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ABSTRACT

Japanese Agriculture and Trans-Pacific 

Partnership (TPP) Negotiations under the Abe 

Administration: A Two-Level Game Analysis

Hye Mi NAM

International Cooperation Major

Graduate School of International Studies

Seoul National University

During his policy speech at the 76th Extraordinary Session of the Diet on 

1 October 2010, Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan, for the first time, expressed 

his intention to participate in the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) negotiations. In 

the aftermath of the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake, however, the discussion on 

the TPP participation was put on the back burner until the end of his tenure. 

Subsequently, Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda, the Kan’s successor, attempted to 

rekindle TPP momentum, pledging to U.S. President Barack Obama at the summit 

meeting held on 22 September 2011 that Japan would decide on the TPP 

engagement sooner or later. Nevertheless, in the face of his own party’s tenacious 

opposition, his plans to make an official announcement on Japan’s participation in 

TPP negotiations were baffled in a row, and eventually the government’s decision 

on the TPP was indefinitely put off as of August 2012. 
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In contrast, no sooner had Prime Minister Shinzo Abe taken back the reins 

of power from the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) in December 2012 than he 

proclaimed that Japan would join TPP talks on 15 March 2013. In spite of the 

often-stalled domestic and international bargaining processes, the Abe 

administration finally came to an agreement two and a half years later, which 

stands in sharp contrast with fruitless endeavors of the two preceding DPJ 

governments. At this point, the following critical question will arise from our mind: 

“How did Abe successfully initiate Japan's involvement in TPP negotiations only 

three months after his inauguration and conclude an agreement two and a half years 

thereafter in spite of Japan’s fragmented decision-making authority and sensitivity 

to pressure from domestic interest groups, particularly from the agricultural policy 

triangle?” 

  To answer this question, this paper sheds light on Japan's agricultural 

sector, which raised much controversy in the course of TPP negotiations, and 

focuses on bilateral relations between Japan and the U.S. Employing Robert D. 

Putnam's two-level game model and process-tracing methodology, in addition, this 

paper delves into changes and distinctions of preferences and coalitions of 

Japanese constituents, Japanese political institutions, and Abe's strategies as a chief 

negotiator with regard to TPP negotiations and Japanese agriculture.

   Based on Putnam's three factors affecting the win-set size or the size of 

the negotiating room, the following noteworthy findings are revealed. First, 

preferences for the TPP are divided into two domestic groups, that is, the free trade 

group and the status quo group, or the traditional agricultural policy triangle 

consisting of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF), nōrin

zoku (農林族), “agricultural and forestry policy tribe” in the Liberal Democratic 

Party (LDP), and the Japan Agricultural Cooperatives (JA). On the one hand, most 
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constituents in the free trade group have a clear-cut preference or position on TPP 

negotiations. The Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry (METI), the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), and the business community including Keidanren

(経団連) and Keizai Doyukai (経済同友会) strongly backed Japan’s TPP 

participation all together, arguing that Japanese agriculture should open its market 

and sharpen its competitiveness. 

As the biggest opposition party, however, DPJ showed an ambiguous 

attitude due to its track record in pursuing economic partnership agreements (EPAs)

in general and Japan’s TPP participation during the Kan and Noda administrations. 

Since Abe took office, DPJ tried to put the brakes on his TPP policy in terms of 

information disclosure and protection of the so-called five key sensitive 

agricultural products (重要5品目) in TPP talks but failed to do them in the 

aftermath of consecutive crushing defeats in elections. 

On the other hand, preferences of the agricultural policy triangle have 

been mixed, equivocal, and even shifted under the Abe administration. In spite of 

its track record in a stalwart support for agricultural protectionism, MAFF not only 

softened its attitude towards the TPP and even joined the government-led 

agricultural reforms, facilitated by both its own motive to redeem its tainted 

reputation as a major stumbling block to agricultural free trade and weakened links 

with JA in terms of electoral supports and agricultural subsidy system. 

As for LDP, its party members had been greatly split over the TPP issue 

until the participation in TPP talks and the conclusion of a final agreement because 

of its traditional strong voting base in rural areas. As Abe persuaded LDP’s 

wavering senior members in person and his administration found public confidence 

in consecutive elections, the ruling party, in particular, anti-TPP party members, 

gradually toned down its adamant opposition and finally gave the de facto green 
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light to the Abe administration’s TPP policy through its intra-party decision-making 

apparatus on the TPP issue, i.e., the Research Commission on Regional Diplomatic 

and Economic Partnership (外交・経済連携調査会) and its subsidiary TPP 

Committee. 

Lastly, the most vehement opposition to the TPP came from JA, or the 

farm group through using its mouthpiece, mobilizing farmers and citizens for anti-

TPP demonstrations, and lobbying activities, but it lost driving forces for its anti-

TPP movement, directly hit by a bomb of "Abe-led JA reform". As the Abe 

administration’s agricultural reform bill was enacted in April 2016, the agricultural 

interest group is scheduled to lose its auditing and guidance rights, or JA’s main 

source of power, since September 2019. Taken altogether, declining leverage and 

further erosion of the agricultural policy triangle can be observed. 

When it comes to Japanese political institutions with related to the TPP, 

the executive-or prime minister-led policy-making structure is further strengthened 

during the Abe administration. Under Abe's leadership, major domestic fora for the 

TPP were formulated inside the government and relevant agenda were incorporated 

into the executive structure. For example, the Main Ministers’ Council for TPP 

Negotiations (MMC) and the TPP Government Headquarters, which were newly 

established in the Cabinet, relatively weakened and constrained MAFF Minister’s 

influence while strengthening the authority of the Minister of Economic 

Revitalization and the Chief Negotiator. 

In addition, the Industrial Competitiveness Council (ICC) and the Council 

for Regulatory Reforms (CRR) significantly undermined the source of power of JA. 

For ICC's part, members of Keidanren and Keizai Doyukai, who are staunch 

supporters of the TPP participation in their interests, had opportunities to voice 

opinions of the business community and assisted in promoting Abe-led agricultural 
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administration reforms. Also, the direction of agricultural reform policies suggested 

in ICC’s meeting leaned against JA, which has a large number of small-scale part-

time farmers as members and “its vested interests in maintaining high domestic 

prices for agricultural products”, conducting “anti-competitive” business practices, 

and “hindering improvements in agricultural productivity”. 

Once ICC attempted to “indirectly” debilitate JA’s vested interests, CRR 

“directly” challenged the existence of JA with its drastic proposal. Chairman 

Yasufumi Kanemaru released a far-reaching report titled “An Opinion on 

Agricultural Reforms”on 14 May 2014, proposing the abolition of the Central 

Union of Agricultural Cooperatives (JA-Zenchu). Although the subsequent revised 

proposal softened its tone on the JA reform due to pressure from LDP and JA, it 

provided a framework for the JA reform bill which was approved in August 2015. 

Last but not least, Abe, as the chief negotiator, first sought an 

understanding from the U.S. about the need of certain exceptions in TPP 

negotiations. After fulfilling an important precondition for Japan’s involvement in 

the TPP at the international level, Abe took prompt actions to win over wavering 

members in the Diet, especially co-opting marginal opponents in his party. Also, he 

came up with side-payments targeted to domestic agricultural producers, especially 

large-scale full-time farmers in anticipation of the conclusion of the TPP agreement. 

Through the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism through Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fishery Industries and Local Communities, his administration devised an 

organization for the mediation of farmland management and created a new system 

of direct payment in exchange for the complete abolition of the rice production 

adjustment. 

Abe's stable political standing at home and his party's major electoral 

victories also helped enlarge his win-set size and thereby facilitate the conclusion 
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of the TPP agreement. What is noticeable is that to win more votes in the elections 

and thereafter pursue his policies without a significant backlash, Abe and his party 

implemented strategies of understatement, equivocal rhetoric, and issue linkage 

concerning the TPP issue on the campaign trail. To sum up, under the Abe 

administration, preferences and coalitions of domestic constituents, political 

institutions, and negotiating strategies including side-payments and generic good 

will combined contributed to Japan’s joining in TPP talks and finalization of the

agreement.

What is the most important here is that one common key component is 

discovered in all of these three aspects, that is, Abe’s strong leadership. First, Abe 

managed to change the landscape of preferences and coalitions of Japanese 

constituents in favor of his TPP policy, making his like-minded people hold key 

posts in his party, Cabinet, and main ministries and greatly diminishing JA’s power 

through pushing his signature policy, the so-called “historical major agricultural 

reform”. Second, he incorporated all policy-making and discussions with reference 

to TPP negotiations and agricultural reforms into the executive-led structure. All 

TPP- and agricultural reform-related political institutions such as MMC, ICC, CRR 

are closely connected, pivoting on kantei (官邸), “the prime minister's office”. In 

this Abe-centered decision-making structure, MAFF Minister’s veto power were 

relatively constrained and weakened than before. Lastly, Abe also exerted his 

strong leadership when implementing his strategies including side-payments and 

generic good will. As Sakuyama (2015) points out, Abe succeeded in suppressing 

resistance from nōrin zoku in his party, leading his party to make landslide 

electoral victories over DPJ and thereby improve LDP’s party cohesion. 

In this regard, Abe’s modus operandi of TPP negotiations is analogous to a 

hub and spoke structure. Abe or kantei is located at the hub of the TPP-related 
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policy-making network. And spokes from or to kantei are connected with shōkō

zoku (商工族), “commercial and industrial policy tribe” and nōrin zoku in Abe’s 

ruling party and METI, MOFA, and MAFF in his administration. According to this 

research, shōkō zoku, METI, and MOFA are strong supporters of Japan’s TPP 

participation, closely working on promoting the TPP with kantei under the Abe 

administration. On the other hand, nōrin zoku, MAFF, and JA consist of the 

traditional agricultural triangle, but its clientelistic relationships have been sapped 

under the Abe administration. Even though Abe or kantei is not directly linked with 

JA in this network, he took advantage of MAFF and nōrin zoku as an intermediate 

point or a pathway to put pressure on the farm group to consent to Japan’s TPP 

participation and agricultural reforms.

As of December 2016, both houses in Japan ratified the TPP agreement. 

However, the prospect of the TPP agreement itself remains uncertain and 

precarious since U.S. President-elect Trump announced on 22 November that he 

would withdraw from the TPP trade deal on 20 January 2017, his first day in office, 

regarding it as “a potential disaster for our country”. Against this backdrop, as the 

second-largest signatory following the U.S., Japan or Abe’s leadership, will hold a 

key to the survival of the TPP in the nearer future. In particular, Abe’s longer stint 

as the prime minister is expected for Japan to maintain and add momentum on 

pursuing agricultural reforms and EPAs including the TPP. As far as Abe holds an 

iron grip on power beyond September 2018, his modus operandi analyzed in this 

research will be still applicable in the future even if the TPP ends up in fading into 

history.

Keywords: Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), Prime Minister Abe, prime minister’s 

office (kantei), agricultural policy triangle, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 
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Fisheries (MAFF), agricultural policy tribe (nōrin zoku), Japanese Agricultural 

Cooperatives (JA), agricultural reforms
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

1. Research Background 

The Trans-Pacific Partnership (hereafter “TPP”) agreement was initially 

signed in 2006 among four small countries, the so-called Pacific-4 (hereafter “P4”) 

— Singapore, Brunei, Chile, and New Zealand. Later on, the United States and 

Japan officially declared their intention to participate in TPP negotiations in 2009 

and 2013 respectively, making the trade pact join the ranks of mega-regional trade 

agreements along with the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) 

and the Regional Cooperative Economic Partnership (RCEP). Since 12 

participating countries including U.S. and Japan aspired to finalize a “21st century, 

high quality” agreement, the relevant negotiations dealt with extensive 

liberalization in goods and services and comprehensive issues including trade, 

services, investment, trade rules, and government procurement, which caused a 

significant delay in an eventual settlement for seven years (Cheong, 2013).

For Japan’s part, it was not until U.S. joined TPP talks in 2009 that the 

government started taking an interest in the TPP. During his policy speech at the 

176th Extraordinary Session of the Diet on 1 October 2010, Prime Minister Naoto 

Kan (hereafter “Kan”), for the first time, expressed the government’s intention to 

participate in TPP negotiations as part of the creation of a Free Trade Area of the 

Asia-Pacific (FTAAP). In the aftermath of the 2011 Great East Japan Earthquake, 

however, the discussion on the TPP participation was put on the back burner until 

the end of his tenure (Kim, 2013). 

Then, Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda (hereafter “Noda”), Kan’s 

successor, attempted to rekindle TPP momentum, pledging to U.S. President 

Barack Obama at the summit meeting held on 22 September 2011 that Japan would 
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decide on its participation in TPP talks sooner or later. Nevertheless, in the face of 

his own party’s tenacious opposition, his plans to make an official announcement 

on Japan’s TPP participation were baffled in a row, and eventually the 

government’s decision on the TPP was indefinitely put off as of August 2012 (Kim, 

2013). 

In contrast, no sooner had Prime Minister Shinzo Abe (hereafter “Abe”)

taken back the reins of power from the Democratic Party of Japan (hereafter “DPJ”) 

in December 2012 than he proclaimed on 15 March 2013 that Japan would 

participate in TPP negotiations. 1 In spite of the often-stalled domestic and 

international bargaining process, the Abe administration finally came to an 

agreement two and a half years after Japan’s joining in the TPP talks, which stands 

in sharp contrast with fruitless endeavors of the two preceding governments under 

DPJ rule. 

From the Kan through the Noda to the Abe administrations, Japanese 

public opinion has polarized on Japan’s TPP participation, and sharp conflicts 

between pro-TPP and anti-TPP groups have kept ongoing. For example, advocates 

see the TPP as a great opportunity for expanding Japan’s exports, creating 

international trade rules beneficial to Japan, and increasing Japanese consumers’ 

benefits, while opponents often called shinchōha (慎重派) emphasize demerits of 

the TPP such as negative impacts on Japanese agricultural and medical sectors and 

food safety (Sakuyama, 2015). 

Among other things, Japan’s major sticking point with regard to TPP 

negotiations derived from agricultural issues. Sakuyama (2015) points out that 

                                        
1 The Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ, Minshutō) originally founded in 1996 merged with 
the Japan Innovation Party (JIP) on 27 March 2016, and thereafter the new party was called 
Minshintō, or the Democratic Party (DP) in English. This paper, however, refers to DPJ 
instead of DP in order to emphasize consistency in its political propensity.       
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since 2010 at the center of debates over Japan’s TPP participation have been the 

relevance and potential impacts of tariff abolitions on agricultural goods. At the

domestic level, the Japanese Agricultural Cooperative (hereafter “JA”), or the farm 

group, initiated organized anti-TPP movements, arguing that the agreement would

strike a massive blow on Japan’s agriculture and economy as a whole and that 

Japan’s consumers would no longer be able to eat Japanese agriculture products. At 

the international level, on the other hand, other participating countries put pressure 

on Japan, demanding its tariff abolitions on 8,655 items (95.9%). In particular, U.S.

even urged Japan to eliminate all tariffs, including rice, the long-term protected 

item (Ishiguro, 2016). At this point, the following critical question will arise from 

our mind: “How did Abe administration managed to juggle both domestic- and 

international-level games and finalize the TPP agreement in the end?”

2. Research Question and Scope

Against this backdrop, this paper strives to answer the following questions: 

How could the Abe administration successfully initiate Japan’s participation in TPP 

negotiations and manage to conclude an agreement in the teeth of adamant 

domestic opposition? What circumstances heightened the possibility of Japan’s 

concessions on the five sacred agricultural goods?2 More specifically, how did the 

interaction between domestic and international levels or the interaction among 

domestic actors facilitate or inhibit the negotiations? And what kinds of strategies 

did the incumbent government employ to get domestic supports for the TPP?

The main objective of this paper, therefore, is to examine how and to what 

                                        

2 Five important agricultural items (重要農産物5品目) indicating rice (コメ), wheat 

(麦), beef and pork (牛・豚肉), dairy products (乳製品), and sugar (砂糖の原料) w
ere at the heart of heated debates regarding Japan’s TPP participation. 
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extent the interaction between domestic and international bargaining dimensions 

and the interaction among domestic actors affected the outcome of TPP 

negotiations. To this end, the paper will closely look into Japan’s domestic politics 

across the board including political parties, interest groups, legislators, public 

opinions, elections, executive officials, and institutional arrangements (Putnam, 

1988). In addition, this paper will also keep an eye on developments and progresses

surrounding an ultimate ratification of the TPP agreement, which was crumbled in

the last regular Diet session from January to June 2016, mainly due to the ruling 

party’s frictions with the main opposition party and Kumamoto earthquakes in 

April and May 2016.           

In order to precisely demonstrate distinctions from previous literature and 

improve understanding on this paper, moreover, this author clarifies and narrows 

down the research scope as follows. First, the research mainly focuses on Japan’s 

domestic politics and bilateral negotiations with U.S. although TPP negotiations

were, in essence, carried out among 12 parties. For one thing, Tokyo and 

Washington, the world’s two biggest free economies, account for the largest shares 

of TPP’s combined gross domestic product (GDP), a whopping 15.01% and 65.34%

respectively (Table 1). In addition, most of debates and delays concerned bilateral 

negotiations between the two economic powers. Both Japan’s resolute opposition 

to tariff elimination of the five sacred agricultural products and U.S. resistance to 

liberalize its automobile sector were considered a main stumbling block to 

concluding the TPP (Terada, 2015).

Second, this paper mainly sheds light on agricultural market access among 

other numerous issues with which TPP negotiations dealt. Along with rapid aging 

of Japanese farmers and a severe lack of kōkeisha (後継者), “farm successors,” the 

absence of economies of scale and competitiveness and inefficiency of Japanese 
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agriculture already came to the fore (Maclachlan and Shimizu, 2016). Nevertheless, 

the sector has been so far highly protected from the strong tide of trade 

liberalization and heavily subsidized by the government. As for TPP negotiations, 

JA has strongly objected to tariff abolition without exception, mainly for the five 

important agricultural goods. Accordingly, agriculture issues became crucial parts 

of the negotiations, especially from Japanese perspective (Cheong, 2013). 

Third, this research primarily delves into TPP negotiations under Abe’s 

administration. In other words, the analysis period starts from December 2012, 

when Prime Minister Abe took office and ends around October 2015, when 12 TPP 

parties reached an agreement. However, some parts of this study extend the 

analysis period to the preceding two DPJ administrations, when Japan started to 

show its interest in TPP participation mostly in order to show changes and 

distinctions of preferences and coalitions of Japanese constituents. 

Table 1. Shares of the TPP Member States’ Combined GDP 

Source: Data from International Monetary Fund (IMF)’s World Economic 
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Outlook 2016, compiled by author.
aGDP calculated in 2015.                                                                                                                        

bGDP calculated in 2014. 

3. Literature Review

Numerous previous literatures examine main issues and progresses

regarding TPP negotiations and explore impacts and implications of the TPP 

agreement on Japan. According to Sakuyama (2015), more than 150 books are 

registered on Amazon.co.jp as of July 2015, most of which deal with pros and cons 

or the relevance of Japan’s TPP participation. For instance, Fan (2013) improves 

understanding on domestic division over the TPP by categorizing different 

positions or interests of domestic actors into four dimensions, using a traditional 

dichotomous framework. First, depending the level of industrial competitiveness, 

the manufacturing sector is for the TPP, while the agricultural sector is against it. 

Second, in terms of U.S. intention, proponents believe U.S.-led TPP is a chance for 

Japan to become a rule maker in Asia, but opponents argue that the U.S. only takes 

advantage of Japan’s participation in its own interests. Third, concerning the 

current economic crisis that Japan faces, the pro-TPP group thinks free trade is a 

solution, but the anti-TPP group stresses stronger government actions. Lastly, 

proponents maintain the TPP will spur the much-needed structural reforms in 

Japan’s agricultural and financial sectors, while opponents argue the TPP will 

worsen deflation in Japan through further reforms. 

In addition, a significant number of academic works written in English 

assume that progresses of TPP negotiations and Japan’s agricultural reforms are 

closely interlinked. The following five journal articles, in particular, conclude that 

Japan’s domestic reforms should be carried out in order to expedite TPP 

negotiations. First, Auslin (2012) stresses the importance of Japan’s ascent to the 

TPP in the face of its pending economic and political crisis and singles out 
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formidable political power of farmers, lack of political unity, and uncertain 

longevity of Prime Minister Noda as Japan’s major domestic barriers to its TPP 

participation. To address these problems and maximize the effects of Japan’s 

participation in TPP negotiations, he emphasizes Japan’s agricultural reform, the 

adherence to high standards, and the role as a counterweight to China in Asia along 

with political willingness and clear understanding on benefits obtained from 

joining the TPP. 

Second, using a global dynamic computable general equilibrium (CGE) 

model, Lee and Itakura (2014) analyze potential welfare effects under the TPP 

agreement and the RCEP accord. Among four different scenarios, the third scenario 

under the TPP agreement illuminates that Japan’s welfare gains are expected to 

increase by 0.4%p on an assumption that ongoing agricultural reforms would 

increase agricultural productivity by 1% per annum. In addition, the fourth scenario 

demonstrates that a 50% tariff abolition on rice would increase Japan’s welfare 

gain in 2030 by 0.1%p, suggesting the importance of carrying out agricultural 

reforms for the TPP. 

Third, Ishiguro (2014) looks closely into TPP negotiations by using a two-

level game analysis. At the international level, he investigates the background of 

the TPP talks, U.S. strategies, Japan’s participation, and the range of the trade deal

and Japan’s consequent national interests. On the other hand, at the domestic level, 

Ishiguro examines the effects of the TPP on Japan’s domestic agriculture and 

enumerates the developments of agricultural administration reforms since the end 

of the Uruguay Round. As a conclusion, he suggests that Japan should raise its 

tariff abolition rates enough to satisfy demands from 11 TPP countries while 

providing income compensation through further agricultural reforms.

Fourth, in his subsequent article, Ishiguro (2016) investigates impacts of 

Abe’s political and agricultural administration reforms on TPP negotiations and 
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political approval ratings by employing a two-level game model. In his analysis, 

political reforms to strengthen the executive’s role in policy making increases the 

probability of the TPP conclusion by reducing domestic tariff rates but brings about 

mixed results on political approval ratings depending on the content of the reforms. 

As for agricultural reforms towards direct payment, the result shows that they 

heighten the probability of the TPP conclusion but decrease political approval 

ratings.         

Fifth, Mulgan (2016) presents a slight grim outlook on the effects of Abe’s 

recent agricultural reforms. First, she explains that one of the Abe administration’s 

motivations behind a JA reform is to shatter JA’s political and financial power as 

the most influential interest group because it has impeded TPP negotiations and 

sapped agricultural productivity. According to her, although some of key reform 

measures including the elimination of auditing rights of Central Union of 

Agricultural Cooperatives (hereafter “JA-Zenchu”), or JA’s peak body, are 

“radical”, the scope of the reforms is “limited”, so that there will be no drastic

effect with reference to improving the international competitiveness of Japanese 

agriculture.    

In contrast to the five preceding academic works, Maclachlan and 

Shimizu (2016) argue that the Abe administration’s agricultural reform is not 

driven by Calder’s reactive state model. Rather than gaiatsu (外圧), “foreign 

pressure” in the form of an international trade agreement, specifically the TPP, they 

believe that driving forces lie in a deepening sense of agricultural crisis and a shift 

in balance of power in terms of policy-making from the agricultural iron triangle to 

kantei (官邸), “the prime minister’s office”. 

Last but not least, the following three literatures give a hint on why the 

Kan and Noda administrations failed to join TPP negotiations, while the succeeding

Abe administration managed to do it. In his article, Cheong (2013) analyzes 
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Japan’s bureaucratic system that ministries have a powerful authority about 

sensitive issues in trade negotiations in favor of ministerial interests. According to 

him, although DPJ, which broke the longstanding political dominance of the 

Liberal Democratic Party (hereafter “LDP”) in 2009, tried to strengthen Cabinet 

members’ leverage in a trade policymaking process, Japan has yet to make a strong 

commitment to liberalize its agricultural sector. In conclusion, he regards strong 

political will and administrative support as a precondition for the successful 

conclusion of the TPP. 

Second, Mulgan (2014) shows how DPJ reduced the possibility of Japan’s 

agricultural trade liberalization under the TPP during its reign from 2010 to 2012. 

Using process-tracing methodology, she finds that a unitary system of the Cabinet-

centered policymaking which Prime Minister Hatoyama Yukio initiated in 2009 

was reversed by the Kan and Noda governments. The two governments, according 

to her, brought back LDP’s prior examination and approval system into their own 

party, and thereby empowered pro-agriculture backbenchers again and

subsequently prevented Japan from joining TPP negotiations. 

Third, Terada (2015) illustrates how Prime Minister Abe has pursued both 

Abenomics and Japan’s involvement in the TPP in the face of domestic political 

struggles and China’s regional engagement. With a view to revitalizing Japan’s 

economy via Abenomics, he has consolidated his office’s influence by distancing 

his administration from the Ministry of Finance (MOF) in opposition to Abe’s 

postponement of consumption tax hikes and instead strengthening connections with 

the Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry (hereafter “METI”). In addition, his 

administration has promoted agricultural reforms including the abolishment of 

gentan (減反), “the rice production adjustment system” and the influential 

agricultural interest group JA in an attempt to facilitate TPP negotiations. Last but 

not least, Terada contends that Abe took advantage of the December 2014 snap 
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election to suppress domestic opposition on Abenomics and Japan’s TPP 

participation. 

All the afore-mentioned works partially contribute to better understanding

the correlation between TPP negotiations and Japanese domestic politics, but no 

previous study fully explains why Abe succeeded to join TPP negotiations and 

thereafter finalize an agreement. As Sakuyama (2015) points out, most of heated 

debates have revolved around pros and cons on Japan’s TPP participation, while 

the policy-making process leading to Japan’s participation has been neglected. 

Therefore, this study will provide an integrated, macroscopic view on Japan’s 

recent foreign policy since it delves into developments of domestic politics 

surrounding Japan’s participation in the TPP talks. In addition, the study will add 

insight into Japan’s future free trade agreement (hereafter “FTA”) or economic 

partnership agreement (hereafter “EPA”) negotiations in the sense that it specifies 

how interactions between domestic and international bargaining dimensions and 

interactions among domestic actors affected outcomes of TPP negotiations. 

4. Analytical Framework and Research Methodology

Japan’s TPP participation illustrates the interconnection between 

international negotiations and domestic politics. In the international bargaining 

dimension, Japan, as a latecomer in the TPP talks, was required to receive an 

approval on its participation from pre-existing member states including U.S. In the 

domestic bargaining dimension, quibbling debates have emerged enough to bring 

out intra-party splits since the then ruling party DPJ first proposed Japan’s 

involvement in the TPP talks. In this regard, this study employs Robert D. 

Putnam’s two-level game model as an analytical framework, which is frequently 

adopted in the study of international political economy in order to analyze 

international economic affairs from the international political perspective and 
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makes it possible to simultaneously figure out the influence of domestic politics on 

international negotiations and vice versa (Sakuyama, 2015). 

Figure 1. Structure of a Two-Level Game Model

Source: Sakuyama (2015), translated by author. 

In an article titled “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-

Level Games” (1988), Putnam disintegrates the international negotiation process 

into two stages. The international process called “Level I” involves a bargaining 

between chief negotiators in order to conclude a tentative agreement, while the 

domestic process called “Level II” is related to chief negotiators’ attempts to 

muster supports from domestic constituents who are entitled to ratify an agreement.

Figure 1 presents the interlinkage between Level I and Level II and the interaction 

among main actors and portrays domestic constituents of TPP member states 

excluding Japan as a unitary actor for parsimony of this research. On the other 

hand, he also defines a “win-set” concept for Level II constituencies as a set of all 

possible Level I agreements that would win a ratification at Level II and puts forth 

three sets of factors to affect the win-set size, that is, Level II preferences and 
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coalitions, Level II institutions, and Level I negotiators’ strategies. 

Based on this two-level game analysis, the study analyzes distribution of 

power, preferences, and coalitions among Japanese constituents, i.e., the free trade 

group versus the status quo group with a view to analyze why Abe succeeded in 

participating in TPP talks and concluding a final agreement. Also, the structure of 

Japan’s political institutions pertaining to TPP negotiations and negotiating 

strategies of Prime Minister Abe as a chief negotiator are also explored for the 

purpose of identifying changes in Japan’s win-set size during Abe’s tenure.

In addition, this study employs “process-tracing methodology” to 

investigate how these three factors affected Japan’s participation in TPP talks and 

the conclusion of a final agreement. As Mulgan (2014) once said, the process-

tracing is a data-intensive, empirically based methodology adopted in the area 

studies and international relations field, which makes research findings more 

reliable by tracing the operation of the actual causal mechanisms at work. Simply 

put, the method tries to identify an intervening causal process between an 

independent variable and an outcome of a dependent variable (Checkel, 2005). 

