examples for the official crude oil prices, the prices from Saudi Arabia (Light), Iran (nght)
and Nigeria (Light) were on 1 January $13.34/b, $13.45/b and $14.82/b, respectively. These figures
went up to $18.00/b, $22.00/b and $23.49/b on 1 July.

345



VIII. Party at War, Peace in Cabinet — Masayoshi Ohira

interest’ to secure autonomy from the major international oil companies. Yet in 1.979-80
MITI did not actively intervene in the market to protect the independent oil companies. It
even expressed its preference of seeing a realignment of the domestic oil industry, shifting
its focus from whether the companies were tied with international oil companies to
whether they could secure crude oil imports (4sahi, 15 March 1980). ‘Good cats are those
who get the rats’ became an icon, although exaggerated, of MITI’s oil policy. Throughout

this shift of policy, there was no indication of Ohira’s direct participation.
4 (iii) Analysis

The policy outcome was to allow the price-rises in the international oil market to be
passed down to the domestic oil market. Inflation was a serious issue during the pc._:_ﬁod,
though no substantial containment was implemented for price-rises of oil products. ANRE
and its petroleum department carried out a policy, referred to as the ‘ceiling-price’ polif:y.
ANRE maintained loose control over the extent and timing of the price-rises. MI_TI had
learnt from the experience during and after the first oil crisis that an artificial containment
policy for oil prices had not worked. Prices eventually rose while the policy ruined the
domestic oil market and encouraged oil consumption. Price-rises in accordance with the
international oil market were further essential to secure oil imports. Nevertheless, the

policy was not a shift to a free-market policy. Prices were artificially restrained for a
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certain period and differentiated between products. The oil companies were relieved to be
able to pass down the costs to the domestic market although they bitterly disliked these

measures.

Ohira’s policy preference was to maintain strict control over follow-up price hikes and to
keep inflation low. However, he was opposed to direct government intervention in the
market-price mechanism. Ohira did not directly intervene in the issue of domesﬁc oil
prices. Except for keroséne, he never suggested that oil prices should be constrai;igd for
macro-economic purposes. The policy was decided and implemented thoroughly by the
ANRE and its petroleum department, which functioned through the usual route in the

policy community of oil.

Two recollections of the leading staffs in the petroleum department typically revegled
Ohira’s power in domestic oil policy. One official explained, ‘There were no ms&uqﬁom
received from the prime minister’s official residence at all’, while his successor reéalled
that it was the clear leadership of Ohira not to adopt a policy to contain prices
haphazardly [interview (61) (94)]. Non-involvement effectively indicated Ohira’s
endorsement of ANRE’s policy. Secretaries and senior officials of MITI were aware of
Ohira’s policy preference through daily contact. Ohira did not need to i_ntervene in any

specific decision in domestic oil policy, while his policy preferences were reflected in the
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policy outcome. Power was never overtly ‘exercised’. Ohira respected the officials and
their initiative. Officials understood his policy preference. Ohira secured the policy

outcomes he wanted without direct intervention.

5. CONCLUSION

Ohira’s behaviour was optimal in foreign policy and in domestic oil polic.y. Both cases
required the government to balance between two contradictory interests. In foreign.};olicy
the government did not wish to offend either the United States or Iran. There was no' point
in Ohira intervening in the issue while he also wanted a careful handling of the matter. Yet
when the critical moment arrived to side with the United States, Ohira displayed a .clear
sense of direction. Over domestic oil policy Ohira basically supported the conditioned
price-rises of oil products in accordance with the international oil market. The EPA
provided the input to restrict the price-rises to control domestic inflation. With the support
of the prime minister MITI had the discretion to execute the policy. In contrast, 6hira
displayed sub-optimal behaviour in fiscal policy. Even though he preferred to promoté the
introduction of the GCT, he was forced to deny it in the autumn of 1979. The joint imjaact
of the opposition within the LDP and the defensive position of himself and the LDP

during the general election campaign affected his policy behaviour. Politically he could
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not sustain his policy position and thus had to alter it.

Ohira resorted to various routes in the core executive as well as being in direct contact
with department officials. Ohira instructed the foreign minister and ministe'r.' for
international trade and industry to coordinate the policy on Iranian oil. He held bilateral
meetings with ministers and chaired ministerial and mixed committees. After sidelining
Rokusuke Tanaka, Ohira relied on Masayoshi It6, Tanaka’s successor as chief cabinet
secretary, to liaise with the foreign minister, who lacked political support in the LDP by

being a non-parliamentarian.

Most of the ministers concerned were supportive of Ohira in the oﬁ'lce-keeping- game.
When the issue in foreign policy became relevant to Ohira, the foreign 'minis?cr had
changed from Sonoda to Okita and the minister for international trade and industry from
Esaki to Sasaki. Okita was not a Diet member and was thus totally dependent on Ohira for
his office, which was the reason why Ohira let It6 provide the backing for Okita. Sasaki
was Ohira’s confidant in his own faction. As Esaki was a senior member of the Tanaka
faction, Ohira’s relationship with him might have created trouble in domestic oil i)blicy.

Yet short of policy discrepancy between them, this possibility did not materialise.

In contrast, Ippei Kaneko, the finance minister, was reluctant to accept an early
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introduction of the GCT. His remarks fluctuated between cautious and positive
implications (4sahi, 9 December, 12 December 1978, 19 January 1979; Fainansu, Vol.14,
No.11: 93-5) [interview (47)]. According to K6ichi Katd, the parliamentary deputy (;hief
cabinet secretary of the Ohira cabinet, Kaneko expressed concerns over the negétive
impact of tax increases on the prospect of the general election. Ohira immecﬁétely
countered with his concern and stressed, ‘Be confident. We will win the [general]
election’ (Kawauchi, 1982: 160 [my translation]). Kaneko was a member of thé Ohira
faction and thus his support for Ohira was a prerequisite for his position. Kaneko never
seriously refuted Ohira’s policy and publicly promoted the GCT. Ohira was forced
publicly to deny the GCT, yet he did not face trouble in dictating his policy to his finance

minister,

Civil servants showed an active part in making policy in the cases of this chapter;"l\/.iITI
was strongly committed to the IJPC, while MOF promoted the GCT vigorously. V:The
petroleum department of the ANRE originated the ceiling-price policy. Chapter one
introduced Keith Dowding’s definition of social power, which was ‘the ability of an actor
deliberately to change the incentive structure of another actor or actors to bring about, or
help bringing about outcomes’. MOF officials exercised social power over Ghjra, when
they sold the GCT to him. Nevertheless, it did not mean MOF imposed the GCT on Ohira

or caused Ohira’s sub-optimal behaviour in the policy-making game. Ohira’s own policy
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preference in fiscal policy was to achieve fiscal consolidation. MOF provided the
practical means for achieving this aim. Meanwhile, Ohira was not necessarily sympathetic
to the IJPC as a national project. Yet the issue did not seriously contradict Ohira’s policy
preferences in foreign policy, which were, after all, to secure Iranian oil and maintain the
close relationship with the United States. Ohira and the civil servants were mutually
dependent on one another. Ohira trusted the civil servants to propose policies whi,lé the

civil servants needed their political leader’s support to promote them.

Bureaucratic dominance becomes a problem when civil servants deliberately conceal
information from the ministers to affect their calculations. Ministers needed other policy
sources when their preferences contradicted the officials’. Civil servants in Japan were
assertive in pursuing their own polipy preferences. Yet Ohira was not pushed into a corner

without knowing. The policy outcome was consistent with Ohira’s own policy preference.

Characteristic was the manner, in which Ohira participated in policy-making." He
respected the way the civil servants worked. Ohira did not override their \_'iews'. He
showed his preferences to his ministers, secretaries and senior officials and waited until
they prevailed in the government machine. The shortcoming was that it took timé to reach
a decision. Despite the lack of Ohira’s active participation in domestic oil policy except

over the price of kerosene, his policy preference was reflected in the policy outcome. It
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was to accept the cost-push price-rises while restricting the follow-up price hikes to check
inflation. Ohira had a different style from Tanaka’s. His style was closer to his British
counterparts. Non-involvement was, nonetheless, not equivalent to no-power. Power

could be exercised without actively participating.
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CHAPTER IX |
CONCLUSION - PRIME MINISTER, CABINET
MINISTERS AND THE GOVERNING PARTY

This thesis explored the question of what factor fundamentally characterised the
exercise of prime-ministerial power in the executive branch in a parliamentary cabinet
system. Comparison between the British and Japanese prime ministers provided a vital
approach to this question. Power-resource analysis and a system’s level analysis of the
governing party(ies) have prevailed in prime-ministerial studies. Yet they both cou-'l.c'l not
explain the differing reputations of the British and Japanese prime ministers, v.\('hich
shared fundamental formal power resources. Instead, this thesis contended thgt the
power exercised by the prime ministers was primarily promoted and circumscribéd by
their relationshipé with their governing parties and their strategic decisions to appoint
ministers. Section one of this closing chapter tests the five hypotheses and
counter-hypotheses provided in chapter one against the evidence produced throgghout
the thesis. Section two discusses issues on which route and power resources the prime
ministers resorted to in the policy-making games. Section three demonstrates to what
extent the argument of this thesis holds when the conditions attached to it are removed.

The external validity of the argument is examined from four angles. Finally, section four
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posits the usefulness of an institutional perspective for understanding the office of prime

minister.

1. FINDINGS AND TESTING OF HYPOTHESES AND

COUNTER-HYPOTHESES

This thesis analytically distinguished between games in which the prime ministers took
part: office-keeping and policy-making. It is hard to understand the prime minister’s
power in the policy-making game without taking into account his/her political
preferences in the office-keeping game. Richard E. Neustadt noted, ‘All the Presi(ient’s
policies are political. And the same is for a Prime Minister’ (quoted in Rose, 2001: 14).
Yet by making this distinction explicit, this thesis analysed how and to what extent one
game affected the other. The initial assumption of this thesis was that the prime minister
possessed a policy preference and wished it to be reflected in the policy out@ome. If it
were not, he/she would make use of the available power resources to secure it. Chapters
one and three showed that the prime ministers in both Britain and Japan possessg‘d such
power resources. As a consequence, it was natural to assume the prime minister’s policy

preferences were reflected in the policy outcomes of the policy-making games. The

354



IX. Conclusion

behaviour to secure the reflection of his/her policy preferences in the policy outcomes
was referred to as ‘optimal’ behaviour, whereas contrary behaviour was called
‘sub-optimal’. By distinguishing the policy-making game from the office-keeping game,
it became possible to characterise the prime minister’s behaviour as either ‘optimal’ or
‘sub-optimal’. The question addressed by the thesis thus became whether or not prime
ministers in Britain and Japan behaved optimally in the policy-making games, and if not

why did they behave optimally in some games whilst not in others.

To answer the questions, five hypotheses and counter-hypotheses were provided for
testing. (1) The impact of the governing party had two aspects, which could constrain
the prime minister’s power. The governing party could be a power resource for
contenders against the prime minister. Contenders had their own support in the
governing party and by relying on this support they could enjoy independence of the
prime minister. The other aspect was the governing party being an actor itself.""The
governing party could control the prime minister by its various internal rules."fhese

were the hypotheses of this thesis.

Counter-hypotheses were also prepared. (2) Bureaucratic dominance had three

interpretations; government bureaucracy as such might dominate any prime-ministerial
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power in both countries, while the impact of the civil service might differ between
Britain and Japan. The third interpretation was that each government department could

have a different impact on the prime minister’s power.

(3) Power resources the prime ministers enjoyed were broadly similar in Britain and
Japan. Yet there were various differences as well and they could cause the differences of

power between the prime ministers.

(4) Ministerial government was basically a constitutional and legal understanding of the
British and Japanese governments. Secretaries of state in Britain and the cabinet in
Japan were those who held executive power and thus in the executive branch prime

ministers could only work through them and the cabinet as a coordinating body.
(5) The personalities of the prime ministers attracted much attention. The exercise of

prime-ministerial power could all depend on personalities involved. This section

examines the validity of each of these hypotheses and counter-hypotheses.
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1 (i) Did Cabinet Ministers and Governing Parties Matter?

Governing parties as actors did not wield power over the prime minister in any manifest
and major fashion. The Conservative party in power least constrained the prime fninister
in the policy-making games, as shown in chapter five. Backbench MPs voiced their
concern and frustration through the formal backbench committees, and the senior party
officers acted as voices for party members (see pages 194-5 and 220). They provided
background information to the prime minister, yet did not alter the prime minister’s
policy-preferences or constrain his behaviour. The Labour party had a compiic_iated
relationship between the parliamentary and the extra-parliamentary bodies, notably the
NEC and its sub-committees. The extra-parliamentary organs made known their Qiews
even when contradictory to the prime minister’s and put pressure on him to change the
course of government policies (see pages 278, 287 and 294). Yet formal bodies of the
party did not directly push the prime minister to take sub-optimal behaviour. LDP
studies in the past two decades particularly stressed the significance of PARC, the
party’s policy-making body, and its sub-committees (for instance, Sat6 and Matsﬁzaki,
1986: 84-94; Murakawa, 1986: 94-106). Yet the case studies in chapter six and. eight
revealed hardly any of their impact on the prime ministers’ policy preferences or

behaviour. Even Ohira in fiscal policy did not give up the CGT until intra-party pressure
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merged with the hostile response from the public during the election campaign (see
pages 338-9). This joint pressure; not merely intra-party pressure, altered Ohira’s

behaviour.

Informal groups within parties did not perform a direct role in policy-making. Notably
the strong LDP factions did not display any direct involvement in policy issues. As Ellis
Krauss (1989: 48) noted, ‘Because factions are based on personal loyalty and political
self-interest, distinctions among the factions usually are not significant in deciding
policy matters (although there have been some exceptions)’. Rather, ‘There is, however,
a large amount of evidence that they can crystallize intraparty opposition to paﬁicdu
policies and decisions’ (Fukui, 1977a: 36). This conclusion about the governing parties
as actors is not to claim that the internal organisations played no part in policy-making,
but rather it illustrates their less direct significance for prime-ministerial power in the

policy-making games.

The serious impact of the governing party was predominantly on the relationship
between the prime minister and the ministers in government. Tanaka’s foreign policy
and his later fiscal policy, Callaghan’s fiscal policy, and Ohira’s fiscal policy were cases

where the prime ministers’ behaviour was sub-optimal. The discrepancy in policy
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preferences between the prime ministers and their ministers caused sub-optimality in
Tanaka and Callaghan’s behaviour. Tanaka’s foreign minister, Ohira, was his key ally in
attaining office, while Fukuda was appointed as finance minister to contain his criti_.cism
of government policy in a quid pro quo for abandoning Tanaka’s favoured leicy (see

pages 243-4 and 253-4).!

Callaghan could not afford to lose Healey as chancellor of the exchequer, facing severe
economic conditions and hostile forces including the international financial markets, his
own Labour party and the media, when the Labour government was effectively a
minority government. Moreover, Callaghan could not impose his revised policy
preferences on the cabinet, and instead presided over as many as twenty-six ministerial
meetings for the IMF crisis (Hennessy, 2000: 385). The division in cabinet could have
easily split the party, which could, in turn, have destroyed his government, his position
as prime minister, and possibly the party itself. The division in cabinet reflected division
in the party based on policy and ideology, which explicitly constrained the prime
minister’s power in the policy-making> game. Sub-optimal behaviour from a narrow

perspective turned into optimal behaviour once a broader dimension of politics was

! Laver and Shepsle (1994: 10), summarising the arguments of the contributions of their edited book,
stated, ‘portfolio allocation does make a difference between, but not within, parties’. The change of
Tanaka’s finance ministers clearly led to a major revision of fiscal policy. This result was more
consistent with the original argument of Laver and Sheplse (1990; see also 1996: chap.12).
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introduced.

In cases where the prime minister’s policy preferences were reflected in the policy
outcomes, it was intriguing to discover differences in policy preferences bétween the
prime ministers and the ministers. Heath’s fiscal policy, Tanaka’s earlier fiscal pélicy,
and Callaghan’s foreign and domestic oil policies were examples. Tony Benn, the
energy secretary, was fighting a ‘phoney war’ agéinst Callaghan. Benn had support
independent of the prime minister in the Labour party, though he carefully followed the
prime minister’s policy preferences. Benn knew Callaghan could sack him, had Benn
overstepped the line Callaghan allowed (see pages 309-10).2 The international oil
companies restrained Benn’s policy to match Callaghan’s own policy preference, while
Callaghan accepted and did not discipline Benn for presenting a hostile attitude agﬁinst
the EEC (see page 278). Callaghan was keen not to strengthen Benn’s position m the
party by penalising him on this issue (see page 283). Party divisions over EEC

marginally affected Callaghan’s behaviour.

Heath’s chancellor, Anthony Barber, and Tanaka’s finance minister, Kiichi Aichi, were

close to their respective prime ministers in the governing party, and their positions were

2 King (1994a: 220) listed Healey as one of the ‘big beasts of the jungle’. Benn was listed as a big
beast though with a bracket as of lighter weight.
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secured by their support for their leaders. Although Ohira in fiscal policy did not
achieve his original policy preference in the policy outcome, he totally controlled Ippei
Kaneko, his finance minister, who was reluctant to adopt Ohira’s policy. With Barber
and Aichi, Kaneko was destined to support his prime minister’s policy, contemplating
his position in the LDP as a member of the Ohira faction (see pages 210-11, 253, 266,
267, 349 and 350). Heath, Tanaka, and Ohira could all safely impose their favoured
policy on their reluctant ministers, who shared their political preferences in the

office-keeping game.

Discussion on party organisations cannot avoid Robert McKenzie’s hypothesis on
British political parties. McKenzie (1955; 1964) argued that, despite the differences in
party organisations between the Conservative and Labour parties, the British
Constitution, namely the cabinet government and the parliamentary system,
overwhelmingly characterised the role and power of the party leadership in govement.

McKenzie (1955: 298) noted,

“There are of course variations in the degree of authority assumed by particular individuals
on becoming Prime Minister, but there is no significant difference in this respect between
Labour Prime Ministers and Conservative Prime Ministers; the variations depend on the
personality, temperament and ability of the individual concerned rather than on his party

affiliation’.

This line of argument led to the expectation that British prime ministers from either

party would exert power similarly in policy-making. Lewis Minkin (1980, 1991)
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amongst others was the major opponent of this argument. Minkin held that the reason
the Labour party leadership could resemble in performance its Conservative counterpart
was contingent rather than permanent. The critical element was the support provided by
the trades unions affiliated to the party.’ As long as the party leadership could secure

support from the trades unions, the leadership was safe. Otherwise it was in trouble.

This thesis confirms that prime-ministerial power based on the Conservative and the
Labour parties differed. They both respected their ministers’ roles, though Heath did not
hesitate to show and impose his policy preferences while Callaghan was often relﬁétant
to do so (see pages 200-2, 213-4, 223-4, 283, and 296-7). The British Constitution
helped Callaghan overcome the limits by providing leverage to restrain his ministers, as
in fiscal policy and domestic oil policy (see pages 298-9 and 309-12). Yet it did not
solve Callaghan’s delicate relationship with his ministers independently supported by

groups in the Labour party.

Observing the British prime ministership, George W. Jones (1965: 185) aptly stressed,
‘A Prime Minister, who can carry his colleagues with him [sic] can be in a ,Qery

powerful position, but he is only as strong as they let him be’. Whether the prime

3 In fact, McKenzie (1964: 594-631) was aware of this point in a later edition.
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minister could satisfactorily exploit the power resources and exercise power depended
on his structured relationships with the governing party and ministerial colleagues
supported in the governing party. Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel (1993:
11) stated, ‘a number of internal party characteristics are likely to modify in a numbér of
ways the impact of the distinction between single-party and coalition cabinets’. Yet the
findings of this thesis suggested that this very ‘internal party characteristic’, namely the
power structure of the governing parties and its reflection in cabinet ministers',.were
more likely to be the key variable to explain differences between single-party and

coalition cabinets.

Emphasis on the governing party of this thesis was not equivalent to arguing Wiﬁston
Churchill and John Major had mdre similarity than Churchill and Clement Attlee (see
Rose, 2000: 56). First, the thesis did not compare the whole premiership of individuals,
but focused on specific power exercises in policy-making. Second, the power structure
and power relations in the same Conservative party differed between 1955 anci 1995.

What mattered was not the denotation but the power structure and power relations in the

governing party.

As Richard Rose (2000: 49) illustrated; ‘The priority roles of a prime minister combine
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politics and policy. And politics must come first; otherwise, he or she risks losing the
confidence of the governing party and of the electorate’ (see also King, 1991: 25).
Prime-ministerial power in the policy-making game could be understood only in light of

the office-keeping game.

1 (i) Did Power Resources Differ Critically?

The four prime ministers differed in the power resources they could resort to in the
policy-making games. The British and Japanese core executives differed in three
aspects: the constitutionally significant position of the cabinet in Japan, the information
network centred on the British prime minister, and the policy unit, the benefit of which

the British prime minister enjoyed only after 1974 (see page 156).

The information network in Britain was extremely well-developed. It helped retain the
collective and collegial character of the British government, while providipg an
exceptional advantage to the prime minister. When Callaghan faced a potentially-hostile
cabinet minister or groups of ministers, he resorted to various power resources, such as
cabinet committees by controlling their membership and proceedings, the policy unit,

and the networks based in the Cabinet Office to monitor his ministers. British prime
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ministers were better equipped than the Japanese. Indeed, Callaghan was the ‘luckiest’,

having the policy unit at hand.

A key difference in the formal power resources between Britain and Japan was the role
of the cabinet as a collective body. As illustrated in chapter one, the Constitution and the
cabinet law in Japan prescribed the prime minister’s role as embedded in the cabinet.
The prime minister could declare basic policies and thus set the tone of the government,
exercise control and supervision over various administrative branches, and s;ispend
measures and orders, but only with the endorsement of the cabinet, which required
unanimity for its agreement (see pages 20-3 and 129). As a consequence, divisionl in the
cabinet or even a veto by one cabinet minister on a given policy could arguably restrict
the power of the prime minister based on these power resources. The alternative was to
sack the ministers who were against him. In contrast, the formal power resources
provided the British prime minister with more room for manoeuvre in cabinet; he could

exploit his/her role in chairing cabinet and cabinet-committee meetings.

In the cases in this thesis, however, the cabinet in Japan did not act as a collective body
competing against the prime minister. Cabinet in Japan did not have serious discussions

on policy issues at its meetings. If disagreements arose between actors, the issue never
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reached cabinet. Accordingly discussions were more contained and often bilateral. Rudi
Andeweg (1993: 25-38), in a Western European comparison, provided a typology of
cabinet decision-making, illustrating differences based on the extent of collectiveness
and collegiality. Japan was more fragmented than collective and more oligarchic than
collegial.* Contrary to the Japanese cases, when serious divisions arose in cabinet, as in
Callaghan’s IMF crisis, the British prime minister faced a serious threat from the
cabinet as a collective entity (see pages 311-2). Prime ministers in Britain could exploit
the functioning of the cabinet and cabinet committees, though their significance could

also benefit the opponents of the prime ministers.

In fact, the available power resources were not the key to explaining the differcnées in
whether prime-ministerial power was optimally exercised in the policy-making games.
Heath did not exploit many of the power resources, while he still safely followed
optimal behaviour in the policy-making games. In contrast, even with the advantage of
power resources, Callaghan could not follow optimal behaviour in fiscal policy, for
which the policy unit chiefly provided advice. Callaghan valued its existence mainly as
another source of views, sympathising with and appreciating his political positioﬁ. As

noted by Lee et. al. (1998: 119-20), ‘They supplement the prime minister’s sources of

4 Andeweg (1993: 33-8) raised Britain as an example in four of the twelve categories.
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information and ideas, but they do not supplant what exists, including ministers and
their departments’. Tanaka and Ohira also possessed their special staff respectiyely,
though they showed optimal and sub-optimal behaviour without any relationship to ﬁeir
special staff. This result contradicted some observers, who stressed the limitations 6f the
Japanese prime minister’s formal power resources (for instance, Hosoya, 1977: 11-2;

Shinoda, 1994: 31-2; Shinoda, 2000: 80-1 and 90).°

Power resources were significant in setting the basic relationships between actors. Some
prime ministers enjoyed more power resources than others. Yet possession of power
resources was not equivalent to more power. Power-resource analysis, rather. than
providing answers to the exercise of prime-ministerial power, begged an important
question, namely why some power resources were exploited whilst why others were not.
Ellis Krauss (1989: 46) was right, when he noted, ‘The major limitations on the
otherwise legally powerful office of prime minister [in Japan] are political, not

constitutional’.

5 Shinoda (2000: chap.4) argued that, amongst many other variables, support from the governing
party(ies) was also important for the prime minister’s power. To Shinoda (2000: 90), they
supplemented the ‘limited legal authority of the Japanese prime ministers. This thesis contended
that without the support of the governing party it was difficult for the prime minister even to
mobilise the available power resources.
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1 (iii) Did Civil Servants Dominate the Prime Minister?

Chapter three and the case studies revealed that civil servants had their own policy
preferences, chiefly based on their departmental views and interests.® Civil servants
played a major part in providing information and policy advice to ministers and left
their clear marks on the policy outcomes. The Heath government’s pro-Arab policy was
based on the advice from the FCO (see page 196); MITI proposed the details and basic
framework of the oil policy of the Tanaka cabinet (see pages 255 and 258-62);
reductions of the PSBR and public expenditure cuts were Treasury policy (see pages
288 and 293); the proposal of the GCT arose from MOF, and the ceiling-price policy
developed within MITI (see pages 338 and 341). Civil servants conducted most of the
work on policy formulation. Nevertheless, this thesis has reiterated power did not
necessarily involve overt and visible action. The amount of activity was not equiilélent

to power (see Muramatsu, 1981: 150-2).

The issue at stake was whether the civil servants manipulated the information available
to the prime minister and led him to a certain policy preference and/or behaviour. When

prime ministers and ministers adopted the policy advice proposed by civil servants, it

¢ See Egeberg (1995) for the necessity of distinguishing between the official and private capacities
of civil servants. :
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was possible that civil servants had disguised the costs or available options for their
political masters, who might have not had the time, energy, other information sources or
expertise to assess such advice. The proposal for the GCT eventually ended in a fatal
intra-party conflict leading to Ohira’s death in June 1980. MITI never fully revealed the
cost of advancing the IJPC project in Iran during the Ohira cabinet, and never
considered a free-market solution to the oil crisis in 1973. The Treasury’s economic
forecast often presentgd a gloomy perspective, while ministers often believed the
Treasury pushed the government into an unavoidable position to reduce public

expenditure.

Despite these observations, the cases did not verify bureaucratic dominance over the
prime minister. The GCT was indeed put forward by MOF, yet Ohira had already made
up his mind to achieve fiscal consolidation, which would accompany either public
expenditure cuts or tax increases. Ohira’s long-held view was that public expen@iture
cuts were difficult to achieve by public administration reform. A tax increase was the
only option left for Ohira (see pages 337-8). MOF filled in the gap of ‘which’ tax was
increased. In Britain the Treasury forecast was not deliberately manipulated, bpt it was
unreliable. The Treasury did not impose a reduction in the PSBR and public expenditure

on Callaghan and his government. Partly the weight of the chancellor, partly events, and
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partly the IMF with the international financial markets, affected Callaghan’s policy
preferences (pages 288-9, 294 and 296). The Treasury did not invite the IMF to push the
government into troubled waters. In the early 1970s not only MITI but also the Japanese
government and the Japanese economy were well-known for favouring regulation. The
panic in the country, including politicians and business leaders, demanded that the

government take direct action against the domestic crisis (see pages 255-7).

The IJPC project was a significant indicator of the relationship between Ohira and the
civil servants. Ministers and civil servants wished to maintain economic relations with
Iran. The IJPC project was seen as a way for the Japanese to contribute to-Iran
economically and politically. Yet the feasibility of the project and stability of Iran were
in doubt. MITI had an organisational interest to avoid the IJPC project from failing,
which would lead MITI to pay approximately 90 per cent of the loss of the Mitsui group
(IJPC, 1993: 210). MITI needed to protect its ill-equipped export-insurance system. The
IJPC was a covert issue and never directly contradicted Ohira’s policy preference.
Although Ohira was not fully supportive of the IJPC project as a national projéct, he
agreed to the approach to retain the tie with Iran (see pages 322 and 327-8).. The IJPC
project and the GCT proposal illustrated the active roles the civil servants played in

initiating policies. Ohira respected and positively recognised the efforts of civil servants
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in taking the initiative of proposing policies. Ohira made known his policy preferences
and let the others work with this sense of direction, yet he did not override the plans of
the civil servants. Ohira waited until the civil servants could accept his pq_licy
preferences, while he issued decisive instructions to his government at key moménts, as
in support for the United States in foreign policy and the retreat from the GCT in fiscal
policy. The problem of this style was that his response tended to be late and sometimes

ambiguous publicly.

The key was that, when the policy preferences of the prime ministers and the civil
servants collided, the prime ministers’ policy preferences prevailed. Heath’s EEC policy
on oil-sharing, his earlier fiscal policy, the creation of the DEn, Tanaka’s earlier-ﬁ.scal
policy, and Callaghan’s fiscal policy were such examples (see pages 203-6, 211, 244-6
and 293). When the policy preference of the political master was coherent ‘and
consistent, there was not much room for discretion or deviation by the civil servants.
More problematic was monitoring them regularly and assessing the costs of the policies
the civil servants were pursuing in a longer term. Agency control remained a problem
for prime ministers as for any principal. Yet bureaucratic dominance was not the. cause

of the differences between the prime ministers’ optimal and sub-optimal behaviour. '
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1(iv) Did Ministerial Government Circumscribe Prime-Ministerial

Power?

Ministers were the heads of the government departments with the staff, legal
responsibility and time. They occupied key positions in the chain of principal-agent
relationships in the policy-making game. Nevertheless, ministers did not necess;rily
enjoy autonomy from external actors including the prime minister and the governing
party. Moreover they did not always win battles against the prime minister, when their
policy preferences came into collision. Philip Norton (2000: 116-7) missed the point
when he adopted the metaphor, the ‘baronial model’, to understand senior ministers.
They were not ‘barons’ because of their official position in government, but, as
originally Richard Rose (1976: 154-5) illustrated, because of their holding ‘of a piece of
territory’ within the party.” In the case studies ministers stood up against the prime

minister and let their voices be heard, mainly when they had a political basis in the

governing party.

It seemed, however, that British cabinet ministers carried more weight in the

policy-making games than their Japanese counterpart. The Japanese cases did not reveal

7 In a Western European comparison, Thiébault (1993: 89) distinguished countries between where
ministers were autonomous for administrative or political reasons, and where they were not.
Thiébault put Britain in the latter category.
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much impact of the legal significance of the ‘competent minister’. British ministers
were left to take the lead in policy, as in all the British cases. British prime ministers did
not bypass their ministers and become directly engaged with departmental officials.
Japanese prime ministers often dealt directly with civil servants in the departments (see
pages 245, 248, 257, and 319). Denis Healey, as chancellor of the exchequer, exercised
power over the prime minister, partly based on the constitutional positiqn of the
chancellorship. Strengthened by political and economic difficulties, Healey with his
strong character and intelligence persuaded Callaghan to revise his policy preference
and accept a further public expenditure reduction. One advantage of the chancello;ship
and the Treasury was that they almost automatically gained as minister someone who
was a strong character, intelligent and politically significant in the governing party
(Heclo and Wildavsky, 1981: 163). In the other cases, ministers constrained
prime-ministerial power not on the basis of their formal positions as ministers but
because of their political support in the governing party. Ministership was not an
independent but an intermediate variable for prime-ministerial power in the

policy-making games.
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1(v) Did Personality Explain Prime-Ministerial Power?

If personality was the key to explaining prime-ministerial power and the
optimal/sub-optimal distinction of a prime minister’s behaviour in the policy-malfing
games, each prime minister is expected to exhibit consistent behaviour in the three case
studies (King, 1985b: 101-7; Rose, 2000: 55; Rose, 2001: 60). Heath was the only
prime minister to end up with such a consistent result. He delegated tasks to his
ministers, and intervened only when necessary to display his policy preferences clearly.
Callaghan exhibited a consensual style, notably during the IMF crisis. He respected his
ministers’ roles and did not intervene in their territories. Yet the question about his 'style
remained: was Callaghan’s style based on his personality or did the political condition
create his style. It may well have been Callaghan’s style to leave the ministers to get on
with their jobs. Yet style did not explain the differences in Callaghan’s exercise of

power (see pages 309-12).

Tanaka and Ohira had contrasting personalities. Tanaka was seen as an active
interventionist, while Ohira was regarded as a consensus-making delegator. Ohira
delegated tasks to his ministers and respected the roles of his ministers, civil servants

and LDP politicians. He did not obtrusively intervene in foreign policy, left practical
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discussions and decisions to other bodies in fiscal policy, and hardly participated in
domestic oil policy (see pages 327-9, 347-8, and 351-2). Ohira’s personality and style
could be observed in the way he dealt with other actors and the ﬁrﬁing of his
interventions. However, it did not explain the distinction between optimality and
sub-optimality of his behaviour. Besides, Tanaka clearly intervened in some cases, yet
not in others. It was not clear whether style was the independent variable or whether it
was the dependent variable of the power structure and power relations around the prime

minister.

2. ROUTES TO EXERTING PRIME-MINISTERIAL POWER

2 (i) British and Japanese Practices: 1973-1980

Prime ministers could exert power through various routes to have their policy
preferences reflected in the policy outcomes. Previous prime-ministerial studies often
displayed the various power resources prime ministers could ‘resort to. With the
Japanese premiership, the lack of some power resources was noted as emphasiéiné its

weakness. However, previous studies did not necessarily specify the routes that prime
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ministers actually utilised. This section reviews which power resources and hence which

routes the prime ministers made use of when they exercised their power.

Heath used various ministerial as well as mixed committee meetings to inform members
of his government of the developing crises. Yet the most significant route he relied on to
exert power was through bilateral meetings and small gatherings with the ministers
concerned. The premise of this route was to have reliable ministers in relevant positions.
He used James Prior, his confidant and officially lord president of the council and leader
of the House of Commons, to coordinate measures in the energy crises by letting him
chair the CCU. Prior also conduct negotiations with the spending ministers to cut pgblic
expenditure (see pages 212-4). Heath used his power resource to create a new
government department, the DEn, and appointed Lord Carrington, another senior
confidant, as its secretary of state (see page 223). Appointments of ministers were the

key power resource he exploited.

Tanaka exercised power in an even more straightforward fashion than his British
counterparts. He initially appointed KOshird Ueki and Aichi Kiichi, members of his own
faction to the office of finance minister to influence MOF directly. He gave instructions

directly to senior and middle rank officials in MOF and MITI. He set up a body
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including ministers, senior officials and senior party officers, which could be described
as an extended cabinet committee. Tanaka changed the agenda to extend measures to
deal with price hikes and shortages of other commodities than oil products. He
instructed the administrative deputy chief cabinet secretary to conduct
inter-departmental coordination at senior officials’ level, while mobilising the cabinet
secretariat to support inter-departmental coordination led by MITI. Bilateral mefetings
with ministers were used to reach agreement on the direction of the given policy. .T-anaka
extensively used his private secretaries’ network to communicate his position to
government departments, from which the secretaries were originally seconded. Tanaka

exploited most of the routes that were available to him (see page 268).

Callaghan widely made use of the cabinet and ministerial committees, including
informal meetings. His goal was to achieve agreement in a divided cabinet and to
contain a controversial cabinet minister by the principle of collective responsibility.
Bilateral meetings were informative and important for cultivating relationships with
individual ministers and notably with the chancellor. He also had Harold. Lever,
officially the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, as his financial adviséf, who
participated in negotiations with international oil companies to balance the énergy

secretary. Callaghan took advantage of junior ministerial appointments, when he
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surrounded Benn with right-wingers and his own confidants, such as Mabon, Smith and
Cunningham (see pages 298-9 and 306-7). He made full use of the powér reéoprces

available to a British prime minister.

Ohira did not provide straightforward instructions to the civil servants, though he also
had direct relations with departmental officials. By letting them know his policy
preferences and endorsing some rather than other advice, he had a critical impact on the
effective direction of policies. Ohira used ad hoc ministerial committees to build
consensus on issues, as in foreign policy (see page 324). He used government advisory
committees, like the GTSRC, and party organisations, such as the LDP TSRC, to
promote the GCT (see page 329). Ohira heavily resorted to Masayoshi Itd, his chief
cabinet secretary, to carry out ihter-departmental coordination, and to support and
exchange information with the foreign minister, who was a non-Diet member (see page

349).

2 (i) Distinguishing the Core Executive from Government Departmenfs

The distinction between the core executive and the departments was suggestive in

exhibiting the routes that prime ministers exploited to exert power. The Cabinet Office
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in Britain routinely followed policies that were important to the government as a whole,
which improved prime-ministerial monitoring over ministers and their departm_énts.
Cabinet, cabinet committees and ministerial committees were more substantial'.than
merely ritual, as was often the case in Japan. Jordan and Richardson (1987: 152) n;)ted,
‘Our main point about the Cabinet committee system is that it is an extra
prime-ministerial power — perhaps the prime-ministerial power’ (see also Burch, 1993:
115; Hodder-Williams, 1995: 234). The British prime ministers had the advantage of
having ‘sinecure’ ministers to conduct special tasks at their request. They enjoyed more
effective leverage in the core executive. Japanese prime ministers also used most of the
routes pointed out in chapter one, although probably in a less extensive fashion. The
difference with the British core executive was that in Japan it was more formal and rigid,

and thus was ad hoc and contingent, when it functioned.