Setting Putnam’s three factors affecting the win-set size as independent or 

explanatory variables and Japan’s participation and a final agreement as dependent 

variables, this study delves into changes and distinctions of preferences and 

coalitions of Japanese constituents, Japanese institutions, and Japanese chief 

negotiator’s strategies over time and spells out how the changes and distinctions 

influenced the international negotiations and agreements.     

Last but not least, there is a need to specify the scope of main actors which 

engage in policy-making process regarding Japan’s TPP participation. In principle, 

this research assumes that nation-states are not monolithic or unitary but composed 

of various domestic actors which have different interests and exercise different 

level of influences on the policy-making process, e.g., government agencies and 
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interest groups. As shown on Figure 2, three layers of main actors are found to 

involve in Japanese policy-making on the TPP. In the most inner layer, kantei is 

located as a final decision-maker. At the peak of kantei is the prime minister as 

both the leader of the ruling party and the head of the administration, located as a 

node between LDP and the administration. In the second layer surrounding kantei

is the ruling party on the left side and the administration on the right side. In LDP, 

shōkō zoku (商工族), “commercial and industrial policy tribe” advocates TPP 

participation, while nōrin zoku (農林族), “agricultural and forestry policy tribe”

opposes it. In the administration, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (hereafter 

“MOFA”) and METI promote the TPP, while the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries (hereafter “MAFF”) hampers it. In the outer layer, Keidanren

(経団連), “Japan Business Federation” is at the peak of promoting the TPP, while 

JA represents the opposite side. Taken altogether, shōkō zoku, METI, Keidanren 

form the pro-TPP group, while nōrin zoku, MAFF, and JA are perceived as the 

anti-TPP group or the so-called “agricultural policy triangle”. 
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Figure 2. Main Actors Involving in Japan’s TPP Policy-Making Process

5. Data Collection 

As Checkel (2005) puts it, data for process tracing is qualitative in nature 

and requires a considerable amount of data collection. On top of that, processes and 

outcomes of TPP negotiations are still shrouded in secrecy even after 12 countries 

hammered out an agreement. In this regard, the study makes good use of numerous 

sources for the following chapters. 

First, the second chapter refers to a considerable number of journal articles 

and books written in both English and Japanese with a view to examining the 

background of Japan’s TPP negotiations. In the domestic bargaining dimension, 

MAFF’s quinquennial census on agriculture, forestry and fisheries, Statistical 

Bureaus’ official website are frequently cited to investigate the reality of Japanese 

agriculture. In the international bargaining dimension, on the other hand, processes

Source: Sakuyama (2015), edited by author. 
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and outcomes of TPP negotiations are studied by using information obtained from 

websites of MAFF, MOFA, and TPP Government Headquarters and books written 

by Sakuyama (2015) and Hattori (2014). 

Second, in order to analyze preferences and coalitions of Japanese 

constituents, this paper mainly utilizes press releases, speeches, and talking points

in press conferences which are published on official websites. As for bureaucracy,

the relevant information is available on websites of METI, MOFA, and MAFF. In 

addition, the third chapter makes good use of information obtained from interest 

groups such as Keidanren and JA-Zenchu (JA 全中), “Central Union of 

Agricultural Cooperatives” and main political parties including LDP and DPJ. 

Third, the fourth chapter mainly uses documents and minutes of the 

Council’s meetings such as MMC, ICC, and CRR by accessing the Cabinet 

Office’s website. Also, materials from the House of Councillors and the House of 

Representatives are utilized to scrutinize Japan’s ratification process.  

Fourth, the website of the Prime Minister’s Office is frequently accessed 

in order to probe into Abe’s motives behind promoting Japan’s TPP participation. 

As for Abe’s negotiating strategies, Sakuyama’s book (2015) and documents and 

minutes of the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism through Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fishery Industries and Local Communities (hereafter “Headquarters on 

Creating Dynamism”) are often quoted to explain targeted side-payments of the 

Abe administration. In order to look into Abe’s strategic use of generic good will, 

in addition, this paper refers to various sources from NHK, Yomiuri Shimbun, and 

NTV. 

Lastly, not only books and journal articles but also working papers, online 

sources, news articles are utilized. Since this research heavily depends on 

secondary sources, an interview with MAFF officials is employed to lend 
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credibility to this research.3 The results of the interview are presented in the 

following chapters, and all details of data sources are provided in footnotes and 

bibliography. 

6. Structure of Thesis

This thesis consists of four parts. First, the introduction part in the first 

chapter delineates research background, research question and scope, analytical 

framework and research methodology, data collection, and structure of thesis. 

Second, in the following chapter, the study investigates the background of 

the TPP agreement both at the domestic and international levels. In the domestic 

bargaining dimension, the state of affairs with regard to Japanese agriculture — for 

instance, historical developments of Japanese agriculture and relevant pending

agricultural issues such as aging farming population — are examined. Also, the 

agricultural policy triangle and its influence on Japanese agricultural trade 

liberalization are subsequently discussed. On the other hand, processes and 

outcomes of TPP negotiations are included for the international bargaining 

dimension.

Third, from the third to the fifth chapter, this paper investigates changes 

and distinctions of preferences and coalitions of Japanese constituents, Japanese 

political institutions, and Abe's strategies as a chief negotiator with regard to TPP 

negotiations and Japanese agriculture, based on Putnam's three factors affecting the 

win-set size or the size of the negotiating room. 

The third chapter demonstrates how preferences, distribution of power, 

and coalitions in Japan tipped toward the Abe administration by classifying 

                                        
3 Thanks to Professor of Chuo University Ms. Hiroko Kudo, the author could grasp a great 
chance to have an interview on 27 December 2016 with two MAFF officials concerning 
Japan’s TPP negotiations, especially agricultural trade liberalization. An interview script 

can be found in Appendix 11.
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Japanese constituents into two groups, that is, free trade group and status quo group. 

Then, the fourth chapter identifies newly established institutions in Japan with a 

view to proceeding TPP negotiations and investigates how agenda, rules, and 

procedures were determined to pursue TPP negotiations. In the fifth chapter, Abe’s 

major strategies such as side-payments and generic good will are closely probed 

along with his motives behind pushing ahead with Japan’s TPP participation and a 

final agreement. 

In the last part, the sixth chapter summarizes how the Abe government 

succeeded in expanding Japan’s win-set size enough to join TPP talks and strike a 

deal and concludes with recent developments and progresses concerning TPP 

ratification in the Japanese Diet and a prospect of Japan’s future policy directions 

on EPAs and agricultural reforms. 
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CHAPTER II. BACKGROUND OF TPP AGREEMENT

1. Domestic Bargaining Dimension

1.1 Japanese Agriculture from Past to Present

According to Tama and Carpenter (2009), Japanese modern era can be 

divided into three periods based on shifts in the structure of family farming, which 

has been the foundation of Japanese agricultural production: (i) Tokugawa period

(徳川時代), or the period of settlement (1603-1867); (ii) The period ranging from 

the Meiji Restoration (明治維新) to the end of World War II (1868-1945), or the 

period of population pressure; and (iii) the post-war period (1945-present), or the 

period of multiple-job holding. Each of the three periods with reference to Japanese 

agriculture features as follows (Tama and Carpenter, 2009). 

In the first half of the Tokugawa period, agricultural reforms initiated by 

Toyotomi Hideyoshi, a preeminent daimyo, “powerful feudal lord” including “the 

separation of peasants and warriors” and “a system of official land assessment 

based on estimated annual rice yield”, led to the creation of “a system of de facto

land ownership by peasants”. At that time, the rural area consisted of several mura

(村), ”hamlets,” and several ie (家), “households” constituted one mura. Since the 

number of ie in one mura was limited, agricultural families were supposed to 

belong to a certain ie in order to be conferred rights and obligations. With large-

scale reclamation for new rice fields started in this period, cultivated lands and 

agricultural production and population sharply increased, which gave opportunities 

for settlement to peasant families.

From the mid-18th century, however, a series of devastating natural 
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disasters and subsequent poor harvests deterred an increase in cultivated lands and 

farming population, which in turn changed an agrarian family structure from 

nuclear families to three-generation direct line families and made a single 

primogeniture system become predominant. With the development of the 

commodity economy in the latter half of the 18th century, in particular, Japanese 

farmers started to run side businesses along with main cereal crops in order to 

sustain their livelihood in a low growth economy. 

The next Meiji era started with a new land tax reform, which 

institutionalized the system of peasant land ownership. In particular, the new 

system strengthened the landowner-tenant relationship in Japanese rural area 

because the land tax reform made it possible for peasants to use their land as 

collateral for a loan. Yet numerous peasants actually failed to pay off their debts, 

losing their land and becoming tenant farmers. In this period, most landlords in 

Japan retained small- and mid-sized land holdings unlike those in Britain and 

Russia, which were an aggregation of small-sized, scattered land around now 

Yamagata Prefecture (山形県). 

The population growth, which was once stagnated in the latter half of the 

Tokugawa period, rebounded and thereby brought an increase in farm rents. As 

distinct regional variations emerged, the eastern Japan including Tohoku

(東北地方) and Kanto regions (関東地方) showed higher growth in population 

and farm households, resulting in the upward farm rents. In addition, farming 

families’ dependence on non-farm income was continued, following the previous 

Tokugawa period, especially among fast-growing tenant farmers. For instance, less 

than one-third tenant farmers (32.6%) engaged in full-time farm work, while 37.3% 

of them earned their income from off-farm work. These figures stood in sharp 

contrast with those of owner farmers and owner-tenant farmers who mostly made a 
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living from full-time farm work — respectively 44.2% and 52.7%. 

In the aftermath of U.S. occupation after the end of the World War II, U.S.-

led land reform dealt a blow to both large-scale and small-scale landlords through 

farmland forfeiture. As stated earlier, Japan’s land ownership system had featured 

small-scale holdings since the Meiji Restoration period, and then the post-war land 

reform made it shifted into “a homogenous system” which split land holdings into 

the much smaller-sized. Aside from Hokkaido (北海道), a mere nine landlords 

owned 1,000 or more hectares of rental land, and a meager 960 farm households 

retained 50 hectares or so at that time.

On the other hand, a growing number of farming families had part-time farm 

work or became multiple-job holders. Excluding Hokkaido, a mere 15% of farm 

households engaged in full-time farm work in 1990, which halved the proportion of 

33.7% in 1960. On top of that, the proportion of “Class I part-time households”, 

which earn more than 50% of income from farming, plummeted from 34.1% to 

17.0%, while the proportion of “Class II part-time households” obtaining less than 

50% of income from farming, doubled from 32.2% to 68.0% between 1960 and 

1990 (Table 2).
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Table 2. Development of Multiple-job Holding in Farm Households

Source: Tama and Carpenter (2009), revised by author.
1Farm households that earn more than 50% of income from farming.                                                                                                                        

2Farm households that earn less than 50% of income from farming. 

With regard to the rationale behind increasing multiple-job holdings in 

Japan’s post-war agriculture, Tama and Carpenter (2009) contend that multiple-job 

holding arrangements have long secured stable livelihood of farm households, and 

that farming families could not help but hinge partially on farming since off-farm 

wages in rural areas lower than those in other areas due to wage disparity structure. 

Also, the two authors explained the reason with the property theory, saying that the 

prospect of an increase in the land value, caused by a demand for residential and 

industrial spaces, prevented farmers from selling their farmlands. 
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Table 3. Industry Share of Employment and GDP (1950-2010)

Source: Statistics Bureau (2015), reproduced by author.

Figure 3. Composition of Japan’s GDP (2013)

Source: Statistics Bureau (2015), reproduced by author.

Compared to the preceding Tokugawa and pre-war periods, Japan’s 

agriculture in the post-war period has been largely marginalized in its entire 

economy and is now facing “a deepening and multi-faceted crisis” (Tama and 

Carpenter, 2009; Maclachlan and Shimizu, 2016). For one thing, as heavy and 

chemical industries became a strong driving force behind Japan’s post-war 

economic growth, the agricultural share of employment and GDP has nose-dived. 

As seen in Table 3 and Figure 3, Japanese agriculture as the primary industry 
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accounted for 48.6% of employed persons and 19.2% of the overall GDP in 1955, 

but the industry’s share was dramatically reduced, falling down to 4.2% and 1.2% 

respectively.   

Figure 4. Number of Japan’s Farming Households (1904-2015)

Source: MAFF (1904-2015), compiled by author.4

Second, the number of farming households which engage in farming and 

manage cultivated land of 0.1 hectares or more or earn more than JPY 150,000 per 

year from sales of agricultural products, plunged from 5,416,703 in 1904 to 

2,155,082 in 2015 over the past century (Figure 4). Based on a newly adopted 

classification of farm households in the 1985 census, in addition, the proportion of 

commercial farm households which manage 0.3 hectares or more or earn more than 

JPY 500,000 has declined from 77.5% in 1990 to 61.7% in 2015, while the 

proportion of non-commercial farm households which manage less than 0.3 

hectares and earn less than JPY 500,000 has risen from 22.5% to 38.3% for the 

same period. The detailed information about the size of farm households by region 

                                        
4 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-
stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. Accessed 23 November 2016. 
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and type between 1904 and 2015 is presented in Appendix 1. 

Figure 5. Percentage of Japan’s Population Aged 65 and Over (1960-2010)

Source: MAFF (1904-2015), compiled by author.5

aIn 1980, MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries adopted 
more detailed aged groups for 60 and over, i.e., 60-64, 65-70, and 70 and 
over. Thus, figures for farmers in 1960 and 1970 indicate farmers aged 60 
and over. 
bFrom 1990, MAFF’s Census collects and analyzes data on commercial 
farmers by age, who manage 0.3 hectares or more or earn more than JPY 
500,000 per year. 

Third, the younger generation’s exodus from rural areas aggravated the 

aging of Japanese farmers at a faster pace than Japanese overall population. As 

Figure 5 illustrates, for the past five decades, the percentage of Japan’s population 

aged 65 and over increased from 5.7% to 23.0%.6 When it comes to the population 

                                        
5 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-
stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. Accessed 23 November 2016.

6 Refer to Statistical Bureau’s official website. http://www.e-
stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/GL02020101.do?method=extendTclass&refTarget=toukeihyo&listFor
mat=hierarchy&statCode=00200241&tstatCode=000001039591&tclass1=000001039601&
tclass2=&tclass3=&tclass4=&tclass5=. Accessed 25 November 2016.
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mainly engaged in farming — persons engaged only in self-employed farming or 

persons who are also engaged in work other than farming but spend more time 

engaged in farming on a yearly basis, the corresponding rate soared up from 17.5% 

to a whopping 61.6%. In other words, while 23 out of 100 Japanese people are 65 

and older in general, a whopping 62 out of 100 Japanese farmers are senior citizens. 

The detailed information about farmers aged 65 and older by region between 1960 

and 2010 is presented in Appendix 2.

Accordingly, Japanese agricultural sector has suffered from a grave shortage 

of farm successors, which is particularly severe for the elderly owners of small-

scale, commercial farm households (Maclachlan and Shimizu, 2016). For example,

according to MAFF’s 2009 survey on the elderly’s participation in farming and 

community-related activities, 60.5% of farmers aged 65 and over responded that 

they did farm work alone or usually by themselves, while a mere 26.4% assisted 

their children or spouses who mainly engaged in farming, followed by 8.8% of 

elderly respondents who were not currently engaging in farming, others (1.9%), 

and no response (2.4%). By age groups, 73.8% of farmers aged 65 to 69 said they 

conducted farm work alone or mainly by themselves, and the corresponding figures 

for farmers aged 70 to 74 and 75 and over are 65.5% and 50.0% respectively 

(Appendix 3).7 The latest MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forest and Fisheries, in 

addition, shows that only three out of ten commercial farmers in Japan live together 

with his or her successor, 90% of whom have a male successor. On the other hand, 

70% of commercial farmers do not live together with their successor, 73% of

whom do not have any successor. The detailed information about farm successors 

                                        
7 From late August to early September 2009, MAFF conducted the survey of 2,000 farmers 
aged 62 and over with a view to devising policy measures to support elderly farmers, 1,241 
(62.1%) of whom responded to the survey. Refer to results of MAFF’s survey on the elde
rly’s participation in farming and community-related activities. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/finding/mind/pdf/20090311_enquete1.pdf. Accessed 25 November 
2016.
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by region in 2015 is presented in Appendix 4.

Fourth, the fact that a large number of commercial farmers have failed to 

show a sufficient profit makes it much harder to attract the younger generation to 

this sector. According to MAFF’s Census carried out between 1985 and 2010, the 

percentage of commercial farmers who never sold their agricultural produces for a 

year or earned less than JPY 1 million through agricultural sales accounts for 52.2% 

in 1985. As demonstrated in Appendix 5, the percentage has been on the rise for 

the next 25 years in spite of a slight fall and stagnation between 2000 and 2010 

((’85) 52.2% → (‘90) 54.3% → (‘95) 54.0% → (‘00) 58.8% → (‘05) 57.4% 

→ (‘10) 58.8%). 

Last but not least, burgeoning abandoned farmland adds inefficiency on 

Japanese agricultural sector. In 1980, abandoned cultivated farmlands which have

not cultivated crops for one year or more and had no plan to be plotted for several 

years amounted to 123,078 hectares. Subsequently, Japan’s abandoned farmlands 

have doubled in 1995 (244,314 hectares) and later reached a staggering 628,196 

hectares in 2015, approximately 2.9 times Tokyo Metropolis (218,800 hectares)

(Appendix 6). According to Maclachlan and Shimizu (2016), it is hard to track 

down on people who decided to give up farming and abandoned their farmland, so 

that the colossal piece of land has been idled with the possibility to be sold or 

leased cut off. 

1.2 Japanese Agricultural Policy Triangle and Trade Liberalization

In the post-war era, Japan’s foreign economic policy actions have featured 

peculiar passivity in that the country failed to implement its own policy measures 
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and instead was subject to outside pressures, especially from the U.S., for policy 

changes in spite of its significantly rising economic size and geostrategic 

predominance. Calling Japan “reactive state”, Kent E. Calder (1988) maintains that 

such enigmatic policy behaviors are strongly influenced by its domestic political 

structure, that is to say, Japan’s fragmented decision-making authority and 

sensitivity to pressure from domestic interest groups.

Such domestic constraints on Japanese foreign initiatives are mostly 

attributable to LDP’s political dominance between 1955 and 1993. During this 

period, the ruling party exerted its enormous leverage over the policy-making 

process in parallel with the central government by forming an informal practice of 

carrying out “prior examination and approval” vis-à-vis major policy proposals and 

draft legislation (Mulgan, 2014). Once government-sponsored bills reach LDP’s 

Policy Affairs Research Council (hereafter “PARC”) and its subordinate divisions 

called bukai (部会), LDP members who are often classified as policy tribes, or 

zoku (族) Diet members, exercise a veto power over government policies or revise 

them in their interests. 

These policy tribes, in general, refer to “veteran politicians” who build up 

expertise, experience, and contacts in specific policy areas as they are re-elected 

several times and assume high-profile positions in bukai or Diet committees 

(Krauss and Nyblade, 2005). In order to elicit continuous electoral supports, zoku

Diet members closely work with ministry bureaucrats and strive to live up to 

expectations of their constituencies, for example, by drawing budget allocations for 

public projects to their own districts, which makes them become sensitive to 

interest-group pressures. As a result, LDP’s zoku Diet members, bureaucrats, and 

interest groups together have formed the so-called “iron triangle” relationship in 

Japan’s policy-making process. 
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With reference to Japan’s trade policy, in particular, the clientelistic 

relationships of nōrin zoku, MAFF bureaucrats, and JA in support of farm voters 

have hampered Japan’s conclusion of multilateral and bilateral trade agreements in 

order to protect their vested interests. According to Maclachlan and Shimizu (2016), 

the trilateral agricultural regime has hitherto been denounced not only for “skewing 

elections” and “misappropriating public funds” but also for preventing 

liberalization of domestic markets and “keeping agricultural prices high.”

Table 4. Number of Commodities under Import Restrictions (1962-1975)

Source: Hirasawa (2013), reorganized by author.

However, the “iron triangle” could not inhibit Japan’s trade liberalization 

altogether. Since the 1960s, Japan has gradually eliminated imports restrictions, 

especially for agricultural products through the General Agreement on Tariffs and 

Trade (hereafter “GATT”) negotiations ranging from Kennedy through Tokyo to 

Uruguay rounds and negotiations with the U.S. The number of agricultural 

commodities under import restrictions in Japan sharply declined from 81 in 1962 to 

22 in 1975 (Hirasawa, 2013) (Table 4). 

In the 1980s, the reactive state totally liberalized markets of lemon and most 
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non-citrus fruits and made crucial concessions on telecommunications equipment 

procurements, copyright protection for software, and technical standards for 

consumer appliances. In this regard, Calder (1988) explained that the existence of 

cross-national interest-group coalitions and the powerful influence of Japanese 

mass media enabled the reactive state to exert intermittent “flexibility” in its trade 

policies.

Until the 1990s, Japan’s trade policy revolved around multilateralism via 

GATT, or its successor, the World Trade Organization (WTO) system, but shifted 

towards FTAs or a regional trade agreements (RTAs) since the early 2000s 

(Hirasawa, 2013). In 2006, Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro (hereafter 

“Koizumi”) set a national goal to make the FTA share amount to 25% of Japan’s 

total trade value by 2010. Subsequently, in 2012, Prime Minister Noda declared 

“Comprehensive Strategy for the Rebirth of Japan”, establishing an ambitious goal 

of reaching 80% of Japan’s trade with FTA partners (Solis, 2014). 

In the wake of the continuous national efforts, as of 10 August 2016, 15 

EPAs or FTAs in Japan have been signed and in effect, 1 signed but not yet in 

effect, and 9 under negotiation — 3 of which are postponed or suspended 

(Appendix 7). Notwithstanding the government’s aggressive FTA policy initiatives, 

the FTA share of Japan’s total exports accounts for 17%, which lags behind China 

(21%), EU (30%), US (36%), and South Korea (38%) (Solis, 2014). Regarding the 

cause of the sluggish FTA performance, observers enunciate that Japan, in principle, 

has thus far included exemptions for sensitive agricultural products on trade 

agreements in compliance with demands from agricultural interest groups.
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Table 5. Japan’s Item-by-Item Balance of Trade (2012) (unit: JPY trillion)

Source: Sakuyama (2015), translated by author.

In fact, the following findings combined prove that Japanese agricultural 

sector, which now accounts for a mere 1.2% of Japan’s entire GDP, is still heavily 

protected under the auspices of the agricultural policy triangle in the middle of the

worldwide trade liberalization wave. First, as shown in Table 5, Japan enjoys the 

largest excess of export in transportation machinery, equivalent to JPY 12.7 trillion, 

most of which is attributable to an excess of export of JPY 8.3 trillion in motor 

vehicles. In contrast, food and beverage items (JPY 5.8 trillion) including 

agricultural goods aggravate Japan’s trade balance with an excess of imports.   

Second, compared to five major developed and developing countries as 

shown in Table 6, Japan maintains higher tariff rates on agricultural goods (19.0%) 

and lower tariff rates on manufacturing goods (2.5%). This suggests that Japan 

lacks competitiveness in agricultural items since it shows an excess of imports in 

spite of high tariff rates and thereby has no incentive to lower tariff rates on 
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agricultural items. On the other hand, Japanese manufacturing items have an edge 

over major countries with its lowest tariff rates, which can explain the reason why 

Japan asks emerging economies to eliminate tariffs in their corresponding sector. 

Table 6. International Comparison on Average Tariff Rates (2013) 

(unit: %)

Source: Sakuyama (2015), translated by author.

Third, Japanese agriculture has a bipolar tariff structure. According to 

Sakuyama (2015), non-tariff items account for 34% among the entire agricultural 

goods, while farm goods whose tariff rates reach 15% and above stand at 24%. 

Among other things, the five important agricultural goods which raised much 

controversy in the course of Japan’s TPP benefit from a heavily protective trade 

system, as shown on Table 7. The total production of the five important items is 

worth approximately JPY 3.4 trillion as of 2010, comparable to 42% of Japan’s 

gross agricultural product. As an illustration of iron-fisted protection measures, 

adjusted ad valorem tariffs for rice amount to a whopping 778%. In addition to 

high tariff rates, other non-tariff restrictions including measures that Japanese 

government alone can import certain farm items or that put many items under the 

tariff quota system which restrains import amounts for low-tariff items make 

Japanese trade system more complicated with a view to protecting these 

agricultural goods. 
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Table 7. Japan’s Trade System for Important Agricultural Goods

Source: Sakuyama (2015), translated by author.

Table 8. Item-by-Item Liberalization Rates Specified in Japan’s EPAs (unit: %)

Source: Sakuyama (2015), translated by author. 

When it comes to liberalization rates indicating the percentage of items 

which are committed for tariff abolitions among the entire tariff lines in the next 

decade, Japan stands at 85% or so, while most of its EPA partners reach the 

liberalization rate of 90% or higher (Table 8). Disaggregated by industry, the 
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liberalization rate of Japanese agriculture, forestry and fisheries amounts to 50% or 

so in most EPAs and its mining and manufacturing industry almost 100%, which 

indicates that the former sector attributes to Japan’s lower level of trade 

liberalization. Also, Japan’s unbalanced level of trade liberalization by industry 

implies that the country managed to strike advantageous deals by nudging trade 

partners into making more concessions while inhibiting its own agricultural sector 

from trade liberalization. 

To sum up, Japan’s heavy protection on agriculture devoid of international 

competitiveness hints at the fact that the agricultural policy triangle has exerted its 

clout on Japan’s trade policy-making process. In an interview conducted on 7 

December 2016, MAFF officials explained that Japan had concluded EPAs and 

opened its agricultural market by a small margin under the conditions that certain 

agricultural goods, particularly the five important goods, should be protected with 

measures such as tariff quotas. Also, it is suggested that deep-rooted domestic 

divisions over Japan’s TPP participation were predictable from the onset since 

Japan had so far selected EPA partners in its interests with high tariffs on 

agricultural items but TPP negotiations were designed to eliminate trade tariffs on 

all goods including farm goods with large agricultural trade partners.   

2. International Bargaining Dimension

2.1 Processes of TPP Negotiations

In May 2006, the P4 agreement concluded by New Zealand, Singapore, 

Chile, and Brunei Darussalam took effect and later was expanded to the present 

TPP deal under U.S. leadership. Accordingly, eight countries including the P4 

countries, the U.S., Australia, Peru, and Viet Nam launched TPP talks in March 
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2010. In October 2010, Malaysia joined TPP negotiations, so that the TPP deal 

came to hold a total membership of nine countries. 

Originally, TPP talks was set to conclude a deal by November 2011, when 

one and a half year elapsed since its launch. Although the U.S. took the initiative to 

create the so-called 21st century agreement, the nine countries failed to reach an 

agreement by the deadline. Instead, they announced the TPP leaders’ statement and 

the Outlines of the TPP Agreement on 12 November 2011. In particular, the 

outlines include comprehensive market access, market access for goods, the need 

to take appropriate measures for important items, and tariff schedules, aiming at 

overall tariff abolitions in principle. 

On 13 November 2011, Japanese Prime Minister Noda announced that Japan 

would initiate consultations with a view to promoting Japan’s participation in TPP 

talks, and then the Japan-U.S. prior consultations commenced to discuss Japan’s 

involvement in detail. In the process, Washington demanded Tokyo to make 

concessions on beef, insurance, and motor vehicle sectors which are main concerns 

of the former, as part of a precondition for the latter’s participation in TPP talks. 

Consequently, the two parties reached a consensus at the end of the bilateral 

consultations. First, the two countries agreed that the phase-outs of U.S. tariffs on 

motor vehicle imports (2.5% for autos and 25% for trucks) would substantially 

exceed those provided in the Korea-U.S. FTA (five years for autos and 10 years for 

trucks), and that the phase-out timeline would be the longest staging period in TPP 

negotiations. Second, Washington and Tokyo decided to continue bilateral trade 

negotiations on motor vehicles in parallel with TPP negotiations. Third, Japan 

pledged that it would refrain Japan Post from selling new sales of cancer and 

medical insurance. Lastly, the two countries made a plan to continue bilateral 
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consultations on Japan’s non-tariff measures (NTMs) on the sidelines of TPP talks.8

Shortly after Japan’s announcement on future consultations for its TPP 

participation, Canada and Mexico announced that they would join TPP talks. At 

that time, both countries aimed at expanding their agricultural exports to Japan, 

assuming Japan’s participation in TPP talks (Hattori, 2014). In July 2012, their 

participation was finally approved by the nine TPP member states.      