Both British and Japanese prime ministers did not have full control over money
allocation in the government. In Japan the first major blueprint for administrative
reform in the 1960s recommended transferring the budget-making responsibility from
MOF to a body directly under the command of the prime minister (Okochi, 1976: 101).
The aim was to increase the central coordinating ability of the government and the

prime minister. Yet prime ministers often had control over the Treasury and MOF in the
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cases, despite the lack of legal backing.® The exception was Tanaka’s later fiscal policy,
in which Fukuda, the finance minister, prevailed over Tanaka (see pages 252-4). The

limitation of the prime minister in this case was not organisational but political.

Japanese prime ministers had the route directly to intervene in government departments.
Martin J. Smith et. al. (2000: 163) observed that bilateral agreements with ministers
were the most effective form of prime minister’s intervention. Yet in Japan the prime
ministers not only made bilateral agreements with ministers but also had regular and
direct contacts with senior civil servants (see Shinoda, 2000: 94-5).° Through strong
departmentalism the basic policy line was reached in individual departments or in
bilateral agreements between departments. It was vital to exercise power in the rﬁain
department for the given issue. Japanese prime ministers had inferior power resources in
the core executive, yet it was misleading to argue this inferiority vitally damagéd the

potential of prime-ministerial power in Japan.

As noted in section 1 (iv) above, the importance of the minister seemed to differ

between Britain and Japan. Ministers were key actors in Britain, while in Japan they

¥ Save the British prime minister was the first Lord of the Treasury.

% Jones (1985: 74-5; 1987: 48-9) noted the British prime minister could invite permanent secretaries
of departments to 10 Downing Street. This practice seems to have been taking place, yet this the51s
could not confirm a significant case of this direct contact. .
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seemed more marginal, when they did not have political weight. British prime ministers,
if politically possible, could rely on their ministers to control the civil servants on their
behalf and thus to function as the prime ministers’ effective agents. On the contrary,
Japanese ministers often did not have the weight and will to impose their views on civil
servants. Observers pointed out reasons for the weakness of ministers in Japan. -First,
suitable people, having the talent, knowledge and capability, were not selected for the
posts; second, cabinet reshuffles took place every year, which prevented ministers from
getting used to their jobs and departments (Richardson, 1997: 102-3). As a conséc’luénce,
they were less reliable as prime ministers’ agents to control the civil servaﬁts. HoWever,
because Japanese prime ministers could directly contact senior departmental officials,
weak ministership did not critically weaken the position of the prime ministers. Rather,
when ministers did not carry political weight, the lack of a constitutionally strong
minister made the prime minister’s intervention in a given department paradoxically

easier in Japan.
2 (iii) Policy Areas and Routes of Prime-Ministerial Power

The last issue was the impact of the types of policy areas on the manner and route of

prime-ministerial power. ‘Segmented decision model’ was the name given where
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different actors played different parts (Dunleavy, 1988: 357-9; Dunleavy and Rhoaes,
1990: 13-5; Rhodes, 1994: 23; Rhodes, 1995: 22-4; see also Rose 1980). The four prime
ministers, without exception, were deeply involved in fiscal policy. B-ilateral
relationships with the chancellor and the finance minister/MOF were key elements. The
prime ministers played significant roles in foreign policy, except Tanaka’s, though they
tended to participate at critical moments rather than constantly intervening. The
observation that fiscal and foreign policies were the two major policy areas for Bﬁ;ish
and Japanese prime ministers was consistent with the arguments of the ‘ségmented
decision model’.!® Their difference from this thesis was that they all stressed ﬁore
involvement of the prime minister in foreign affairs rather than in economic matters,

which was contrary to the result of this thesis.

Tanaka was the only prime minister amongst the four actively to have intervened in
domestic oil policy (see pages 263-5 and 267-8). The other three left the issues t o their
ministers and civil servants. Heath and Callaghan resorted to the power resource of
appointment (see pages 223-4 and 306-7). Callaghan also arranged the ca.binet
committee in a certain way to restrain his energy secretary (see pages 298-9). Otherwise,

Heath, Ohira and Callaghan did not contribute to the contents. Nevertheless,

19 See also Rose (1980: 33-42); Hayao (1993: 19-26); for a Western European comparison with a
similar result, Miiller et. al. (1993: 226-7).
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non-participation was not equal to no-exercise of power, since Callaghan and Ohira’s
policy preferences were always reflected in the policy outcomes of domestic oil policy,
and Heath changed his agents when his was not. Non-participation of the prime mir_xister
in the policy-making game was, in fact, consistent with both optimal and sub-optimal

behaviour. Prime ministers gave more attention to some policy areas than others.

This thesis has demonstrated with fourteen case studies the prime ministers’ power in
policy-making within the executive. Japanese prime ministers faced more difficulties
than did the British in exercising power, since they took more sub-optimal beha_vi'oﬁr in
the policy-making games. Yet they also exercised power in similar ways to theirv British
counterparts. The differences of prime-ministerial power in Britain and Japan wérg not
as crystal-clear as their reputations stood. This thesis uncovered that prime-ministerial
power was primarily promoted and/or constrained by the relationship between the prime
minister and the governing party, and their strategic decisions over appointing ministers.
The governing party mattered predominantly by being a power resource for contenders
against the prime minister, who were mostly cabinet ministers and occasionally senior

party officers.
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3. EXTERNAL VALIDITY: BOUNDARIES OF THE THESIS

Various conditions were attached when framing the discussion and selecting the cases of
this thesis. The concluding analysis provided above was valid under these condit.i-ons.
This section discusses the external validity of this thesis, namely the extent to which this
argument holds in a wider context. For comparative case method the issue of ex’;qrnal
validity is ‘whether the cases selected do reflect adequately the dimensions of different
variables assumed by the researcher’ (Peters, 1998: 48). This section discusses four
facets of external validity. They suggest further variables and areas in which

prime-ministerial power in Britain and Japan should be examined.
3 (i) Differences in Parliamentary Procedures

Differences in parliamentary procedures were not discussed in this thesis, since the. aim
was to explore prime-ministerial power in policy-making in the executive branch. The
nature of the bicameral systems in Britain and Japan differed, and their prdceglures
provided more advantage to British prime ministers than to the Japanese. Had the

parliamentary process been included in the discussion, Japanese prime ministers were
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likely to be more restrained than demonstrated above.!!

In Britain the prime minister had much impact on the legislative process, by appointing
and discussing events with the leaders of the two Houses and the chief whips (Jones,
1973: 371). The government as the majority party in parliament controlled most of the
‘time’ for deliberation, and government business had precedence in parliament. B;Sides,
the government had in place the guillotine, formally an ‘allocation of time motion"ﬂflThe
‘usual channels’ to discuss parliamentary business were between the leaders‘off the
Houses and the chief whips, and their opposition counterparts (Brazier, 1999: élO).
These officers depended on the prime minister for their appointment. The leaders 6f the
Houses were in cabinet, while the chief whip (for the Commons), if not in cabinet,
regularly attended cabinet meetings, especially when parliamentary affairs were
discussed. Through key figures of the governing party the British prime mipister
possessed the same power resources as against cabinet ministers to cgntrol

parliamentary proceedings, which provided a marked advantage to the govemme_nt{

In contrast, the Japanese Diet was more autonomous in its procedures. Japan had a

committee system in the Diet and a relatively balanced bicameral system, although the

1 1 owe this point to Professor Naoto Nonaka.
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lower house was constitutionally superior to the upper house. Each session was mpch
shorter than in Britain, which gave an advantage to the opposition’s tactics (Cz;lder,
1988: 203-5; Neary, 2002: 137). The proceeding of the bills was decided at thé_Diet’s
home management committee, while this committee’s directors and the legislative
affairs committees of individual political parties conducted informal negotiations
betWeen themselves. Since the 1960s and notably after the 1970s, when the LDP lost
control of the ‘stable’ majority in both Houses (see pages 315-6), a norm of consensus
emerged, to which Ellis Krauss (1984: 262) referred as the ‘informal .norr.n of
“concurrent majority”. It strengthened the hands of the opposition parties, since it
restrained the LDP from taking action with ‘snap votes’. Although conditions changed,
this norm seemed to continue, as some basic agreement was necessary to achieve

smooth proceedings in the Diet. The Diet had its own rules.

The prime minister appointed the chief party officers to deal with parliamentary affairs
and negotiate with the opposition parties. They included the secretary-genergl and the
chairs of the Diet’s home management committee and LDP’s legislative affairs
committee. The prime minister may well have been, as Kenji Hayao (1993: 138) aréued,
‘the one who usually determines which major bills to put forward, when, and how hard

to push them’. However, the Diet’s shorter-term sessions with multiple stages and its
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practice of running the parliamentary process through consensus made it far more
difficult for the prime minister to impose his will (Hayao, 1993: 132-8). The Jap_éhese
prime minister had to rely more on the governing party to bring thg opposition i_mrties
on board in parliamentary proceedings. This dependence was likely to affect. the
policy-making game adversely against the prime minister. Scheduling and predicting the
proceedings of the parliament gave a further power resource to some of the Diet
members, who were involved in negotiating and deciding Diet proceedings.'z_ The
prime minister’s power was likely to differ in accordance with whether or not he

controlled this group dealing with the parliamentary proceedings.
3 (ii) Policy Areas Selected

As explained in chapter two, studies of prime-ministerial power in policy-making
games required a qualitative analysis of each case, which limited the number of cases to
be examined (see pages 72-3). As a consequence selecting cases with some criteria was
inevitable. More than thirty years ago Theodore Lowi (1972: 299) remarked, ‘policies

determine politics’ (original emphasis). Distinguishing public policies into three

12 Satd and Matsuzaki (1986: 130-5) noted the increasing significance of the chairpersons of the
Diet’s home management committee and the LDP’s legislative affairs committee, whose chief
concern was smooth procedure in the Diet. Besides, they revealed the Tanaka faction’s key role in
these two offices up to the mid 1980s. '
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categories, Lowi (1964: 689-90) argued, ‘Each area tends to develop its own
characteristic political structure, political process, elites, and group relations’. David
Marsh and R. A. W. Rhodes (1992: 251) distinguished between policy communities and
issue networks: the former was characterised, amongst many other features, by its
limited and exclusive membership and accompanying positive-sum games, while the
latter had large membership and the permanent existence of conflict with zefo;sum
games. Others divided policy processes into two arenas, namely thosé inv__olving
ideology and those involving chiefly allocation and redistribution (Muramat's1:1, 1981:
290). Prime-ministerial power might differ in different types of policy areas, which

involved different types of policy networks.

This thesis addressed the theme of the policy community of oil. This policy commt}gity
comprised government departments, such as MITI, DTI, and DEn, the oil comp'a';ﬁes
and occasionally the retailers and consumer organisations. Oil policy has been a major
context for studies examining statist arguments (for instance, Krasner, 1978; Johnson,
1982; Samuels, 1987; Ikenberry, 1988b; Weatherfold and Fukui, 1989). Their focus was
to examine the relationship between the state apparatus and civil society. Most of its
proponents and opponents in Japanese political studies regarded, implicitly if not

explicitly, certain government departments, notably MITI, as the ‘state’. They did not
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draw much theoretical attention to the prime minister and cabinet. This thesis brought
the core executive, including the prime minister, into this picture. This thesis found that
government departments, dubbed the ‘state’, in fact never ignored or ov.erruled the
prime minister. Although prime ministers and the core executive did not necessarily
become actively involved; the prime ministers’ policy preferences were effectively
reflected in the policy outcomes. Problematic was when the prime ministers’ p:o'licy
preferences were not clearly expressed and when they did not overtly collide w1th the

department’s view, as in the IJPC project.

However, other policy networks were likely to differ in their nature. Oil might differ
from agriculture, medicine, construction, social security, technology, or education.!?
This thesis claims its validity applies to other policy networks in two respects. First,
prime ministers’ policy preferences are likely to be respected in the policy outhmcs as
long as they are exhibited clearly; second, explicit participation is not nc.éesg‘arily

required for the prime ministers’ power to be exercised. It is worth exploring

prime-ministerial power in other policy areas with different policy communities.

13 The oil industry did not have a close relationship with LDP politicians. The policy community
was predominantly that between MITI and the industry. Once other policy networks with strong
political involvement were investigated, the picture might look differently (see Campbell, 1989:
130-3; Hayao, 1993: 148-55).
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3 (iii) Specified Time Periods

This thesis focused on the period between 1973 and 1980. Institutions .and
circumstances have changed in the last two decades.'* This section briefly looks at
three issues, which could affect the argument of this thesis. They are changes in: (1)

power resources, (2) party organisations, and (3) the circumstances of politics. 15

After 1980 Japan saw two major public administration reforms. The Nakt_isone
government created the management and coordination agency chiefly by mergirjlg" two
existing government bodies, and it enlarged the cabinet secretariat by splittihg‘l the
former cabinet councillors’ office into sections on internal affairs and on external gﬁ'airs.
In 1998 the Hashimoto government launched a major reform to realign government
departments. It set up a Cabinet Office and strengthened the cabinet secretariat by
increasing the numbers of staff and raising the status of its senior officials. Other

changes of organisations and offices were also intended to strengthen the core executive

4 Institutional change has attracted substantial attention in institutionalist works. Yet, as the aim of
this thesis was to argue for the critical impact of institutions, namely the organisational
characteristics of the governing party and the power-resource arrangements in the executive branch,
this thesis took the institutions at certain moments as given, rather than explore how they evolved
and what caused the changes.

13 Changes in electoral systems in Japan might as well be discussed. In particular, in 1982.
proportional representation was introduced to part of the upper-house electoral system and in 1994
the electoral system for the lower house changed from a single non-transferable vote in
multi-member constituencies to systems of partly proportional representation and partly
‘first-pass-the-post’. Electoral systems affect the nature of the coherence of the governing party. A
discussion on this impact must be provided separately.
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under the leadership of the prime minister. As Ian Neary (2002: 129) aptly stressed,
however, ‘The reforms ... only deal with the sources of weakness of the prime m#ﬁster
as the head of the executive branch of government. They do not affect at all his
weakness as leader of the LDP’. The short-term nature of the prime ministership in
Japan has recently worsened, as prime ministers had to take responsibility for ldsiﬂg the
upper-house elections as well as the lower-house elections since 1989. Neary (2002:
110) argued ‘Changing the LDP’s rules to permit a four-year or unlimited term in office
would do more than any one thing to strengthen the power of the prime minister’. Yet

the focus of reform has been on the side of the executive branch.

In Britain the Thatcher government abolished both the CSD and the CPRS. In go.;.l".t.rast,
the staff in 10 Downing Street were reinforced. Special advisers on efficiency, fbreign
affairs and economic policy were appointed; the office of chief of staff was established
as a political aide to the prime minister, later under Blair being in overall charge of the
prime minister’s office. The policy unit developed and became close to providing prime
ministers with advanced warning, monitoring departments and actively proposing
policies in line with the prime minister’s own preferences.'® Both the Japanes'é and

British prime ministers were previously in a reactive position in agenda setting, since

1 Jones (1987a: 57-61). See Jones (1998: 6-7) and Kavanagh and Seldon (1999: chap.10) for -
developments during the early Blair government. '
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formally they had to rely on ministers and their departments to propose policy. Instead
of strengthening the cabinet as a collective body, the political and personal dimension

enhanced the prime minister’s personal staff in Britain.

Second, party organisations changed. There were two dynamics. One was op., the
leadership contest. By including party members in the selection process, a possibility of
conflict emerged between the choices of the party members and of the parliamentarians,
who both had different interests. The LDP included its party members and affiliates
since 1978 in the leadership election in different manners, while the Conservative and
Labour parties have extended the basis of the electorate for the leadership contest in the
last two decades. Leaders chosen with a manifest conflict between these two grou;.).s', as
with the Conservative Ian Duncan Smith (although not prime minister) and Junic%hiré
Koizumi, were more likely to suffer from lack of support from their parliamer.litary

parties and thus the instability in the governing party.

The other dynamics were between giving the party leadership more freedom to
manoeuvre and giving party members including parliamentarians more opportunities to
participate and thus control the party leadership. The LDP was an extraordinary case. It

even partly took over the coordination function between government departments since
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the late 1970s. Senior Diet members of the LDP were in the position to do so. They had
experienced the positions of the relevant cabinet ministers, leaders of the zoku Diet
members and key figures of the executive council and PARC (Sat6 and Matsuzaki,
1986: 97). The coordination function was diversified in the LDP. As a consequence, the
balance between the prime minister/cabinet and the governing party has changed to the
benefit of the latter in the last two decades. Why and how this phenomenon occurred

must be examined separately.

Third, the circumstances around the prime .minister changed; policy agendas involved
more international dimensions than before, while the mass media notably 4telcl:vision
gave increasingly more focus to the prime minister personally. 17" At international
conferences, where the prime minister represented the government, he/she automatically
became involved in issues with international and global implications. The pﬁme
minister was the chief negotiator facing other heads of states/governments, .'.-‘;and,
therefore, he/she personally became committed to the outcomes of the conference.'s..and
was expected to (King, 1991: 37; Jones, 1991: 171; Lee, 1995: 206-19). Aé a
consequence, the prime minister became more exposed and had to increase the amount

of his/her activity. This position as chief representative and chief negotiator was likely

1" Wright and Hayward (2000: 32) provided a list of eleven factors that increased and complicated
coordination requirements and objectives.
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to provide another power resource against other actors, notably the minister in charge of
the given policy area. Yet it was not without ambiguity whether and to what extent this
increasing international dimension was to benefit the prime minister’s power -against

other actors.

The advancement of the mass media and notably television coverage has in the last two
decades extensively personalised politics. There is dispute as to what extent the
popularity of the party leader deterfnined support for the party at the ballot box:...i The
amount of coverage indeed showed the focus on prime ministers and the opposition
leaders, which Michael Foley (1993: 124; 2000: 205) called ‘leadership stretch’.'é 'Ellis
Krauss and Benjamin Nyblade (n.d.) recently demonstrated the increasing importariée of
the prime minister’s personal image on the electoral fortunes of the governing party in
Japan.' Michael Foley (1993: 263) argued that the personalisation of the prime
minister with other aspects was a sign of ‘the growing emergence of a British
presidency’. Although as a metaphor the term ‘British presidency’ conyeyéd a
description of the change in and around the premiership, it was less convinéing':as a
concept while ‘personalisation’ seemed to be sufficient for what. he argued.

Personalisation of the premiership could both benefit and harm the prime fninistér in

13 However, Rose (1980: 10) showed the little impact the (un)popularity of party leaders had on the
election results.
19 1 thank Ellis Krauss and Ben Nyblade for allowing me to use their unpublished paper.
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office. The media attention publicly made the prime minister a figure distinctive from
his cabinet colleagues, and a sympathetic coverage enhanced his position against other
actors by displaying the prime minister as the ‘goody’. On the other hand, Ir;ﬂedia
attention functioned as a constant assessment process, which could destabiliée. the
government. In short, media attention reinforced the support and criticism the prime
minister faced in public. From the prime minister’s viewpoint, he/she strove to ﬁresent
an image of ‘personally’ exercising ‘leadership’, which the mass media preferred and
demanded that politicians take. Power exercise without any overt action, namely
anticipating reactions of ministers and civil servants, was often confirmed in the cases
of this thesis. Yet the increasing role of the mass media was likely to call for a élore

visible exercise of power.
3 (iv) Policy Impact

Poli.cy processes were often distinguished into stages. This thesis had a precise focus on
the agenda-setting, policy-formulation, and (executive) decision-making stages. The
difficulty this thesis encountered was the necessity of cutting short the time span of: .,‘each
case to conduct a sufficient number of cases. It was a trade-off between fewer

longer-term and more shorter-term case studies, the latter of which this thesis opted for.
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Hence, implementation was out of the range of this thesis. Yet the significance of the
implementation stage was undeniable. Policies, which ministers had decided, might not
be implemented, might be metamorphosed into something different, or might miss key
opportunities. In Britain devolution to the Scottish parliament and the Welsh assembly
accentuated this aspect (Wright and Hayward, 2000: 32). Bureaucratic dominance or
bureéucratic fragmentation might be more important in this stage than at the earlier

stages addressed in this thesis.

The stage of implementation could be understood with the same framework of the
principal-agent relationships. Principals lacked perfect information, expertise and
energy to monitor the performance of their agents. The implementation processf' is a
world of public or semi-public buieaucracy. Principal-agent theory would be useful to
comprehend the chain of principal-agent relationships down from the ééiual
government departments to the delivery agencies or private actors in the market, .'W'hile
the nature of the chain and relationships would affect the impact of the prime mil.ﬁ:ster’s

power.

396



IX. Conclusion

4. INSTITUTIONALIST APPROACH TO PRIME-MINISTERIAL

POWER

The prime minister with the cabinet sits ‘at the crossroads between representation and
administration’ (Blondel and Cotta, 1996: 3). To understand the prime minister’s pc;wer
in the government, his/her position in the governing party must be fully recogn:ised.
Indeed, a prime minister should be understood as an institutional actor.2’ Recent stLdies
(Shinoda, 2000; Mulgan: 2002) argued that Japanese prime ministers confronted dual
opponents, namely the civil servants and the LDP. This thesis, instead, demoﬁétr_ated
that their relationships with the governing party primarily determined those with the
civil servants. Civil servants were not by nature opponents of prime ministers. Whether
civil servants followed the prime ministers’ policy preferences depended on the extent

of support the prime ministers received from their governing parties.

Institutions do not, nevertheless, decisively determine the actor’s behaviour or
preference. As Elinor Ostrom (1991: 239) noted ‘Rather, some actions are ruled in
(permitted), and others are ruled out (forbidden). Choices made by rule-following

individuals are from within the set of permitted actions. ... Choices from among those

2 gee Neary (1996: 12) for the political implications of personal and impersonal factors in
explaining leadership in Japan.
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actions that are ruled in cannot be made on the basis of institutional rules’ '(see'-.‘also
Ikenberry, 1986a: 66).>! Room is left for strategic choices, such as portfolio allocation,

namely whether to appoint someone and as what.

On the other hand, institutions are not only formal, although this thesis focﬁse& on
" (semi-)formal rules and bodies. Informal institutions, which include established
practices and role expectations, are important for explaining the details as to which
issues prime ministers focus their attention on, how his/her preferences are shaped,_. what
manner he/she takes to participate in policy-making, and how he/she treats other _aétors.
The difficulty of adopting informal institutions as a key variable is the danger of
tautology. Because informal institutions are by definition informal, they need to be
induced from empirical observation. When it comes to verifying their functions, they
are often in peril of being tested against the very empirical data 'they derive from. It is
no surprise they match each other. It is important to avoid this false procedure. Yet the
shortage of information and lack of cases on prime ministers and the core executive
make it difficult to follow an appropriate route of research. Despite this drawbai;i( the
impact of institutions, both formal and informal, on the prime minister’s power in

policy-making cannot be exaggerated.

2 Crawford and Ostrom (1995: 584) added a third verb, ‘obliged’, to ‘permitted’ and ‘forbidden’.
See this article for an analytically exhaustive discussion on institutions.

398



IX. Conclusion

The prime ministership is too embedded in institutions to understand by the personality
of its holder. The prime minister’s personality is likely to attract more public attgntion
than previously. Personality indeed answers certain questions. However, it is too niessy
and ambiguous a concept to rely on. It is hardly promising to look into medical ﬁlés of
political leaders and dispute over their interpretation (For instance, George andG'el'orge,
1998: 121-31). The approach is often bound to lead to the question ‘So what?’ :(Jones,
1990b: 232). Besides, normatively and practically, it is neither much help nor comfort to
know what was right or wrong with the prime minister’s personality to assess his/her
power and achievements. A democracy cannot wait for a benevolent leader to emerge.
Rather than wait for one and damn the current political leaders, their recmitihent
processes and surrounding power structures ought to be contemplated. As Déhnis
Kavanagh and Anthony Seldon (2000: 76) wrote, ‘there is little point in draWing‘-lJip a
system which requires a superman [sic] as prime minister’. An institutional apprbach
can avoid opening ‘the Pandora’s box of the individual’s psyche’ (Moe, 1993: 353).

After all, prime ministers can only be what they are allowed to be.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES A.1-A.13

TABLE A.1
OIL CONSUMPTION 1965-1980 (selected countries) (million tonnes)

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972

USA 548.9| 575.7| 595.8] 6355] 667.8| 6946| 7193} 7758

Canada 55.0 58.0 61.7 66.1 69.1 73.0 75.8 79.3

France 53.9 57.7 66.2 71.8 83.0 94.3 102.8 1141

ltaly 52.3 57.7 63.7 70.3 77.3 87.3 93.8 98.2

UK 74.2 79.5 85.3 90.4 97.3 103.6 104.3 110.5

W. Germany 79.5 89.2 92.1 103.8 117.1 128.6 133.5 140.9

Japan 87.9 100.0 122.9 142.7 169.0 199.1 219.7| 2344

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

USA 8180| 7826| 7659| 8224]| 8659| 888.8| 868.0| 794.1

Canada 83.7 84.8 83.1 85.9 85.6 86.9 90.1 87.6

France 127.3 121.0| 1104 119.5 114.6 119.0 118.3 109.9

Italy 103.6 100.8 94.5 98.8 96.1 99.8 103.2 97.9

UK 113.2 105.3 92.0 91.4 92.0 94.0 94.5 80.8

W. Germany 149.7 134.3 128.9 138.9 137.1 142.7 147.0 131.1

Japan 269.1 2589 | 2440| 253.5| 2604 | 262.7| 2651 237.7

source: Jenkins, 1989: 142,
TABLE A.2
CRUDE-OIL SUPPLIERS TO JAPAN (%) 1973-1979

1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1979
8 Major Oil Companies 7410| 72.10] 70.00| 70.10| 68.10| 65.80| 51.90
Independents (US) 7.90 7.20 6.50 6.20 4.70 3.60 2.20
Independents (others) 0.50 0.80 1.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20
Qil-Producing Countries 9.20| 10.40] 14.30| 16.00] 19.90] 21.00| 37.20
Japanese Exploitation Companies 8.30 9.50 8.00 7.70 7.30 9.60 8.50
total 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00

source: Sekiyu Renmei, 1981: 8-9.
TABLEA.3

PETROLEUM STOCKS IN SELECTED OECD MEMBER COUNTRIES 1973-1980
(million barrels)

1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1979 | 1980

USA 1008] 1074] 1133] 1112] 1312 1278] 1341 1392

Canada 140 145 174 153 167 144 150 164

France 201 249 225 234 239 201 226 243

Italy 152 167 143 143 161 154 163 170

UK 156 161 165 165 148 157 169 168

W. Germany 181 213 187 208 225 238 272 319

Japan 303 370 375 380 409 413 460 495

OECD 2588] 2880] 2903] 2918] 3224] 3122] 3379] 3587
source: Jenkins, 1989: 112.
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TABLE A4
UNEMPLOYMENT IN UK (thousand)/% OF TOTAL LABOUR FORCE (adjusted) (year)

1970 | 1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1979
1st Quarter 640 693 934 729 607 762] 1233] 1324] 1384 1324
2nd Quarter 585 709 840 603 552 813] 1194] 1254 1271] 1184
3rd Quarter 566 730 770 531 574 043]  1236] 1327 1286] 1181
4th Quarter] 618 845 760 502]  631| 1091| 1255] 1347| 1256] 1220
Year " 602 744 826 501 591 902] 1229] 1313] 1299] 1227
|_% (Year 26 2.8 31 21 2.1 33 45 48 47 43

source: OECD, 1990; 696-7.
TABLEAS
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS tN UK: CURRENT BALANCE (£ million)

1970 | 1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 1979
1st Quarter 258 67 12|  -393] -882] -658] -129] -669] 458  -928
2nd Quarter 175 345 246 40 -871 -369] -361 -507 291 -194
3rd Quarter 113 389] -109]  -239] -716] 485 -173 650 549 585
4th Quarter 249 288 42| -346] -848 70 -257 390 584  -124
Year 795] 1089 191 -1018] -3517] -1582] -920] -136 966  -661

source: OECD, 1990; 715.




RPI (all items)/CHANGE OVER 12 MONTHS (%

TABLEA6

) 1970-1978 (monthly)/UK

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL
1970 5.0 4.9 5.1 5.6 6.1 5.9 6.7
1971 8.5 8.5 8.8 9.4 9.8 10.3 10.1
1972 8.2 8.1 7.6 6.3 6.1 6.1 5.8
1973 7.7 7.9 8.2 9.2 9.5 9.3 9.4
1974 12.0 13.2 13.5 15.2 16.0 16.5 17.1
1975 19.9 19.9 21.2 21.7 25.0 26.1 26.3
1976 23.4 22.9 21.2 18.9 15.4 13.8 12.9
1977 16.6 16.2 16.7 17.5 17.1 17.7 17.6
1978 9.9 9.5 9.1 7.9 7.7 7.4 7.8
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC YEAR
1970 6.8 7.0 7.4 7.9 7.9 6.4
1971 10.3 9.9 9.4 9.2 9.0 9.4
1972 6.6 7.0 7.9 7.6 7.7 7.1
1973 8.9 9.3 9.9 10.3 10.6 9.2
1974 16.9 17.1 17.1 18.3 19.1 16.0
1975 26.9 26.6 25.9 25.2 24.9 24.2
1976 13.8 14.3 14.7 15.0 15.1 16.6
1977 16.5 15.6 14.1 13.0 12.1 15.8
1978 8.0 7.8 7.8 8.1 8.4 8.3
source:

http://www.statistics.gov.uk/STATBASE/tsdataset.asp?vink=229&More=N&All=Y,

seen on 2 May 2003.

TABLEA.7
WPI(all commodities/petrol,coal&related products)/CY CHANGE (%) 1971-1980/JPN
1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1979 | 1980
a -0.8 0.8 15.9] 31.3 3.0 5.0 1.9 -2.5 7.3 17.8
b 11.9 -0.8 77| 1288 215 9.1 -0.1] -13.0] 224 67.2

source: Nambara, 1987.
note: a = All Commodities; b = Petroleum, Coal & Related Products.
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WPI (all commodities)/CHANGE OVER 12 MONTHS (%)
1973-1974, 1978-1980 (monthly)/JPN

TABLEA.8

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN
1973 7.6 9.2 11.0 11.4 12.3 13.6
1974 34.0 37.0 35.4 35.7 35.3 35.3
1978 15 1.7 -1.8 2.1 2.0 2.1
1979 1.6 -0.9 0.1 2.2 3.5 5.2
1980 19.1 21.4 22.8 24.0 21.9 20.3

JUL AUG SEP OoCT NOV DEC
1973 15.7 17.4 18.7 20.3 22.3 29.0
1974 34.2 32.8 30.6 28.7 25.1 17.0
1978 2.5 -3.6 -3.7 4.0 -3.2 2.3
1979 8.3 10.9 12.6 14.5 16.1 17.5
1980 18.5 175 15.5 13.4 1.7 9.6

source;: Nambara, 1987.
TABLE A.9
CPI/CY CHANGE (%) 1971-1980/JPN
1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 | 1975 | 1976 | 1977 [ 1978 | 1979 ] 1980
6.3 4.9  11.7] 23.2| 11.7 0.4 8.1 4.2 3.7 7.7

source: http://www.stat.go.jp/data/cpi/200107/zuhyou/a001hh.xls, seen on 25 April 2003.

1973-1974, 1978-1980 (monthly)/JPN

TABLE A.10
CPI (general index)/CHANGE OVER 12 MONTHS (%)

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN
1973 6.7 7.0 8.7 94 10.8 11.0
1974 21.9 24.9 22.8 23.7 22.0 22.3
1978 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.2 3.9 3.9
1979 36 2.8 2.7 2.9 3.2 3.8
1980 6.4 7.7 7.7 8.1 8.0 8.2

JUL AUG SEP ocT NOV DEC
1973 11.7 11.9 14.2 13.9 15.2 18.3
1974 22.8 23.9 22.5 24.8 245 21.0
1978 46 46 4.1 3.7 3.8 3.9
1979 4.3 3.1 3.2 4.2 5.0 56
1980 75 8.4 8.7 75 8.0 6.9

source: http://www.stat.go.jp/data/
seen on 25 April 2003.
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TABLE A1

1

£-$ EXCHANGE RATE: SPOT (pence)

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN
1975 237.78 | 242.68| 240.90 235.31 231.14 219.80
1976 202.91 202.71 191.57 184.40 176.40 178.13
1977 171.42 170.92 172.01 171.93 171.76 172.02
JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year
1975 214.72 211.10| 204.09| 207.57 201.68 202.35] 202.35
1976 178.43 177.46 167.75 160.60 164.84 170.24 170.24
1977 173.74 174.29 174.65 183.20 181.50 190.60 190.60
source; OECD, 1990: 713.
TABLE A.12
ARABIAN LIGHT CRUDE OIL AVERAGE SPOT MARKET PRICE ($)
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
1st Quarter 2.10 9.90] 1045| 11.50] 12.20 12.70 19.65| 36.10
2nd Quarter 2.30] 10.50| 10.40| 11.50 12.10 12.70| 27.95| 35.40
3rd Quarter 260 10.00| 1045} 11.60 12.70 12.80| 33.60] 32.85
4th Quarter 450| 1045| 11.50] 11.90 12,70 13.80| 38.35| 38.40
Annual Ave 2.88 10.21 10.70| 11.63 12.42 13.00| 29.89| 35.69
source: Energy Statistics Sourcebook, 1994: 413.
TABLE A.13
¥-$ EXCHANGE RATE 1973-1980
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN
1973 301.15 270.00 | 265.83 265.50 264.95 265.30
1974 299.00 28760 276.00 279.75 281.90 284.10
1975 297.85 286.60 | 293.80 293.30 291.35 296.35
1976 303.70 302.251 299.70 299.40 299.95 297.40
1977 288.25 283.25| 277.30 277.50 277.30 266.50
1978 241.74| 238.83] 223.40 223.90 223.15| 204.50
1979 201.40] 202.35 209.30 219.15 219.70 217.00
1980 238.80 249.80| 249.70 238.30 224 .40 218.15
JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
1973 263.45 265.30| 265.70 266.68 279.00 280.00
1974 297.80 302.70| 298.50] 299.85 300.10 300.95
1975 297.35| 297.90 302.70 301.80 303.00 306.15
1976 293.40 288.76 | 287.30 293.70 296.45 293.00
1977 266.30 267.43| 264.50 250.65 244.20 240.00
1978 190.80 190.00 189.15 176.05 197.80 195.10
1979 216.90 220.05| 223.45 237.80 249.50 239.90
1980 226.85 219.20| 212.00 211.75 216.75 203.60
source: http://www2.boj.or.jp/en/dlong/stat/data/cdab0780.txt,

seen on 25 April 2003
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Appendix B: List of Interviewees

APPENDIX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES (date of interview)

Senior Cabinet Office official (19 November 1998; 20 November 2002).

DTI/DEn official (20 November 1998; 15 April 2002).

CPRS official (24 November, 1998).

Aide to a DTI minister in the Heath government (30 November 1998).

Senior Treasury official (2 December 1998).

Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (3 December 1998).

Aide to a Treasury minister (4 December 1998).

Government minister in the Heath government (8 December 1998).

Cabinet minister in the Heath government (9 December 1998).

10. Cabinet minister in the Heath government (9 December 1998).

11. Senior CPRS official (10 December 1998).

12. Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (17 December 1998).

13. Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (17 December 1998).

14. Aide to an FCO minister in the Heath government (20 January 1999).

15. Senior FCO official (21 January 1999).

16. Senior FCO official (27 January 1999; 4 December 2001).

17. DTI official (1 February 1999).

18. DTI official (4 February 1999).

19. Senior Cabinet Office official (10 February 1999).

20. Aide to an FCO minister in the Heath government (15 February 1999).

21. Government minister in the Heath government (10 March 1999).

22. CPRS official (15 March 1999).

23. Senior DTI official (24 March 1999).

24. Senior Treasury official (14 April 1999).

25. Senior DTI official (23 April 1999; 21 November 2001).

26. Cabinet minister in the Heath government (28 April 1999).

27. Government whip in the Heath government (20 May 1999).

28. Government minister in the Heath government (20 May 1999).

29. MOFA official (20 September 1999).

30. MOFA official (28 September 1999; 26 June 2002).

31. Aide in the prime minister’s residence during the Tanaka government (13 October 1999 8
July 2002).

32. MITI official (14 October 1999; 18 November 1999).

33. Aide to Masayoshi Ohira, the foreign minister (14 October 1999).

34. PAJ staff (15 October 1999; 6 March 2000).

35. Senior PAJ staff (18 October 1999).

36. MITI official (21 October 1999; 12 July 2002).

37. Senior MOF official (25 October 1999).

38. Senior MITI official (28 October 1999; 1 March 2000).

39. MITI official (1 November 1999).

40. MITI official (2 November 1999).

41. Aide to Masayoshi Ohira (4 November 1999; 10 April 2001).

42. MITI official (8 November 1999).

43. Senior MOFA official (11 November 1999; 26 March 2001).

44. Senior MITI official (12 November 1999; 21 June 2002; 2 July 2002).

45. Aide in the prime minister’s residence during the Tanaka government (16 November 1999).

46. MITI official (17 November 1999).

47. MOF official (27 January 2000; 21 March 2001; 24 June 2002).

48. MOF official (27 January 2000).

49. Aide in the prime minister’s residence during the Tanaka government (10 February 2000).

50. Senior PAJ staff (23 March 2000).

51. MITI official (30 March 2000).

VPN PAEL =
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52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
. Journalist (27 August 1999).