In February 2013, the Japan-U.S. summit meeting took place. In the joint 

statement, the two governments confirmed that all goods would be subject to TPP 

negotiations in case of Japan’s participation, and that Japan would join other parties 

in reaching a comprehensive, high-standard agreement. Acknowledging that both 

countries have trade sensitivities such as certain agricultural items for Japan and 

manufactured items for the U.S., in addition, Abe and Obama confirmed that it is 

not required to make a prior commitment to unilaterally abolish all tariffs upon 

joining TPP talks since final outcomes will be determined in the course of the talks. 

On 15 March, Japanese Prime Minister Abe officially announced Japan’s 

participation in TPP talks, reaffirming that Japan’s joining is not premised on tariff 

abolitions without exceptions in accordance with the Japan-U.S. summit meeting 

held in February. Accordingly, Japan started to partake in TPP negotiations since 

the afternoon session on 23 July at the last stage of the 18th round of TPP talks in 

Malaysia (15 - 25 July). 

As above-mentioned, the nine TPP parties had proceeded negotiations based 

on the Outlines of the TPP agreement made on 11 November 2011, which 

stipulates that the TPP agreement is designed to “eliminate tariffs and other barriers 

                                        

8 Refer to MOFA’s official website. 

http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/tpp/pdfs/kyogi_2013_04_02.pdf. Accessed 12 October 

2016.
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to goods and services trade and investment”. Also, they agreed on “the need to 

appropriately address sensitivities”, which is meant to abolish all tariffs in 

principle.9 In this regard, Hattori (2014) maintains that Japan’s participation led 

TPP talks to reach a new phase since the joint statement between Japan and the U.S. 

virtually recognized that sensitive items would not be targets for tariff abolitions.       

At the 19th round of TPP talks in late August 2013 in Brunei, the U.S. took a 

strong position, setting new goals of a framework agreement by October 2013 and 

the subsequent conclusion by the end of the year. Due to the unsolved conflicts 

between the U.S. and developing countries over intellectual property, environment, 

and government-run corporations, TPP parties failed to made a framework 

agreement during the TPP leaders’ meeting on 8 October and conclude a deal by 

the ministerial meeting in December. 

During the Japan-U.S. summit meeting in 25 April 2014, an important 

agreement called “equation agreement” was reached. The equation indicates a 

combination of the size of tariff reductions, the timeline of tariff reductions, 

safeguards, and tariff quotas, without a premise of tariff abolitions. Put simply, U.S. 

government took a pragmatic position in order to proceed negotiations with Japan 

instead of sticking to the principle of tariff abolitions on all items (Hattori, 2014).

Late June, Obama expressed his willingness to draft an agreement before the 

end of the year10. At that time, Washington pursued a basic policy to make a 

framework agreement by the time the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) 

Leaders’ Meeting took place in November, and Tokyo agreed on Washington’s 

                                        
9 Refer to MOFA’s official website. 
http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/tpp/pdfs/tpp01_07e.pdf. Accessed 12 October 2016.

10 Refer to White House’s official website. https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/2014/06/23/remarks-president-obama-and-prime-minister-key-new-zealand-after-
bilater. Accessed 12 October 2016.
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policy direction.

The Japan-U.S. ministerial meeting was held in May and June 2014 since 

groups of U.S. pork and livestock producers had strongly argued tariff abolitions. 

In the bilateral consultations held in 14~15 July and 4~5 August, the two parties 

mainly discussed criteria to invoke a safeguard clause for beef and pork items, 

based on “equation agreement”. In the Japan-U.S. ministerial meeting held in 

September, Japan was poised to make concessions on additional tariff reductions 

on beef and pork. In contrast, the U.S. toughened its position, arguing the 

maintenance of import tariffs on automobile components. As a result, the bilateral 

consultations came to a dead end, and working-level consultations were resumed 

later in mid-October. 

According to Terada (2015), Japan later employed a FTA with Australia, 

which took effect on 15 January 2015 in order to achieve concessions from the U.S. 

In doing so, Japan intended to put pressure on the U.S. to make compromise over 

its demand for tariff reductions concerning beef and other important agricultural 

products. In Japan, the share of Australian beef (54%) already much outweighed 

that of the U.S. (35%) at that time. With the Japan-Australia FTA, U.S. beef was 

put at an additional disadvantage in terms of price competitiveness. In fact, 

Australian beef exports to Japan rose by 20% in March 2015 in comparison with 

the previous year. The detailed timeline of TPP negotiations is presented in 

Appendix 10.  

2.2 Outcomes of TPP negotiations

After more than five years of lengthy negotiations, 12 TPP countries finally 

concluded an agreement on 5 October 2015 at the TPP ministerial meeting in 
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Atlanta, U.S. In the TPP Ministers’ Statement, member countries touted the TPP 

agreement as “a high-standard, ambitious, comprehensive, and balanced agreement” 

which will encourage economic growth, promote the creation of jobs, alleviate 

poverty, and improve transparency, good governance, enhanced labor, and 

environmental protections.11

The final agreement has the following five key features. First, it stipulates a 

comprehensive market access. The TPP is expected to eliminate or reduce tariffs 

and non-tariff barriers (hereafter ”NTBs”) substantially on goods and services trade 

and investment. Regarding tariff abolition rates on goods, Table 9 presents that 

most of TPP parties committed to abolish tariffs on goods completely and that 

Japan’s commitment level is the least among 12 TPP member states.  

Table 9. TPP Parties’ Tariff Abolition Rates on Goods

                                        
11 Refer to TPP Government Headquarters’ official website. 
http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2015/10/151005_tpp_Summary(e).pdf. Accessed 12 
October 2016.
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Source: MAFF (2015), translated by author.12

Second, it takes a regional approach to commitments in that the agreement 

accelerates the development of production and supply chains and seamless trade, 

promoting a goal of creating and retaining jobs, improving life standards, and 

expediting cross-border integration. Third, the treaty is set to solve new trade 

challenges. It is expected to promote innovation, productivity, and competitiveness, 

coping with the development of the digital economy and the role of government-

run corporations. Fourth, it aims at inclusive trade which ensures that member 

states at various stages of economic development can benefit from trade, and that 

all of them can fulfill commitments on development and trade-related capacity 

building and take advantage of its benefits. Lastly, the TPP is predicted to take a 

role as a platform for regional economic integration and welcome new economies 

in the Asia-Pacific region to join.13

When it comes to the scope of the mega regional trade pact, it includes 30 

chapters, which cover initial provisions and general definitions, trade in goods, 

textiles and apparel, rules of origin, customs administration and trade facilitation, 

sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures, technical barriers to trade (TBT), trade 

remedies, investment, cross-border trade in services, financial services, temporary 

entry for business persons, telecommunications, electronic commerce, government 

procurement, competition policy, state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and designated 

monopolies, intellectual property, labor, environment, cooperation and capacity 

building, competitiveness and business facilitation, development, small- and 

                                        
12 Refer to MAFF official website. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kokusai/tpp/pdf/1_kousyou_kekka_hs2012.pdf. Accessed 12 
October 2016.

13 Refer to TPP Government Headquarters’ official website. 

http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2015/10/151005_tpp_Summary(e).pdf. Accessed 12 
October 2016.
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medium-sized enterprises, regulatory coherence, transparency and anti-corruption, 

administrative and institutional provisions, dispute settlement, exceptions, and final 

provisions.14

What is noticeable is that the 29th chapter includes exceptions. According to 

the agreement, the exceptions chapter is devised to allow all member states to exert 

flexibilities to ensure their own “security interest and other public welfare”. 

Incorporating general exceptions provided in Article XX of GATT 1994 and Article 

XIV of the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), the TPP not only

contains “a self-judging exception” to make sure that any TPP party can take 

measures in need of “protection of its essential security interests” but also describes 

the specific conditions in order to invoke safeguard measures. 

For its part, Japan’s import tariff items amounted for 9,018 by the time it 

joined TPP talks, as showed in Figure 6. As of September 2013, Japan agreed to 

abolish tariffs on 8,089 items (89.7%) but kept protecting the rest of 929 items 

from tariff abolitions. According to Kaoru (2014), the tariff abolition rate would 

reach 93.5% (8,432 items) in case that Japan eliminates all tariffs except the five 

sensitive agricultural products (586 items, 6.5%), that is, rice, sugar, dairy products, 

beef and pork, and wheat. In the course of TPP negotiations, other participating 

countries demanded Japan to remove tariffs on 8,655 items (95.9%), which 

surpassed the limit of domestic ratification and include 223 agricultural items 

(2.4%). After the tug of war in the international bargaining dimension, Japan ended 

up agreeing to a tariff abolition rate of 95.0% (8,575 lines), which indicates Japan’s 

certain concessions on its five sanctuary goods, equivalent to tariff abolitions on 

174 lines. Nonetheless, the level of Japan’s commitment to agriculture, forestry and 

                                        
14 Refer to TPP Government Headquarters’ official website. 
http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2015/10/151005_tpp_Summary(e).pdf. Accessed 12 

October 2016.
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fisheries products is the second lowest among 12 TPP parties as demonstrated in 

Table 10. 

Figure 6. Japan’s Tariff Abolitions According to the TPP Agreement

Sources: Kaoru (2014); Kaoru (2016), compiled by author.

Table 10. TPP Parties’ Commitment to Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Products1

Sources: MAFF (2015), translated by author.15

1Agriculture, forestry and fisheries products of TPP parties except Japan follow the 
international classification HS2012, specifically group 1 to 24, 44, and 46 and do 

                                        
15 Refer to MAFF official website. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kokusai/tpp/pdf/1_kousyou_kekka_hs2012.pdf. Accessed 12 
October 2016.
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not match items under MAFF jurisdiction (liquor and tobacco items under MOF 
jurisdictions included).
2Based on 2013 IMF data.
3Duty-free items included.
4Liberalization rates of Japan’s pre-existing are classified into the percentage of 
item lines whose tariffs are eliminated in 11 years. 

CHAPTER III. PREFERENCES AND COALITIONS 
OF JAPANESE CONSTITUENTS

In 1988, Putnam argues that “any testable two-level theory of 

international negotiation” should be based on a theory about the power and 

preferences of major domestic actors. Concerning a certain international 

negotiation, some domestic constituents might incur relatively smaller loss from 

no-agreement, while others should pay higher costs. In this case, the formers will 

take more negative attitude towards the international agreement than the latter side. 

Therefore, the negotiating room of a chief negotiator hinges on the relative size of 

status quo forces and free trade forces. Such is the case with Japan’s TPP 

participation and a final agreement, which pitted free trade constituents against the 

traditional agricultural regime consisting of MAFF, nōrin zoku, and JA. In this 

chapter, major constituents such as bureaucracy, political parties, interest groups 

are divided into either status quo group or free trade group, and thereby their 

preferences and coalitions in the face of TPP negotiations are investigated.   

  

1. Status Quo Group 

1.1. Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF)

As one of the three pillars for the agriculture policy triangle, MAFF is 

purportedly a stalwart supporter of agricultural protectionism. The ministry has 
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hitherto consulted with nōrin zoku and JA leaders concerning the formulation of 

agricultural policies and collaborated with the JA to carry out them. However, 

MAFF is joining the government-led agricultural reforms under the Abe 

administration. As Maclachlan and Shimizu put it in 2016, the ministry’s 

Production Bureau, or seisankyoku (生産局), starts to take measures to respond to 

market movements, and the Management Bureau, or keieikyoku (経営局), provides 

more resources for innovative farmers. 

On 29 January 2013, MAFF established the Headquarters for Promoting 

Aggressive Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries headed by the minister in order to 

increase the potential of rural areas and revitalize the industry from the mid-term 

perspective. To this end, the Headquarters, which consists of two sub-committees 

called “Committee for Reviewing Institutions” and “Committee for Promoting 

Strategic Responses”, is entitled to come up with Japanese direct payment system 

and income stabilization system, analyze merits of Japanese agriculture, and 

expand agricultural market at home and abroad.16

In the second meeting on 26 March 2013, the Headquarters reported 184 

successful management cases in rural areas in the name of treasures in the industry. 

In the third meeting on 19 April 2013, the Headquarters presented nine challenges 

to be addressed, e.g., the establishment of item-by-item and country-by-country 

export strategies, the incorporation of farmlands, and the prevention of abandoned 

farmlands.17 From the fourth meeting onwards, the Headquarters has examined 

and discussed measures to materialize aggressive agriculture, forestry, and fisheries 

                                        
16 Refer to MAFF’s official website. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kanbo/saisei/honbu/pdf/honbu1_setti.pdf. Accessed 17 October 
2016.

17 Refer to MAFF’s official website. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kanbo/saisei/honbu/pdf/honbu3_shiryo.pdf. Accessed 17 October 
2016.
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industry in the fourth meeting on 2 July 2013, collaborative programs with other 

ministries in the fifth meeting on 8 August 2013 and business community in the 

seventh meeting on 18 October 2013, measures to reduce rice production cost and 

cases to require regulatory reforms in the eighth meeting on 8 November 2013, and 

measures to develop, protect, and spread new technology and varieties on 11 

December 2013.18

In the meantime, MAFF has softened its attitude towards the TPP under 

the Abe administration because the ministry would like to renew its tainted 

reputation as a stumbling block to the conclusion of international trade agreements 

and the improvement of Japan’s agricultural competitiveness (Maclachlan and 

Shimizu 2016). On 26 December 2012, the day when Abe assumed his office, the 

MAFF minister said to reporters in a press conference that the ministry would 

make an effort to reach an early agreement over market access with the U.S.19 On 

top of that, MAFF officials explained the ministry’s changed stance in the 

December 27 interview, saying that the ministry had expected the five sensitive 

agricultural products to be exempted from tariff abolitions in compliance with the 

Japan-U.S. Joint Statement made on 22 February 2013 and accordingly supported 

Abe’s announcement on Japan’s TPP participation.  

In line with the establishment of the TPP General Headquarters led by the 

prime minister, afterwards, MAFF set up the MAFF Headquarters on the TPP on 

October 9 2015, which is headed by the minister with a view to dispelling concerns 

among farmers over the ramifications of the TPP and motivating them to keep 

producing with appropriate agriculture policy actions. In the second meeting on 25 

                                        
18 Refer to MAFF’s official website. 
http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kanbo/saisei/honbu/pdf/4_gijishidai.pdf. Accessed 17 October 2016. 

19 Refer to MAFF’s official website. http://www.maff.go.jp/j/kanbo/saisei/honbu/. 
Accessed 17 October 2016.
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November 2015, the Headquarters devised concrete measures for stable 

management and supply of the five sanctuary agricultural products. For example, 

in order to prevent the negative impact of an increase in rice imports, the ministry 

made a plan to re-examine the government's rice stockpiles and purchase domestic 

rice equivalent to the volume of rice imports.

On 18 December 2015, the ministry obtained a supplementary budget of 

JPY 4,008 billion in accordance with a decision in an extraordinary cabinet 

meeting, JPY 3,122 billion of which was allocated for the TPP-related measures. 

Accordingly, in the third meeting, the MAFF minister underscored the ministry's 

future efforts to eliminate anxieties over the TPP through holding national briefing 

sessions on 21 December and forthcoming prefectural and item-by-item sessions 

and utilizing a local counsellor system installed in October. 

In the fourth meeting on 21 January 2016, where a progress of ongoing item-

by-item briefing sessions called "Caravan for the New Era's Agriculture" since 

early January was reported, the minister accentuated the delivery of accurate 

information about the TPP agreement and the government's relevant policy and 

budgets through prefectural and district-level briefing sessions. Also, the minister 

suggested creating a two-way communications scheme between agricultural 

households and the ministry, e.g., a setup of a hotline between local counsellors 

and farms and the establishment of a Q&A Internet homepage for farmers. 

In addition, the minister put forward another idea to facilitate liaison 

between the central government and local authorities by holding meetings with 

local counsellors on a regular basis in order to familiarize current issues in the rural 

area. Most recently, in the fifth meeting on 19 May 2016, the Headquarters 

identified nine pending agricultural issues and came up with policy actions to 

address them, e.g., fostering young talents in the agricultural sector and realigning 
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a land improvement system in the rural area.

1.2.Liberal Democratic Party (LDP)

As for LDP, its party members had been greatly split over the TPP issue 

between shōkō zoku and nōrin zoku until Abe’s announcement on Japan’s 

participation in TPP talks because of its traditional strong voting base in rural areas. 

When Prime Minister Kan announced the examination of Japan’s TPP participation 

in October 2010, LDP as an opposition party objected the TPP, releasing a 

resolution to ask the Kan administration to revoke his mention of the TPP 

participation and warn his party DPJ not to break its pledge in the previous general 

election that it would revitalize Japanese agriculture and rural areas and promote 

EPAs in a way to maintain food safety, stabilize food supply and improve food self-

sufficiency in Japan. On 4 October 2011, the meeting to request an immediate 

withdrawal from the TPP participation (TPP参加の即時撤回を求める会 or 

simply 撤回会), headed by LDP’s Lower House Diet Member Hiroshi Moriyama, 

held a convention for its establishment and adopted a urgent resolution to prevent 

Japan’s TPP participation (TPP参加の即時撤回を要求する緊急決議). As a total, 

101 LDP’s diet members join tekkaikai (撤回会), 59 of whom partook in the 

convention (Sakuyama, 2015).

LDP’s staunch opposition was continued in the ensuing DPJ government. 

Ahead of the APEC summit meeting in Hawaii in November 2011, LDP’s Research 

Commission on Agriculture Administration and Trade (総合農政·貿易調査会)

adopted a resolution for opposing the TPP participation 

(TPP参加反対に関する決議) on 25 October 2011 in anticipation of Prime 

Minister Noda’s possible announcement on Japan’s TPP participation. In the 
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resolution, LDP argued that the party could never tolerate Japan’s TPP participation 

since it would hamper the improvement of Japan’s food self-sufficiency by 

eliminating tariffs on its own and finally drive Japanese agriculture towards a total 

destruction. Also, the resolution contends that an open and public discussion be 

needed, so that the Noda administration should not make a hasty decision on the 

TPP, aiming at the APEC meeting in November. 

While the previous resolution mostly reflected opinions of nōrin zoku, the 

policy position on the TPP released on 4 November represented the party’s general 

opinion. The announcement by LDP’s Research Commission on Regional 

Diplomatic and Economic Partnership (外交·経済連帯調査会), headed by 

Masahiko Komura, articulated that LDP objected to announcing Japan’s TPP 

participation during the upcoming APEC meeting (APEC に お い て

交渉参加の表明をすることは反対である).

On 9 March 2012, LDP’s Research Commission on Regional Diplomatic 

and Economic Partnership (hereafter “Research Commission”) announced its 

official stance on the TPP once more. At that time, the party suggested six items as 

conditions for the TPP participation. First and foremost, LDP claimed that it would 

oppose Japan’s joining in TPP talks premised on tariff abolition without sanctuary 

(政府が、『聖域なき関税撤廃』を前提にする限り、交渉参加に反対する).

Second, the government should not accept numerical goals for manufacturing 

goods including motor vehicles which are against the free trade principle. Third, 

the government should protect Japan’s national insurance system. Fourth, the 

government should protect criteria for food safety. Fifth, the government should 

not make compromise on the investment-state dispute settlement clause (hereafter 

“ISD clause”) which infringes on national sovereignty. Lastly, the government 

should take into account Japan’s characteristics in terms of government 
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procurement and financial services. 

Upon Noda’s announcement on the dissolution of the Lower House, LDP 

quoted the expression written on the March statement on the TPP issue in order to 

release its manifesto on 21 November 2012. During the general election campaign 

for the Lower House on 16 December 2012, the party promised to oppose Japan’s 

entry into TPP talks if it premises tariff abolition without any exceptions.

Regarding this electoral rhetoric, Sakuyama (2015) maintains that LDP used an 

ambiguous expression in its manifesto since it was facing severe intra-party 

conflicts over the TPP and intended to secure policy discretion in preparation of its 

seizure of power. 

After Abe took office, the ruling party reaffirmed its pledge with reference to 

Japan’s participation in TPP negotiations. On 25 December 2012, LDP and its 

coalition partner Komeito (公明党) made an agreement that they would further 

pursue free trade through FTAs and EPAs on the one hand and find the best policy 

option vis-à-vis the TPP on the other hand which accords with national interests. 

As Japan’s TPP participation was expected to be on the table during the 

Japan-U.S. summit meeting in February 2013, however, intra-party pros and cons 

of the TPP issue was activated. On 28 December 2012, tekkaikai, which was 

established in November 2010, held the first meeting under the Abe administration. 

As a total, 50 Diet members attended at the meeting and voiced a strong opposition 

to TPP participation. According to Sakuyama (2015), more than half of LDP 

members joined tekkaikai as of December 2012, and the number of membership 

kept increasing before the Japan-U.S. summit meeting in February. For example, 

tekkaikai’s membership reached 203 at the New Year’s meeting on 23 January 

2013 and later increased by 225 on 7 February. On the other hand, TPP study group

(TPPに関する研究会), co-chaired by Yoriko Gawaguchi and Hirohiko Nakamura, 
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was held by TPP advocates in LDP and attended by 30 young Diet members. 

In the middle of intra-party heated debates, the Research Commission, or the 

LDP’s decision-making institution on the TPP, headed by Seishiro Etō, had the first 

meeting on 6 February 2013 since Abe’s inauguration in order to launch an intra-

party discussion on the TPP matter in earnest. On 8 February, the Research 

Commission had the second intensive discussion and finally decided to announce a 

basic policy on TPP participation on 13 February. Accordingly, the party institution 

decided its basic policy on the TPP on 13 February and delivered it to Abe on the 

next day. The basic policy statement stipulates that the six items as conditions for 

TPP participation should be observed by the government as the March 2012 stance 

on the TPP stated and the manifesto for the Lower House election reaffirmed.  

On the other hand, in another meeting with 100 LDP participants, tekkaikai

adopted a resolution titled “Concerning a policy action on the TPP (TPPへの対応

について)” on 19 February 2013 and had it delivered to Abe. In the resolution, 

tekkaikai pointed out that the TPP would have grave impacts on Japan’s agriculture, 

national insurance, and standards for food safety, so that the group could never 

admit the government’s decision on the TPP participation at the present stage. In 

the attached document named “National interests to be protected in the TPP (TPP

に関して守り抜くべき国益 )”, in addition, the group specified detailed 

conditions to be secured in case of Japan’s TPP participation. What is appreciable 

here is that while vigorously opposing the TPP, tekkaikai as LDP’s veto power bore 

in mind the government’ TPP participation in the future, using the expression “In 

case Japan participates in TPP negotiations (それぞれTPP交渉に参加した場合

に)”. 

Afterwards, a shift in the focus of intra-party discussions stood out. 

Although it is difficult to tell from when exactly the change in LDP’s party 
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platform was made, at least between the Japan-U.S. summit meeting on February 

22 and Abe’s announcement on March 15, the expression “Oppose Japan’s joining 

in TPP talks premised on tariff abolition without sanctuary” used on the 2012 

general election trail disappeared and was supplanted by another expression “Give 

Prime Minister Abe a free hand over the TPP issue”. Pulling string behind the 

scene, Abe reportedly diverted the course of intra-party discussions. The detailed 

strategies implemented by Prime Minister Abe are presented in Chapter 5.  

On 27 February 2013, shortly after the Japan-U.S. summit meeting, LDP 

issued a resolution that the government should go through sufficient discussion in 

the party before any decision and present a clear policy in case of its decision on 

the participation. On 1 March 2013, two weeks before the Abe’s announcement on 

the TPP participation, the ruling party formed the TPP Committee chaired by Koya 

Nishikawa under the Research Commission in order to protect five sanctuary items 

and public health insurance system. Accordingly, five teams of experts on economy, 

agriculture, forestry and fisheries, health and welfare, monetary and fiscal policy, 

and diplomacy were installed. In the wake of heated debates in the five teams, 

LDP’s TPP Committee released the final results of the discussion called “LDP 

Resolution on the TPP” and delivered it to Prime Minister Abe on 14 March 2013. 

In effect, LDP’s resolution gave the Abe administration the green light to its 

TPP participation on an assumption that the government prioritizes the protection 

of the five agricultural sanctuary items and the national insurance system and is 

willing to withdraw from the negotiations if it is not possible to secure vital 

interests. Based on the resolution, the party announced that it would fully support 

Japan’s TPP participation led by the Abe government, with a strong resolve to 

protect things to protect in favor of national interests.20 In addition, LDP stated that 

                                        
20 Refer to LDP’s official website. https://www.jimin.jp/news/discourse/128489.html, 
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the TPP not only would create economic benefits for Japan through free trade but 

also would contribute to Japan’s security (LDP, 2013).21

Following the conclusion of the TPP agreement, the party set up the TPP 

Response Headquarters chaired by PARC Chairperson Tomomi Inada. During the 

Headquarters’ first meeting on 29 October 2015, Inada promised to put together an 

all-LDP response and address domestic anxieties surrounding the TPP. 

Subsequently, the new party organization formulated relevant recommendations for 

the government which were incorporated into the government’s TPP Response 

Policy Guidelines and held meetings with LDP’s relevant policy divisions for 

studies of the TPP treaties and related legislation.22

1.3. Japanese Agricultural Cooperatives (JA)

The most vehement opposition to the TPP came from the Japanese 

Agricultural Cooperatives (JA), the third pillar of the agricultural iron triangle. To 

systemically impede the government’s involvement in TPP negotiations, the most 

influential farm lobby group has made the best use of its mouthpiece, “the Japan 

Agricultural News”.23 When Abe and Obama confirmed that all goods would be 

subject to TPP negotiations for trade liberalization, the JA mouthpiece stated that 

anti-TPP campaign reached a crucial stage and it would not agree with the 

                                                                                                       

Accessed 14 October 2016.

21 Refer to LDP’s official website. https://www.jimin.jp/english/news/120422.html. 
Accessed 14 October 2016.

22 Refer to LDP’s official website. https://www.jimin.jp/english/news/130860.html. 

Accessed 14 October 2016.

23 The Japan Agricultural News started to release its publication from 1928 under the name 
of Market Report. It was an editorial organization of JA and then became JA-owned daily 

agricultural newspaper in 2002. 
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government’s TPP participation since there is no guarantee that Japan can ensure 

exceptions for tariff abolition (The Japan Agri News, February 25, 2013). 

Right after Abe announced his intention to join TPP talks on 15 March 2013, 

the daily newspaper likened TPP participation to Japan’s abandonment of national 

sovereignty and proclaimed that they would reinforce and expand their anti-TPP 

campaign to urge the government to withdraw from the talks. During an interview 

with the Japan Agri News, Akira Banzai, the JA-Zenchu president, asked the 

government to promptly leave the negotiating table when it cannot meet LDP’s 

campaign commitments and resolutions adopted by the Diet (The Japan Agri News, 

March 16, 2013). 

In May 2013, the JA’s newspaper released a series of articles as parts of anti-

TPP campaigns to report on citizens’ opposition to the TPP. And later on 26 June 

2015, it relayed farmers' concerns and anxieties over the looming TPP conclusion 

after the passage of the Trade Promotion Authority (TPA) bill by U.S. Congress, 

which empowers President Barack Obama to exercise a fast-track authority for TPP 

talks. Regarding the conclusion of the TPP agreement, the newspaper published an 

opinion poll on 28 October 2015 that 69 % of its readers responded the pact 

violated the Diet resolutions calling for protection of the five sensitive agricultural 

goods, and that the Abe administration’s disapproval rate accounted for 75%. 

Subsequently, with a focus on public relations activities, it issued numerous articles, 

saying that Japanese rice is good, that agricultural jobs are catching popularity 

nowadays, and that two-thirds of farmers oppose Abe’s farm policies. 

In addition, JA has mobilized farmers and citizens with an eye to raising 

public awareness and pressuring the government and the ruling party to withdraw 

TPP participation. On 25 May 2013, the farm interest group led a protest rally with 

more than 2,000 participants in Tokyo. Since 30 July 2013, the JA Kumamoto aired 
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a 30-second television advertisement to publicize an adverse influence of TPP 

negotiations to the average people. One day before the TPP ministerial meeting 

was held on 22 February 2014, JA rallied behind some 800 representatives of 

farmers nationwide in order to urge the government and the ruling party to protect 

key agricultural products during the upcoming negotiations. 

As TPP negotiations came to an end, over 1,500 farmers under the auspices 

of JA held a rally in Tokyo on 27 July 2015, the day before the TPP ministerial 

talks in Hawaii. On 29 September 2015, around 250 farmers, supported by four 

farmers' organizations, rallied against TPP talks and demanded that the government 

should keep the Diet resolution, which promised to prevent sensitive agricultural 

products from tariff reduction or elimination. 