95

" Appendix B: List of Interviewees

Senior MOFA official (29 March 2000).

MITI official (10 April 2000).

MITI official (11 April 2000).

MITI official (12 April 2000).

Senior MOFA official (12 April 2000; 2 July 2002).

Senior official in the prime minister’s official residence during the Tanaka government (2
March 2001; 18 December 2001).

MOFA official (6 March 2001).

MOF official (27 March 2001).

Aide in the prime minister’s residence during Ohira government (10 April 2001).
MITI official (11 April 2001).

Senior MOF official (12 April 2001).

Aide in the prime minister’s residence during Ohira government (13 April 2001).
FCO official (16 November 2001).

Cabinet minister in the Callaghan government (26 November 2001).

Senior DEn official (8 February 2002).

Government minister in the Callaghan government (13 February 2002).

DEn official (11 February 2002).

Senior DEn official (25 February 2002).

Aide to James Callaghan, the prime minister (26 February 2002).

Senior Treasury official (28 February 2002).

Government minister in the Callaghan government (28 February 2002).

Aide to James Callaghan, the prime minister (27 February 2002).

Adpviser in the DEn (12 April 2002).

Cabinet minister in the Callaghan government (16 April 2002).

Senior Cabinet Office official (17 April 2002).

BP executive (17 April 2002).

Aide to James Callaghan, the prime minister (18 April 2002).

Senior CPRS official (24 April 2002).

Government minister in the Callaghan government (8 May 2002; 6 August 2002).
Senior MITI official (28 June 2002).

MOF official (3 July 2002).

MOF official (9 July 2002).

Cabinet minister in the Heath government (18 November 2002; Correspondence 19 May
2003).

Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (21 November 2002).

FCO official (21 November 2002).

FCO official (26 November 2002).

Cabinet minister in the Heath government (27 November 2002).

Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (28 November 2002).

Cabinet minister in the Heath government (4 December 2002).

Senior BP executive (4 December 2002; 13 December 2002).

Aide to Edward Heath, the prime minister (5 December 2002).

Government minister and aide to James Callaghan, the prime minister (10 February 2003).
MITI official (29 March 2001).

406



BIBLIOGRAPHY

NEWSPAPERS AND PERIODICALS

Asahi Shinbun (Asahi)

Bulletin of the European Communities

The Economist

Fainansu

The Financial Times

Hansard

The Japan Times

Official Journal of the European Communities (O.J)
Petroleum Economist

Petroleum Times

Nihon Keizai Shinbun (Nikkei)

Quarterly Economic Review. Oil in the Middle East
Sekiyu Bunka

Sekiyu Seisaku

Shitkan T6yo Keizai

The Sunday Times

The Times

UNPUBLISHED DOCUMENTS

Fujiwara Ichir6 Diary January 1973 — December 1974

Bibliography

United Kingdom. Bodleian Library. University of Oxford. Conservative Party Archlve
United Kingdom. Bodleian Library. University of Oxford. Edmund Dell Papers.

OTHERS

Al-Chalabi, Fadhil (1982), ‘A Second Oil Crisis? A Producer’s View of the Oil
Developments of 1979°, in Wilfrid L. Kohl (ed.) After the Second Qil Crisis.
Energy Policies in Europe, America and Japan (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath).
Alderman, R. K. (1976), ‘Parliamentary Developments. The Prime Minister and the

Appointment of Ministers’, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.29, No.2.

Alderman, R.K. and N. Carter (1992), ‘Logics of Ministerial Reshuffles’, Parliamentary

Affairs, Vol.70, No.4.

Alderman, R. K. and J. A. Cross (1985), ‘The Reluctant Knife. Reflections on the ane

Minister’s Power of Dismissal’ Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.38, No.4.

Alderman, R. K. and J. A. Cross (1986), ‘Rejuvenating the Cabinet. The Record of

407



Bibliography

Postwar British Prime Ministers Compared’, Political Studies, Vol.34, No.4.

Alderman, R. K. and J. A. Cross (1987), ‘The Timing of Cabinet Reshuffles’
Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.40, No.1.

Allen, Graham (2003), The Last Prime Minister. Being Honest about the UK Presidency,
2nd. edn. (Exeter: Imprint Academic).

Andeweg, Rudi (1993), ‘A Model of the Cabinet System. The Dimension of Cabinet
Decision-Making Processes’, in Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel
(eds.) Governing Together. The Extent and Limits of Joint Decision-Making in
Western European Cabinets (London: Macmillan).

Ando, Hiroshi (1987a), Sekinin to Genkai, Vol.1 (Tokyo: Kinyt Zaisei Jij6 Kenkyiikai).

Ando, Hiroshi (1987b), Sekinin to Genkai, Vol.2 (Tokyo: Kiny( Zaisei Jijo Kenkytikai).

ANRE = see Ts{ishd Sangyo-shd, Shigen Enerugi-chd.

Armold, Guy (1978), Britain's Oil (London: Hamish Hamilton).

Asahi Shinbun Keizaibu (1974), Keizai Seisaku no Butai Ura (Tokyo: Asahi
Shinbun-sha).

Asahi Shinbun-sha (ed.) (1974), Seikiyu Infure (Tokyo: Asahi Shinbun-sha).

Bachrach, Peter and Morton S. Baratz (1962), ‘The Two Faces of Power’, American
Political Science Review, Vol.56, No.4.

Bachrach, Peter and Morton S. Baratz (1963), ‘Decisions and Nondecisions’, American
Political Science Review, Vol.57, No.3.

Bachrach, Peter and Morton S. Baratz (1970), Power and Poverty. Theory and Practice
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Ball, Stuart (1994), ‘The National and Regional Party Structure’, in Anthony Seldon and
Stuart Ball (eds.) Conservative Century. The Conservative Party since 1900
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Ball, Stuart (1996), ‘The Conservative Party and the Heath Government’, in Stuart Ball
and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government 1970-1974. A Reappraisal
(London: Longman).

Ball, Stuart (1998), The Conservative Party since 1945 (Manchester: Manchester
University Press).

Banks, Jeffrey S., and Barry R. Weingast (1992), ‘The Political Control of Bureaucracies
under Asymmetric Information’, American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 36,
No.2.

Barber, James David (1972), The Presidential Character. Predicting Performance in the
White House (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall). .

Barber, James (1991), The Prime Minister since 1945 (Oxford: Blackwell).

Barnes, John (1994), ‘Ideology and Factions’, in Anthony Seldon and Stuart Ball (eds.)
Conservative Century. The Conservative Party since 1900 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Barnes, John and Richard Cockett (1994), ‘The Making of Party Policy’, in Anthony
Seldon and Stuart Ball (eds.) Conservative Century. The Conservative Party

408



Bibliography

since 1900 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Barnett, Joel (1982), Inside the Treasury (London: Deutsch).

Baston, Levi and Anthony Seldon (1996), ‘Number 10 under Edward Heath’, in Stuart
Ball and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government 1970-1974. A
Reappraisal (London: Longman). |

Bawn, Kathleen (1995), ‘Political Control versus Expertise: Congressional Choices about
Administrative Procedures’, American Political Science Review, Vol.89, No.1.

Bending, Richard and Richard Eden (1984), UK Energy. Structure, Prospects and Policies
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Benemy, F. W. G. (1965), The Elected Monarch. The Development of the Power of the
Prime Minister (London: Harrap).

Benn, Tony (1985), ‘The Case for a Constitutional Premiership’, in Anthony King (ed.)
The British Prime Minister, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

Benn, Tony (1989), Against the Tide. Diaries 1973-76 (London: Hutchinson).

Benn, Tony (1991), Conflicts of Interest. Diaries 1977-1980 (London: Arrow).

Blackstone, Tesso and William Plowden (1988), Inside the Think Tank. Advising the
Cabinet 1971-1983 (London: William Heinemann).

Blondel, Jean (1987), Political Leadership. Toward a General Analysis (London: Sage).

Blondel, Jean (1996), ‘Britain’, in Jean Blondel and Maurizio Cotta (eds.) Party and
Government. An Inquiry into the Relationship between Governments and
Supporting Parties in Liberal Democracies (London: Macmillan).

Blondel, Jean and Maurizio Cotta (1996), ‘Introduction’, in Jean Blondel and Maurizio
Cotta (eds.) Party and Government. An Inquiry into the Relationship between
Governments and Supporting Parties in Liberal Democracies (London:
Macmillan).

Blondel, Jean and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel (1993), ‘Introduction’, in Jean Blondel and
Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel (eds.) Governing Together. The Extent and Limits of
Joint Decision-Making in Western European Cabinets (London: Macmillan).

Bohi, Douglas R. (1989), Energy Price Shocks and Macroeconomic Performance
(Washington D.C.: Resources for the Future).

Brand, Jack (1992), ‘Faction as Its Own Reward. Groups in the British Parliament
1945-1986°, Parliamentary Affairs Vol.42, No.2.

Brazier, Rodney (1991), ‘Reducing the Power of the Prime Minister’, Parliamentary
Affairs, Vol.44, No 4.

Brazier, Rodney (1999), Constitutional Practice. The Foundation of British Government,
3rd. edn. (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Bromley, Simon (1996), ‘Energy’, in David Coates (ed.) Industrial Policy in Britain
(London: Macmillan).

Brown, A. H. (1968a), ‘Prime Ministerial Power (Part I)’, Public Law, spring.

Brown, A. H. (1968b), ‘Prime Ministerial Power (Part II)’, Public Law, summer.

Browning, Peter (1986), The Treasury and Economic Policy 1964-1985 (London:

409



Bibliography

Longman).

Budge, Ian and Hans Keman (1990), Parties and Democracy. Coalition Formation and
Government Functioning in Twenty States (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Burch, Martin (1993), ‘Organising the Flow of Business in Western European Cabinets’,
in Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel (eds.) Governing Together. The
Extent and Limits of Joint Decision-Making in Western European Cabinets
(London: Macmillan).

Burch, Martin and Ian Holliday (1996), The British Cabinet System (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall).

Burk, Kathleen and Alec Cairncross (1992), ‘Goodbye Great Britain’. The 1976 IMF
Crisis (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press).

Burnham, June and G. W. Jones (2000), ‘Innovators at 10 Downing Street’, in Kevin
Theakston (ed.) Bureaucrats and Leadership (London: Macmillan).

Burns, James MacGregor (1978), Leadership (New York: Harper & Row).

Butler, David and Dennis Kavanagh (1974), The British General Election of February
1974 (London: Macmillan).

Cairncross, Sir Alec (1996), ‘The Heath Government and the British Economy’, in Stuart
Ball and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government 1970-1974. A
Reappraisal (London: Longman).

Caldwell, Martha (1981), ‘The Dilemmas of Japan’s Oil Dependency’, in Ronald A.
Morse (ed.) The  Politics of Japan’s  Energy  Strategy.
Resource-Diplomacy-Security (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies,
University of California).

Callaghan, James (1987), Time and Chance (London: Collins).

Calvert, Randell L., Mathew D. McCubbins, and Barry R. Weingast (1989), ‘A Theory of
Political Control and Agency Discretion’, American Journal of Political Science,
Vol.33, No.3.

Campbell, John (1993), Edward Heath. A Biography (London: Cape).

~ Campbell, John Creighton (1977), Contemporary Japanese Budget Politics (Berkeley:
University of California Press).

Campbell, John Creighton (1984), ‘Policy Conflict and Its Resolution within the
Governmental System’, in Ellis S. Kraus er al. (eds.) Conflict in Japan
(Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press).

Campbell, John Creighton (1989), ‘Democracy and Bureaucracy in Japan’, in Takeshi
Ishida and Ellis S. Krauss (eds.) Democracy in Japan (Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press).

Chesshire, J. H., J. K. Friend, J. de B. Pollard, J. Stringer and A. J. Surrey (1977), ‘Energy
Policy in Britain. A Case Study of Adaptation and Change in a Policy System’,
in Leon N. Lindberg (ed.) The Energy Syndrome. Comparing National
Responses to the Energy Crisis (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath).

Civil Service Department (1974), Civil Service Year Book 1974 (London: Her Majesty’s

410



Bibliography

Stationary Office).

Civil Service Department (1977), Civil Service Year Book 1977 (London: Her Majesty’s
Stationary Office).

Clegg, Stewart R. (1989), Frameworks of Power (London: Sage).

Cohen, Robin John (1986), British Energy Crisis Management. A Comparative Study in
the 20th Century (Ph.D Diss., University of London). '

Collier, David (1993), ‘The Comparative Method’, in Ada W. Finifter (ed.) Political
Science. The State of the Discipline II (Washington, D.C.: American Political
Science Association).

Collier, David (1995), ‘Translating Quantitative Methods for Qualitative Researchers: The
Case of Selection Bias’, American Political Science Review, Vol. 89,No.2. -

(1964), Control of Public Expenditure. Cmnd 1432 (London: Her
Majesty’s Stationery Office).

Corti and Frazer (1983), The Nation’s Oil. A Story of Control (London: Graham and
Trotman).

Cosgrave, Patrick (1973), ‘Heath as Prime Minister’, The Political Quarterly, Vol. 44,
No4.

Cowhey, Peter (1985) The Problems of Plenty. Energy Policy and International Politics
(Berkley, L.A.: University of California Press).

Coxall, Bill and Lynton Robins (1998), Contemporary British Politics, 3rd. edn. (London:
Macmillan).

Crawford, Sue E. S. and Elinor Ostrom (1995), ‘A Grammer of Institutions’, Amemcan
Political Science Review, Vol.89, No.3.

Critchley, Julian (1973), ‘Strains and Stresses in the Conservative Party’, The Political
Quarterly, Vol. 44, No .4.

Crosland, Susan (1982), Tony Crosland (London: Jonathan Cape).

Crossman, R. H. S. (1963), ‘Introduction’ in Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution
(London: Collins). '

Crossman, R. H. S. (1972), Inside View. Three Lectures on Prime Ministerial Government
(London: Jonathan Cape). '

Curtis, Gerald L. (1988), The Japanese Way of Politics (New York: Columbia University
Press).

Czada, Roland (1993), ‘Institutional Difference, Concepts of Actors, and the Rationality
of Politics’ in Hans Keman (ed) Comparative Politics. New Directions in Theory
and Method (Amsterdam: VU University Press).

Dahl, Robert (1957), The Concept of Power, Behavioral Science, Vol.2., No.3.

Davis, Glyn (1997), ‘Executive Coordination Mechanism’, in Patrick Weller, Herman
Bakvis and R. A. W. Rhodes (eds.) The Hollow Crown. Countervailing Trends in
Core Executives (Basingstoke: Macmillan).

Deese, David A. and Linda B. Miller (1981), ‘Western Europe’, in David A. Deese and
Joseph S. Nye (eds.) Energy and Security (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger).

411



Bibliography

DeFelice, E. Gene (1980), ‘Comparison Misconceived. Common Nonsense in
Comparative Politics’, Comparative Politics, Vol. 13, No.1.

DeFelice, E. Gene (1986), ‘Causal Inference and Comparative Methods’, Comparative
Political Studies, Vol. 19, No.3.

Dell, Edmund (1991), A Hard Pounding. Political and Economic Crisis 1974-1976
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Dion, Douglas (1998), ‘Evidence and Inference in the Comparative Case Study’,
Comparative Politics, Vol. 30, No.2.

Dogan, Mattei and Dominique Pelassy (1990), How to Compare Nations. Strategies in
Comparative Politics, 2nd. edn. (Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House).

Donoughue, Bernard (1987), Prime Minister. The Conduct of Policy under Harold Wilson
and James Callaghan (London: Jonathan Cape).

Dowding, Keith (1991), Rational Choice and Political Power (Aldershot: Edward Elgar).

Dowding, Keith (1996), Power (Buckingham: Open University Press).

Drifte, Reinhard (1983), ‘The Foreign Policy System’, in J. W. M. Chapman, R. Drifte
and I. T. M. Gow, Japan’s Quest for Comprehensive Security. Defence —
Diplomacy — Dependence (London: Frances Pinter).

Drifte, Reinhard (1990), Japan s Foreign Policy (London: Routledge).

Dunleavy, Patrick (1988), ‘Topics in British Politics’, in Henry Drucker, Patrick
Dunleavy, Andrew Gamble and Gillian Peele (eds.) Development in British
Politics, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

Dunleavy, Patrick and R. A. W. Rhodes (1990), ‘Core Executive Studies in Britain’,
Public Administration, Vol.68, No.1.

Eckstein, Harry (1975), ‘Case Study and Theory in Political Science’, in Fred I.
Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (eds.) Handbook of Political Science. Vol.7:
Strategy of Inquiry (Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley).

Edinger, Lewis, J. (1990), ‘Approaches to the Comparative Analysis of Political
Leadership’, The Review of Politics, Vol.52, No.4.

Edstrom, Bert (1996), ‘Prime Ministerial Leadership in Japanese Foreign Policy’, in Ian
Neary (ed.) Leaders and Leadership in Japan (Surrey: Japan Library).

Edwards III, George C. and Stephen J. Wayne (1999), Presidential Leadership. Politics
and Policy Making, 5th. edn. (New York: St. Martin’s Press; Worth Pub.).

Egeberg, Morten (1995), ‘Bureaucrats as Public Policy-Makers and Their Self-Interest’,
Journal of Theoretical Politics, Vol.7, No.2.

Elgie, Robert (1993), The Role of the Prime Minister in France, 1981-1991 (London:
Macmillan).

Elgie, Robert (1995), Political leadership in Liberal Democracies (London: Macmillan).

Endo, Ken (1999), The Presidency of the European Commission under Jacque Delors.
The Politics of Shared Leadership (London: Macmillan).

(1994), Energy Statistics Sourcebook, 9th edn. (n.a.: PenWell).

Epstein, David and Sharyn O’Halloran (1999), Delegating Powers. A Transaction Cost

412



Bibliography

Politics Approach to Policy Making under Separate Powers (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Evans, Brendan and Andrew Taylor (1996), From Salisbury to Major. Continuity and
Change in Conservative Politics (Manchester: Manchester University Press).

Evans, Peter B., Harold K. Jacobson and Robert D. Putnam (eds.) (1993) Double-Edged
Diplomacy. International Bargaining and Domestic Politics (Berkeley, L.A.:
University of California Press).

Faure, Andrew Murray (1994), ‘Some Methodological Problems in Comparative
Politics’, Journal of Theoretical Politics, Vol.6, No.3.

Fay, Stephen and Hugo Young (1976a), ‘The Fall of Heath’, part 1, The Sunday Times, 22
February.

Fay, Stephen and Hugo Young (1976b), ‘The Fall of Heath’, part 2, The Sunday Times, 29
February.

Fay, Stephen and Hugo Young (1976c¢), ‘The Fall of Heath’, part 3, The Sunday Times, 7
March.

Fay, Stephen and Hugo Young (1978), The Day the £ Nearly Died (London: The Sunday
Times).

Feagin, Joe R., Anthony M. Orum and Gideon Sjoberg (eds.) (1991), 4 Case for the Case
Study (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press).

Finer, S. E. (1980), The Changing British Party System, 1945-1979 (Washmgton D C.:
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research).

Fiorina, Morris P. and Kenneth A. Shepsle (1989), ‘Formal Theories of Leadership.
Agents, Agenda Setters, and Entrepreneurs’, in Bryan D. Jones (ed.) Leadership
and Politics. New Perspectives in Political Science (Lawrence: University Press
of Kansas).

Fisher, Nigel (1977), The Tory Leaders. Their Struggle for Power (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson).

Foley, Michael (1993), The Rise of the British Presidency (Manchester: Manchester
University Press).

Foley, Michael (2000), The British Presidency (Manchester: Manchester University
Press). :

Friedrich, Carl Joachim (1937), Constitutional Government and Politics (New York:
Harper).

Frognier, André-Paul (1993), ‘The Single Party/Coalition Distinction and Cabinet
Decision-Making’, in Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Miiller-Rommel (eds.)
Governing Together. The Extent and Limits of Joint Decision-Making in Western
European Cabinets (London: Macmillan).

Fukui, Haruhiro (1970), Party in Power. The Japanese Liberal-Democrats and
Policy-Making (Canberra: Australian National University Press).

Fukui, Haruhiro (1977a), ‘Studies in Policymaking. A Review of the Literature’, in T. J.
Pempel (ed.) Policymaking in Contemporary Japan (Ithaca: Cornell University

413



Bibliography

Press).

Fukui, Haruhiro (1977b), ‘Policy-Making in the Japanese Foreign Ministry’, in Robert A.
Scalapino (ed.) The Foreign Policy of Modern Japan (Berkeley, L.A.: University
of California Press).

Fukui, Haruhiro (1978), ‘Factionalism in a Dominant-Party System’, in Frank P. Belloni
and Dennis C. Beller (eds.) Faction Politics. Political Parties and Factionalism
in Comparative Perspective (Santa-Barbara, Cal.: ABC-Clio).

Fukukawa, Shinji (1994), ‘Shijyé Kind Sonchd no Keizai Seisaku’, in Shunpei Kumon
et.al. (eds.) Ohira Masayoshi. Seijiteki Isan (Tokyo: Ohira Masayoshi Kinen
Zaidan).

Funabashi, Y6ichi (1980), Samitto no Shisé (Tokyo: Asahi Shinbun-sha).

Garner, Robert and Richard Kelly (1998), British Political Parties Today, 2nd. edn.
(Manchester: Manchester University Press).

Geddes, Barbara (1990), ‘How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answers You Get.
Selection Bias in Comparative Politics’, Political Analysis, Vol. 2.

George, Alexander L. and Juliette L. George (1998), Presidential Personality and
Performance (Boulder: Westview)

Goodin, Robert E. (1996), ‘Institutions and Their Design’, in Robert E. Goodin (ed.) The
Theory of Institutional Design (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Gotdda, Masaharu (1988), Seiji to ha Nani ka (Tokyo: Kédan-sha).

Gotbda, Masaharu (1994), Sei to Kan (Tokyo: K6dan-sha).

Goverde, Henri, Philip G Cerny, Mark Haugaard and Howard Lentner (2000), Power in
Contemporary Politics. Theories, Practices, Globalizations (London: Sage).

Greenstein, Fred 1. (1969), Personality and Politics (Chicago, IL: Markham).

Greenstein, Fred 1. (1982), The Hidden-Hand Presidency. Eisenhower as Leader (New
York: Basic Books).

Greenstein, Fred 1. (1992), ‘Can Personality and Politics Be Studied Systematically?’,
Political Psychology, Vol.13, No.1.

Greenwood, John and David Wilson (1989), Public Administration in Britain Today, 2nd.
edn. (London: Routledge).

Greenwood, John, Robert Pyper, and David Wilson (2002), New Public Administration in
Britain, 3rd. edn. (London: Routledge).

Hague, Rod and Martin Harrop (2001), Comparative Government and Politics. An
Introduction, 5th. edn. (Basingstoke: Palgrave).

Hailsham, Lord (1978), The Dilemma of Democracy. Diagnosis and Prescription
(London: Collins).

Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C. R. Taylor (1996), ‘Political Science and the Three New
Institutionalisms,’ Political Studies, Vol.44, No.4.

Harmon, Mark D. (1997), The British Labour Government and the 1976 IMF Crisis
(Basingstoke: Macmillan).

Hashiguchi, Osamu (1977), Shin Zaisei Jijé (Tokyo: Saimaru Shuppan-kai).

414



Bibliography

Haugaard, Mark (2002), Power. A Reader (Manchester: Manchester University Press).

Hausken, Kjell (1995), ‘Intra-Level and Inter-Level Interaction’, Rationality and Society,
Vol.7, No.4.

Hay, Colin (2002), Political Analysis. A Critical Introduction (Basingstoke: Palgrave).

Hayao, Kenji (1993), The Japanese Prime Minister and Public Policy (Pittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press). |

Healey, Denis (1989), The Time of My Life (London: Michael Joseph).

Heath, Edward (1998), The Course of My Life. My Autobiography (London: Hodder and
Stoughton).

Heclo, Hugh and Aaron Wildavsky (1981), The Private Government of Public Money.
Community and Policy inside British Politics, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

Hennessy, Peter (1986), Cabinet (Oxford: Basil Blackwell).

Hennessy, Peter (1990), Whitehall (London: Fontana).

Hennessy, Peter (1995), The Hidden Wiring (London: Indigo).

Hennessy, Peter (2000), The Prime Minister. The Office and Its Holders since 1945
(London: Allen Lane).

Hennessy, Peter (2001) Whitehall, revised edition (London: Pimlico).

Hill, Christopher and Christopher Lord (1996), ‘The Foreign Policy of the Heath
Government’, in Stuart Ball and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government
1970-1974. A Reappraisal (London: Longman).

Hine, David (1982), ‘Factionalism in West European Parties. A Framework for Analysis’,
West European Politics, Vol.5, No.1.

Hirano, Minoru (1978), Gaiké Kisha no Nikki. Ohira Gaiké no 2-nen (Tokyo: Gydsei
Tshshin).

Hodder-Williams, Richard (1995), ‘The Prime Ministership, 1945-95°, in Donald Shell
and Richard Hodder-Williams (eds.) Churchill to Major. The British Prime
Ministership since 1945 (London Hurst).

Holden, David (1973), ‘The History that Haunts the Middle East’, The Sunday Times,
October 21. :

Holmes, Martin (1982), Political Pressure and Economic Policy. British Government
1970-74 (London: Butterworths).

Holmes, Martin (1985), The Labour Government, 1974-79. Political Aims and Economic
Reality (London: Macmillan).

Holmes, Martin (1997), The Failure of the Heath Government, 2nd. edn. (London:
Macmillan).

Hései-kyoku — see Naikaku Hosei-kyoku 100 Nen-shi Hensan linkai.

Hosoya, Chihiro (1977), ‘Taigai Seisaku Kettei Katei ni okeru Nichibei no Tokushitsu’ in
Chihiro Hosoya and Watanuki J6ji (eds.) Taigai Seisaku Kettei Katei no Nichibei
Hikaku (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai).

House of Commons. Public Accounts Committee (1973), North Sea Oil and Gas, Session
1972-1973, House of Commons Paper 122.

415



Bibliography

Howe, Geoffrey (1994), Conflict of Loyalty (London: Macmillan).

Hunt, Lord (1987), ‘Britain’ in in William Plowden (ed.) Advising the Rulers (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell).

Hurd, Douglas (1979), An End to Promises. Sketch of a Government 1970-74 (London:
Collins).

Idemitsu Késan -> see Idemitsu K6san Soémubu Kohoka.

Idemitsu Késan S6mubu K6hoka (ed.) (1991), Sekiyu Sangyé no Ayumi (Tokyo: Idemitsu
Kosan Somubu Kohoka).

IJPC Purojekuto-shi Hensan linkai (IJPC) (1993), IJPC Purojekuto-shi. Nihon-Iran
SekiyuKagaku Goben Jigyd no Kiroku, unpublished.

Ikenberry, G John (1986a), ‘The State and Strategies of International Adjustment’, World
Politics, Vol. 39, No.1.

Ikenberry, G. John (1986b), ‘The Irony of State Strength. Comparative Responses to the
Oil Shocks in the 1970s’, International Organization, Vol.40, No.1.

Ikenberry, G. John (1988a), ‘Conclusion. An Institutional Approach to American Foreign
Economic Policy’, International Organization, Vol.42, No.1.

Ikenberry, G. John (1988b), Reasons of State. Oil Politics and the Capacities of American
Government (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).

Imamura, Tsunao (1994), ‘Gyodsei Soshiki Seido’ in Masaru Nishio and Michio
Muramatsu (eds.) Kéza Gyéseigaku. Vol.2: Seido to K6z6 (Tokyo: Yiihikaku).

International Energy Agency (IEA) (1980), Energy Polices and Programmes of IEA
Countries. 1979 Review (Paris: OECD).

Isaac, Jeffrey C. (1992), ‘Beyond the Three Faces of Power. A Realist Critique’, in
Thomas E. Warternberg (ed.) Rethinking Power (Albany, N.Y.: State University
of New York Press).

Ishikawa, Ryoko (1983), Oiru Gaiké Nikki. Daiichiji Sekiyu Kiki no Genchi Hékoku
(Tokyo: Asahi Shinbun-sha).

Itd, Daiichi (1980), Gendai Nihon Kanryései no Bunseki (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku
Shuppankai).

It6, Daiichi (1987), ‘Naikaku Seido no Soshikiteki Kentd’, in Nihon Gydsei Gakkai (ed.)
Naikaku Seido no Kenkyu (Tokyo: Gyosei).

Itd, Masaya (1982), Jimonté Sengoku-shi. Kenryoku no Kenkyi (Tokyo: Asahi
Sonorama).

Iyasu, Tadashi (1996), ‘Jimintd0 no Habatsu’, in Nishikawa Tomokazu and Kawada
Junichi (eds.) Seité Habatsu. Hikaku Seijigaku-teki Kenkyii (Kyoto: Minerva
Shobd).

James, Simon (1992), British Cabinet Government (London: Routledge).

James, Simon (1999), British Cabinet Government, 2nd. edn. (London: Routledge).

Janda, Kenneth (1980), Political Parties. A Cross-National Survey (New York: The Free
Press).

Jenkins, Roy (1991), 4 Life at the Centre (London: Macmillan).

416



Bibliography

JiyGminshuto (ed.) (1986), Jiyiiminshuté-shi. Shiry6-hen (Tokyo: Jiyiminshutd).

Johnson, Chalmers (1982), MITI and the Japanese Miracle (Stanford: Stanford
University Press).

Jones, George W. (1965), ‘The Prime Minister’s Power,’” Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.18,
No.2. _

Jones, George W. (1973), ‘The Prime Ministers’ Advisers’, Political Studies, Vol. 21,
No.3. '

Jones, George W. (1983), ‘Prime Ministers’ Departments Really Create Problems. A
Rejoinder to Patrick Weller’, Public Administration, Vol.61, No.1.

Jones, George W. (1985), ‘The Prime Minister’s Aides’, in Anthony King (ed.) The
British Prime Minister, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

Jones, George W. (1987a), ‘United Kingdom’, in William Plowden (ed.) Advising the
Rulers (Oxford: Basil Blackwell).

Jones, George W. (1987b), ‘Cabinet Government and Mrs Thatcher’, Contemporary
Record, Vol.1, No.3.

Jones, George W. (1990a), ‘Mrs Thatcher and the Power of the PM’, Contemporary
Record, Vol.3, No.4.

Jones, George W. (1990b), ‘Conservative Characters’, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol. 43,
No.2.

Jones, George W. (1991a) (ed), West European Prime Ministers, in West European
Politics, Vol.14, No.2.

Jones, George W. (1991b), ‘The Study of Prime Ministers. A Framework for Analysis’,
West European Politics, Vol.14, No.2.

Jones, George W. (1991c), *West European Prime Ministers in Perspective’, West
European Politics, Vol.14, No.2.

Jones, George W. (1998), Reforming No.10, LSE Public Policy Group Series, 2nd. Series
No.16.

Jordan, Grant (1994), The British Administrative System. Principles versus Practice
(London: Routledge).

Jordan, A. G. and J. J. Richardson (1987), British Politics and the Policy Process. An
Arena Approach (London: Unwin Hyman).

Kakimizu, Ko6ichi (1974a), Kokumin Seikatsu Antei Kinkyii Sochi Hé no Kaisetsu (Tokyo:
Keizai Kikaku Kyokai).

Kakimizu, Kéichi (1974b), ‘Kokumin Seikatsu Antei Kinkyl Sochi HO ni tsuite. Sono
Rippd no Shushi to Gaiy0’, Jurisuto, No.555.

Kalleberg, A. 1. (1966), ‘The Logic of Comparison. A Methodological Note on the
Comparative Study of Political Systems’, World Politics, Vol.19, No.1.

Kandiah, Michael David (ed.) (1995), ‘Witness Seminar. The Heath Government’,
Contemporary Record, Vol.9, No.1.

Katd, Junko (1992), The Problem of Bureaucratic Rationality (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press).

417



Bibliography

Kavanagh, Dennis (1996), ‘1970-74°, in Anthony Seldon (ed.) How Tory Governments
Fall. The Tory Party in Power since 1783 (London: Fontana Press).

Kavanagh, Dennis and Anthony Seldon (2000), ‘Support for the Prime Minister. The
Hidden Influence of No. 10°, in R. A. W. Rhodes (ed.) Transforming British
Government. Vol.2: Changing Roles and Relationships (London: Macmillan).

Kawauchi, Issei (1982), Ohira Seiken — 554 Nichi (Tokyo: Gydsei Mondai Kenkytjo).

Kellner, Peter and Lord Crowther-Hunt (1980), The Civil Servants. An Inquiry into
Britain’s Ruling Class (London: Macdonald).

Kelly, Richard N. (1989), Conservative Party Conferences. The Hidden System
(Manchester: Manchester University Press).

Kelly, Richard (1994), ‘The Party Conferences’, in Anthony Seldon and Stuart Ball (eds.)
Conservative Century. The Conservative Party since 1900 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Keman, Hans (1993), ‘Comparative Politics. A Distinctive Approach to Political
Science?’, in Hans Keman (ed.) Comparative Politics. New Directions in Theory
and Method (Amsterdam: VU University Press).

Keohane, Robert O. (1984), After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press).

King, Anthony (1975), ‘Executives’, in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (eds.)
Handbook of Political Science. Vol.5: Governmental Institutions and Processes
(Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley). '

King, Anthony (1985a), ‘Introduction. The Textbook Prime Ministership’, in Anthony
King (ed.), The British Prime Minister, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

King, Anthony (1985b), ‘Margaret Thatcher. The Style of a Prime Minister’, in Anthony
King (ed.), The British Prime Minister, 2nd. edn. (London: Macmillan).

King, Anthony (1990), ‘Prime Minister and Cabinet’, Contemporary Record, Vol.4, No.1.

King, Anthony (1991), ‘The British Prime Ministership in the Age of the Career
Politician’, West European Politics, Vol.18, No.2.

King, Anthony (1993), ‘Foundations of Power’, in George C. Edwards III, John H.
Kessel, and Bert A. Rockman (eds.) Researching the Presidency. Vital Questions,
New Approaches (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press).

King, Anthony (1994a), ‘Ministerial Autonomy in Britain’, in Michael Laver and Kenneth
A. Shepsle (eds) Cabinet Ministers and Parliamentary Government (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

King, Anthony (1994b), ‘"Chief Executives" in Western Europe,’ in Ian Budge and David
McKay (eds.) Developing Democracy. Comparative Research in Honour of
J.EP. Blondel (London: Sage).

King, Gary (1993), ‘The Methodology of Presidential Research’, in George C. Edwards
I1I, John H. Kessel, and Bert A. Rockman (eds.) Researching the Presidency.
Vital Questions, New Approaches (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press).

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba (1994), Designing Social Inquiry.

418



Bibliography

Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press). _

Kishiro, Yasuyuki (1985), Jimint6 Zeisei Chésaka (Tokyo: TOy6 Keizai Shinpo-sha).

Kitaoka, Shinichi (1995), Jimint6. Seiken Seité no 38 Nen (Tokyo: Yomiuri Shinbun-sha).

Koelble, Thomas A. (1996), ‘Economic Theories of Organisation and the Politics of
Institutional Design in Political Parties’, Party Politics, Vol.2, No.2.

Kogayu, Masami and Hiroshi Tomizawa (1994), ‘Ohira Séri no Zaisei Shis6’ in Shunpei
Kumon et. al. (eds.) Ohira Masayoshi. Seijiteki Isan (Tokyo: Ohira Masayoshi
Kinen Zaidan).

Kohl, Wilfrid L. (1982), ‘Introduction. The Second Oil Crisis and the Western Energy
Problem’, in Wilfrid L. Kohl (ed.) After the Second Oil Crisis. Energy Policies in
Europe, America and Japan (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath).

Krauss, Ellis S. (1984), ‘Conflict in the Diet. Toward Conflict Management in
Parliamentary Politics’, in Ellis S. Krauss, Thomas P. Rohlen, and Patricia G
Steinhoff (eds.) Conflict in Japan (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press).

Krauss, Ellis S. (1989), ‘Politics and the Policymaking Process’, in Takeshi Ishida and
Ellis S. Krauss (eds.) Democracy in Japan (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press).

Krauss, Ellis S. and Benjamin Nyblade (n.d.), ‘The Changing Public Image of Japan’s
Prime Minister’, mimeo.

Kuribayashi, Yoshimitsu (1987), Okura-shé Shuzei-kyoku (Tokyo: Kddan-sha).

The Labour Party (1973), Labour s Programme for Britain. Annual Conference 1973
(London: The Labour Party).

The Labour Party (1976), Labour s Programme for Britain. Annual Conference 1976
(London: The Labour Party).

Landsberg, Hans H. et. al. (1979), Energy. The Next Twenty Years. Report by a Study
Group Sponsored by the Ford Foundation and Administered by Resources for the
Future (Cambridge, Mass: Ballinger).

Laver, Michael and Norman Schofield (1990), Multiparty Government. The Politics of
Coalition in Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Laver, Michael and Kenneth A. Shepsle (1990), ‘Government Coalitions and Intraparty
Politics’, British Journal of Political Science, Vol.20, No.4.

Laver, Michael and Kenneth A. Shepsle (1994), ‘Cabinet Ministers and Government
Formation in Parliamentary Democracies’, in Michael Laver and Kenneth A.
Shepsle (eds.) Cabinet Ministers and Parliamentary Government (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Laver, Michael and Kenneth A. Shepsle (1996), Making and Breaking Governments.
Cabinets and Legislatures in Parliamentary Democracies (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Lee, J. M. (1995), ‘The Prime Minister and International Relations’, in Donald Shell and
Richard Hodder-Williams (eds.) Churchill to Major. The British Prime

419



Bibliography

Ministership since 1945 (London: Hurst).