Third, JA has steadily put pressure on the government and conducted 

lobbying activities. In a meeting with MAFF Minister Yoshimasa Hayashi, JA-

Zenchu President Akira Banzai urged him to exempt key farm items from TPP 

negotiations on 27 July 2015. In preparation for the TPP ministerial meeting in 

Hawaii on 28 July 2015, JA officials also visited Hawaii to solidify the anti-TPP 

position in cooperation with Canadian representatives of the farm sector and lobby 

for exemption of important agricultural products from TPP talks. Again, prior to the

final TPP ministerial meeting in Atlanta on 30 September 2015, JA decided to send 

a delegation to the venue to make last-minute call for the government to protect 

key farm items as well as lobby Diet members in each prefecture to pressure the 

government to comply with the Diet resolutions and disclose information on TPP 

talks. 

However, JA’s adamant objection to the TPP was greatly diluted by the Abe 

administration’s agricultural reform drive, which was kicked off in earnest around 

November 2013. According to Ishiguro (2016), the agricultural administration 
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reforms under the Abe administration have been examined in the Industrial 

Competitiveness Council (hereafter “ICC”) and the Council for Regulatory 

Reforms (hereafter “CRR”). On 22 November 2013, a proposal titled “On the 

Drastic Reforms of Basic Agricultural Policies” was put forward in the former 

council, and later MAFF released a policy plan called “A Course of Agricultural 

Administration Reforms for Aggressive Reforms of Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fisheries”. These two proposals were eventually put together as “A Plan of 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries and Created Regional Energy” in the Abe 

administration. On 14 May 2014, CRR proposed a drastic idea to abolish JA as a 

whole through presenting a proposal titled “An Opinion on Agricultural Reforms”. 

In response to the government-led initiatives to weaken its political power, 

JA-Zenchu decided to carry out its self-reforms. President Akira Banzai said on 12 

August 2014, “Agricultural cooperatives are autonomous and independent. We 

want to put the reforms into practice by ourselves.” Afterwards, main discussions 

in JA revolved around both the TPP and self-reforms, so that anti-TPP campaigns 

had to be carried out in parallel with activities to protect its established interests 

and prevent radical reforms led by the government. On 15 January 2015, JA-

Zenchu president mentioned that JA’s self-reform measures sought for voluntary 

reform to increase agricultural income and raised a question that the abolition of 

JA’s auditing function would raise agricultural income. 

While he expressed his concern over a special import quota for U.S. rice on 

5 February 2015, Banzai said he would exchange opinions with the government 

and LDP members concerning the direction of the JA reform. On 6 March 2015, 

JA-Zenchu presented a special resolution on JA’s self-reform and stated that JA 

would strengthen its collective function and exert representation, general 

coordination, management consultation, and auditing functions which live up to JA 

members as well as set up a new auditing company to improve soundness of the 
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management. At the same time, the farm group issued a special resolution to call 

upon the government to comply with the Diet's resolution on TPP negotiations and 

provide a clear explanation to farmers about the negotiation process. 

As the Abe Cabinet submitted a JA reform bill to the Diet, however, JA-

Zenchu President announced his intention to resign on 9 April 2015, which 

signaled his defeat to maintain JA’s entrenched interests and power. Choe Okuno, 

the newly elected JA-Zenchu President, demonstrated his willingness to create an 

open organization and pursue the group’s reform during an inaugural press 

conference held on 11 August 2015. After the JA reform bill was passed in the Diet 

on 28 August 2015, Okuno said that he met with Prime Minister Abe and LDP 

executives, and JA relationships with the government and the ruling party shifted 

from confrontation to dialogue. 

JA’s accommodative attitudes towards the government’s reform drive since 

Choe Kuno’s inauguration stood in sharp contrast with those since 12 countries 

including Japan stroke a deal on 15 October 2015. JA-Zenchu announced that it 

would deter the ratification process in the Diet and stage a rally to protect Japanese 

food, its agricultural industry and rural areas. Also, the farm lobby group presented 

its three action plans, that is, examining contents of the TPP agreement and its 

consistency with the Diet resolution and demanding the disclosure of the 

negotiation information to consumers and farmers, paying heed to the ratification 

process and getting everything in readiness for protecting Japan’s agriculture and 

sovereignty and lives of its people by banding together with other organizations. 

On 5 November 2015, JA-Zenchu maintained through its policy proposal on 

the TPP agreement that the regional trade pact might reduce incentives of 

agricultural production and affect young generation who are newly participating in 

the agricultural sector, so that the government should establish a long-term policy 
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that encourages agricultural reproduction and dispel anxieties among farmers. 

After the Abe government’s reform bill was enacted in April 2016, JA has 

exerted itself to improve its own competitiveness and draw up measures to expand 

exports of local agricultural goods in line with the government’s policy actions. In 

particular, JA has run the Headquarters for Export Promotion since February 2016 

to examine Japan’s exporting system and relevant important tasks and the Export 

Promotion Council in collaboration with the government and the business 

community to discuss concreate action plans for export initiatives. 

At a meeting between the farm ministry and JA on 19 August 2016, Yuji 

Yamamoto, the new MAFF minister, called upon JA to work together to develop 

the agricultural sector into a growth-oriented industry. As of 8 September 2016, JA 

Zenchu announced that based on its resolution made in the national convention, it 

would make its efforts to boost agricultural production in accordance with 

consumers’ needs, encourage direct sales through joint marketing, and facilitate 

competition among agricultural business through joint purchase. 

2. Free Trade Group 

2.1. Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry (METI)

Among the state bureaucracy, METI and MOFA strongly supported Abe’s 

positions in the course of TPP negotiations (Ishiguro 2016). With its mission to 

promote economic vitality in private companies and advance external economic 

relationships (METI 1999), METI is a strong backer of export manufacturing 

industries and TPP negotiations. During his inauguration speech in February 2013, 

METI Minister Toshimitsu Motegi showed a discreet attitude towards the TPP, 

announcing that his ministry would explore the best possible option that suited 
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national interests while estimating domestic impacts of the TPP and carrying out 

bilateral negotiations with the U.S.24

After Prime Minister Abe made an official announcement on TPP 

participation on 15 March 2013, however, the ministry overtly promoted TPP 

negotiations. In the 2014 New Year Greetings, the minister stressed TPP 

negotiations as well as the Japan-EU EPA and RCEP as a means to facilitate 

Japan’s overseas economic growth. Following his predecessor, Mr. Yoichi 

Miyazawa, the new METI minister, in early 2015, demonstrated his strong 

willingness to conclude the TPP at an early date. On 6 October 2015, in 

commemoration of the conclusion of the TPP agreement, Miyazawa stated that the 

deal would provide Japan's small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and mid-

ranking companies with numerous advantages through reduction and elimination of 

tariffs, simplification of export procedures, and e-commerce.

From the finalization of the TPP agreement onwards, METI has spearheaded 

other government ministries in providing detailed information, establishing 

consultation system, and supporting the development of new markets and the 

establishment of global value chains. Mr. Motoo Hayashi, the third METI minister 

in the second Abe Cabinet, said in the 2016 New Year Greetings that he would 

support mid-ranking companies and SMEs to expand their markets and businesses 

via the TPP at every stage. 

2.2 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA)

Putting a priority on the Japan-U.S. relations, MOFA has been supportive of 

                                        
24 Refer to METI’s official website. 

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/speeches/20130212.html#m003. Accessed 2 October 2016. 
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U.S.-led TPP negotiations. At the 183rd session of the Diet on 28 February 2013,

MOFA Minister Fumio Kishida pledged to promote the revitalization of Japanese 

economy through three pillars of Japan’s foreign policy, that is, strengthening the 

Japan-U.S. alliance, deepening cooperative relations with neighboring countries, 

and strengthening economic diplomacy. Regarding the TPP, he said the government 

would make a decision about whether to participate in the negotiations based on 

the Japan-U.S. summit meeting, but he emphasized the strategic promotion of high-

level economic partnerships including the TPP.

On 23 May 2013, two months after Japan’s announcement of TPP 

participation, the minister referred to the TPP alongside RCEP and the trilateral 

FTA with China and the Republic of Korea as an effort to the ultimate creation of 

FTAAP at the 19th International Conference on “The Future of Asia”. At the 186th

session of the Diet on 24 January 2014, Kishida said that the ministry would 

strengthen its support for the overseas expansion of Japanese enterprises through 

the Headquarter for the Promotion of Japanese Business Support and keep working 

on an early conclusion of TPP negotiations.25 Subsequently, he reiterated at the 

189th and 190th session of the Diet that the TPP would contribute to Japan’s national 

interests and provide momentum to pursue other economic partnership agreements, 

ensuring that his ministry aimed at an early conclusion (or signing in 2016) of TPP 

negotiations. 

2.3. Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)

While LDP, the second pillar of the traditional agricultural regime, has 

                                        
25 With an eye to encouraging overseas expansion of Japan’s enterprises, the MOFA 
established the Headquarter for the Promotion of Japanese Business Support headed by the 
MOFA minister in December 2013. The Headquarter has thus far collected and 
disseminated information in support of Japanese companies and promoted public-private 
partnership. See more at http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/ecm/ec/page23_001152.html.     



59

gradually converted its position in favor of the TPP agreement in conjunction with 

the Abe administration, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), the largest opposition 

party, has put the brakes on the government’s TPP policy since Prime Minister Abe 

took his office in December 2012. Considering that the two previous DPJ 

governments, that is, the Kan and Noda administrations, first pushed to join TPP 

talks, the party neither vigorously oppose Japan’s involvement in TPP negotiations

nor eagerly support it.  

For instance, the wording in the December 2012 election was rather 

understated and ambiguous in view of intra-party opposition to the TPP including 

former MAFF minister Michihiko Kano (The Japan Times, November 28, 2012). 

In its 2012 manifesto, DPJ, on the one hand, pledged to pursue multilateral EPAs as 

well as strengthen the Japan-U.S. alliance as the critical point of Japan’s foreign 

relations and national security. On the other hand, the party took a reserved 

approach in the same document, saying that it will “promote” and “make decisions” 

on the TPP with a premise that Japan’s national interests and its agriculture, food 

safety, and universal health insurance system are protected. 

Concerning Abe’s intention to join TPP talks, DPJ reiterated its basic 

position on the matter through the 15 March 2013 statement and criticized that the 

Abe administration did not make a sufficient commitment to its campaign promise 

that TPP participation would not be predicated on tariff elimination without 

exemptions. As a deterrence to the government’s TPP negotiations, moreover, DPJ 

succeeded to pass a resolution in the Standing Committees on Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries of the two Houses on 18 April 2013. In the resolution, Diet members 

expressed concerns that the TPP could “pose a serious risk to Japan’s agriculture, 

forestry and fisheries”, “reduce Japan’s food self-sufficiency rate”, and “collapse 

the economies of local communities”. Also, it recommended that the government 

should make sensitive products excluded from the negotiations or subject to 
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renegotiation and “not hesitate to withdraw from the talks if it judges that sanctuary 

could not be protected”. 

Subsequently, on the campaign trail for the 23rd Upper House election in 

July 2013, the main opposition party’s approach to the TPP had no big change. In 

its manifesto in 2013, DPJ emphasized that it would provide enough policy 

assistance to agriculture, forestry, and fishery industries, aiming for 50 percent self-

sufficiency in food and legalizing an individual household income support system 

for farmers. Also, it pledged to ensure the exclusion of the five key products from 

TPP negotiations and leave the talks if necessary to protect national interests. 

However, the two consecutive defeats in the December 2012 Lower House 

election and the July 2013 Upper House Election sharply weakened DPJ’s status in 

the Diet and incapacitated its checks on the government’s TPP policy. Observers 

argued that the disappointing performance of the biggest opposition party was 

attributable to the fact that DPJ failed to differentiate itself from LDP in terms of 

key policy measures including TPP participation (The Japan Times, July 29, 2013). 

In order to regain momentum for keeping the government in check, DPJ 

took an initiative to build a large coalition of opposition parties on 11 October 2013. 

Under DPJ’s leadership, the Japan Restoration, Your Party, the Japanese 

Communist Party, the People’s Life Party, the Social Democratic Party, and the 

New Renaissance Party reached an agreement to “liaise and work together with 

regard to issues such as TPP negotiations during the Diet session”, “call for the 

establishment of the Special Diet Committee on the TPP”, and “urge proper 

disclosure of information about the content of negotiations to the public”. 

Prior to the TPP ministerial meeting on 22 February 2014 in Singapore, 

Koichiro Gemba, the Chairman of DPJ’s General Research Committee on 

Economic Partnerships and Agricultural Revitalization made a statement to deplore 
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the government’s failure to extract satisfactory concessions from the U.S. and call 

upon the government to comply with the Diet resolution and disclose adequate 

information on the negotiations. Right after the ministerial meeting, DPJ voiced its

concern that Japan “would be at a disadvantage” in the future meetings since the 

government “signaled its willingness to play its trump card in the recent meeting in 

Singapore”. For this reason, the largest party was determined to keep monitoring 

the negotiation process to ensure that the government complies with the Diet 

resolution. 

However, once again, DPJ’s parliamentarian activities failed to win votes 

enough to protect sensitive agricultural items from TPP negotiation table. Ahead of 

the 47th general election of the Lower House on 14 December 2014, DPJ brought 

forward a threadbare and repetitive catchphrase, saying that it will resuscitate 

Japan’s agriculture and urge the government to disclose full information on TPP 

talks. Consequently, DPJ suffered yet another crushing defeat in the election, which 

was followed by an extra failure in the 18th unified local assembly elections. 

On 24 April 2015, DPJ and the Japan Innovation Party (JIP) jointly 

submitted a TPP legislation which promotes the disclosure of information 

regarding TPP negotiations to the Lower House. In spite of DPJ-led efforts to 

prevent the government’s concessions on sanctuary items, the TPP agreement was 

finalized with tariff elimination or reduction on some agricultural items. In 

response, DPJ censured the government for the negotiation outcomes against 

Japan’s national interests and a breach of the Diet resolution, presenting its plan to 

discuss the details of the agreement at the Diet’s Committee on Budget. On 8 

October 2015, subsequently, DPJ President Katsuya Okada asked the government 

to receive relevant questions from the Diet members and explain TPP outcomes as 

early as possible. 
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As of January 2016, DPJ and JIP jointly drafted and announced their 

position on the TPP agreement in principle that they valued the deal for 

encouraging other Asia-Pacific countries to consider joining the TPP, but the 

government’s negotiation process and insufficient information sharing were 

problematic. From the 190th regular session of the Diet started from 4 January 2016, 

DPJ’s Diet members have assailed the government and the ruling party on the TPP 

secrecy at the Lower House’s Special Committee on the TPP Agreement (hereafter 

“Special Committee”), which was established to examine the approval of the TPP 

conclusion and the enactment of the relevant legislations on 24 March 2016. 

As of October 2016, the Special Committee consists of one chairman from 

LDP, eight directors, five of which are LDP members, and 36 committee members, 

32 of which are from either LDP (28) or its coalition partner Komeito (4). In 

addition to the numerical inferiority in the TPP discussion, DPJ underwent another 

dismal failure in the 24th election of the Upper House on 10 July 2016 with the 

exception of a DPJ-backed candidate’s victory from the Lower House by-election 

in Kyoto on 24 April 2016. All in all, DPJ’s failure to differentiate itself from the 

ruling party with regard to the TPP, prevent the fragmentation of opposition parties 

over controversial issues, and more importantly woo voters undercut its efforts to 

put a brake on the government’s engagement in the TPP. 

2.4.Business Community 

Outside the Abe administration, business organizations like Keidanren and 

Keizai Doyukai (経済同友会), “Japan Association of Corporate Executives” are 

fervid supporters of the TPP in anticipation of expanded chances for exporting 

manufacturing industries. On 26 December 2012, Keidanren released requests for 

the new administration to participate in the TPP negotiation as a means to promote 
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innovation in the private sector and strengthen economic and security ties with the 

U.S.26

Since the Abe administration decided to participate in TPP talks, Keidanren 

and its chairman have urged the government to conclude the agreement as early as 

possible through proposals and press conferences. On 16 April 2013, Keidanren 

argued that TPP participation is essential to redressing the unfavorable competitive 

conditions Japan faces, so that Japan needs to proactively propose new rules 

aligned to the realities of business during the negotiations. On 22 May 2013, the 

business organization called upon the government to seek an early conclusion of 

the TPP, which is regarded as one of five policy issues to be addressed with an eye 

to improving the foundation for the business environment. 

What is noteworthy is that a broad coalition of the business community took 

collective actions for the purpose of supporting the TPP agreement. On 10 

February 2014, Keidanren, the Japan Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and 

Keizai Doyukai jointly called for the early conclusion of TPP negotiations, stating 

that the government should respond flexibly and utilize safeguard clauses and 

phased tariff reduction or elimination. In addition, they put an emphasis on 

enhancing agricultural competiveness and flexible approach in the Japan-U.S. 

bilateral talks. 

On 21 April 2014, even cross-national interest-group collaboration was 

made. Keidanren, Japan-U.S. Business Council, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and 

U.S.-Japan Business Council made a joint statement on the TPP. Prior to the Japan-

U.S. summit meeting in April 2014, the coalition called on both leaders to pursue 

the conclusion of the TPP agreement with renewed focus, vigor and purpose.

                                        
26 Refer to Keidanren’s official website. 

http://www.keidanren.or.jp/en/policy/2012/091.html. Accessed 14 October 2016.
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Especially, for the Japanese government’s part, the business interest groups asked

to meet its commitment to subject all goods to the negotiations including 

agricultural products in order to eliminate tariff and NTBs on all products in 

principle.27

No sooner had the agreement been concluded than the Asia-Pacific 

Chambers of Commerce including Keidanren made a joint statement that they 

would work together in collaboration with the governments to ensure the final 

agreement is approved and fully implemented.28 On May 27 2016, Keidanren and 

the United States Council for International Business (USCIB) collectively urged 

respective legislatures to ratify the TPP without delay, which is expected to 

strengthen bilateral relationship and establish regional stability in the Asia-Pacific 

region.29

Another development which added momentum to the TPP negotiation was 

Japanese business interest groups’ rising voice over the country’s agricultural 

issues. According to Maclachlan and Shimizu (2016), Keidanren hesitated to raise 

its voice over agricultural reforms in the 1980s since farmers declared a boycott 

against Ajinomoto, the Japanese food manufacturing company whose president, as 

Keidanren’s chairman of the Agricultural Policy Committee, called for the 

extensive reform on the agricultural interest group.

In order to grasp business chances through the TPP, however, the business 

organization has publicized the need to reform Japan’s agriculture and promote 

                                        
27 Refer to Keidanren’s official website. 
http://www.keidanren.or.jp/en/policy/2014/037.html. Accessed 14 October 2016. 

28 Refer to Keidanren’s official website. 
http://www.keidanren.or.jp/en/policy/2015/070.html. Accessed 14 October 2016.

29 Refer to Keidanren’s official website. 
http://www.keidanren.or.jp/en/policy/2016/039.html. Accessed 14 October 2016.
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agricultural free trade. On 20 September 2016, Keidanren released a proposal for 

strengthening the international competitiveness of Japan’s agriculture and 

maintained that Japan should strengthen production infrastructure for developing 

and providing appealing products through expanding the size of the farming 

business and improving safety and reliability. In addition, the proposal put forward 

measures to develop export environment and support overseas expansion of 

agricultural goods.30

                                        
30 Refer to Keidanren’s official website. 
http://www.keidanren.or.jp/en/policy/2016/077_outline.pdf. Accessed 14 October 2016.
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CHAPTER IV. JAPANESE POLITICAL 
INSTITUTIONS

Domestic political institutions including ratification procedures affect the 

size of the win-set. As Putnam puts it, a two-thirds majority rule for ratification 

leads to a smaller win-set than does a simple majority since a stronger veto power 

of one’s domestic constituents makes its negotiating counterparts warier about the 

country’s actual commitments and ability to eschew “involuntary defection” from 

the commitments. For instance, the constitutional requirement of a two-thirds vote 

in the U.S. increases the bargaining power of U.S. negotiators, while it diminishes 

the scope for international cooperation. 

In order to reduce the possibility of “involuntary defection” and “reassure” 

trade negotiating partners, however, the U.S. enacted and implemented the Trade 

Expansion Act of 1974, which would secure a “straight up-or-down and simple 

majority vote” in the Congress”. Avery (1998) later adds that the so-called “fast-

track procedure” only requires U.S. Congress to say yes or no to an agreement in a 

“deadline-driven, limited debate, no-amendment-up-or-down vote”, so that it is 

expected to prevent trade agreements from being drifted in the process of 

longstanding debates. According to Avery, however, the fast-track procedure 

unintentionally brings out “a slow and deliberate process” since “the ninety 

legislative days within which Congress must act include only those days when 

Congress is actually in session, which could amount to half a year”. 

1. Japan’s Ratification Process

When it comes to the Japanese case, does its ratification process provide 
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larger win-set and more margin of autonomy to chief negotiators for the TPP? 

Japan’s ratification rules are described on the Constitution of Japan promulgated on 

3 November 1946. The Emperor, with the advice and approval of the Cabinet, shall 

promulgate treaties (Article 7 of Chapter I titled “The Emperor”), and the Cabinet

shall conclude treaties with an assumption that it “obtains prior or, depending on 

circumstances, subsequent approval of the Diet” (Article 73 of Chapter V titled 

“The Cabinet”). 

The Diet can pass a legislation when one third of Diet members are present 

for quorum, and a majority of them vote for an agreement (The National Diet of 

Japan, 2016). In addition, the second paragraph of Article 60 and Article 61 of 

Chapter IV titled “The Diet” stipulate rules of the Diet approval required for the 

conclusion of treaties as follows: 

Paragraph 2 of Article 60. When the House of Councilors makes a decision 
different from that of the House of Representatives, and when no 
agreement can be reached even through a joint committee of both Houses, 
provided for by law, or in the case of failure by the House of Councilors to 
take final action within 30 days, the period of recess excluded, after the 
receipt of the budget passed by the House of Representatives, the decision 
of the House of Representatives shall be the decision of the Diet. 

Compared to the above-mentioned ratification rule for a treaty in U.S. 

Congress, the Japanese Diet rule is found to be laxer in terms of the voting rule (a 

two-thirds vote for the U.S. and a majority vote for Japan) and the length of the 

period for the congressional input (90 days for the U.S. versus 30 days for Japan). 

Compared to all TPP member states, in addition, Japan’s ratification procedure is 

quite moderate. In the appendix of her book titled “Mobilizing Human Rights:

International Law in Domestic Politics” (2009), Beth A. Simmons articulates 

ratification rules codified in each country’s national constitutions and categorizes 

the breadth of political support necessary for ratification into five different scales, 
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that is, 1 for individual chief executive or cabinet decision, 1.5 for rule or tradition 

of informing legislative body of signed treaties, 2 for majority consent of one 

legislative body, 3 for super-majority in one body or majority in two separate 

legislative bodies, and 4 for national plebiscite. 

According to her rule, the broader the political support necessary for 

ratification, the higher the hurdle to get a treaty ratified and the higher the 

ratification score. The following Table 11 demonstrates that the Japanese 

ratification rule scores “2” followed by Chile and the U.S. Although Japan’s pre-

existing rules for ratification are not strict to such an extent to reduce the size of the 

win-set, it cannot explain why the Abe administration, rather than the preceding 

DPJ governments, could participate in TPP negotiations and conclude an 

agreement since Japan did not have an observable change in its ratification process.    

Table 11. Ratification Rules of TPP Member States

Country Constitutional Description Score

Brunei 
Darussalam1

No mention of treaty ratification but Brunei 
constitution vests in its ruler Sultan Hassanal Bolkiah 
with the country’s supreme executive authority (1959 
Constitution, revised in 1984 and 2004). 

1

Singapore
No mention of treaty ratification (1995 Constitution) 
but the power to ratify and bind the country to 
international treaties sits with its executive branch.  

1
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Australia

The power to enter into treaties is an executive power 
within Section 61 of the Australian Constitution and 
accordingly, is the formal responsibility of the 
Executive rather than the Parliament. Decisions about 
the negotiation of multilateral conventions, including 
determination of objectives, negotiating positions, the 
parameters within which the Australian delegation can 
operate, and the final decision as to whether to sign and 
ratify are taken at Ministerial level, and in many cases, 
by Cabinet. Although the Constitution does not confer 
on the Parliament any formal role in treaty making, all 
treaties (except those the Government decided are 
urgent or sensitive) are tabled in both Houses of 
Parliament for at least 15 sitting days prior to binding 
treaty action being taken. A treaty is generally tabled 
after it has been signed for Australia, but before any 
treaty action is taken which would bind Australia under 
international law. Such action would include entering 
into a new treaty, negotiating an amendment to an 
existing treaty or withdrawing from a treaty.

1.5

Canada 
No mention but ratification of treaties is an executive 
act rather than a legislative act as in the U.K. case 
(1999). 

1.5

New Zealand

Ratification procedures not contained in a constitution. 
By common law, the power to take binding treaty 
action (that is, ratification, accession, acceptance, 
approval, withdrawal or denunciation or, in the case of 
bilateral treaties, signature) rests with the Executive. 
Within this context, Cabinet has decided that certain 
international treaties (essentially multilateral treaties 
and major bilateral treaties of particular significance) 
will be presented to the House of Representatives for 
select committee consideration, before the executive 
takes binding treaty action. The parliamentary treaty 
examination process, introduced in 1997 and made 
permanent in 2000, requires all multilateral treaties and 
major bilateral treaties of particular significance to be 
presented to the House before binding treaty action is 
taken. NB: The Government will not take binding 
treaty action until the treaty is implemented (if 
necessary) in New Zealand’s domestic law.

1.5

Peru

Treaties must be approved by Congress before being 
ratified by the President when concerning Human 
Rights, the sovereignty of the state, national defense, 
and financial obligations of the state. For all other 
matters, except when doing so would change the 

1.5
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constitution, the president may ratify international 
treaties (1993 Constitution, with 2000 reforms).

Japan

The Emperor, with the advice and approval of the 
Cabinet, shall promulgate treaties. The Cabinet 
concludes treaties, but shall obtain prior or, depending 
on circumstances, subsequent approval of the Diet. The 
Diet (two houses) passes legislation by a majority vote. 
When the House of Councilors makes a decision 
different from that of the House of Representatives, and 
when no agreement can be reached even through a joint 
committee of both Houses, or in the case of failure by 
the House of Councilors to take final action within 
thirty days, the decision of the House of 
Representatives shall be the decision of the Diet. One 
third of members must be present for quorum. 
Amendments to Constitution require 2/3 vote (1946)

2

Malaysia

Parliament may make laws pertaining to external 
affairs, including treaties, agreements and conventions, 
but this does not explicitly address treaty ratification 
(Undated).

2

Mexico
The Senate has exclusive powers to approve the treaties 
and diplomatic conventions made by the President of 
the Republic with foreign powers (1917, as amended)

2

Viet Nam

The National Assembly has the obligation and power to 
decide fundamental policies in external relations; to 
ratify or annul international agreements that have been 
signed or participated in on the proposal of the 
country's President. The president negotiates and signs 
international agreements; approves or joins 
international agreements, except in cases where a 
decision by the National Assembly is necessary (1992).

2

Chile

President ratifies with approval of Congress. 
Discussions can be done in secret. Congress 
(bicameral) has exclusive authority to approve or reject 
international treaties submitted by the President of the 
Republic prior to ratification thereof. The approval of a 
treaty shall be subject to the procedures prescribed by a 
law. Transitory provisions: during the Junta, the Junta 
had power of approving treaties prior to ratification 
(1990). 

3

United States
The President makes treaties with the advice and 
consent of 2/3 of the U.S. Senate (1789 Constitution).

3

Sources: Simmons (2009); Jones Day (2016), reorganized by author.

Notes: Informal or unofficial procedures for treaty ratification are not considered in 
Simmons’ scales.
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2. Japan’s Executive-Led Policy-Making Structure 

Instead, the source of Japan’s successful participation and conclusion 

partially lies in the changes of policy-making institutions which shape the TPP 

negotiation process. According to Ishiguro (2016), the revision of the Cabinet Act 

in July 1999 changed the rule that “only the minister had the right of proposal in 

Cabinet meetings” and granted the prime minister the right to “propose basic 

principles for important policies”. Afterwards, the most critical change in Japan’s 

policymaking process occurred in the Koizumi administration, which transformed 

from the ministry-led to the executive-led structure.

Table 12. Comparison of Policymaking Structures

Sources: Ishiguro (2016), reproduced by author.

Undercutting the impacts of the iron-triangle regime on Japan’s 

policymaking process, the new policymaking structure gave rise to “a top-down 

approach”, which the prime minister from the top “issues an instruction for policies, 

the advisory councils consisting of main ministers and private legislators decide 

Ministry-led 
Policymaking

Executive-led 
Policymaking

Decision-
making style

Bottom-up Top-down 

Decision-taking 
members

The iron-triangle consisting 
of ministries’ bureaucrats, 
zoku Diet members, and 

interest groups

Prime minister, advisory 
councils, and Cabinet 

Secretariat

Agricultural 
policy

Providing price support 
(tariff maintenance) and 

protecting small-scale part-
time farmers

Supporting direct payment 
(income compensation) and 

fostering large-scale full-
time farmers

Trade 
negotiations

Co-chairmanship of four 
ministries and relatively 

strong veto power of 
ministries 

TPP chief negotiator and 
relatively weak veto power 

of ministries
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basic course of policies, and the Cabinet Secretariat on the bottom devises concrete 

designs for policies (Table 12).   

2.1. Main Ministers’ Council for TPP negotiations (MMC)

Against this backdrop, the Abe administration further strengthened the 

executive- or prime minister-led policymaking structure by formulating major 

domestic fora for the TPP inside the government and incorporating relevant agenda 

into the executive structure. First, the Abe administration elaborated the TPP 

negotiation structure as seen in Figure 7. Prior to Abe’s determination to join TPP 

negotiations, Prime Minister Abe, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshihide Suga, three 

Deputy Cabinet Secretaries, and five ministers made a decision to establish MMC

in the Cabinet during the first Cabinet meeting for the TPP on 22 March 2012.31

                                        
31 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 
http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2013/3/130322_tpp_kakuryokaigo-01.pdf. Accessed 12 

October 2016. 
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On 5 April 2013, MMC was set up, which consists of Chief Cabinet 

Secretary Yoshihide Suga, Minister of Economic Revitalization Akira Amari, 

MOFA Minister Fumio Kishida, MAFF Minister Yoshimasa Hayashi, and METI 

Minister Toshimitsu Motegi. Chaired by the Minister of Economic Revitalization, 

MMC allows the prime minister to attend a meeting if necessary and can ask for

the attendance of other ministers and the parties concerned at the meeting. 

Subsequently, the TPP Government Headquarters was installed in the Cabinet 

Secretariat on the same day in order to deal with the affairs pertaining to MMC in 

company with the Steering Committee under MMC set up to plan, design, and 

coordinate policies in preparation of the conclusion of the TPP agreement.32 The 

TPP Government Headquarters is headed by General Manger and Minister for TPP 

Akira Amari, who is also the Minister of Economic Revitalization, and the General 

Manager is assisted by Chief Negotiator Koji Tsuruoka from MOFA, Director 

General for Domestic Adjustment Toyonari Sasaki from MOF, and Acting Chief 

Negotiator Hiroshi Ohe from MOFA (Ishiguro, 2016). 

                                        
32 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 

http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2013/4/130405_tpp_kakugi.pdf. Accessed 12 October 2016. 

Figure 7. TPP Negotiation Structure under the Abe Administration
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Source: Cabinet Secretariat (2013), edited by author.33

According to the rules for the establishment of the TPP Government 

Headquarters, the Director General for Domestic Adjustment is in charge of 

general coordination of important agenda of ministries, directs policies toward the 

Diet, and delivers relevant information to the public (Paragraph 4 of Article 2). The 

next paragraph, in turn, stipulates that the Chief Negotiator is expected to lead 

Japan’s TPP negotiation team, develop strategies for each round of TPP talks in 

coordination with ministries, attend Chief Negotiators’ meetings, properly instruct 

sectoral negotiators, and engage in the negotiations in favor of Japan’s national 

interests (Paragraph 5 of Article 2).

With the new TPP negotiation framework, Minister for TPP Akira Amari, 

or the Abe’s long-term close political aide, and Chief Negotiator Koji Tsuruoka 

from MOFA, took critical roles in pursuing TPP negotiations, which relatively 

weakened and constrained MAFF Minister’s influence (Ishiguro, 2016). In the 

December 27 interview, MAFF officials reaffirmed that Mr. Akira had practically 

led TPP negotiations and made final decisions on the TPP at the behest of kantei, 

accelerating the pace of the domestic bargaining process. In this regard, one of the 

MAFF officials articulated that a remarkable change in the organizational structure 

for Japanese trade policy was made under the Abe administration 

(構造上の組織の違い).      

Under the traditional ministry-led approach, in contrast, co-chairpersons 

of four ministries, that is, MOFA, MOF, MAFF, and METI, participated in EPA 

negotiations with an equal voice, so that MAFF Minister could put on hold tariff 

                                        
33 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 

http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2013/3/130326_tpp_taisei.pdf. Accessed 12 October 2016.



75

reductions on agricultural products. In effect, APEC’s Early Voluntary Sectorial 

Liberalization (EVSL) negotiations in the 1990s, which “allowed countries to set 

their own pace for timing and scope of liberalization in any particular sector”, fell 

through due to MAFF’s opposition to agricultural trade liberalization (Davis, 2004; 

Ishiguro, 2016).

In addition, it is found that through MMC, Abe endeavored to shore up the 

executive-led, by extension, the prime minister-led policymaking process. 

Originally, MMC was designed to create a solid government-centered system for 

TPP negotiations in accordance with Abe’s request in the first Cabinet meeting for 

the TPP.34 As aforementioned, MMC’s members are the Chief Cabinet Secretary 

and four main ministers, and the prime minister’s attendance is not essential but 

optional. Yet Abe attended more than half of MMC meetings (8 out of 15 meetings), 

which indicates that the new domestic institution enabled him to repel unwanted 

pressure against TPP negotiations. The following Table 13 lists agenda, 

participants, and particularly Abe’s presence or absence in the Council’s meetings 

in a chronological order. 

Table 13. Activities of the Main Ministers’ Council for TPP negotiations

Date Participants PM Agenda 

2013.3.22

1st Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

O

- Decide to establish the government-
centered TPP negotiation system with the 
establishment of the Main Ministers’ 
Council for TPP negotiations
- Share information on the developments 
of TPP negotiations and the outline of the 
16th negotiation meeting in Singapore 

                                        
34 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 
http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/pdf/2013/3/130322_tpp_kakuryokaigo-01.pdf. Accessed 12 

October 2016. 



76

2013.4.12

2nd Meeting

N/A

(※MER 

Minister
Amari’s press 
conference)

N/A

- Report the current state of affairs 
pertaining to Japan’s participation in the 
TPP negotiation 
- Announce the results of the Japan-U.S. 
agreement that both countries will discuss 
NTBs on the sideline of TPP negotiation 
meetings

2013.5.17

3rd Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

X

- Share the idea that the government 
should unite together to accelerate 
information collection and exchanges of 
opinions with other TPP parties 
- Reach an agreement among ministers 
that the TPP government headquarters
will be a unitary entity to integrate and 
handle relevant information
- Expand the negotiation structure in an 
agile fashion

2013.6.28

4th Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
2 DCCS

X

- Appoint the Chief Negotiator, the Acting 
Chief Negotiator, and negotiators for 21 
sectors and form a negotiation team
- Discuss the strict rule-making for 
information sharing and management
- Share the results of the June 17 briefing 
session for the business and public and 
confirm future efforts for information 
disclosure
- Share information on the upcoming 
Malaysia meeting and confirm the 
schedule and status of preparations 
among ministers in preparation of the 
July TPP negotiation meeting in Malaysia

2013.8.1

5th Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
2 DCCS

X

Report the result of the 18th TPP 
negotiation meeting held in Kota 
Kinabalu from July 15 to 25 and the 
schedule of the 19th TPP negotiation 
meeting held in Brunei from August 22 to 
30

2013.8.15

6th Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

X

Report the schedule of the 19th TPP 
negotiation meeting held in Brunei from 
August 22 to 30 and the plan of MER 
Minister Amari’s attendance at the Bali 
ministerial meeting held from August 22 
to 23
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2013.9.27

7th Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOF, MAFF, 
METI, 2
DCCS

X

Report the results of the chief negotiators’ 
meeting in Washington held from 
September 18 to 21 and discuss strategies 
for the upcoming ministerial meeting in 
Bali 

2013.10.11

8th Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, 
MAFF, 3 
DCCS

O
Report the results of the TPP ministerial 
meeting and chief negotiators’ meeting in 
Bali held from October 3 to 8

2013.12.4

9th Meeting

CCS, MOFA, 
MOF, MAFF, 
METI, 3 
DCCS, VMCO

O Discuss strategies for the Singapore 
meeting 

2014.2.21

10th

Meeting 

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

O

Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Singapore and current state of 
affairs and future policies concerning EPA 
negotiations other than the TPP

2014.5.16

11th

Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

O

Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Singapore and current state of 
affairs and future policies concerning EPA 
negotiations other than the TPP

2014.10.23

12th

Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

X Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Sydney

2014.11.6

13th

Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOF, MAFF, 
METI, 3 
DCCS

O Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Beijing

2015.7.24

14th

Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

O Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Hawaii 

2015.9.25

15th

Meeting

CCS, MER, 
MOFA, MOF, 
MAFF, METI, 
3 DCCS

O Discuss strategies for the TPP ministerial 
meeting in Atlanta 
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Source: Cabinet Secretariat (2013-2015), compiled by author.35

Notes: PM=Prime Minister, CCS=Chief Cabinet Secretary, MER=Minister of 
Economic Revitalization, MOFA=Minister of Foreign Affairs, MOF=Minister of 
Finance, MAFF=Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, METI=Minister 
of Economy, Trade, and Industry, DCCS=Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretary, 
VMCO=Senior Vice Minister of Cabinet Office.

What is more, that MMC sought for integrating and monopolizing the 

information collection, sharing, and management concerning TPP negotiations. In 

the third MMC meeting on 17 May 2013, main ministers shared the idea that the 

government should work together to accelerate information collection and 

exchanges of opinions with other TPP countries and reached an agreement that the 

TPP Government Headquarters would play a role as a unitary entity to compile and 

handle relevant information. 

The subsequent MMC meeting on 28 June 2013 further discussed how to set 

strict rules for information sharing and management and confirmed future plans to 

disclose information on TPP negotiations (Table 8). MMC’s across-the-board 

practices with regard to agenda, rules, and procedures of TPP negotiations

eventually allowed the Japanese government to insulate itself from the voices of 

domestic constituents, especially from anti-TPP coalition and enjoy autonomy to 

proceed the negotiations to some extent. 

2.2. Industrial Competitiveness Council (ICC) 

While the government-centered TPP negotiation institutions, i.e., MMC and 

the TPP Government Headquarters, sapped the veto power of MAFF, ICC and 

                                        
35 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 

http://www.cas.go.jp/jp/tpp/tppinfo2.html#kakuryokaigi. Accessed 15 October 2016. 
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CRR significantly undermined the source of power of JA. First, ICC was 

established under the Japan Economic Revitalization Headquarters on 8 January 

2013 in order to investigate and deliberate on strategies for Japan’s economic 

growth through enhancing industrial competiveness and promoting international 

expansion of the Japanese business community. ICC’s chairman is the Prime 

Minister, and its Acting Chairman is the Deputy Prime Minister. The MER Minister 

and Extraordinary Minister of the Cabinet Office (Economic and Fiscal Policy in 

charge), the Chief Cabinet Secretary, and the METI Minister serve as the ICC’s

Vice Chairmen. As for other ICC members, the Secretary of State who is appointed 

by the Prime Minister and those who have excellent insights about strategies for 

the enhancement of industrial competiveness and international expansion of 

Japanese companies and are appointed by the Prime Minister can join ICC 

meetings.36

What is more noticeable here is that ICC’s organizational structure

strengthens the role of “private legislators with reference to setting agendas and 

formulating fundamental policy” (Ishiguro, 2016). As ICC members, members of 

Keidanren and Keizai Doyukai, who are staunch supporters of TPP participation in 

their interests, have opportunities to voice opinions of the business community and 

assist in promoting agricultural administration reforms. As demonstrated in Table

14, at least seven Council’s members come from the business community.   

Table 14. List of Members of the Industrial Competitiveness Council (as of 1 April 

2016)

Name Role Position & Affiliation

                                        
36 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/keizaisaisei/skkkaigi/konkyo.html. 15 October 2016. 
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Abe Shinzō Chairman Prime Minister

Aso Tarō Acting 
Chairman

Deputy Prime Minister

Ishihara Nobuteru Vice Chairman MER Minister 

Yoshihide Suga Vice Chairman Chief Cabinet Secretary

Hayashi Motoo Vice Chairman METI Minister

Hase Hiroshi Member
Minister of Education, Culture, Sports, 
Science and Technology

Kōno Tarō Member
Extraordinary Minister of the Cabinet 
Office (Regulatory Reform in charge)

Shimajiri Aiko Member
Extraordinary Minister of the Cabinet 
Office (Science & Technology Policy in 
charge)

Katō Katsunobu Member
Minister in charge of Building National 
Resilience

Ishiba Shigeru Member
Minister of State for the Promotion of 
Overcoming Population Decline and 
Vitalizing Local Economy in Japan

Okamoto Yuki Member Counsellor of Sumitomo Corporation

Kanamaru 

Yasufumi
Member

Chairman, President and CEO of Future, 
Inc. 

Kobayashi 

Yoshimitsu
Member

Chairman of the Board of Mitsubishi 
Chemical Holdings Corporation 

Komuro Yoshie Member
President and CEO of Work Life Balance 
Co., Ltd. 

Takenaka Heizō Member
Professor of the Toyo University Professor 
and Emeritus Professor of the Keio 
University

Nohara Sawako Member President of IPSe Marketing, Inc.

Hashimoto 

Kazuhito
Member

President of the National Institute for 
Materials Science

Mikitani Hiroshi Member
Chairman, President and CEO of Rakuten, 
Inc. 

Mimura Akio Member

Counsellor and Honorary Chairman of 
Nippon Steel Sumitomo Metals 
Corporation and President of Japan 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry
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Source: Prime Minister and His Cabinet (2016), compiled by author.37

According to ICC’s management guidelines released on 23 January 2013,

furthermore, the Prime Minister, as the Chairman, have significant discretion and 

authority over ICC’s administration, which paves the way for Abe to push both 

agricultural reforms and TPP negotiations. For example, the Chairman is entitled to 

convene the meeting (Article 1) and make a final decision if he cannot elicit a 

consensus from present ICC members (Paragraph 3 of Article 4). Also, the Prime 

Minister can convene, deliberate, and decide agenda in case that more than a 

majority of members are hard to attend but still there is an urgent need to achieve 

goals of the Council’s meeting (Paragraph 1 of Article 5). In addition, the ICC 

Chairman is empowered to ban the disclosure of minutes through a decision in the 

meeting if there is a concern that the disclosure might be to the detriment of 

national interests (Paragraph 2 of Article 8)38. 

When it comes to the agricultural administration reforms under the Abe 

government, the ICC’s thematic meeting, which was founded to discuss specific 

agenda with an eye to implementing the Abe administration’s “Japan’s Revival 

Strategies” subtitled “JAPAN is BACK” and addressing challenges for industrial 

competitiveness, released a proposal titled “On the Drastic Reforms of Basic 

Agricultural Policies” on 22 November 2013.39 In the proposal, Takeshi Niinami, 

the chief examiner and one of the private legislators, demands that the government 

should fundamentally re-examine its rice policy in order to transform Japan’s 

                                        
37 Refer to Prime Minister’s Office and His Cabinet’s official website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/keizaisaisei/skkkaigi/pdf/meibo.pdf. 17 October 2016. 

38 Refer to Prime Minister’s Office and His Cabinet’s official website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/keizaisaisei/skkkaigi/pdf/youryou.pdf. 17 October 2016.

39 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/keizaisaisei/kadaibetu/pdf/kaisai.pdf. 17 October 2016.
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agriculture as a growth industry and enable it to play a role as a traction for Japan’s 

economy and rural areas by eliminating government subsidies.

To this end, the chief examiner puts forward the following four basic 

policies: (i) establish a new agricultural policy based on the diversification of staple 

food; (ii) materialize high productivity of agriculture through farmers equipped 

with management skills; (iii) expand farmers’ discretion to choose crops to be 

cultivated and promote sound market functions; (iv) establish agricultural 

administration as an industrial policy and draw up policies in consideration of 

multifaceted functions of agriculture. As concrete measures for fundamental 

agricultural reforms, the abolition of the rice production adjustment system —

which “has reduced the acreage under cultivation since 1970 and covered up to 40 

percent of Japan’s rice field area” (Ishiguro, 2016) — and income support for 

individuals were discussed in the second ICC’s thematic meeting. 

Taken altogether, the presented proposal was designed to urge the 

government to encourage the participation of corporations equipped with business 

acumen into the agricultural market, create chūkan kanri kikō (中間管理機構), “an 

organization for the mediation of farmland management” and enhance productivity 

of large-scale full-time farmers. In this sense, the direction of agricultural reform 

policies suggested in ICC’s meetings somewhat leans against JA, which has a large 

number of small-scale part-time farmers as members and “its vested interests in 

maintaining high domestic prices for agricultural products”, conducting “anti-

competitive” business practices, and “hindering improvements in agricultural 

productivity” (Mulgan, 2016a). 

2.3. Council for Regulatory Reform (CRR)



83

Once ICC attempted to “indirectly” debilitate JA’s vested interests, CRR

“directly” challenged the existence of JA with its drastic proposal. CRR was

initially established as a “supra-ministerial advisory organ” in accordance with the 

ordinance of the Cabinet Office in 2000, with the aim of providing the Prime 

Minister with advice and recommendations and reviewing and deliberating agenda 

pertaining to regulatory reforms required to pursue structural transformations of

Japanese economy and society (Maclachlan and Shimizu, 2016; Cabinet Office, 

2000).40

Under an assumption that the revival of Japanese agriculture hinges on 

freedom of farmers from the grip of JA’s control, the Abe administration installed 

and commissioned CRR — specifically the agricultural working group — to 

present a plan for the reduction of JA’s organizational power (Maclachlan and 

Shimizu, 2016). To this end, CRR is composed mostly of scholars and private-

sector members who were appointed by the Prime Minister as shown in Table 15.

For the agricultural working group’s part, four members from agricultural 

production corporations and one member from academia served as experts —

Ayumi Kitamura, Director of Rokusei, Co., Ltd., Susumu Tanaka, CEO of Salad 

Bowl Co., Ltd., Masayoshi Honma, Professor of the Graduate School of 

Agricultural and Life Sciences, University of Tokyo, Takeshi Matsumoto, Director 

of Farm Alliance Co., and Yoshihide Watanabe, Director of Gagome Co., Ltd. 

According to Maclachlan and Shimizu (2016), in particular, Chairman of the 

Agricultural Working Group Kanemaru Ysufumi, an entrepreneur and a friend of 

Chief Cabinet Secretary Suga, regarded “JA-Zenchu as a large, powerful zaibatsu

(財閥)” and was resolute to inhibit its “onerous leadership and auditing authority 

                                        
40 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. http://www8.cao.go.jp/kisei-

kaikaku/suishin/pdf/soshikirei20160907.pdf. Accessed 27 October 2016. 
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over local co-ops”. 

Table 15. List of Members of the Council for Regulatory Reform (as of 1 April 2016)

Name Role Position & Affiliation

Oka Motoyuki Chairman
Counsellor of Sumitomo 
Corporation 

Ōta Hiroko Acting Chairman
Professor of the National Graduate 
Institute for Policy Studies

An’nen Junji Vice Chairman Professor of the Chuo Law School 

Urano Mitsudo Member Counsellor of Nichirei Corporation 

Ōsaki Sadakazu Member
Senior Researcher of the Nomura 
Research Institute, Ltd. 

Yuri Okina Member
Vice President of the Japan 
Research Institute 

Yasufumi Kanemaru Member
Chairman, President & CEO of
Future Co., Ltd. 

Sakuma Sōichirō Member
Vice President of Nippon Steel 
Sumitomo Metals Co., Ltd. 

Sasaki Kaori Member President of e-Woman Co., Ltd.

Taki Hisao Member Chairman of Gurunavi, Inc.

Tsuru Kōtarō Member
Professor of the Graduate School of 
Commerce, Keio University 

Hasegawa Yukihiro Member
Senior Editor of Tokyo Shimbun 
and Chunichi Shimbun 

Izumi Hayashi Member Lawyer of Sakurazaka Law Offices

Toshihiro Matsumura Member
Professor of the Institute of Social 
Science, University of Tokyo 

Ryuichi Morishita Member
Professor of the Graduate School of 
Medicine, Osaka University 

Source: Cabinet Office (2013), compiled by author.41

With the composition of CRR’s pro-reform membership, Chairman 

Yasufumi Kanemaru released a far-reaching report titled “An Opinion on 

                                        
41 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s official website. http://www8.cao.go.jp/kisei-

kaikaku/kaigi/pdf/members20160401.pdf. Accessed 27 October 2016.  
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Agricultural Reforms” on 14 May 2014, proposing the abolition of JA-Zenchu and 

the reform of the agricultural committee. First, the report, which recognized 

Japanese agricultural crisis and emphasized the need to carry out sweeping 

agricultural reforms to create a competitive and attractive agricultural industry, 

suggested reviewing the administration of the Agricultural Committee, the 

municipal-level institution to curb disorganized development of farmlands in terms 

of farmland sales and diversion.

For example, the appointment system in place of the pre-existing electoral 

system and the abolition of the recommendation system by the agricultural group 

were discussed to appoint those equipped with excellent insights and judgement on 

eliciting farmers’ creativity as committee members and thereby enhance neutrality 

and transparency of the committee administration. Also, the report referred to the 

establishment of the farmland use promotion system — in order to investigate the 

consolidation or abandonment of farmlands and coordinate the farmland use — and 

the revocation of the National Chamber of Agricultural System to strengthen the 

Committee’s independence and autonomy. Second, the CRR report maintained that 

concerning agricultural production corporations, business requirements should be

repealed, but more than one executive should engage in farming business instead. 

Last but not least, CRR’s May 2014 report recommended the abolition of 

“JA-Zenchu’s vertical chain of command” and its transformation into a think tank 

in order for local co-ops to exert greater autonomy to develop local agriculture 

based on each prefectural and municipal circumstances (Maclachlan and Shimizu, 

2016; CRR, 2014). In addition, the report proposed the conversion of the National 

Federation of Agricultural Cooperative Associations (hereafter “Zen-Noh”) to a 

stock corporation, a lesser role of local co-ops as financial agencies by wholly 

transferring their own financial businesses to the Norinchukin Bank

(農林中央金庫), and the designation of accredited farmers as a majority of 
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directors of co-ops. 

Since CRR was established to give the Prime Minister advice and 

recommendations on regulatory reforms, and even Abe himself expressed “his 

intention to incorporate CRR’s radical recommendations into the government’s 

upcoming economic growth strategy”, JA showed a sensitive reaction and strongly 

opposed to the May 2014 report, lobbying Diet members to disregard it, raising its 

voice against CRR’s recommendations, and sending its representatives to monitor 

the direction of discussion during CRR meetings. In sequence, while being wary of 

the impacts of countering Abe-led reforms, LDP’s nōrin zoku, JA’s long-term ally, 

stood up for JA in consideration of its electoral support and presented 

recommendations that JA-Zenchu should come up with “a new system of self-

governance” and that Zen-Noh’s transformation into a stock corporation should not 

be mandatory but voluntary (Maclachlan and Shimizu, 2016).  

As a result, CRR reflected LDP’s recommendations and softened its tone 

on the revised report in June 2014, eschewing the previous articulation of JA-

Zenchu’s abolition. Instead, the CRR’s June report proposed that JA-Zenchu need 

to fundamentally change its business practices not to inhibit local co-ops’ 

innovative management and eventually redefine its new role and system. 42

However, the dissent from JA and LDP’s nōrin zoku failed to thwart decisions of

the executive-led institutional structure combined with Abe’s strong willingness to

weaken JA. In February 2015, the Abe administration announced the Framework 

for JA Reform, the so-called “historic major reform” and officially agreed the 

reform plan at the meeting of the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism on 13 

February 2015. Subsequently, the framework was incorporated into a JA reform 

                                        
42 Refer to Cabinet Secretariat’s Official website. http://www8.cao.go.jp/kisei-

kaikaku/kaigi/meeting/2013/wg2/nogyo/140612/item1.pdf. Accessed 28 October 2016.
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legislation, which was presented to the Diet on 3 April 2015, and finally approved 

in August for the enactment in April 2016 (Mulgan, 2016a). 
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CHAPTER V. JAPANESE NEGOTIATOR’S 

STRATEGIES

1. Abe’s Motives Behind Promoting Japan’s TPP Participation 

As Robert Putnam (1988) puts it, a chief negotiator is “the only links” 

between domestic bargaining and international bargaining and might not behave 

like “an honest broker” or “an agent on behalf of his constituents” with “no 

independent policy views”. According to the principal-agent theory, his preferences 

are sometimes divergent from those of his constituents. For example, the chief 

negotiator has his own motives behind the engagement in the two-level bargaining 

such as gaining popularity from domestic constituents, changing the balance of 

power in the domestic bargaining in favor of domestic policies that he would like 

to carry out but is incapable to do domestically, and “pursuing his own conception 

of the national interest in the international context” (Putnam, 1988). 

In the same vein, Abe had ulterior motives behind promoting Japan’s 

participation and conclusion of the TPP, but he took a gradual and discreet 

approach to push forward the TPP. Until he took his office on 26 December 2012, 

Abe had not overtly expressed his interest in joining TPP negotiations, which 

raised much controversy throughout the preceding two DPJ governments (The 

Economist, 2012). In the 2012 manifesto, for instance, his party LDP simply 

described strategic foreign investment and economic partnership agreements as one 

of policy measures for economic revitalization, opposing Japan’s ascent to the TPP 

insofar as the participation premises tariff abolition without any exception (LDP, 

2012; Ishiguro, 2014).

Through his inauguration speech on 26 December 2012, it seems more 
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obvious that his administration would direct all its energy to Japan’s economic 

recovery and revitalization and strengthen the Japan-U.S. alliance. Still with no 

direct mention of the TPP, he said his administration would revive Japanese 

economy by establishing Japan Economic Revitalization Headquarters as a control 

tower, re-launching the Council on Economic and Fiscal Policy (CEFP), and 

appointing the Minister of Economic Revitalization, the Minister in charge of 

deflation and yen appreciation, and the Minister in charge of industrial 

competitiveness. 

In addition, he showed a strong willingness to rack up economic growth by 

encapsulating his own initiative Abenomics with three arrows, that is, bold 

monetary policy, flexible fiscal policy, and growth strategy to boost private 

investment (Figure 8).

Source: LDP manifesto (2014), edited by author.

On January 2013, for the first time, he mentioned about TPP participation 

issue and took a prudent position on it, saying, “I want to make the best decision to 

safeguard Japan’s national interests after considering the outcome of analyses by 

various ministries on the impact of the TPP on Japan” (The Japan Times, 2013).

Figure 8. Three Arrows of Abenomics 
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Finally, on 15 March 2013, when he had a press conference about his decision to 

participate in TPP negotiations, Abe’s own motives behind the TPP were plainly 

uncovered.

In the press conference, he first acknowledged that Japan was facing great 

challenges such as low birth rate and aging population and lagging behind other 

countries in terms of free trade with its inward-looking perspective. In this sense, 

Abe conceived of the TPP as “a framework promising ‘prosperity in the future’ in 

the Asia-Pacific”.43

Furthermore, he stated that the salience of the TPP was not confined to 

positive impacts on Japan’s crumbling economy. By establishing a new economic 

zone and new rules with like-minded countries such as the United States and others 

which share common values of freedom, democracy, basic human rights, and the 

rule of law, he believed that Japan could contribute to achieving prosperity and 

security not only for his country but also for the Asia-Pacific region.

As Terada (2015) points out, the deeper economic interdependence among 12 

TPP countries is expected to attenuate heavy trade dependence of some Asia-

Pacific countries such as Viet Nam on China, thus providing Japan a window of 

opportunity for enhancing its economic and political clouts in the Asia-Pacific 

region. 

In addition to economic and strategic benefits that the TPP is expected to 

bring, that the TPP would give traction to pursue laborious and sweeping 

agricultural reforms including JA reforms motivated Abe to decide on TPP 

participation. In the face of agricultural crisis such as aging farming population and 

                                        
43 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 
http://japan.kantei.go.jp/96_abe/statement/201303/15kaiken_e.html. Accessed 31 October 

2016.
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enormous abandoned farming fields, Abe viewed JA, the vested interest group, as a 

stumbling block to enhancing competitiveness of Japanese agriculture and 

promoting agricultural trade liberalization.

Later, at the World Economic Forum’s January 2014 annual meeting in 

Davos, Abe articulated that he would serve as “a drill bit which is strong enough to 

break through the solid rock of vested interests”, implicitly indicating JA.44 Since 

TPP participatory countries are supposed to collaborate each other to forge new, 

comprehensive rules about fair competition, the TPP can play a role as foreign 

pressure to address this unraveled conundrum. 