Lee, J. M., G W. Jones, and June Burnham (1998), At the Centre of Whitehall. Advising
the Prime Minister and Cabinet (London: Macmillan).

Lieber, Robert J. (1982), ‘Cohesion and Disruption in the Western Alliance’, in Daniel
Yergin and Martin Hillenbrand (eds.) Global Insecurity. A Strategy for Energy
and Economic Renewal (Boston: Houghton Mifflin).

Lieberson, Stanley (1991), ‘Small N’s and Big Conclusions. An Examination of the
Reasoning in Comparative Studies Based on a Small Number of Cases’, Social
Forces, Vol.70, No.2.

Lieverson, Stanley (1994), ‘More on the Uneasy Case for Using Mill-Type Methods in
Small-N Comparative Studies’, Social Forces, Vol.72, No.4.

Lijphart, Arend (1971),°Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method’, American
Political Science Review, Vol.65, No.3.

Lijphart, Arend (1975), ‘The Comparable-Cases Strategy in Comparatlve Research’,
Comparative Political Studies, Vol.8, No.2.

Lijphart, Arend (1984), Democracies. Pattersn of Majoritarian and Consensus
| Government in Twenty-One Countries (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press).

Lucas, N. J. D. (1977), Energy and the European Communities (London: Europa
Publications).

Lucas, N. J. D. (1982), ‘British Energy Policy’, in Wilfrid L. Kohl (ed), After the Second
Oil Crisis. Energy Policies in Europe, America and Japan (Lexington, Mass.:
D.C. Heath).

Lukes, Steven (1974), Power. A Radical View (London: Macmillan).

Lupia, Arthur, and Mathew D. McCubbins (1994), ‘Learning from Oversight: Fire Alarms
and Police Patrols Reconsidered’, Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization,
Vol. 10, No.1.

Lupia, Arthur and Mathew D. McCubbins (1998), The Democratic Dilemma. Can
Citizens Learn What They Need to Know (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press).

Lustick, Ian S. (1996), ‘History, Historiography, and Political Science. Multiple Historical
Records and the Problem of Selection Bias’, American Political Science Review,
Vol.90, No.3.

Mabuchi, Masaru (1989), ‘Okura-sho Shuzei-kyoku no Kikan Tetsugaku’, Leviathan,
Vol .4, spring.

Mackie, Tom and David Marsh (1995), ‘The Comparative Method’, in David Marsh and
Gerry Stoker (eds.) Theory and Methods in Political Science (Basingstoke:
Macmillan).

Mackintosh, John P. (1962), The British Cabinet (London: Stevens & Sons).

Mackintosh, John P. (1968), The British Cabinet, 2nd. edn. (London: Stevens & Sons).

Mackintosh, John P. (1977), The British Cabinet, 3rd. edn. (London: Stevens & Sons).

420



Bibliography

Madgwick, Peter (1986), ‘Prime Ministerial Power Revisited’, Social Studies Review,
Vol.1, No.5. | |

Mair, Peter (1996), ‘Comparative Politics. An Overview’, in Robert E. Goodin and
Hans-Dieter Klingermann (eds.) A New Handbook of Political Science (Oxford:
Oxford University Press).

Maor, Moshe (1997), Political Parties and Party Systems. Comparative Approaches and
the British Experience (London: Routledge).

Marsh, David and R. A. W. Rhodes (1992), ‘Policy Communities and Issue Networks.
Beyond Typology’, in David Marsh and R. A. W. Rhodes (eds.) Policy Networks
in British Government (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

Matsunami, Jun (1990), ‘Jinji Gydsei Kikan no Setsuritsu (2): Kan. “Gydsei Kokka”-ka
he no Tai6’, Hogaku Ronsé, Vol.128, No.1.

McCubbins, Mathew D. and Gregory W. Noble (1995a), ‘The Appearance of Power.
Legislators, Bureaucrats, and the Budget Process in the United States and Japan’,
in Peter F. Cowhey and Mathew D. McCubbins (eds.) Structure and Policy in
Japan and the United States (Cambridge, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press).

McCubbins, Mathew D. and Gregory W. Noble (1995b), ‘Perceptions and Realities of
Japanese Budgeting’, in Peter F. Cowhey and Mathew D. McCubbins (eds.)
Structure and Policy in Japan and the United States (Cambridge, N.Y.:
Cambridge University Press).

McCubbins, Mathew D., Roger G. Noll, and Barry R. Weingast (1987), ‘Administrative
Procedures as Instruments of Political Control’, Journal of Law, Economics, and
Organization, Vol. 3, No.2.

McCubbins, Mathew D., and Thomas Schwartz (1984), ‘Congressional Oversight
Overlooked. Police Patrols Versus Fire Alarms’, American Journal of Political
Science, Vol.28, No.1.

Meckstroth, T. W. (1975), ‘““Most Different Systems” and “Most Similar Systems”. A
Study in the Logic of Comparative Inquiry’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol.
8, No.2.

Metcalf, Lee Kendall (2000), ‘Measuring Presidential Power’, Comparative Political
Studies, Vol.33, No.5.

McGraw, Kathleen (1996), ‘Political Methodology. Research Design and Experimental
Methods’, in Robert E. Goodin and Hans-Dieter Klingermann (eds.) 4 New
Handbook of Political Science (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Mikuriya, Takashi (1997), ‘Heisei no Shush6 Kantei. IntabyQt wo Oete’, in Takashi
Mikuriya and Akio Watanabe (interviewed and edited) (1997) Shushé Kantei no
Ketsudan. Naikaku Kanb6é Fukuchékan Ishihara Nobuo no 2600 Nichi (Tokyo:
Chud Koron-sha).

Mikuriya, Takashi and Akio Watanabe (interviewed and edited) (1997), Shushé Kantei no
Ketsudan. Naikaku Kanbé Fukuchékan Ishihara Nobuo no 2600 Nichi (Tokyo:
Chu6 Koron-sha)

421



Bibliography

Milner, Helen V. (1997), Interests, Institutions, and Information. Domestic Politics and
International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press).

Minkin, Lewis (1980), The Labour Party Conference (Manchester: Manchester
University Press). ‘

Minkin, L (1991), The Contentious Alliance Trade Unions and the Labour Party
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press).

MITT - see Tsishd Sangyo-shé Tstisho Sangy6 Seisaku-shi Hensan Inkai.

Mizuno, Masaru (2000), ‘Waga Kuni ni okeru Ippanteki na Shéhi Kazei no Tenkai’, in
Usui Mitsuaki et. al. (eds.) Kéhogaku no Hé to Seisaku (Tokyo: Yihikaku).

McKenzie, Robert T. (1955), British Political Parties. The Distribution of Power within
the Conservative and Labour Parties (London: Heinemann).

McKenzie, Robert T. (1964), British Political Parties. The Distribution of Power within
the Conservative and Labour Parties, 2nd. edn. (London: Heinemann).

Mo, Jongryn (1994), ‘The Logic of Two-Level Games with Endogenous Domestic
Coalitions’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol.38, No.3.

Moe, Terry M. (1984), ‘“The New Economics of Organization’, American Journal of
Political Science, Vol. 28, No.4.

Moe, Terry M. (1989), ‘The Politics of Bureaucratic Structure’, in John E. Chubb and
Paul E. Peterson (eds.) Can the Government Govern? (Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution).

Moe, Terry M. (1990), ‘Political Institutions: The Neglected Side of the Story’, Journal of
Law, Economics, and Organization, Vol. 6, special issue.

Moe, Terry M. (1993), ‘Presidents, Institutions, and Theory’, in George C. Edwards III,
John H. Kessel, and Bert A. Rockman (eds.) Researching the Presidency. Vital
Questions, New Approaches (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press).

Moe, Terry M. and Michael Caldwell (1994), ‘The Institutional Foundations of
Democratic Government. A Comparison of Presidential and Parliamentary
Systems’, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics Vol. 150, No.1.

MOF > see Okura-sho Zaisei-shi-shitsu.

Morgan, Kenneth O. (1997), Callaghan. A Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Morse, Ronald A. (1981), ‘Energy and Japan’s National Security Strategy’, in Ronald A.
Morse (ed.) The Politics of Japan's Energy Strategy. Resource-Diplomacy-
Security (Berkeley: Institute of East Asian Studies, University of California).

Morse, Ronald A. (1982), ‘Japanese Energy Policy’, in W. L. Kohl (ed.) After the Second
Oil Crisis. Policies in Europe, America and Japan (Lextington, Mass.:
Lextington Books).

Mulgan, Aurelia George (2002), Japan's Failed Revolution. Koizumi and the Politics of
Economic Reform ([Canberra): Asia Pacific Press). '

Mullard, Maurice (1993), The Politics of Public Expenditure, 2nd. edn. (London:
Routledge).

Miiller, Wolfgang, C., Wilfred Philipp and Peter Gerlich (1993), ‘Prime Ministers and

422



Bibliography

Cabinet Decision-making Processes,” in Jean Blondel and Ferdinand
Miiller-Rommel (eds.) Governing Together. The Extent and Limits of Joint
Decision-Making in Western European Cabinets (London: Macmillan).

Murakami, Teruyasu (1982), ‘The Remarkable Adaptation of Japan's Economy’, in
Daniel Yergin and Martin Hillenbrand (eds.) Global Insecurity. A Strategy for
Energy and Economic Renewal (Boston: Houghton Mifflin).

Murakawa, Ichir6 (1986), ‘Jimint6 Zeisei Chdsakai to Seifu Zeisei Chosakai’, in Kenz6
Uchida (ed.) Keizai Seisaku Kettei Katei no Kenkyii (Tokyo: Nihon Keizai
Kenkyti Sentd).

Muramatsu, Michio (1981), Sengo Nihon no Kanryései (Tokyo: Toyokeizai Shinpd-sha).

Muramatsu, Michio (1987), ,Nakasone Seiken no Seisaku to Seiji’, Leviathan, Vol.1,
autumn.

Muramatsu, Michio (1994), ‘Sainy( Saishutsu Seiji no Setteisha: Ohira Seiji no
Yakuwari’, in Shunpei Kumon ez. al. (eds.) Ohira Masayoshi. Seijiteki Isan
(Tokyo: Ohira Masayoshi Kinen Zaidan).

Nagaoka, Minoru (1979), ‘Zaisei Saiken wo Kangaeru’, Fainansu, Vol.15, No.7.

Nagaoka, Minoru (1981), Sugao no Nihon Zaisei (Tokyo: Kiny{ Zaisei Jijo Kenkyti-kai).

Naikaku Hosei-kyoku 100 Nen-shi Hensan linkai (ed.) (1985), Naikaku Hései-kyoku 100
Nen-shi (Tokyo: Okura-shd Insatsu-kyoku).

Naikaku Seido > see Naikaku Seido 100 Nen-shi Hensan Iinkai.

Naikaku Seido 100 Nen-shi Hensan linkai (ed.) (1985a), Naikaku Seido 100 Nen-shi,
Vol.1 (J8) (Tokyo: Okura-shd Insatsu-kyoku).

Naikaku Seido 100 Nen-shi Hensan linkai (ed.) (1985b), Naikaku Seido 100 Nen-shi,
Vol.2 (Ge) (Tokyo: Okura-shé Insatsu-kyoku).

Naikaku Soéridaijin Kanb6 Kohokan-shitsu (ed.) (1975a), Shéwa 48 Nen Ban. Yoron
Chésa Nenkan. Zenkoku Yoron Chésa no Genkyé (Tokyo: Okurashd
Insatsu-kyoku).

Naikaku Soridaijin Kanbd Ko6hokan-shitsu (1975b), Showa 49 Nen Ban. Yoron Chdsa
Nenkan, Zenkoku Yoron Chésa no Genkyé (Tokyo: Okurashé Insatsu-kyoku).

Nakasone, Yasuhiro (1996), Tenchi Ujé (Tokyo: Bungei Shunji).

Nambara, Akira (ed.) (1987), Hundred-Year Statistics of Wholesale Price Indexes in
Japan (Tokyo: The Bank of Japan).

Neary, Ian (1996), ‘Leaders and Leadership in Japan’, in Ian Neary (ed.) Leaders and
Leadership in Japan (Surrey: Japan Library).

Neary, Ian (2002), The State and Politics in Japan (Cambridge: Polity Press).

Neff, Thomas, L. (1981), ‘The Changing World Oil Market’, in David A. Deese and
Joseph S. Nye (eds.) Energy and Security (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger).

Nelson, Brent F. (1991), The State Offshore. Petroleum, Politics, and State Intervention on
the British and Norwegian Continental Shelves (New York: Praeger).

Neustadt, Richard E. (1960), Presidential Power (New York: Wiley).

NHK - see NHK Shuzaihan.

423



Bibliography

NHK Shuzaihan (1996a), NHK Supesharu. Sengo 50 Nen Sono Toki Nihon ha. Vol.4:
Okinawa Henkan/Retté Kaizé (Tokyo: Nihon H6s6 Shuppan Kydkai).

NHK Shuzaihan (1996b), NHK Supesiaru. Sengo 50 Nen Sono Toki Nihon ha. Vol.5:
Sekiyu Shokku/Kokutetsu Réshi Funsé (Tokyo: Nihon H6sd Shuppan Kyokai).

Nihon Ginkd 2> see Nihon Ginkd 100 Nen-shi Hensan Jiankai.

Nihon Ginkd 100 Nen-shi Hensan liankai (1986), Nihon Ginké 100 Nen-shi, Vol.6
(Tokyo: Nihon Ginkod).

Nikaidé, Susumu (1986), ‘Tanaka Sdsai Yoritsu ni Ugoku’, in Jiyminshuto (ed.)
Jiyiiminshut6-shi. Shogen — Shashin Hen (Tokyo: Jiyiminshutd).

Nippon Sekiyu — Nippon Sekiyu Seisei Shashi Hensan-shitsu (1988), Nippon Sekiyu 100
Nen-shi (Tokyo: Nippon Sekiyu).

Norton, Philip (1978), Conservative Dissidents. Dissent within the Parliamentary Party
1970-74 (London: Temple Smith).

Norton, Philip (1979), ‘The Organization of Parliamentary Parties’, in S. A. Walkland
(ed.) The House of Commons in the Twentieth Century (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Norton, Philip (1988), ‘Prime Ministerial Power’, Social Studies Review, Vol.3, No.2.

Norton, Philip (1994a), ‘Factions and Tendencies in the Conservative Party’, in Helen
Margetts and Gareth Smyth (eds.) Turning Japanese? Britain with a Permanent
Party of Government (London: Lawrence and Wishart).

Norton, Philip (1994b), ‘The Parliamentary Party and Party Committees’, in Anthony
Seldon and Stuart Ball (eds.) Conservative Century. The Conservative Party
since 1900 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Norton, Philip (2000), ‘Barons in a Shrinking Kingdom. Senior Ministers in British
Government’, in R. A. W. Rhodes (ed.) Transforming British Government. Vol.2:
Changing Roles and Relationships (London: Macmillan).

Nye, Joseph S. (1981a), ‘Energy and Security’, in David A. Deese and Joseph S. Nye
(eds.) Energy and Security (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger).

Nye, Joseph S. (1981b), ‘Japan’, in David A. Deese and Joseph S. Nye (eds.) Energy and
Security (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger).

OECD (1990), Main Economic Indicators. Hostorical Statistics (Paris: OECD).

Ohira Kaiséroku > see Ohira Masayoshi Kaiséroku Kankékai.

Ohira, Masayoshi (1978), Ohira Masayoshi. Watashi no Rirekisho (Tokyo: Nihon Keizai
Shinbun-sha).

Ohira Masayoshi Kaisoroku Kankékai (1983), Ohira Masayoshi Kaiséroku (Tokyo:
Kajima Shuppankai).

Okimoto, Daniel, I. (1989), Between MITI and the Market. Japanese Industrial Policy for
High Technology (Stanford, Calf.: Stanford University Press).

Okina, Hisajir6 (1987), ‘Naikaku Kanb6 no S6g6 Chosei Kind ni tsuite’, in Nihon Gydsei
Gakkai (ed.) Naikaku Seido no Kenkyi (Tokyo: Gybsei).

Okita, Saburd (1992), Keizai Gaiké ni Ikiru (Tokyo: Ty Keizai Shinpd-sha).

424



Bibliography

Okochi, Shigeo (1976), ‘Nihon no Gybsei Soshiki. Naikaku Seido no Tenkai wo Chishin
toshite’, in Kiyoaki Tsuji (ed.) Gydseigaku Kéza. Vol.2: Gydsei no Rekishi
(Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai).

Okura-shd > see Okura-shd Zaisei Kiny( KenkyG-jo Zaisei-shi-shitsu.

Okura-sh6 Zaisei Kiny Kenkyfi-jo Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1998a), Okurashé-shi —
Meiji-Taishé-Shéwa, Vol.3 (Tokyo: Okura Zaimu Kybkai).

Okura-sh6 Zaisei Kinyi Kenky-jo Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1998b), Okurashé-shi —
Meiji-Taishé-Shéwa, Vol.4 (Tokyo: Okura Zaimu Kyokai).

Okura-shé Shukei-kyoku Chésa-ka (1982), Shéwa 57 Nendo Zaisei Tokei (Tokyo:
Okura-sh6 Insatsu-kyoku).

Okura-shd Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1991), Shéwa Zaisei-shi. Shéwa 27 — 48 Nendo. Vol.9:
Kinyii (1) (Tokyo: Toyd Keizai Shinpd-sha).

Okura-shd Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1996), Shéwa Zaisei-shi. Showa 27 — 48 Nendo. Vol 4:
Yosan (2) (Tokyo: Toy6 Keizai Shinpd-sha).

Okura-shé Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1998a), Shéwa Zaisei-shi. Showa 27-48 Nendo. Vol.2:
Zaisei. Seisaku oyobi Seido (Tokyo: Toy6 Keizai Shinp6-sha).

Okura-sho Zaisei-shi-shitsu (ed.) (1998b), Shéwa Zaisei-shi. Shéwa 27-48 Nendo. Vol 17
Shiryé (5) Kinyu (Tokyo: Toy6 Keizai Shinp6-sha).

Olson, Mancur (1971), The Logic of Collective Action. Public Goods and the Theory of
Groups (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press).

Ostrom, Elinor (1991), ‘Rational Choice Theory and Institutional Analysis. Toward
Complemntarity’, American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No.1.

Ostrom, Elinor (1999), ‘Institutional Rational Choice. An Assessment of the Institutional
Analysis and Development Framework’, in Paul A. Sabatier (ed.) Theories of the
Policy Process (Boulder: Westview).

Oyama, Tsunaaki (1978), ‘Ippan Shohizei Tokubetsu Bukai Hokoku ni tsuite’, Fainansy,
Vol. 14, No.7.