As Maclachlan and Shimizu (2016) put it, Abe pushed ahead with 

agricultural reform and the TPP as part of the Third Arrow, or structural reform 

component of Abenomics. In this regard, Abe maintained during the March 2013 

press conference that his government would transform agriculture into a growing 

industry by improving its competiveness and expanding agricultural exports 

through an aggressive agricultural policy in parallel with TPP negotiations.

The manifestos released by Abe’s party during the three following election 

campaigns also substantiate that Abe and his party referred to the TPP as an 

important tool for making their domestic position secure through strengthening 

Japan’s economy and especially security and diplomacy, even though they kept a 

low profile due to staunch opposition from agricultural iron triangle. 

In preparation for the Upper House election on 28 July 2013, Abe and LDP 

mentioned the TPP in the context of diplomacy and national defense and pledged to 

exercise Japan’s bargaining power to protect what to protect and attack what to 

                                        
44 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 
http://japan.kantei.go.jp/96_abe/statement/201401/22speech_e.html. Accessed 31 October 

2016.
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attack in TPP negotiations in order to secure its national interests. Second, in the 

election campaign for the Lower House in December 2014, they used the same 

rhetoric with the previous election campaign in 2013, adding that they will pursue 

the best solution to conform with national interests in accordance with the 

resolution of LDP and the Diet. 

Last but not least, LDP’s 2016 manifesto for the Upper House election, 

which was held after the TPP conclusion in October 2015, clearly showed that the 

TPP was in line with Japan’s strategies for proactive and peaceful diplomacy. 

Pivoting on the Japan-U.S. alliance, Abe and his party promised to strengthen 

cooperation with countries sharing universal values such as Australia, India, 

ASEAN, and Europe, pursue economic partnership negotiations in line with 

Japan’s national interests, and contribute to global rule-making while securing 

national interests.

2. Targeted Side-Payments

Returning to Putnam’s elucidation, the chief negotiator generally exploits 

“side-payments” and “generic good will” to expand his own win-set in order to 

enhance the possibility of the ratification on an agreement. In a two-level game, the 

side-payments, or trade concessions, are arranged “to persuade waverers and to win 

over marginal opponents” rather than committed protectionists or free-traders

(Avery, 1998). In this sense, Putnam maintains what matters in the Level II 

dimension is “not total national costs and benefits, but their incidence, relative to 

existing coalitions and proto-coalitions”.

In the same manner, the Abe administration used a traditional two-level 

bargaining strategy of targeted side-payments as part of the international 
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negotiation. Through the Japan-U.S. summit meeting from 21 to 24 February 2013, 

Abe succeeded in seeking an understanding from the U.S. about the need of certain

exceptions in TPP negotiations. 

In the bilateral joint statement issued on 22 February 2013, specifically, Abe 

and Obama confirmed that all commodities would be subject to TPP negotiations in 

case of Japan’s participation, but that there is no requirement to “make a prior 

commitment to unilaterally eliminate all tariffs upon joining the negotiations” 

considering bilateral sensitive items such as some agricultural items for Japan and 

some manufactured products for the U.S. In addition, the two countries decided to 

keep holding bilateral consultations in order to discuss issues in relation with 

automotive and insurance sectors and other NTMs (MOFA, 2013).45

After fulfilling an important precondition for Japan’s involvement in the TPP 

at the international level, Abe took prompt actions to win over wavering members

in the Diet, especially his party members. First, before the official announcement of 

the joint statement, Abe instructed two Deputy Chief Cabinet Secretaries 

Katsunobu Kato and Hiroshige Sekō to email the final draft of the Japan-U.S. joint 

statement to LDP’s cadres including Chairman of the Research Commission

Seishiro Etō in order to ask for the ruling party’s understanding (Sakuyama, 2015).

Since he came back from Washington D.C. for the summit meeting, Abe

then started to conduct maneuvers with a series of phone calls. Over the phone, he 

asked MAFF Minister Taku Eto to persuade JA and exhorted LDP’s conservative 

members to consent to Japan’s TPP participation. One of the party’s senior 

members who received Abe’s call felt deeply indebted and replied that he would 

                                        
45 Refer to MOFA’s official website. 
http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/kaidan/s_abe2/vti_1302/pdfs/1302_us_02.pdf. Accessed 1 

November 2016. 
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leave Abe the right to make a final decision. 

On 25 February 2013, Abe summoned the MAFF Minister to kantei and 

instructed him to launch a negotiation with JA. Subsequently, he called Koya 

Nishikawa, the senior official of nōrin zoku, to ask him to chair the newly 

established LDP’s TPP Committee, expressing his willingness to keep his pace 

with intra-party discussion process on the TPP (Sakuyama, 2015). 

All these efforts made by Abe himself were eventually paid off since LDP as 

a whole entrusted Abe to decide on TPP participation at LDP’s board meeting on 

the same day. In addition, LDP’s nōrin zoku started to think that it would be 

inevitable for Japan to announce its engagement in TPP talks although a growing 

number of party members still took a prudent position on the TPP. 

In particular, Hiroshi Moriyama, the tekkaikai President, was previously 

called upon by Abe to cooperate with the government and then deterred intra-party 

opponents of the TPP at the 26 February meeting, saying, “The conflict between 

the government and the ruling party will be criticized by the public.” Consequently, 

on 27 February 2013, LDP’s Research Commission adopted a resolution premised 

on Abe’s upcoming announcement about Japan’s engagement in TPP talks, which

indicates that the intra-party dissenters shifted their focus from opposing TPP 

participation to defending sensitive items in the negotiations by enumerating 

unnegotiable commodities on the resolution (Sakuyama, 2015).      

In addition to his behind-the-scene endeavors to co-opt marginal opponents 

in his party, he wooed swing Diet members in open platforms. During his policy 

speech at the 183rd Diet regular session on 28 February 2013, Abe underscored the 

Japan-U.S. joint statement on the TPP, which confirmed that Japan’s participation 
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in TPP negotiations would not premise tariff abolition without exemptions46. At the 

liaison meeting with the ruling party held on 4 March 2013, he reiterated the result 

of the summit meeting with the U.S. president and said that he would decide on the 

TPP participation based on LDP cadres’ opinions, calling upon the ruling party to 

take concerted actions with the government (Prime Minister of Japan and His 

Cabinet, 2013).47

On 5 March 2013, when the TPP Committee was established in LDP, Koya 

Nishikawa, the representative nōrin zoku was designated as the chairman as Abe 

desired. On 7 March 2013, Abe had a dinner with Chairman of LDP’s Research 

Commission Seishiro Etō and tekkaikai President Hiroshi Moriyama, cajoling them 

to back his policy on the TPP (Sakuyama, 2015).

On the eve of Abe’s announcement on Japan’s participation in TPP talks, 

LDP’s TPP Committee finally adopted a resolution on the TPP in the form of 

incorporating discussions of five sub-committees. When it comes to agricultural 

market access, the 14 March resolution asked the government to exclude or 

renegotiate on five sensitive items and even not to recognize gradual tariff abolition 

conditioned on more than ten years of grace period. 

However, in principle, the resolution acknowledged that the ruling party 

transferred the final say to Abe, stating, “We call upon the Prime Minister to make 

a final judgement in consideration of the fact that his decision will set the direction 

                                        
46 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 
http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/96_abe/actions/201302/28siseihousin.html. Accessed 3 

November 2016.

47 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 
http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/96_abe/actions/201303/04seihuyoto.html. Accessed 3 November 

2016.
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of Japanese economy and society at the crossroads”. In response, Abe promised 

that he would make a final decision on the TPP participation on the next day, 

bearing in mind the result of the party’s discussion and taking Japan’s national 

interests into account.48

After having respective meetings with leaders of the ruling party and the 

coalition partner Komeito, Abe announced Japan’s participation in TPP talks on 15 

March 2013. In his speech, Abe pledged to secure Japan’s agriculture and food 

with every effort, keeping worries and concerned about the TPP in his mind. Also, 

he made a commitment that he would provide information conscientiously as TPP 

negotiation proceeds to convince the people, and that he would firmly defend 

Japan’s sovereignty throughout the negotiations and achieve the best result based 

on Japan’s national interests. As to whether Japan will leave from TPP talks in the 

event of the agricultural sanctuary items are not secured, however, Abe made it 

clear that it would run counter to Japan’s national interests to mention about the 

possibility of withdrawal from TPP negotiations.

Now that he managed to draw a consent to participate in TPP talks from 

major veto powers at both international and domestic levels, Abe set out to come 

up with side-payments targeted to domestic agricultural producers, especially 

large-scale full-time farmers in anticipation of the conclusion of the TPP agreement.

On 21 May 2013, Abe established the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism under 

the Cabinet to come up with policy measures to make agriculture, forestry and 

fishery industries achieve sustainable development in the future as a source of 

                                        
48 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 
http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/96_abe/actions/201303/moshiire_tpp.html. Accessed 1 

November 2016.
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Japan’s vitality.49

At the first meeting of the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism, Abe 

promised to double agricultural income for the next decade and create a new direct 

payment system for farmers with an emphasis on the importance of agricultural 

industry, which sustains local economy and secures stable food supply and its 

multifaceted functions such as the preservation of Japanese history, culture, and 

tradition.50

In accordance with its initial plan, the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism

released “A Plan of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries and Created Regional 

Energy” at the 11th meeting held on 10 December 2013. With nine policy measures 

as a total, the report proposed the expansion of demands at home and abroad, the 

promotion of the six industrialization, the establishment of the public corporations 

for farmland consolidation, the creation of Japanese direct payment system, the 

invigoration of rural areas, and the review of JA for agricultural growth (Figure 9). 

                                        
49 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/nousui/dai1/siryou1.pdf. Accessed 3 November 2016.

50 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official website.  

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/nousui/dai1/gijiyousi.pdf. Accessed 3 November 2016.
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Source: Headquarters on Creating Dynamism (2013), edited by author.

As for the expansion of demands at home and abroad, the report proposed 

the promotion of globalization of Japanese food industry and production, 

development, and distribution of agricultural goods in response to changing 

domestic demands, setting goals to increase commodity exports of agriculture, 

forestry and fisheries industries to JPY 1 trillion by 2020 and to raise the share of 

domestic products in school meals to 80% by 2015. Second, the report suggested 

the promotion of multidisciplinary research and the sixth industrialization and the 

development and dissemination of new varieties and technology. According to this 

plan, Japan is expected to increase the scale of new market to JPY 10 trillion by 

2020 and create more than 100 kinds of agricultural products with new strength. 

Third, the government planned to establish an organization for the mediation 

of farmland management in every prefecture in order to incorporate farmlands and 

prevent and eliminate abandoned farmlands. In addition, the report presented 

measures to foster various farmers by promoting non-farm corporate participation 

Figure 9. Outline of A Plan of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries and Created 

Regional Energy 



99

and incorporation of large-scale family farms. Accordingly, the government aimed 

at 80% of farmland consolidation, 40% reduction in rice production costs, an 

additional 400,000 farmers under 40 years of age, and 50,000 agricultural 

production companies for the next decade. 

Fourth, the plan put forth the complete abolition of the rice production 

adjustment from 2018 after taking an interim measure from 2014 to 2017 with a 

decreased unit price of JPY 7,500 per 10 acres from JPY 15,000. The system of 

“rice production through a reduction in the acreage of rice paddies in exchange for 

subsidy payments”, or gentan, has been carried out since 1969 and covered around 

40% of rice paddies, undermining consumers’ interests since it maintained a higher 

price of rice. In this sense, gentan is regarded as a means for politicians to get votes 

and funds from small-scale part-time farmers during elections (Terada, 2015). 

With the new measure, however, rice production, circulation, and price 

altogether are predicted to be completely liberalized, leading to enhance the 

competitiveness of Japanese agriculture through an increase in rice production, a 

fall in rice price, a withdrawal of inefficient small-scale, part-time farmers from the 

agricultural sector, the accumulation of farmlands by efficient large-scale, full-time 

farmers, and a decrease in production costs in sequence (Ishiguro, 2014). This also 

implies that JA would lose its source of membership and funding since small-scale 

part-time farmers, its largest members, might stop farming due to their 

diseconomies of scale after the abolishment of gentan. 

In return for the revocation of gentan, the government created a new system 

of direct payment which provides income compensation not for rice production 

adjustment, but for maintaining and exerting multiple agricultural functions. From 

2015, the new subsidy amounts to JPY 3,000 yen per 10 acres for rice paddies, JPY 

2,000 for fields, and JPY 250 for pastures as farmland maintenance payment. With 



100

reference to landscape conservation, JPY 2,400 per 10 acres for rice paddies, JPY 

1,440 for fields, and JPY 240 for pastures. 

Concerning the intermediate mountainous areas and environmental 

conservation, the pre-existing direct payment system is still in place. In order to 

stabilize farmers’ income in the face of further trade liberalization, in addition, the 

government started to offer certified cultivators of field crops income 

compensation (called geta) for the loss caused by the international difference of 

production conditions and provide certified cultivators of rice and field crops 

income insurance (called narashi) as a safety net to mitigate impacts of their 

income loss. 

Fifth, the report suggested promoting exchanges between urban and rural 

areas by establishing special villages for welfare, education, and tourism, 

publicizing exemplary cases of rural areas, with a goal of 13 million people for 

exchange programs by 2020. Last but not least, the report emphasized the salience 

of JA’s roles in transforming agriculture into a growth industry. The government 

urged the agricultural group to promote cooperation with the business community, 

improve sales of agricultural products by strengthening its farm assistance service, 

and carry out self-reform to cope with the sixth industrialization and the facilitation 

of agricultural exports. More importantly, the report pointed out the need to re-

examine JA’s raison d’etre and roles, considering that its associate membership 

outnumbers regular farming membership, which deviates from the original purpose 

of its establishment.   

At the 12th meeting on 20 June 2014, the Headquarters on Creating 

Dynamism released the revised plan, which compiled both ICC’s November 2013 

proposal titled “On the Drastic Reforms of Basic Agricultural Policies” and 

MAFF’s subsequent report titled “A Course of Agricultural Administration 
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Reforms for ‘Aggressive Reforms of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries’”. What is 

noteworthy is that the modified plan reflected Abe’s strong willingness to reform 

the agricultural administration based on discussions made at meetings of CRR and 

ICC. 

MAFF Minister Yoshimasa Hayashi said at the 12th meeting that Abe

strongly instructed to review the agricultural cooperative organization and thereby 

his ministry would take the initiative to examine JA’s new role and system and 

submit the relevant bill as soon as possible, which indicates that Abe made a strong 

link between reforming JA and transforming agriculture into a growth industry

(Headquarters, 2014)51.

Source: Headquarters on Creating Dynamism (2015), edited by author.

                                        
51 Refer to Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet’s official Website. 

http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/nousui/dai12/gijiyousi.pdf. Accessed 4 November 2016.

Figure 10. Framework for JA Reform
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Accordingly, the final plan for the JA reform was approved at the 14th

meeting on 13 February 2015. As shown in Figure 10, the Framework for the JA 

Reforms stipulates that JA-Zenchu should transfer its auditing rights to certified 

public accountants and auditing corporations from 2019, which include its new 

auditing corporation separated from its national audit body. Also, the peak body 

will shift from the special authorized corporation pursuant to Chapter 3 of the 

current JA Law to a general incorporated association without any special legal 

status. 

In addition, the JA reform plan includes the prefectural central union’s 

transition from special authorized corporations to autonomous agricultural 

cooperative federations, the five-year-long review of associate members’ use of JA 

services such as savings and loans, insurance, and supermarkets, Zen-Noh’s 

voluntary conversion into a stock company, JA’s new roles as agencies for the 

Norinchukin bank and prefectural credit federations through transferring its credit 

business to the back and federations, and the appointment of accredited farmers as 

a majority of JA’s directors. In this way, Abe could channel side-payments to large-

scale full-time farmers by dismantling the biggest vested interest resistant to the 

TPP and agricultural trade liberalization.

3. Generic Good Will

Along with the use of side-payments, “a chief negotiator whose political 

standing at home is high” is likely to obtain ratification on his foreign initiatives, 

according to Putnam (1988). Even though the chief negotiator’s generic good will 

itself cannot guarantee ratification, it is helpful to enlarge his win-set and thereby 

facilitate Level I agreement since it serves as “all-purpose glue” for his support 

coalition. As for Prime Minister Abe, his stable, record-high approval ratings and 
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his party’s electoral victories from December 2012 to date enabled him to decide 

on Japan’s participation only three months after his inauguration and the final 

conclusion of the TPP agreement in October 2015 (Figure 11 and Appendix 8).

Source: NHK (2013-2015), edited by author.52

Starting from December 2012, Japan had five major elections, that is, the 

46th general election for the Lower House on 16 December 2012, the 23rd election 

for the Upper House on 21 July 2013, the 47th general election for the Lower House 

                                        
52 Refer to NHK Online’s website. http://www.nhk.or.jp/bunken/yoron/political/2013.html. 

Accessed 3 November 2016. 

Figure 11. Abe’s Approval Ratings (January 2013-December 2015)
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on 14 December 2014, the 18th unified local assembly election on 12 April 2015, 

and the 24th election for the Upper House on 10 July 2016. To win more votes in 

the elections and thereafter pursue his policies without a significant backlash, Abe 

and his party implemented strategies of understatement, equivocal rhetoric, and 

issue linkage concerning the TPP issue on the campaign trail.  

In the lead up to the 46th general election for the Lower House on 16 

December 2012, first, LDP re-used the articulation of its previously position on the 

TPP issue. In the statement released on 9 March 2012, LDP’s Research 

Commission pointed out that information on the TPP was not nearly enough to 

seek an understanding for TPP participation from the public and that the public 

consensus had yet to be made on what to protect for Japan’s national interests in 

TPP talks.

While emphasizing the need to promote economic partnerships and 

strengthen economic links with the U.S. in the Asia-Pacific region, LDP demanded 

the government not to negotiate on conditions for participation with haste, 

proposing six criteria for TPP engagement as follows: (i) oppose Japan’s 

participation in TPP talks premised on tariff abolition without the sanctuary; (ii) 

refuse numerical goals of manufactured goods such as automobiles in opposition to 

the free trade principle; (iii) protect the national insurance scheme; (iv) maintain 

standards for food safety and security; (v) oppose the adoption of the ISD clause to 

the detriment of national sovereignty; and (vi) take Japan’s uniqueness into account 

when it comes to government procurement and financial services.

Among these six criteria, in particular, the phrase “oppose Japan’s 

participation in TPP talks premised on tariff abolition without the sanctuary” was 

quoted on the LDP’s 2012 manifesto pamphlet as its TPP policy. The phrase was 

purportedly ambiguous and open to various interpretations. Some understood the 
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LDP objected to Japan’s engagement in TPP talks, while others saw it as 

conditional support, saying that the party left room for Japan’s participation in the 

event of the absence of the precondition.

Abe’s ensuing remarks added ambiguity and suspicion on his attitude 

towards the TPP. In the press conference held on 21 November 2012, a reporter 

from Asahi Shimbun asked him whether his party would consent to TPP 

participation with no strings attached. In response to the question which hit the 

mark, Abe sidestepped it and said what matters the most is whether Japan has 

bargaining power enough to break through such a precondition. And he added it 

may well participate in the negotiations in case that Japanese national interests are 

protected. In his speech in Fukushima Prefecture on 4 December 2012, however, he 

said, “Agriculture is the foundation of the state. We will protect what needs to be 

protected, so don’t worry.” (Mulgan, 2013) 

Given LDP’s ongoing intra-party conflicts over the TPP and its customary 

base of agricultural voting support, Abe and his party’s ambiguous rhetoric used on

the campaign trail was intended to secure discretion in policy choices after his 

accession to power (Sakuyama, 2015). On the other hand, the then-ruling party 

DPJ was losing confidence from farmers — who were enticed by DPJ’s pledge in 

the 2009 election campaign to provide direct income subsidies for all commercial 

farm households regardless of their size — due to its cutbacks in agricultural public 

works spending and official endorsement of Japan’s TPP participation during the 

Kan and Noda administrations (Mulgan, 2013).

Consequently, LDP made a landslide electoral victory and took its power 

back in December 2012 as seen in Figure 12. Starting with 118 out of 480 seats in 

Lower House before election, LDP came to hold a majority of seats, equivalent to 

294 (61.25%) after the election. In addition, LDP and its coalition partner Komeito 
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together held 325 seats (67.71%) as a total, over the two-thirds threshold necessary 

to override vetoes from the Upper House, where the two lacked a majority (Mulgan, 

2013). By region, LDP won 100 out of 120 rural and semi-rural district seats (83%), 

an overwhelming victory compared to 46 (38%) in 2009. In contrast, DPJ held only 

eight rural and semi-rural seats in 2012, a drastic plunge from 65 in 2009.  

Source: Yomiuri (2012), reorganized by author.53

Notes: SMD=Single-Member District; PR=Proportional Representation;

LDP=Liberal Democratic Party; Komeito=New Koumeitou; DPJ=Democratic 
Party of Japan; PNP=People’s New Party; JRP=Japan Restoration Party; 
TPJ=Tomorrow Party of Japan; JCP=Japan Communist Party; YP=Your Party; 
SDPJ=Social Democratic Party of Japan; NPD=New Party Daichi; NPN=New 
Party Nippon.

According to Sakuyama (2015), Abe was not expected to make a hasty 

decision on Japan’s participation in TPP negotiation earlier in his second 

                                        
53 Refer to Yomiuri Shimbun’s official website. 

http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/election/shugiin/2012/. Accessed 5 November 2016.

Figure 12. The Result of the December 2012 Lower House Election
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administration since he and his party were aware of the forthcoming Upper House 

election in July 2013. Reportedly, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshihide Suga was 

concerned about a retaliatory voting by JA and proposed to Abe that the 

government’s announcement on TPP engagement should be made after the Upper 

House election. In addition, LDP’s Secretary-General Shigeru Ishiba said his party 

was in no hurry to integrate its position on the TPP and would come up with 

measures until the July election after fully grasping terms already agreed among 

TPP parties.   

However, the process in coordinating the Japan-U.S. summit meeting

expedited the government’s announcement on TPP participation. After Tokyo and 

Washington issued a joint statement on the TPP on 22 February 2013, Abe 

announced on 15 March 2013 that Japan would participate in TPP talks. To 

forestall a negative repercussion for the Upper House election, LDP’s 2013 

manifesto brought Abenomics to the forefront to attract general voters. 

Under the theme titled “strong Japan”, the ruling party presented its policies 

pertaining to economic recovery, regional vitalization, agricultural revival, and 

diplomacy and security in order. To appease farm voters, in particular, Abe and his 

party underscored their strategy of doubling agricultural incomes for the next 

decade and promoted a new direct payment scheme to maintain multifaceted 

functions of agriculture. Also, they publicized that they would promote the 

incorporation of farmlands and reduce rice production costs by 40% from JPY 

16,000 per 60kg.

Concerning the TPP, LDP used strategies of understatement and issue 

linkage as in the previous election. In the diplomacy and national defense section 

of the 2013 manifesto pamphlet, the party first stated that it would unfold strategic 

diplomacy centering on the Japan-U.S. alliance in order to enhance Japan’s 
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standing in the world and achieve its prosperity. Then, LDP pledged to exercise 

Japan’s bargaining power to protect what to protect and attack what to attack in 

TPP negotiations in order to secure its national interests.

In spite of looming doubts about the potential of Abenomics due to a drastic 

drop in Japan's stock prices and the viability of Abe’s plan to resume nuclear power 

plants which remained idle since the 2011 triple disaster, the LDP-Komeito

coalition won 76 new seats and came to hold 135 seats as a total in the Upper 

House, putting an end to a “Twisted Diet” in which no party controls both houses. 

In contrast, DPJ held only 59 seats (24%), a fall from 86 seats (36%), which 

indicates that the number of seats DPJ lost (27 seats) is almost equivalent to the 

number of seats LDP newly obtained (29 seats) (Figure 13). As in the 2012 Lower 

House election, LDP’s solid victory in the 2013 Upper House election is 

attributable to DPJ’s unpopularity, fragmentation of opposition parties, and low 

Figure 13. The Result of the July 2013 Upper House Election
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voter turnout comparable to 52.61% (Pekkanen et al., 2016). 

Source: Yomiuri (2013), reorganized by author.54

Notes: SMD=Single-Member District; PR=Proportional Representation; 
LDP=Liberal Democratic Party; Komeito=New Koumeitou; DPJ=Democratic 
Party of Japan; JRP=Japan Restoration Party; YP=Your Party; JCP=Japan 
Communist Party; SDPJ=Social Democratic Party of Japan. Others include 
People’s Life Party, Happiness Realization Party, Green Wind, New Party Daichi, 
and other minor parties. 

    

Source: NTV (2011-2015), compiled by author.55

After Abe and his party made the two consecutive sweeping electoral 

victories, Japan officially joined TPP talks on July 23 2013 as its participation was 

approved by all TPP member states. The Japanese government’s engagement in 

                                        
54 Refer to Yomiuri Shimbun’s official website. 

http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/election/sangiin/2013/. Accessed 5 November 2016.

55 Refer to Nippon Television Network Corporation’s official website. 

http://www.ntv.co.jp/yoron/201609/index.html. Accessed 6 November 2016.

Figure 14. Japanese Public Support for the TPP 



110

TPP talks triggered protests by farmers and rekindled criticism on the TPP by 

MAFF and JA, while a majority of Japanese public showed general support for the 

TPP as shown in Figure 14. In September 2014, Abe shuffled his cabinet with a 

view to consolidating his power and expediting endeavors to implement his policy 

goals. 

However, no one predicted that Abe would call a snap election on 14 

December 2014 because of his party’s majority status in the two houses and his 

stable approval ratings. In his dissolution speech on 21 November 2014, Abe 

mentioned that he asked for an election to seek a mandate for his decision to delay 

the scheduled hike of consumption tax from October 2015 to April 2017, which is 

in line with continuous implementation of his economic initiative Abenomics. 

Concerning his bold decision, observers argued that he dissolved the Diet before 

opposition parties were poised to counter his party in another election and that he 

intended to outflank intra-party forces in opposition to his leadership style and 

policies including the TPP and agricultural reforms (Pekkanen et al, 2016).

In the lead up to the December 2014 election, Abe and his party understated 

their TPP policy and more importantly Abe’s sweeping agricultural reform 

initiatives while wooing voters through stressing his economic policy. According to 

Yukio’s analysis (2016), among 507 Yomiuri news articles which referred to Abe 

and were released between 8 November 2014 to 14 December 2014, 205 articles 

mentioned consumption tax (40.4%) and 202 Abenomics (39.8%), while a mere 33 

articles cited TPP (6.5%) and 31 agricultural policy (6.1%) (Appendix 9). 

Keeping the TPP and agricultural reforms out of the December 2014 

electoral campaign was also verified in LDP’s manifesto. Regarding agricultural 

policy, LDP’s manifesto accentuated its longstanding efforts to strengthen 

agriculture and recalled Abe’s relevant performances such as efforts to raise Japan’s 
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self-sufficiency rate in food production and agricultural exports. The recent 

government’s actions for the JA reform including CRR’s drastic proposal in May 

2014 were never mentioned in LDP’s manifesto, but the party simply referred to 

the need to “promote and deepen discussions over JA reform”. 

When it comes to the TPP, the ruling party merely pledged to make its 

commitment to the current negotiations in compliance with the Diet resolution 

concerning “five sacred items”. In this regard, Katada and Wilbur (2016) 

enunciated three main reasons why the TPP was marginalized during the election 

campaign. First, the LDP was still divided between pro-TPP and anti-TPP, facing 

the strongest opposition from its members who are closely tied to farm constituents. 

Second, JA could not efficiently unfold anti-TPP campaign while Abe’s sweeping 

agricultural reforms were aimed at the agricultural interest group. Third, there was 

no big difference in the position on the TPP between LDP and the biggest 

opposition party, DPJ. As aforementioned, LDP claimed that it would seek the best 

avenue to fulfill Japan’s national interest. Similarly, DPJ supported the TPP but 

argued that it would leave TPP talks in case that it could not protect five sacred 

items. 

In line with the ruling party’s strategy of understatement, the TPP was 

almost a non-issue during the 2014 election campaign. According to the Kyodo 

Opinion Poll conducted between December 10 and 11, only 1.9% of people singled 

out the TPP as the most important issue for their voting decision, while 30.9% of 

respondents chose economic policy such as business (Yukio, 2015). On the other 

hand, LDP’s vague and ambivalent pronouncements on TPP and agricultural 

policies enabled its candidates to still clinch endorsements from JA since the 

agricultural political leagues made a decision on endorsements on the basis not of a 

candidate’s affiliation but of his or her personal policy preferences (Maclachlan and 

Shimizu, 2016).
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Accordingly, LDP made a smooth victory once again in the December 2014 

election with the absence of a significant intra-party conflict over TPP and 

agricultural policies. The LDP-Komeito coalition raised its single-member district 

vote share from 44.5% in 2012 to 49.6% in 2014 instead of losing 14 single-

member district (SMD) seats, but the fall in SMD seats for the coalition was offset 

by the 15 additional Proportional Representation (PR) seats. While LDP held three 

fewer seats, its coalition partner Komeito won four more seats, which makes the 

ruling coalition clinch one more seat from 325 in 2012 to 326 in 2014. Abe’s party 

held 45 out of 59 single-member district seats (79%), while DPJ won only five 

seats (Figure 15). 

Source: Yomiuri (2014), reorganized by author.56  

Notes: SMD=Single-Member District; PR=Proportional Representation; 
LDP=Liberal Democratic Party; Komeito=New Koumeitou; DPJ=Democratic 
Party of Japan; JIP=Japan Innovation Party; PFG=Party of Future Generations; 

                                        
56 Refer to Yomiuri Shimbun’s official website. 

http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/election/shugiin/2012/. Accessed 5 November 2016.

Figure 15. The Result of the December 2014 Lower House Election
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JCP=Japan Communist Party; PLP=People’s Life Party; SDPJ=Social Democratic 
Party of Japan; NRP=New Renaissance Party. Others includes Happiness 
Realization Party and other minor parties.

   

Abe’s victory in the 2014 snap election not only improved the likelihood of 

Japan’s ability to push ahead with the stalled TPP negotiations and thereby reach an 

agreement but also added momentum to his agricultural reforms. Upon the end of 

the election, Abe announced that he would forge ahead on the JA reform and 

submitted the relevant bill and received a final Diet’s approval Diet in August 2015. 
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CHAPTER VI. CONCLUSION

This paper raises and then strives to address a question as to how the Abe 

administration managed to initiate Japan’s participation in TPP negotiations only 

three months after his inauguration and conclude an agreement two and a half years 

thereafter in spite of Japan’s fragmented decision-making authority and sensitivity 

to pressure from domestic interest groups, particularly from the agricultural policy 

triangle. In the process, Robert D. Putnam’s two-level game model and process-

tracing methodology are employed with a view to delving into shifts and 

distinctions of preferences and coalitions of Japanese constituents, Japanese 

political institutions, and Abe’s strategies as a chief negotiator with regard to TPP 

negotiations and Japanese agriculture. 

As a result, the following noteworthy findings are revealed. First, 

preferences for the TPP are divided into two domestic groups, that is, the free trade 

group and the status quo group, or the traditional agricultural policy triangle

consisting of MAFF, nōrin zoku, and JA. On the one hand, most constituents in the 

free trade group have a clear-cut preference or position on TPP negotiations. METI, 

MOFA, and the business community including Keidanren and Keizai Doyukai 

strongly backed Japan’s TPP participation all together, arguing that Japanese 

agriculture should open its market and sharpen its competitiveness. 

As the biggest opposition party, however, DPJ showed an ambiguous 

attitude due to its track record in pursuing EPAs in general and Japan’s TPP 

participation during the Kan and Noda administrations. Since Abe took office, DPJ 

tried to put the brakes on his TPP policy in terms of information disclosure and 

protection of the five key sensitive agricultural products in TPP talks but failed to 

do them in the aftermath of consecutive crushing defeats in elections. 
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On the other hand, preferences of the agricultural policy triangle have 

been mixed, equivocal, and even shifted under the Abe administration. In spite of 

its track record in a stalwart support for agricultural protectionism, MAFF not only 

softened its attitude towards the TPP and even joined the government-led 

agricultural reforms, facilitated by both its own motive to redeem its tainted 

reputation as a major stumbling block to agricultural free trade and weakened links

with the JA in terms of electoral supports and agricultural subsidy system. 

As for LDP, its party members had been greatly split over the TPP issue

until the participation in TPP talks and the conclusion of the TPP agreement 

because of its traditional strong voting base in rural areas. As Abe persuaded LDP’s 

wavering senior members in person and his administration found public confidence

in consecutive elections, the ruling party, in particular, anti-TPP party members,

gradually toned down its adamant opposition and finally gave the de facto green 

light to the Abe administration’s TPP policy through its intra-party decision-making 

apparatus on the TPP issue, i.e., Research Commission on Regional Diplomatic and 

Economic Partnership and its subsidiary TPP Committee. 

Lastly, the most vehement opposition to the TPP came from JA, or the 

farm group through using its mouthpiece, mobilizing farmers and citizens for anti-

TPP demonstrations, and lobbying activities, but it lost driving forces for its anti-

TPP movement, directly hit by a bomb of "Abe-led JA reform". As the Abe 

administration’s agricultural reform bill was enacted in April 2016, the agricultural 

interest group is scheduled to lose its auditing and guidance rights, JA’s main 

source of power, since September 2019. Taken altogether, declining leverage and 

further erosion of the agricultural policy triangle can be observed. 

When it comes to Japanese political institutions with related to the TPP, 

the executive-or prime minister-led policy-making structure is further strengthened 
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during the Abe administration. Under Abe's leadership, major domestic fora for the 

TPP were formulated inside the government and relevant agenda were incorporated 

into the executive structure. For example, MMC, which was newly established in 

the Cabinet, relatively weakened and constrained the MAFF Minister’s influence 

while strengthening the Minister of Economic Revitalization and Chief Negotiator. 

In addition, ICC and CRR significantly undermined the source of power 

of JA. For ICC's part, members of Keidanren and Keizai Doyukai, who are staunch 

supporters of the TPP participation in their interests, had opportunities to voice 

opinions of the business community and assisted in promoting agricultural 

administration reforms. Also, the direction of agricultural reform policies suggested 

in ICC’s meeting leaned against JA, which has a large number of small-scale part-

time farmers as members and “its vested interests in maintaining high domestic 

prices for agricultural products”, conducting “anti-competitive” business practices, 

and “hindering improvements in agricultural productivity”. 

Once ICC attempted to “indirectly” debilitate JA’s vested interests, CRR 

“directly” challenged the existence of JA with its drastic proposal. Chairman 

Yasufumi Kanemaru released a far-reaching report titled “An Opinion on 

Agricultural Reforms”on 14 May 2014, proposing the abolition of JA-Zenchu. 

Although the subsequent revised proposal softened its tone on JA reform due to 

pressure from LDP and JA, it provided a framework for the JA reform bill which 

was approved in August 2015. 

Last but not least, Abe, as the chief negotiator, first sought an 

understanding from the U.S. about the need of certain exceptions in TPP 

negotiations. After fulfilling an important precondition for Japan’s involvement in 

the TPP at the international level, Abe took prompt actions to win over wavering 

members in the Diet, especially co-opting marginal opponents in his party. Also, he 



117

came up with side-payments targeted to domestic agricultural producers, especially 

large-scale full-time farmers in anticipation of the conclusion of the TPP agreement. 

Through the Headquarters on Creating Dynamism through Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fishery Industries and Local Communities, his administration devised an 

organization for the mediation of farmland management and created a new system 

of direct payment in exchange for the complete abolition of the rice production 

adjustment. 

Abe's stable political standing at home and his party's major electoral 

victories also helped enlarge his win-set size and thereby facilitate the conclusion 

of the TPP agreement. What is noticeable is that to win more votes in the elections 

and thereafter pursue his policies without a significant backlash, Abe and his party 

implemented strategies of understatement, equivocal rhetoric, and issue linkage 

concerning the TPP issue on the campaign trail. To sum up, under the Abe 

administration, preferences and coalitions of domestic constituents, political 

institutions, and negotiating strategies including side-payments and generic good 

will combined contributed to Japan’s joining in TPP talks and finalization of the

agreement.

What is the most important here is that one common key component is 

discovered in all of these three aspects, that is, Abe’s strong leadership. First, Abe 

managed to change the landscape of preferences and coalitions of Japanese 

constituents in favor of his TPP policy, making his like-minded people hold key

posts in his party, Cabinet, and main ministries and greatly diminishing JA’s power 

through pushing his signature policy, the so-called “historical major agricultural 

reform”. Second, he incorporated all policy-making and discussions with reference 

to TPP negotiations and agricultural reforms into the executive-led structure. As 

shown in Figure 7, all TPP- and agricultural reform-related political institutions 

such as MMC, ICC, CRR are closely connected, pivoting on kantei. In this Abe-



118

centered decision-making structure, the MAFF Minister’s veto power were 

relatively constrained and weakened than before. Lastly, Abe also exerted his 

strong leadership when implementing his strategies including side-payments and 

generic good will. As Sakuyama (2015) points out, Abe succeeded in suppressing 

resistance from nōrin zoku in his party, leading his party to make landslide 

electoral victories over DPJ and thereby improve LDP’s party cohesion. 

Figure 16. Hub and Spoke Structure of Abe’s TPP Policy-Making

Source: Sakuyama (2015), edited by author. 
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In this regard, Abe’s modus operandi of TPP negotiations is analogous to a 

hub and spoke structure. As seen in Figure 16, Abe or kantei is located at the hub

of the TPP-related policy-making network. And spokes from or to kantei are 

connected with shōkō zoku and nōrin zoku in Abe’s ruling party and METI, MOFA, 

and MAFF in his administration. According to this research, shōkō zoku, METI, 

and MOFA are strong supporters of Japan’s TPP participation, closely working on 

promoting the TPP with kantei under the Abe administration, as drawn with thick 

solid lines. On the other hand, nōrin zoku, MAFF, and JA consist of the traditional 

agricultural triangle, but its clientelistic relationships have been sapped under the 

Abe administration as expressed with dotted lines among the three parties. Even 

though Abe or kantei is not directly linked with the JA in this network, he took

advantage of MAFF and nōrin zoku as an intermediate point or a pathway to put 

pressure on the farm group to consent to Japan’s TPP participation and agricultural 

reforms.

As of 10 November 2016, Japan’s Lower House voted to ratify the TPP 

agreement and passed a related bill at the end of scuffles in the Diet’s TPP Special 

Committee between LDP lawmakers and opposition parties’ lawmakers. 

Subsequently, the Upper House voted 165-70 and ratified the agreement on 9 

December (The Wall Street Journal, November 4, 2016; The Wall Street Journal, 9

December, 2016). In doing so, the Abe administration succeeded in deciding to 

participate in TPP talks in March 2013, three months after his inauguration, 

concluding a deal 32 months thereafter (October 2015), and finally ratifying it in

the Diet 15 months after the finalization of the TPP treaty.

The prospect of the TPP agreement itself, nevertheless, remains uncertain 

and precarious due to U.S. political factor. In his presidential campaign trail, 
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Donald Trump criticized that the TPP would be “a job-killing disaster”, aggravating 

public grievances over trade, globalization, and job losses in U.S. manufacturing 

sector. After Trump’s victory in the November 8 election, Abe tried to persuade 

him to reverse his position on the TPP during the 90-minute meeting with him in 

New York on 17 November 2016. To Abe’s disappointment, U.S. President-elect 

Trump announced on 22 November that he would withdraw from the TPP trade 

deal on 20 January 2017, his first day in office, regarding it as “a potential disaster 

for our country”. In addition, he said he would “negotiate fair bilateral trade deals” 

which can create jobs and boost U.S. industry (The Guardian, November 22, 2016).

According to the TPP agreement, it can take effect only if it is ratified by 

at least six TPP member states which account for 85% of the combined GDP of 12 

parties, and the U.S. alone stands more than 65% as shown in Table 1. According 

to pundits and scholars, there are three possible scenarios afterwards on an 

assumption that the rest of TPP parties would like to salvage the treaty. First, Abe 

and 10 other leaders of TPP parties can make a new trade deal which includes tariff 

abolitions, reductions in nontariff barriers, and better protection for intellectual 

property rights, referring to the already-made TPP agreement. Second, TPP 

signatories can revise the rule to come into effect the treaty, leaving out the U.S. 

and opening the possibility for it to join again in the future. Lastly, in the face of 

competition and tensions with China, Trump might shift his stance to alter his 

previous statement and commit to the treaty in the end (The Wall Street Journal, 

December 13, 2016).

Against this backdrop, Abe’s international-level game has yet to be 

finished. On 19 November, Abe and 10 other leaders of TPP parties agreed to 

double their efforts to implement the TPP treaty in Lima. Abe urged TPP parties to 

ratify the pact in their respective parliament as early as possible and especially 

warned Washington to ratify the relevant bill, saying that the TPP would be 
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“meaningless” without U.S. participation (The Guardian, November 22, 2016). As 

the second-largest signatory following the U.S., Japan, or Abe’s leadership will 

hold a key to the survival of the TPP in the nearer future. In this sense, it is 

frustrating that the Abe administration failed to conclude the Japan-EU EPA before 

the end of this year, which was supposed to play a role as a leverage to push the 

U.S. to ratify the TPP (아시아투데이, December 18, 2016). However, the Japan-

U.S. summit meeting slated for 27 January 2017 can be another opportunity for 

Abe to coax Trump to modify his stance on the TPP agreement. 

More importantly, Abe’s longer stint as prime minister is expected for 

Japan to maintain and add momentum on pursuing agricultural reforms and EPAs 

including the TPP. In fact, the prospect of Abe’s extended term is bright. According 

to Kyodo News polls, Abe’s approval rating, which has hovered around 40%, 

jumped to 60% in November for the first time in three years (The Japan Times, 

December 18, 2016). On 5 December, Abe already became the fourth-longest 

serving prime minister in Japan’s post-war history (1,807 days), following Eisaku 

Sato (2,798 days), Shigeru Yoshida (2,616 days), and Koizumi (1,979 days). 

Although his current second term is scheduled to end in September 2018, there is a 

possibility for Abe to serve as premier even until 2021 since his party decided last 

October “to allow its president to run for three consecutive three-year terms in lieu 

of the present maximum of two terms” and will officially endorse this plan in its 

convention slated for next March (The Mainichi, December 5, 2016; The Japan 

Times, November 29, 2016). As far as Abe holds an iron grip on power, his modus 

operandi analyzed in this research will be still applicable in the future even if the 

TPP ends up in fading into history. 



122



123

APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Number of Farm Households in Japan (1904-2015)
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Source: MAFF (1904-2015), compiled by author.57

Appendix 1. Number of Farm Households in Japan (1904-2015) (Continued)

Source: MAFF (1904-2015), compiled by author.58

                                        
57 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 23 November 2016. 

58 Refer to results of MAFF’s 2015 Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.maff.go.jp/j/tokei/kouhyou/noucen/index.html. Accessed 23
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Notes: According to definitions used since the 1990 World Census of Agriculture and Forestry, farm households engage in farming and 
manage cultivated land of 0.1 hectares or more, or earn more than JPY 150,000 per year from sales of agricultural products. Among them, 
commercial farm households manage 0.3 hectares or more or earn more than JPY 500,000, while non-commercial farm households manage 
less than 0.3 hectares and earn less than JPY 500,000.  

Appendix 2. Percentage of Japan’s Population Aged 65 and Over (1960-2010)

                                                                                                                                                                                  

November 2016. 
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Source: MAFF (1960-2010), compiled by author.59

aPopulation mainly engaged in farming, that is, persons engaged only in self-employed farming, or persons who are also 
engaged in work other than farming but spend more time engaged in farming on a yearly basis. 
bIn 1980, MAFF’s Census adopted more detailed aged groups for 60 and over, i.e., 60-64, 65-70, and 70 and over. Thus, figures 
for farmers in 1960 and 1970 indicate farmers aged 60 and over. 

                                        
59 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 25 November 2016. 



127

Appendix 2. Percentage of Japan’s Population Aged 65 and Over (1960-2010) (Continued)

Source: MAFF (1960-2010), compiled by author.60

aFrom 1990, MAFF’s Census collects and analyzes data on commercial farmers by age, who manage 0.3 hectares or more or 

                                        
60 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 25 November 2016. 



128

earn more than JPY 500,000 per year. 

Appendix 3. Engagement of Elderly Farmers in Farm Work

Source: MAFF (2009), compiled by author.61

                                        
61 Refer to results of MAFF’s survey. http://www.maff.go.jp/j/finding/mind/pdf/20090311_enquete1.pdf. Accessed 25 November 2016.
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Appendix 4. Number of Commercial Farm Households Which Have or Do not Have Successors

Source: MAFF (2015), compiled by author.62

Notes: Commercial farm households manage 0.3 hectares or more or earn more than JPY 500,000.

                                        
62 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.maff.go.jp/j/tokei/kouhyou/noucen/index.html. Accessed 25

November 2016.
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Appendix 5. Number of Commercial Farm Households According to the Amount of Sales (1985–2010)

Source: MAFF (1960-2010), compiled by author.63

Notes: Commercial farm households manage 0.3 hectares or more or earn more than JPY 500,000.

                                        
63 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 25 November 2016.
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Appendix 6. Size of Abandoned Cultivated Farmland (1980–2015) (Unit: hectares)

Source: MAFF (1980-2015), compiled by author.64

                                        
64 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 25 November 2016.
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Notes: Abandoned cultivated farmland is used to be a cultivated farmland which has not cultivated crops for one year or more and 
had no plan to be plotted for several years; Farm Households are engaged in farming and managing cultivated land of 10 acres or 
more, or earning more than 150,000 per year from sales of agricultural products; Land tenure non-farm households are households 

other than farm household possessing five acres or more in cultivated land and abandoned cultivated land.

Appendix 6. Size of Abandoned Cultivated Farmland (1980–2015) (Unit: hectares) (Continued)
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Source: MAFF (1980-2015), compiled by author.65

Notes: Abandoned cultivated farmland is used to be a cultivated farmland which has not cultivated crops for one year or more and 
had no plan to be plotted for several years; Farm Households are engaged in farming and managing cultivated land of 10 acres or 
more, or earning more than 150,000 per year from sales of agricultural products; Land tenure non-farm households are households 

other than farm household possessing five acres or more in cultivated land and abandoned cultivated land.

                                        
65 Refer to results of MAFF’s Census of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. http://www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?bid=000001047487&cycode=0. 

Accessed 25 November 2016.
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Appendix 7. List of Japan's FTAs/EPAs (As of 10 August 2016) 

Sources: Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan webpage. Accessed 6 October 2016. http://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/economy/fta/index.html; 

Asia Regional Integration Center webpage. Accessed 6 October 2016. https://aric.adb.org/fta-country. 
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Appendix 8. Approval Ratings from the Ikeda Cabinet to the Second Abe Cabinet
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Source: Yukio Maeda (2016), compiled by author.

Appendix 9. Issue Coverage by the Yomiuri Shimbun (8 November ∼ 14 December 2014)

Source: Yukio Maeda (2014), reproduced by author.
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Appendix 10. Timeline of TPP Negotiations

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

Oct 2002 Agreement on a launch of P3 talks

Dec 2002
Refusal of the US and Australia to participate in a FTA with New 

Zealand

Sep 2003 Launch of P3 talks

Nov 2003 Suspension of P3 talks

Aug 2004
Brunei Darussalam`s participation as an observer in the resumed 

P3 talks

Apr 2005
Conclusion of the P3 agreement and its expansion to the P4 

agreement with Brunei Darussalam`s participation

Jul 2005 Signing of the P4 agreement in Wellington, New Zealand

May 2006 P4 Agreement in effect

Jul 2007 New Zealand's request for US participation in the P4 agreement

4 Feb 2008
US announcement on its participation in additional negotiations on 

investment and finance service sectors of the P4 agreement

Mar 2008
Launch of negotiations on investment and finance service sectors 

of the P4 agreement

22 Sep 2008 US announcement of its participation in TPP talks

20 Nov 2008

Announcement of Australia and Peru on their participation in TPP 

talks (followed by Viet Nam's subsequent announcement of its 

participation)
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Feb 2009 US request for a delay in a launch of TPP talks

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

22 Jul 2009 Closed-door TPP ministerial meeting in Singapore with US participation

14 Nov 2009 Obama`s announcement in Tokyo on US participation in TPP talks

14 Dec 2009
US Trade Representative Ron Kirk`s notification of US participation in 
TPP talks to the US Congress

15 Mar 2010 1st round of TPP talks in Melbourne, Australia until 19 March

Kan’s Cabinet (2010.6.8 - 2011.9.2)

14 Jun 2010 2nd round of TPP talks in San Francisco, US until 18 June

18 Jun 2010
Cabinet decision on a new growth strategy and a statement on the 

examination of the Japan-US EPA 

11 Jul 2010
DPJ’s loss of a majority status due to a defeat in the Upper House’s 

election

27 Jul 2010 The Cabinet Committee on Comprehensive Economic Partnerships

29 Jul 2010

MOFA Minister Katsuya Okada’s suggestion to join TPP negotiations 

during the Cabinet Committee on Comprehensive Economic 

Partnerships 

9 Sep 2010 Conclusion of the Japan-India EPA negotiations 

19 Sep 2010 METI Minister Akihiro Ohata’s argument to join TPP negotiations  

23 Sep 2010
Kan’s remarks during the Japan-US summit meeting in New York that 

the East Asia Community initiative includes the US 

1 Oct 2010
Kan’s announcement during his Diet speech that the government would 

examine TPP participation 

4 Oct 2010
- 3rd round of TPP talks in Brunei Darussalam until 9 Oct 

- Malaysia’s participation in the TPP talks
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5 Oct 2010
DPJ’s establishment of a project team on examining measures on 

APEC, EPA and FTA

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

8 Oct 2010

Adoption of a resolution on opposing TPP participation by the LDP’s 

Research Commission on Trade of Goods on Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fisheries  

21 Oct 2010 Establishment of a DPJ-centered meeting to prudently consider TPP  

3 Nov 2010
Discussion on TPP participation in the Cabinet Committee on 

Comprehensive Economic Partnerships

4 Nov 2010

- Suggestion of the DPJ’s project team on examining measures on APEC, 

EPA and FTA

- Establishment of the LDP’s Meeting demanding an immediate 

withdrawal from TPP participation (withdrawal meeting) and its adoption 

of a resolution to demand a withdrawal from TPP participation  

9 Nov 2010 TPP+1 working-level meeting in Yokohama
Cabinet decision on a basic policy related to comprehensive economic 

partnerships 

13 Nov 2010 The Japan-US summit meeting in Yokohama

14 Nov 2010

- Conclusion of the Japan-Peru EPA 

- Kan’s participation in the TPP leaders’ meeting as an observer in 

Yokohama

- Recognition of the TPP as one of the pathways to the FTAAP in the 

APEC leaders’ meeting in Yokohama

- TPP leaders’ meeting in Yokohama

15 Nov 2010
Decision of the establishment off the ministerial meeting and its steering 

committee (Vice-ministerial level) regarding FTAAP and EPA 
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30 Nov 2010
Dialogue between MOFA Deputy Minister Youichi Otabe and U.S. 

Deputy Trade Representative Demetrios Marantis by phone call

6 Dec 2010 4th round of TPP talks in Auckland, New Zealand until 10 December

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

13 Dec 2010 Consultation on information collection with New Zealand 

14 Dec 2010 Consultation on information collection with Australia 

15 Dec 2010 Consultation on information collection with Singapore

4 Jan 2011
Kan’s announcement in the New Year’s press conference that he would make 

a final decision on Japan’s TPP participation by June

13 Jan 2011
Consultation on information collection with the US in the Japan-

US Trade Forum held until 14 January 

14 Jan 2011 Consultation on information collection with Chile 

17 Jan 2011 Consultation on information collection with Peru

24 Jan 2011
Kan’s announcement during speech on the government policy that he would 

make a final decision on Japan’s TPP participation by June

25 Jan 2011
Cabinet decision on “Realizing a new growth strategy 2011” and its 

specification on making a final decision on Japan’s participation by June 

9 Feb 2011 Consultation on information collection with Brunei Darussalam 

10 Feb 2011 Consultation on information collection with Malaysia 

14 Feb 2011 5th round of TPP talks in Santiago, Chile until 18 February 

15 Feb 2011 Signing of the Japan-India EPA 

23 Feb 2011 Consultation on information collection with Viet Nam
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24 Feb 2011
Decision of the establishment of a task force in order to devise measures for 

EPAs in the ministerial meeting for FTAAP and EPA 

1 Mar 2011 Consultation on information collection with Chile 

11 Mar 2011
- 1st meeting of the task force for EPA measures 

- Outbreak of the Great East Japan Earthquake 

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

16 Mar 2011
Consultation on information collection with New Zealand until 

17 March 

28 Mar 2011 6th round of TPP talks in Singapore until 1 April

13 Apr 2011 Consultation on information collection with Singapore

15 Apr 2011 Consultation on information collection with New Zealand 

17 May 2011

Cabinet decision on a course of actions to purse relevant policies and its 

specification that a comprehensive examination is needed to decide the timing 

of TPP participation

26 May 2011 The Japan-US summit meeting in Deauville, France 

31 May 2011 Signing of the Japan-Peru EPA

15 Jun 2011 7th round of TPP talks in Ho Chi Minh, Viet Nam until 24 June 

5 Jul 2011 Consultation on information collection with Viet Nam

7 Jul 2011 Consultation on information collection with Singapore 

15 Jul 2011

Talks in Washington between Director-General of MOFA’s Economic Affairs 

Bureau Takeshi Yagi and Director for Asian Economy of the US National 

Security Council

1 Aug 2011 The Japan-India EPA in effect
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23 Aug 2011 Talks in Tokyo between Kan and US Vice-president Joe Biden

27 Aug 2011 Kan’s announcement on his resignation  

Noda’s Cabinet (2011.9.2 – 2012.12.26)

2 Sep 2011 Noda’s inauguration as the 95th PM

6 Sep 2011 8th round of TPP talks in Chicago, US until 15 Sep

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

13 Sep 2011
Noda’s announcement during his Diet speech that he would make a 

decision as early as possible concerning Japan’s participation in TPP talks 

21 Sep 2011

Obama’s expression of dissatisfaction with Japan’s delay in the 

TPP participation during Japan-US summit meeting in New York, 

US

3 Oct 2011
Talks in Tokyo between Noda and US Ambassador to Japan John 

Roos 

Chief Cabinet Secretary Osamu Fujimura’s request for DPJ’s Executive 

Acting Secretary-General Shinji Tarutoko to launch a discussion on the 

TPP participation 

4 Oct 2011
DPJ’s establishment of the Project Team for Examining How to Deal with 

APEC, EPAs and FTAs

19 Oct 2011 9th round of TPP talks in Lima, Peru until 28 Oct

25 Oct 2011
Adoption of a resolution on opposing the TPP participation by the LDP’s 

Research Commission on Comprehensive Agricultural Policy and Trade 

28 Oct 2011
Noda’s repeated announcement during his Diet speech that he would make 

a decision as early as possible concerning Japan’s participation in TPP talks

2 Nov 2011 Consultative talks on information collection with Peru



143

4 Nov 2011
Announcement of LDP’s Research Commission on Regional Diplomatic 

and Economic Partnership on opposing the TPP participation 

5 Nov 2011 Noda’s talks with MAFF Minister Michihiko Kano 

9 Nov 2011 Policy proposal suggested by the DPJ’s Project Team 

10 Nov 2011 The Japan-New Zealand foreign ministerial meeting in Hawaii 

- The Cabinet Committee on Comprehensive Economic Partnerships 

- Talks among Noda, MAFF Minister Kano, and DPJ’s Secretary-General

Azuma Koshiishi 

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

11 Nov 2011

- Another talks among Noda, MAFF Minister Kano, and DPJ’s Secretary-

General Koshiishi 

- Noda’s announcement in a press conference that Japan would launch a 

consultation with TPP parties with a view to the TPP participation 

12 Nov 2011
Announcement of the broad outlines of a TPP agreement and TPP 

Leaders’ Statement during the TPP leaders’ meeting in Hawaii

13 Nov 2011

Obama’s expression to welcome the launch of a consultation for 

Japan’s TPP participation during the Japan-US summit meeting in 

Hawaii

5 Dec 2011 10th round of TPP talks in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia until 9 Dec 

6 Dec 2011
Adoption of a resolution on the consultation for Japan’s TPP participation

by the Lower House’s Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

8 Dec 2011
Adoption of a resolution on the consultation for Japan’s TPP participation
by the Upper House’s Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

10 Dec 2011 Consultative talks on information collection with Malaysia

14 Dec 2011
Talks in Tokyo between Parliamentary Vice-Minister Hiroshi 

Ogushi and Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy Cutler 
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15 Dec 2011
Talks in Tokyo between Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs Tsuyoshi 