Page, Edward C. (1992), Political Authority and Bureacratic Power. A Comarative
Analysis, 2nd. edn. (Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf).

Panebianco, Angelo (1988), Political Parties. Oraganization and Power (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Pempel, T. J. (1984), ‘Organizing for Efficiency. The Higher Civil Service in Japan’, in
Ezra N. Suleiman (ed.) Bureaucrats and Policy Making. A Comparative
Overview (New York: Holmes and Meier).

Penrose, Edith (1975), ‘The Development of Crisis’, Daedalus, Vol.104, No.4.

Peters, B. Guy (1998), Comparative Politics. Theory and Methods (Basingstoke:
Macmillan).

Pfefter, Jeffrey (1997), New Directions for Organization Theory. Problems and Prospects
(New York: Oxford University Press).

Pimlott, Ben (1982), ‘Trade Unions and the Second Coming of CND’, in Ben Pimlott and
Chris Cook (eds.) Trade Unions in British Politics (London: Longman).

425



Bibliography

Pimlott, Ben (1992), Harold Wilson (London: HarperCollins).

Pimlott, Ben (1994), Frustrate Their Knavish Tricks. Writings on Biography, History and
Politics (London: HarperCollins).

Pimlott, Ben and Chris Cook (1982), ‘Introduction’ in Ben Pimlott and Chris Cook (eds.)
Trade Unions in British Politics (London: Longman).

Pinto-Duschinsky, M. (1972), ‘Central Office and “Power” in the Conservative Party’,
Political Studies, Vol.20, No.1.

Pliatzky, Leo (1982), Getting and Spending. Public Expenditure, Employment and
Inflation (Oxford: Basil Blackwell).

Porter, Dilwyn (1996), ‘Government and the Economy’, Richard Coopey and Nicholas
Woodward (eds.) Britain in the 1970s. The Troubled Economy (London: UCL
Press).

Prior, James (1986), A Balance of Power (London: Hamish Hamilton).

Prodi, Romano and Albert Cl16 (1975), ‘Europe’, Daedulus, Vol. 104, No.4.

Pryce, Sue (1997), Presidentializing the Premiership (London: Macmillan).

Przeworski, Adam and Henry Teune (1970), The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry
(New York: Wiley).

Punnett, R. M. (1992), Selecting the Party Leader. Britain in Comparative Perspective
(Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf).

Putnam, Robert D. (1988), ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics. The Logic of Two-Level
Games’, International Organization, Vol.42, No.3.

Radcliffe, James (1991), The Reorganisation of British Central Government (Aldershot:
Dartmouth).

Ragin, Charles, C. (1987), The Comparative Method. Moving Beyond Qualitative and
Quantitative Strategies (Berkeley, L.A.: University of California Press).

Ragin, Charles C., Dirk Berg-Schlosser and Giséle de Meur (1996), ‘Political
Methodology. Qualitative Methods’, in Robert E. Goodin and Hans-Dieter
Klingermann (eds.) 4 New Handbook of Political Science (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

Ramseyer, J, Mark, and Frances M. Rosenbluth (1993), Japan's Political Marketplace
(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press).

Ray, George F. (1975), Western Europe and the Energy Crisis (London: n.a.).

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1981), Control and Power in Central-Local Governments in Britain
(Farnborough: Gower).

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1988), Beyond Westminster and Whitehall (London: Allen & Unwin).

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1994a), ‘State-Building without a Bureaucracy. The Case of the United
Kingdom’, in Ian Budge and David McKay (eds.) Developing Democracy.
Comparative Research in Honour of J.EP. Blondel (London: Sage).

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1994b), From Prime Ministerial Power to Core Executive, Working
Paper No.1 (n.a.: Department of Government, University of York).

Rhodes, R. A. W. (1995), ‘From Prime Ministerial Power to Core Executive,” in R. A. W.

426



Bibliography

Rhodes and Patrick Dunleavy (eds.) Prime Minister, Cabinet and Core Executive
(London: Macmillan).

Richardson, Bradley (1997), Japanese Democracy. Power, Coordination, and
Performance (New Haven: Yale University Press).

Rockman, Bert A. (1984), The Leadership Question. The Presidency and the American
System (New York: Praeger).

Rockman, Bert A. (1986), ‘Presidential and Executive Studies. The One, the Few, and the
Many’, in Herbert F. Weisberg (ed.) Political Science. The Science of Politics
(N.Y.: Agathon).

Rockman, Bert A. (1997), ‘The Performance of Presidents and Prime Ministers and of
Presidential and Parliamentary Systems’, in Kurt von Mettenheim (ed.)
Presidential Institutions and Democratic Politics. Comparing Regional and
National Contexts (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press).

Rose, Richard (1964), ‘Parties, Factions and Tendencies in Britain’, Political Studies, Vol.
12, No.1.

Rose, Richard (1976/1974[originally]), The Problem of Party Government
(Harmondsworth: Penguin).

Rose, Richard (1980), ‘British Government. The Job at the Top,” in Richard Rose and
Ezra N. Suleiman (eds.) Presidents and Prime Ministers (Washington, DC:
American Enterprise Institute).

Rose, Richard (1991a), ‘Prime Ministers in Parliamentary Democracies’, West European
Politics, Vol.14, No.2.

Rose, Richard (1991b), ‘Comparing Forms of Comparative Analysis’, Political Studies,
Vol.39, No.3.

Rose, Richard (2000), ‘When and Why does a Prime Minister Change?’, in R. A. W.
Rhodes (ed.) Transforming British Government. Vol.2: Changing Roles and
Relationships (London: Macmillan).

Rose, Richard (2001), The Prime Minister in a Shrinking World (Cambridge: Polity).

Rose, Richard and Ezra N. Suleiman (eds.) (1980), Presidents and Prime Ministers
(Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute).

Sakamoto, Masaru (1994), ‘Kokka Komuin Seido’, in Masaru Nishio and Michio
Muramatsu (eds.) K6za Gydseigaku. Vol.2: Seido to K6z6 (Tokyo: Yiihikaku).

Samuels, Richard J. (1987), The Business of the Japanese State. Energy Markets in
Comparative and Historical Perspective (Ithaca and London: Cornell University
Press).

Sartori, Giovanni (1970), Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics’, American
Political Science Review, Vol.64, No.4.

Sartori, Giovanni (1991), ‘Comparing and Miscomparing’, Journal of Theoretical
Politics, Vol. 3, No.3.

Satd, Seizaburd and Tetsuhisa Matsuzaki (1986), Jimint6 Seiken (Chud Koéron-sha).

Satd, Yoshiyasu (1994), ‘Ohira Shund Gaiké no Kaiko’, in Shunpei Kumon et.al. (eds)

427



Bibliography

Ohira Masayoshi. Seijiteki Isan (Tokyo: Ohira Masayoshi Kinen Zaidan).

Scharpf, Fritz W. (1997), ‘A Game-Theoretical Interpretation of Inflation and
Unemployment in Western Europe’, reprinted in Fritz W. Scharpf, Games Real
Actors Play. Actor-Centered Institutionalism in Policy Research (Boulder:
Westview).

Scheuch, Erwin K. (1990), ‘The Development of Comparative Research. Towards Causal
Explanations’, in Else @yen (ed.) Comparative Methodology. Theory and
Practice in International Social Research (London: Sage).

Schneider, Steven A. (1983), The Oil Price Revolution (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press).

Scholz, John T. (1991), ‘Cooperative Regulatory Enforcement and the Politics of
Administrative Effectiveness’, American Political Science Review, Vol.85, No.1.

Schwartz, Frank J. (1998), Advice and Consent. The Politics of Consultation in Japan
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Sekiyu Renmei (1980), Shéwa 53 Nendo Ban. Sekiyu Gyékai no Suii (Tokyo: Seikyu
Renmei K6ho Shydgaibu).

Sekiyu Renmei (1981), Shéwa 54 Nendo Ban. Sekiyu Gydkai no Suii (Tokyo: Seikyu
Renmei K6ho Shydgaibuy).

Sekiyu Renmei (ed.) (1985), Sengo Sekiyu Sangyé-shi (Tokyo: Sekiyu Renmei).

Seldon, Anthony (1994), ‘Conservative Century’, in Anthony Seldon and Stuart Ball
(eds.) Conservative Century. The Conservative Party since 1900 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press).

‘Sengo-shi Kaifi’ Shuzai-han (1995), Sengoshi Kaifii 2 (Tokyo: Fusd-sha).

Shaw, Eric (1996), The Labour Party since 1945 (Oxford: Blackwell).

Shinoda, Tomohito (2000), Leading Japan. The Role of the Prime Minister (Westport:
Praeger).

Shiota, Ushio (1985), 100 Ché En no Haishin (Tokyo: Kddan-sha).

Shiroyama, Hideaki and Jun Tsubouchi (1999), ‘Gaimu-shd no Seisaku Keisei Katei’, in
Hideaki Shiroyama, Hiroshi Suzuki and Sukehiro Hosono (eds.) Chué Shéché
no Seisaku Keisei Katei. Nihon Kanryései no Kenkyii (Tokyo: Chud Daigaku
Shuppanbu).

Shugart, Matthew Sobert and John M. Carey (1992), Presidents and Assemblies.
Constitutional Design and Electoral Dynamics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press).

Silberman (1993), Cages of Reason. The Rise of the Rational State in France, Japan, The
United States, and Great Britain (Chicago: University of Chicago Press).

Sjoberg, Gideon, Norma Williams, Ted R. Vaughan, and Adrée F. Sjoberg (1991), ‘The
Case Study Approach in Social Research’, in Joe R. Feagin, Anthony M. Orum
and Gideon Sjoberg (eds.) A Case for the Case Study (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press).

Smith, Martin J. (1995), ‘Interpreting the Rise and Fall of Margaret Thatcher. Power

428



Bibliography

Dependence and the Core Executive’, in R.A.W. Rhodes and Patrick Dunleavy
(eds.) Prime Minister, Cabinet and Core Executive (London: Macmillan).

Smith, Martin J. (1999), The Core Executive in Britain (London: Macmillan).

Smith, Martin J., David Richards and David Marsh (2000), ‘The Changing Role of the
Central Government Departments’, in R. A. W. Rhodes (ed.) Transforming
British Government. Vol.2: Changing Roles and Relationships (London:
Macmillan).

Stobaugh, Robert B. (1975), ‘The Oil Companies in Crisis’, Daedalus, Vol.104, No.4.

Stockwin, J. A. A. (1982), Japan. Divided Politics in a Growth Economy, 2nd. edn. (New
York: W. W. Norton).

Stockwin, J. A. A. (1999), Governing Japan. Divided Politics in a Major Economy, 3rd.
edn. (Oxford: Blackwell).

Strom, Kaare and Wolfgang C. Miiller (1999), ‘Political Parties and Hard Choices’, in
Wolfgang C. Miiller and Kaare Strem (eds) Policy, Office, or Votes? How
Political Parties in Western Europe Make Hard Decisions (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Takahashi, Naoki (1985), Seijigaku to Rekishi Kaishaku. Roido Jéji no Seiji-teki
Riddashippu (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppan-kai).

Tamura, Hideji (1983), Arabu Gaiké 55 Nen, Vol.2 (Tokyo: Keisd Shobd).

Tanaka, Kakuei (1972), Nihon Retté Kaizé Ron (Tokyo: Nikkan Kogy6 Shinbun).

Tanaka, Kazuaki and Akira Okada (eds.) (2000), Chii6 Shoché Kaikaku (Tokyo: Nihon
Hyoron-sha).

Tanaka, Zenichir6 (1981), ‘Dai 65-dai: Dai 2-ji Tanaka (Kaku) Naikaku. Tenkanki he no
Gosan to Zasetsu’, in -Hayashi Shigeru and Tsuji Kiyoaki (eds.) Nihon
Naikaku-shiroku, Vol.6 (Tokyo: Daiichi Hoki).

Tanaka, Zenichir6 (1986), Jiminté no Doramatsurugi. Sésaisen to Habatsu (Tokyo:
Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai).

Taylor, Robert (1996), ‘The Heath Government and Industry Relations. Myth and
Reality’, in Stuart Ball and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government
1970-1974. A Reappraisal (London: Longman).

Thain, Colin and Maurice Wright (1995), The Treasury and Whitehall. The Planning and
Control of Public Expenditure, 1976-1993 (Oxford: Clarendon).

Theakston, Kevin (1996), ‘Whitehall, Westminster and Industrial Policy’, in David Coates
(ed.) Industrial Policy in Britain (London: Macmillan).

Thelen, Kathleen and Sven Steinmo (1992), ‘Historical Institutionalism in Comparative
Politics’ in Sven Steinmo, Kathleen Thelen and Frank Longstreth (eds.)
Structuring Politics. Historical Institutionalism in Comparative Analysis
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Thiébault, Jean Louis (1993), ‘The Organisational Structure of Western European
Cabinets and its Impact on Decision-Making’, in Jean Blondel and Ferdinand
Miiller-Rommel (eds.) Governing Together. The Extent and Limits of Joint

429



Bibliography

Decision-Making in Western European Cabinets (London: Macmillan).

Thomas, Graham P. (1998), Prime Minister and Cabinet Today (Manchester: Manchester
University Press).

Thorpe, D. R. (1997) Alec Douglas-Home (London: Sinclair-Stevenson).

Tomimori, Eiji (1977), Sengo Hoshuté-shi (Tokyo: Nihon Hy6ron-sha).

Tsebelis (1990), Nested Games. Rational Choice in Comparative Politics (Barkeley, L.A..:
University of California Press).

Tsurumi, Yoshi (1975), ‘Japan’, Daedalus, Vol.104, No.4.

Tsiishd Sangyo-sh6 Shigen Enerugi-ch6 (1974), Sekiyu Kiki to Jyukyti Kakaku Taisaku.
Sekiyu Jyukyu Tekiseika H6 no Kaisetsu (Tokyo: Sekiyu Tstishin-sha).

Tslisho Sangy6-shd Tssho Sangy6 Seisaku-shi Hensan linkai (1991), Tsiish6 Sangyo
Seisaku-shi Dai 13-kan. Dai IV ki: Tayoka no Jidai (2) (Tokyo: Tstishd Sangyo
Chosakai).

Turner, Louis (1976), ‘The Oil Majors in World Politics’, International Affairs, July.

Uchida, Kenz6 (1981), ‘Dai 68-dai Dai-ichi-ji Ohira Naikaku. Zézei Kaisan no Gosan’, in
Hayashi Shigeru and Tsuji Kiyoaki (eds.) Nihon Naikaku-shi-roku, Vol.6 (Tokyo:
Daiichi Hoki).

Uchiyama, Y (1998), Gendai Nihon no Shijé to Kokka. Sekiyu Kiki Ik6 no Shijé no
Datsu ‘Koteki Ryoiki’ka (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai).

United Kingdom, Parliament (1974), United Kingdom Offshore Oil and Gas Policy,
Cmnd. 5696, 11 July.

Verney, Douglas (1987), ‘Westminster Model’, in Vernon Bogdanor (ed.), The Blackwell
Encyclopaedia of Political Science (Oxford: Blackwell).

Vernon, Raymond (1975), ‘An Interpretation’, Daedalus, Vol.104, No.4.

Walker, Peter (1991), Staying Power. An Autobiography (London: Bloomsbury).

Walton, Ann-Margaret (1976) ‘Atlantic Relations. Policy Co-ordination and Conflict.
Atlantic Bargaining over Energy’, International Affairs, Vol.52, April.

Watanabe, Akio (1977), ‘Nihon no Taigai Seisaku Keisi no Kik6 to Katei’, in Chihiro
Hosoya and Watanuki J6ji (eds.) Taigai Seisaku Kettei Katei no Nichibei Hikaku
(Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai).

Watanabe, Akio (ed.) (1995), Sengo Nihon no Saishétachi (Tokyo: Chud Koron-sha).

Webb, Paul (2000), The Modern British Party System (London: Sage).

Weingast, Barry R. (1984), ‘The Congressional-Bureaucratic System. A Principal-Agent
Perspective, Public Choice, Vol.44, No.1.

Weir, Stuart and David Beetham (1999), Political Power and Democratic Control in
Britain (London: Routledge).

Weller, Patrick (1983), ‘The Vulnerability of Prime Ministers. A Comparative
Perspective’, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol. 36, No.1.

Weller, Patrick (1985), First Among Equals. Prime Ministers in Westminster Systems
(London: Allen & Unwin).

Weller, Patrick (1991), ‘Support for Prime Ministers. A Comparative Perspective’, in

430



Bibliography

Colin Campbell and Margaret Jane Wyszomirski (eds.) Executive Leadership in
Anglo-American Systems (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press).

Wickham-Jones, Mark (1996), Economic Strategy and the Labour Party. Politics and
Policy-Making, 1970-83 (London: Macmillan).

Wilson III, Ernest J. (1987), ‘World Politics and International Energy Markets’,
International Organization, Vol. 41, No.1.

Wilson, James Q (1989), Bureaucracy. What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do
It (New York: Basil Books).

Wright, Maurice (1999), ‘Who Governs Japan? Politicians and Bureaucrats in the
Policy-making Processes’, Political Studies, Vol.47, No.5.

Wright, Vincent and Jack Hayward (2000), ‘Governing from the Centre. Policy
Co-ordination in Six European Core Executives’, in R. A. W. Rhodes (ed.)
Transforming British Government. Vol.2: Changing Roles and Relationships
(London: Macmillan).

Yamagata, Eiji (1990), ‘Shogen Dai 1-ji Sekiyu Kiki. Gekid6 no Hibi’, in Denki Shinbun
22 May, 23 May and 7 June.

Yamagata, Eiji (1991), ‘Gekid6 no Hibi’, in Denki Shinbun (ed.) Shégen Dai 1-ji Sekiyu
Kiki. Kiki wa Sairai Suru ka? (Tokyo: Nihon Denki Kyo6kai Shinbun-bu).

Yanagida, Kunio (1979), Okami ga Yattekita Hi (Tokyo: Bungei Shunjf).

Yergin, Daniel (1982), ‘America in the Strait of Stringency’, in Daniel Yergin and Martin
Hillenbrand (eds.) Global Insecurity. A Strategy for Energy and Economic
Renewal (Boston: Houghton Mifflin).

Yin, Robert K. (1994), Case Study Research. Design and Methods, 2nd. edn. (London:
Sage).

Young, John W. (1996), ‘The Heath Government and British Entry into the European
Community’, in Stuart Ball and Anthony Seldon (eds.) The Heath Government
1970-1974. A Reappraisal (London: Longman).

Zariski, Raphael (1978), ‘Party Factions and Comparative Politics. Some Empirical
Findings’, in Frank P. Belloni and Dennis C. Beller (eds.) Faction Politics.
Political Parties and Factionalism in Comparative Perspective (Santa-Barbara,
Cal.: ABC-Clio).

431