Yamaguchi and Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy Cutler

16 Dec 2011
1st vice-ministerial meeting to discuss a consultative talks with TPP parties 

concerning Japan’s participation  

24 Dec 2011 The Cabinet’s decision on basic strategy for Japan’s revitalization 

16 Jan 2012
2nd vice-ministerial meeting to discuss a consultative talks with TPP parties 

concerning Japan’s participation  

17 Jan 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Viet Nam

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

19 Jan 2012
Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Brunei 

Darussalam 

24 Jan 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Peru
Noda’s speech on the government policy plan to pursue a consultative talks 

with TPP parties regarding Japan’s participation 

25 Jan 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Chile 

2 Feb 2012
3rd vice-ministerial meeting to discuss a consultative talks with TPP parties 

concerning Japan’s participation  

7 Feb 2012
Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with the US 

(Director-General level) 

9 Feb 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Singapore

10 Feb 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with Malaysia 

21 Feb 2012
Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with the US 

(working group level) and Australia  

23 Feb 2012 Consultative talks on Japan’s participation with New Zealand  
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1 Mar 2012

- Talks in Tokyo among Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs 

Tsuyoshi Yamaguchi, Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet 

Office Hiroshi Ogushi, and Assistant US Trade Representative 

Wendy Cutler 

- 11th round of TPP talks in Melbourne, Australia until 9 Mar

- Japan-Peru EPA in effect  

7 Mar 2012

- 4th vice-ministerial meeting to discuss consultations with TPP parties 

concerning Japan’s participation

- 12th ministerial council meeting for the FTAAP and EPA

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

9 Mar 2012

Announcement by the LDP’s Research Commission on 

Comprehensive Agricultural Policy and Trade that it would oppose 

Japan’s TPP participation predicated on tariff abolition without 

sanctuary 

15 Mar 2012 Consultative talks on information collection with Australia 

1 Apr 2012
State Minister of the Cabinet Office Katsuyuki Ishida’s visit to the US 

and Canada until 6 April 

10 Apr 2012

US Trade Representative Ron Kirk’s specification of automobile, 

insurance, and beef as a matter of main concern during a talks with 

MOFA Minister Koichiro Genba 

12 Apr 2012
5th vice-ministerial meeting to discuss consultations with TPP parties 

concerning Japan’s participation  

30 Apr 2012
Obama’s specification of automobile, insurance, and beef as main 

concern during the Japan-US summit meeting in Washington 

7 May 2012
Talks in Tokyo between Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet Office 

Hiroshi Ogushi and Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy Cutler
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8 May 2012

Talks in Tokyo between Director-General of MOFA’s Economic Affairs 

Bureau Takeshi Yagi and Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy 

Cutler

16 May 2012 13th ministerial council meeting for the FTAAP and EPA 

17 May 2012 The Japan-Australia foreign ministerial talks in Tokyo 

31 May 2012
Talks in Tokyo between MOFA Minister Koichiro Genba and 

Australian Minister for Trade, Tourism and Investment Craig Emerson

4 Jun 2012 Launch of the Japan-Mongolia EPA negotiations
Inauguration of Akira Gunji as MAFF Minister due to a Cabinet 

shuffle 

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

5 Jun 2012 TPP ministerial meeting 

18 Jun 2012
- Mexico’s participation in TPP talks

- Japan-US summit talks in Los Cabos, Mexico 

19 Jun 2012 Canada’s participation in TPP talks

25 Jun 2012 The Japan-New Zealand foreign ministerial talks in Tokyo 

2 Jul 2012 13th round of TPP talks in Santiago, Chile until 10 July 

2 Jul 2012 Defection of 50 members including Ozawa Ichiro from DPJ 

8 Jul 2012 The Japan-US foreign ministerial talks in Tokyo 

31 Jul 2012 The Cabinet’s decision on Japan’s revitalization strategy  

6 Sep 2012
- TPP ministerial meeting in Vladivostok, Russia

- 14th Round of TPP talks in Leesburg, US

7 Sep 2012 Submission of a report to the government by the DPJ’s Project Team

8 Sep 2012 Noda-US Secretary of State Clinton talks in Vladivostok 

9 Sep 2012 TPP Leaders’ meeting in Vladivostok 
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11 Sep 2012 The Japan-New Zealand summit meeting in Tokyo

14 Sep 2012 The Japan-Australia foreign ministerial talks in Sydney  

25 Sep 2012 The Japan-Australia summit meeting in New York

18 Oct 2012

Talks in Tokyo among Assistant US Trade Representative 

Wendy Cutler, Minister for National Policy Seiji Maehara, and 

MOFA Vice-Minister Tadashi Kira 

29 Oct 2012
Noda’s announcement in his Diet speech that he would pursue TPP, CJK FTA, 

and RCEP at the same time   

2 Nov 2012 14th ministerial council meeting for the FTAAP and EPA

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

8 Nov 2012

Talks in Tokyo among Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy 

Cutler, Minister for National Policy Seiji Maehara, and Director-

General of MOFA’s Economic Affairs Bureau Keiichi Katakami

14 Nov 2012 Japan-US talks on phone Noda’s declaration for dissolution of the Lower House

16 Nov 2012 Dissolution of the Lower House 

19 Nov 2012 The Japan-Australia summit meeting in Phnom Penh, Cambodia

20 Nov 2012 The Japan-US summit meeting in Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

21 Nov 2012
LDP’s announcement of a manifesto that it would oppose TPP 

participation predicated on tariff abolition without sanctuary 

26 Nov 2012 Launch of the Japan-Canada EPA negotiations

3 Dec 2012 15th round of TPP talks in Auckland, New Zealand until 12 Dec 

4 Dec 2012 Announcement on the launch of the Lower House’s election

7 Dec 2012 Noda’s abandonment of Japan’s TPP participation 

16 Dec 2012 LDP’s landslide victory in the Lower House’s election
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17 Dec 2012 Launch of the Japan-Columbia EPA negotiations

18 Dec 2012
Obama’s sounding out of LDP President Abe’s intention to visit the US 

in Jan 2012 by phone call 

25 Dec 2012
Consensus of the LDP-Koimeito coalition government on stating that 

they would seek the best way to conform to national interests   

Abe’s Second Cabinet (2012.12.26 - Present)

26 Dec 2012 Abe’s inauguration as the 96th PM

28 Dec 2012 Opening of the LDP’s withdrawal meeting 

7 Jan 2013 MOFA Vice-Minister Chikao Kawai’s visit to the US

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

8 Nov 2012

Talks in Tokyo among Assistant US Trade Representative Wendy 

Cutler, Minister for National Policy Seiji Maehara, and Director-

General of MOFA’s Economic Affairs Bureau Keiichi Katakami

14 Nov 2012 Japan-US talks on phone Noda’s declaration for dissolution of the Lower House

16 Nov 2012 Dissolution of the Lower House 

19 Nov 2012 The Japan-Australia summit meeting in Phnom Penh, Cambodia

20 Nov 2012 The Japan-US summit meeting in Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

21 Nov 2012
LDP’s announcement of a manifesto that it would oppose TPP participation 

predicated on tariff abolition without sanctuary 

26 Nov 2012 Launch of the Japan-Canada EPA negotiations

3 Dec 2012 15th round of TPP talks in Auckland, New Zealand until 12 Dec 

4 Dec 2012 Announcement on the launch of the Lower House’s election

7 Dec 2012 Noda’s abandonment of Japan’s TPP participation 

16 Dec 2012 LDP’s landslide victory in the Lower House’s election
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17 Dec 2012 Launch of the Japan-Columbia EPA negotiations

18 Dec 2012
Obama’s sounding out of LDP President Abe’s intention to visit the US in 

Jan 2012 by phone call 

25 Dec 2012
Consensus of the LDP-Koimeito coalition government on stating that they 

would seek the best way to conform to national interests   

28 Feb 2013
Abe’s announcement during his speech on the government policy that the 

government would make a decision on the TPP participation 

4 Mar 2013 16th round of TPP talks in Singapore until 13 Mar 

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

5 Mar 2013

Establishment of the TPP Committee by the LDP’s Research 

Commission on Regional Diplomatic and Economic Partnership and 
Koya Nishikawa’s inauguration as Chairman of the committee 

13 Mar 2013
Decision of the LDP’s TPP Committee on exclusion of five important 

items from tariff abolition when adopting a resolution on TPP policy 

14 Mar 2013
Abe's meeting with Chairman of the LDP's Research Commission on 

Regional Diplomatic and Economic Partnership

15 Mar 2013
- Abe's meeting with New Komeito's party leader

- Abe’s announcement on Japan’s participation in TPP talks

22 Mar 2013
1st meeting of the Main Ministers’ Council for TPP negotiations 
(MMC) 

5 Apr 2013
Cabinet Meeting’s decision on the establishment of MMC and the TPP 

Government Headquarters under the Cabinet Secretariat 

12 Apr 2013 Agreement on Japan-US consultation concerning NTMs 2nd MMC meeting 
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18 Apr 2013
Adoption of a resolution on TPP participation by the Lower House’s 

Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries  

19 Apr 2013
Adoption of a resolution on TPP participation by the Upper House’s 

Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries  

20 Apr 2013

Approval of Japan’s participation in TPP talks by TPP parties during 

the Meeting of APEC Ministers Responsible for Trade in Surabaya, 

Indonesia  

24 Apr 2013
US Trade Representative’s notification of Japan’s TPP participation to 

the US Congress

15 May 2013 17th round of TPP talks in Lima, Peru until 24 May 

17 May 2013 3rd MMC meeting

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

28 June 2013 4th MMC meeting

15 Jul 2013 18th round of TPP talks in Kota Kinabalu, Malaysia until 25 Jul 

21 Jul 2013 LDP’s victory in the Upper House election

23 Jul 2013 Japan’s official participation in TPP talks

9 Aug 2013
1st round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

23 Aug 2013
19th round of TPP talks in Bandar Seri Begawan, Brunei 

Darussalam until 30 August

18 Sep 2013
TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Washington, US until 21 

September

30 Sep 2013
2nd round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade 

and NTMs
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1 Oct 2013
3rd round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade 

and NTMs

3 Oct 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Bali, Indonesia

23 Oct 2013
4th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

28 Oct 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Mexico City, Mexico until 1 November

30 Oct 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Washington, US until 2 November

Nov 2013 Abolition of the rice production adjustment system decided

4 Nov 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Santiago, Chile until 7 November

6 Nov 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Washington, US until 9 November

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

11 Nov 2013
JA and Keidanren's co-establishment of a working group to strengthen 

mutual cooperation

12 Nov 2013
- TPP ministerial meeting in Washington, US until 14 November

- TPP ministerial meeting in Salt Lake City, US until 18 November

19 Nov 2013
TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Salt Lake City, US until 24 

November

22 Nov 2013
5th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

26 Nov 2013
MAFF's proposal for "A Course of Agricultural Administration Reforms 

for 'Aggressive Reforms of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries'"

7 Dec 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Singapore until 10 December
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13 Dec 2013
The Upper House's resolution to demand exemptions for and renegotiations 

of tariff abolitions for the five important agricultural items

21 Dec 2013 TPP ministerial meeting in Singapore until 25 December

22 Jan 2014
Abe's articulation of his resolve to carry out structural reforms during his 

speech in the World Economic Forum Annual Meeting 2014 

20 Feb 2014 800 farmers' anti-TPP rally

22 Feb 2014 TPP ministerial meeting in Singapore until 25 April

Apr 2014 Japan's consumption tax hike from 5% to 8%

23 Apr 2014 Obama's visit to Japan until 25 April

May 2014
The Agriculture Working Group of the Regulatory Reform Council 

established

14 May 2014
Council for Regulatory Reform's proposal "An Opinion on Agricultural 

Reforms" presented

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

18 May 2014 TPP ministerial meeting in Singapore until 20 May

5 Jun 2014
6th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

3 Jul 2014 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Ottawa, Canada until 13 July

11 Jul 2014
7th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

29 Aug 2014
8th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

1 Sep 2014 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Hanoi, Vietnam until 10 September
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24 Oct 2014 TPP ministerial meeting in Sydney, Australia until 27 October

Nov 2014 TPP leaders' and ministerial meetings in Beijing, China

8 Dec 2014 TPP ministerial meeting in Washington, US until 12 December

14 Dec 2014 LDP's victory in the Lower House election  

6 Jan 2015
MAFF Minister Nishikawa Koya's argument on abolishment of JA 

Zenchu in the press conference

11 Jan 2015
LDP's defeat against the JA-supported candidate in the election for the 

governor of the Saga Prefecture

15 Jan 2015 The Japan-Australia FTA in effect

26 Jan 2014 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in New York, US until 1 February

13 Feb 2015

Framework for JA Reform at Headquarters on Creating Dynamism 

through Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery Industries and Local 

Communities presented

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

9 Mar 2015 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Hawaii, US until 15 March

20 Mar 2015
9th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

28 Mar 2015 The Japan-US summit meeting

Apr 2015 LDP's electoral victory in 40 out of 41 prefectural assemblies

3 Apr 2015 JA reform bill presented to the Diet

23 Apr 2015 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Maryland, US until 26 April

14 May 2015 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Guam, US until 28 May

29 May 2015 A TPA bill passed in the US Congress
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24 Jul 2015 TPP ministerial meeting in Hawaii, US until 31 July

28 Aug 2015 JA reform bill approved by the Diet

8 Sep 2015
10th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

18 Sep 2015
11th round of the Japan-US negotiations on the automobile trade and 

NTMs

26 Sep 2015 TPP chief negotiators' meeting in Atlanta, US until 30 September

5 Oct 2015 Conclusion of the TPP agreement

Apr 2016 JA reform bill enacted

10 Jul 2016 Upper House election

10 Nov 2016 The TPP agreement ratified in the Lower House

9 Dec 2016 The TPP agreement ratified in the Upper House

17 Nov 2016 Talks between Abe and US President-elect Donald Trump in New York

19 Nov 2016 TPP leaders' meeting in Lima, Peru

Date International dimension Domestic dimension

22 Nov 2016
Trump's announcement on withdrawal from the TPP agreement on his 

first day in office

Sources: Sakuyama (2015); Office of the United States Trade Representatives’ website; various sources presented in bibliography, compiled by author.
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Appendix 11. Interview Script 

『日本の農業と安倍政権下の環太平洋パートナーシップ協

定交渉: 2層ゲーム分析』

日付: 平成２８年１２⽉２７日(火) 14:30-15:00 

場所: 農林⽔産省内会議室 本館３１６

<質問事項＞

1. 菅直人政権からTPP交渉参加を推進してきたことを知っています

が、 安倍政権前後にTPPに対する農林⽔産省の⽴場や政策に変

化がありましたか。変化があったとすれば、主要な原因は何です

か? 

2. 2013年3⽉に公式参加の発表後TPPに関する主要閣僚会合が内閣

府に設置されたことを知っています。本格的なTPP交渉過程で農

林⽔産省⼤⾂の役割は、過去の経済連携協定に関する交渉過程と

比較した時、差がありますか。

3. 2015年10⽉TPP最終妥結の結果によると、初めて、政府の政策

とは異なり、"主要5品目"の一部は関税を段階的に撤廃するよう

になったと知っています。 過去の経済連携協定では該当品目が

すべて関税撤廃対象から除外されたのですか? 

4. 今年4⽉に制定された"農業改革法案"以降に農林⽔産省と農業協

同組合間の協⼒関係にどのような変化が予想されますか? 

面談要請に応じてくださって本当にありがとうございます。
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국문초록

일본 농업과 아베 행정부 하 환태평양동반자협정

협상: 양면게임 분석을 중심으로

남 혜 미

서울대학교 국제대학원

국제학과 국제협력학 전공

2010년 10월 1일에 열린 제 76회 임시회에서 당시 칸 나오토

일본 총리는 시정 연설 중 처음으로 환태평양동반자협정(이하 TPP)

관련 협상에 참여할 의사를 밝혔다. 그러나 2011년 발생한 동일본

대지진의 여파로 일본의 TPP 협상 참여 관련 논의는 칸 총리의 임기가

끝날 때까지 뒷전으로 밀리게 되었다. 이어 칸 총리의 후임자인 노다

요시히코 총리가 2011년 9월 22일 개최된 버락 오마바 미국

대통령과의 정삼회담에서 조만간 TPP 협상 참여 여부에 관해

결정하겠다고 약속하면서 TPP 협상 참여에 관한 국내 논의를

재점화했다. 하지만 노다 총리의 TPP 협상 참여에 관한 공식 발표

계획은 여당의 완강한 반대에 부딪혀 연이어 좌절되었고 마침내

2012년 8월 일본 정부의 TPP 협상 참여에 관한 결정은 무기한 연기가

되었다.

이와 대조적으로 2012년 12월 중의원 선거에서 민주당으로부터
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정권을 되찾은 지 얼마 지나지 않아 아베 신조 총리는 2013년 3월

15일에 일본의 TPP 협상 참여를 발표했다. 국내외 협상 과정 중 여러

차례 난항에 부딪혔지만, 아베 행정부는 2015년 10월 5일에 11개국과

TPP 협정을 체결하는 데 성공했다. 그렇다면 아베 행정부는 어떻게

일본의 분열된 의사결정 구조와 국내 이익집단, 특히 농업 분야의

‘철의 삼각’ 동맹으로부터의 완강한 반대를 극복하고, 취임 후

3개월만에 TPP 협상 참여를 선언하고 그로부터 2년 6개월 만에 TPP 

협정을 체결할 수 있었을까?

위 질문에 대한 해답을 찾기 위해 본 논문은 TPP 협상

과정에서 일본 국내외로 가장 큰 논란을 일으켰던 일본 농업 부문을

조명하고 미일 양자관계에 초점을 맞춘다. 또한 본 논문은 로버트

퍼트남의 양면게임이론과 과정추적 방법론에 입각하여 일본 농업 및

TPP 협상과 관련된 국내 구성원들의 선호와 제휴 관계 상의 변화와

특징, 국내 제도, 협상 대표로서의 아베 총리의 전략에 대해 면밀히

분석한다.

퍼트남이 제시한 윈셋의 크기에 영향을 주는 세 가지 요소를

토대로 조사연구한 결과, 다음과 같은 주목할 만한 결론에 이르렀다.

첫째, TPP 협정에 관한 선호에 따라 국내 구성원은 두 개의 집단으로

분류된다. 즉, 자유무역 지지 집단과 농림수산성, 자민당,

일본농업협동조합(이하 농협)으로 구성된 전통적인 농업 분야 ‘철의

삼각’ 동맹 또는 현상 유지 집단으로 나눠진다. 먼저, 자유무역 지지

집단 내 대다수 구성원들은 TPP 협상에 대한 명확한 선호와 입장을

나타냈다. 경제산업성, 외무성, 일본경제단체연합회와 일본경제동우회

등 경제단체는 일본 농업 분야의 무역 자유화와 경쟁력 제고를

주창하며 TPP 협상 참여를 강력히 지지했다.

그러나 민주당은 과거 경제협력협정 전반을 비롯해 특히 칸
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행정부와 노다 정권 시기에 TPP 협상 참여를 적극 추진한 전력이 있기

때문에 TPP 협상 참여에 대해 모호한 태도를 취해왔다. 아베 행정부

하에서 민주당은 주로 협상 정보 공개와 주요 5가지 농산물 품목

보호를 명분으로 정부의 TPP 정책에 제동을 걸어왔지만, 주요

선거에서 잇따라 자민당에 패배하면서 이렇다 할 성과를 거두지

못했다.

한편 아베 정권 시기에 농업 분야 ‘철의 삼각’ 동맹의 선호는

서로 엇갈리거나 모호하며, 때로는 변경되기도 했다. 농업 보호주의를

옹호해 온 전력에도 불구하고, 농림수산성은 농업 자유무역에 대한

주요한 걸림돌이라는 오명을 벗고자 하는 동기와 함께 선거 지원 및

농업 보조금 측면에서 농협과의 연대가 약화되면서, TPP 협상에 대한

반대 입장을 완화하는 한편, 아베 행정부가 주도하는 농업 개혁에도

동참하는 움직임을 보였다.

자민당은 전통적으로 농촌 지역이 강력한 지지 기반이기

때문에 TPP 협상 참여를 둘러싸고 당내 분열이 지속되었다. 아베

총리가 직접 자민당 내 부동층을 설득하고 잇따른 선거에서

대중으로부터 강력한 지지를 확인 받으면서, TPP 반대세력의 목소리는

서서히 잦아들었고, 마침내 아베 행정부는 당내 의사결정 기구인

외교·경제연대조사회와 TPP 위원회를 통해 TPP 정책에 대한 사실상

승인을 받게 되었다.

농협은 조합 소유 농업 일간지 활용, 농민과 시민을 동원한

TPP 반대 시위, 로비 활동 등을 지속하며, TPP 협상에 대해 가장

단호한 반대 입장을 취했으나, 아베 총리의 농업 개혁 정책의 직격탄을

맞아 TPP 반대 운동의 추진력을 잃게 되었다. 아베 행정부의 농업

개혁 관련 법안은 2016년 4월에 제정되면서, 농협은 2019년 9월부터

감사 및 지도권 등 권력의 주요 원천을 상실하게 된다. 이로써 아베



171

행정부 하에서 종래 견고했던 농업 분야의 “철의 삼각” 동맹은 그

영향력이 감소되고 제휴관계도 두드러지게 약화되었다.

  둘째, 아베 정권 시기에 행정부 중심 또는 총리 중심의 정책 결정

구조가 한층 강화된 것으로 분석된다. 아베 총리의 리더십을 기반으로

TPP 협상에 관한 국내 논의의 장이 행정부 내 구조로 통합되었다.

예를 들어 TPP 협상에 관한 주요각료회의(MMC)는 내각 내에 새롭게

신설되어 경제재생담당 장관과 협상대표의 권한이 상대적으로 강화된

반면, 농림수산성 장관의 영향력은 비교적 약화되었다.

또한 내각부 산하 산업경쟁력회의(ICC)와 규제개혁회의(CRR)는

농협의 영향력을 현저히 약화시켰다. 먼저, ICC에서는 TPP 협상 참여를

통해 이익을 얻을 수 있는 일본경제단체연합회와 일본경제동우회가

경제계를 대변하여 TPP 협상 참여를 지지하는 한편, 농업 개혁을 적극

추진했다. CRR에서는  수많은 소규모 시간제 농민들을 회원으로

보유하면서 높은 국산 농산물 가격, 반(反)경쟁적 영업 관행, 농업

생산성 향상 저해 등을 통해 기득권을 누려왔던 농협에 정면으로

도전하는 농업 개혁 관련 정책 방안이 제시되었다.

즉, ICC가 간접적으로 농협의 기득권을 약화시켰다면, CRR는

과감한 정책 제언으로 농협의 존재 자체에 이의를 제기했다. 카네마루

야스후미 CRR 회장은 2014년 5월 14일 농협중앙회의 폐지를 골자로

한  “농업 개혁에 관한 의견서”라는 보고서를 제출했다. 이후에 제출된

수정 보고서는 자민당과 농협의 압력으로 인해 농업 개혁안에 대한

강경한 태도를 완화했지만, 동 보고서는 2015년 8월에 의회에서 승인을

받은 농업 개혁 법안을 위한 기본 틀을 제공했다.

마지막으로 협상 대표로서 아베 총리는 먼저 TPP 협상에서

일부 품목의 관세 철폐 예외의 필요성과 관련하여 미국과 타협을

성사시켰다. 국제적인 협상 수준에서 일본의 TPP 협상 참여와 관련해
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중요한 전제 조건을 충족한 후, 아베 총리는 의회 내 부동층, 특히

자민당 내 부동층을 회유하기 위해 신속한 조치를 취했다. 또한 아베

총리는 TPP 협정의 최종 타결을 대비해 국내 농업 생산자, 특히

대규모 전일제 농민들을 대상으로 이면 보상책을 마련했다.

농림수산업·지역 활력창조본부를 통해, 아베 행정부는 농지 경영 중개

기구를 창설하고, 미곡생산 조정제도를 완전 폐지하는 대신에

직접지불제도를 신설했다.

아베 총리의 안정적인 국내 정치적 입지와 여당의 잇따른 선거

승리에 힘입어 일본의 윈셋이 확대되었으며, 뒤이어 TPP 협정이 최종

타결되었다. 주목할 점은 선거에서 더 많은 표를 확보하여 큰 차질

없이 정책을 추진하고자, 아베 총리와 자민당은 선거 유세 중 TPP 

협상과 관련해 절제된 표현, 애매한 수사법과 이슈 연계 등의 전략을

구사했다. 요약하자면, 아베 행정부 하 국내 구성원의 선호와 제휴관계,

국내 제도, 이면 보상 및 전반적인 신임도 등 협상대표의 협상 전략이

모두 일본의 TPP 협상 참여와 협정 체결에 기여했다.

여기서 가장 중요한 점은 앞서 언급한 세 가지 요소에서 한

가지 핵심적인 공통점이 발견된다는 것이다. 바로 아베 총리의 강력한

리더십이다. 먼저, 아베 총리는 자민당, 내각, 주요 부처 내 요직에

자신과 생각이 비슷한 측근을 배치하고, 소위 “역사적인 주요 농업

개혁”을 통해 농협의 권력을 크게 약화시키는 등 TPP 정책에 유리한

방향으로 국내 구성원의 선호와 제휴관계를 변화시켰다. 둘째, 아베

총리는 TPP 협상과 농업 개혁과 관련한 정책 결정과 토론을 모두

행정부 중심의 구조로 통합시켰다. MMC, ICC, CRR 등 TPP 협상과 농업

개혁과 관련된 국내 제도는 총리 또는 총리관저를 중심으로 상호

유기적으로 연계되어 있다. 이러한 아베 총리 중심의 의사결정

구조에서 농림수산성 장관의 거부권은 과거보다 제한되고 약화되었다.

마지막으로 아베 총리는 이면 보상과 전반적인 신임도 등 협상 전략을
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구사할 때도 강력한 리더십을 발휘했다. 사쿠야마 (2015)에 의하면,

아베 총리는 민주당에 대항하여 잇따른 선거전에서 여당의 압승을

이끌어 내고 이에 따라 당의 응집력을 향상시킴으로써, 당내

농림족(農林族)의 저항을 억제하는 데 성공했다.

이런 점에서 아베 총리의 TPP 협상에 대한 접근 방식은 “허브

앤 스포크 (hub and spoke)” 구조와 유사하다. 아베 총리 또는 총리

관저가 TPP 협상 관련 정책 결정 네트워크의 중심에 위치하고 있으며,

중심으로 향하거나 중심에서 나가는 바퀴살은 여당에 소속된

상공족(商工族)과 농림족(農林族), 행정부에 소속된 경제산업성, 외무성,

농림수산성과 연결된다. 본 논문의 분석에 따르면, 상공족(商工族), 

경제산업성, 외무성은 아베 총리 관저와 긴밀히 협력하여 TPP 협상

참여를 강력히 지지했다. 한편, 농림족(農林族), 농림수산성, 농협은

종래 농업 분야에서 “철의 삼각” 동맹을 유지해 왔으나, 이들의

온정주의적 관계는 아베 행정부 하에서 한층 더 약화되었다. 아베

총리나 총리 관저가 이와 같은 네트워크에서 농협과 직접 연결되어

있지는 않지만, 농림족(農林族)과 농림수산성을 중간점으로 활용하여

농협이 TPP 협정 참여와 농업 개혁에 동의하도록 압력의 수위를

높였다.  

2016년 12월 현재, 일본 양원은 이미 TPP 협정을 비준했다.

그러나 TPP 협정 자체의 전망은 여전히 불확실한 상태이다. 이는 11월

22일에 도널드 트럼프 미국 대통령 당선인이 TPP 협정을 “미국에 대한

잠재적 재앙”으로 빗대면서 내년 1월 20일 취임 첫날 TPP에서

탈퇴하겠다고 선언했기 때문이다. 이러한 상황 하에서 미국에 이어 두

번째로 경제규모가 큰 TPP 서명국으로서 일본 또는 아베 총리의

리더십은 국제 협상 차원에서 향후 TPP 협정의 생존에 중요한 역할을

할 것으로 기대된다. 국내 협상 차원에서 아베 총리가 2018년 9월 두

번째 임기 종료에 이어 재선이 될 경우, 진행 중인 대대적인 농업
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개혁과 TPP 협정 등 경제협력협정에 추진력을 유지하고 배가할 수

있을 것이다. 이에 따라, 비록 TPP 협정이 역사 속으로 사라지더라도

본 논문에서 분석된 아베 행정부의 정책 결정 방식은 향후 일본 농업

분야의 무역 정책을 이해하는 데 적용 가능할 것이다.

키워드: 환태평양동반자협정, 아베 총리, 로버트 퍼트남, 농업 분야

“철의 삼각” 동맹, 농림수산성, 농림족, 농협, 농업 개혁
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