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3 October 2020 
 
          Comment on “China and Japan: Facing History” by Ezra F. Vogel 
 
                         Kumiharu Shigehara  
 
 Ezra F. Vogel, professor of the social sciences emeritus at Harvard 
University and well-known in Japan for the Japanese edition of his 
book “Japan as Number One: Lessons for America ”(1979), the all-time 
best-seller in Japan, has recently published the Japanese edition of his new 
book “China and Japan: Facing History” (Harvard University Press, 2019) 
from Nihon Keizai Shimbun Publishing Company (first edition: 17 December 
2019).  
 
 The book has drawn high praise from Joshua A. Fogel, a Sinologist and a 
specialist on the cultural and political relations between China and Japan, 
who noted: “Based on more than a half century of Ezra Vogel’s work on both 
nations, this masterful book traces the long relationship between China and 
Japan in a way that favors neither over the other and covers a wide range of 
social, political, economic, and cultural ties. A marvelous and welcome 
history of the interactions between China and Japan.” I agree to theses 
observations of Fogel, which appear prominently on the back cover of the 
original book in English, but, strangely and unfortunately, are not shown in 
the Japanese version.  

 With regards to the subtitle used in the Japanese version (“1500年の交流か
ら読むアジアの未来”) , it does not seem to reflect the author’s original 
intention for writing this new book. In the preface of the English version, Ezra 
Vogel wrote: “Given the depth of emotion among the Chinese and Japanese 
people concerning their past, it would be impossible for them to gain 
balanced perspective without discussing history.” Hence the subtitle “Facing 
History” in the original book in English. I would also note that at least “Asia” 
should be changed into “East Asia” in the subtitle used in the Japanese 
version. Actually the latter is used by Chisako Masuo, the translator of the 
Japanese version in her note (p.614).  

 There are some significant differences in descriptions between the original 
book in English and the Japanese version. For example, the section on “The 
Dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands” starts with “The eight small 
islands in question” in the English version (p.372), whereas the number of 
the islands is five in the Japanese translation (p.481). In fact, they are the 
following eight islands: 1.魚釣島、2.大正島、3.久場島、4.北小島、5.南小島、
6.沖ノ北岩、7.沖ノ南岩、8.飛瀬. This is a serious error.  

 Moreover, there are other places where significant differences do not seem 
to be due to editing errors, and the Japanese translator should have added 
relevant footnotes to indicate the differences from the original version.  
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 In the preface, Ezra Vogel noted “To make this book accessible to general 
readers, I have minimized the use of notes”. This decision by the author 
reduces the value of this type of book. It has led to a serious problem in 
Chapter 7 “Political Disorder and the Road to War, 1911-1937”, which was 
co-authored with Richard Dyck, an excellent American scholar who received 
a doctorate and a graduate degree from Harvard University. 
 
 In the original English version, the co-authors of this chapter wrote: “The 
Manchurian Army not only had its own strategy but also its own funds from 
the sale of opium from Rehe to Manchuria and other parts of China” 
(p.241). In the Japanese translation, this sentence in English version was 
split into two : 
 
「駐留日本軍には、独自の戦略だけでなく、独自の資金もあった。」and 
「熱河省から満州、および中国の他域でアヘンを販売していたからである」 
  (p.320). 
 
 Neither in the original English text nor in the Japanese edition, the 
importance of the sale of opium relative to other sources of funds for 
financing the military operations of the Manchurian Army (the term which 
appears to have been used by the co-authors of Chapter 7 interchangeably 
with the Kwantung Army) is explained.  
 
 Reading the Japanese edition, several of my Japanese friends as well as 
myself took it that the co-authors appear to argue that the sale of opium was 
a dominant part of funds for the military operations of the Manchurian Army.  
 
 My understanding is that while it is true that the revenue from the sale of 
opium was a source of the Manchurian government funds but it was not as 
important as general readers of the above-mentioned sentence in the 
Japanese version might think. 
 
 According to the numbers I calculated on the basis of the financial 
statements of the Manchurian Monopoly Corporation, the net revenue 
(without taking into account transaction, transportation and other costs 
associated with the purchase and sale of opium) amounted to 37,438 
thousand yen, almost the same number as the net revenue from salt sale for 
fiscal year 1939. This is to be compared with the Manchurian government’s 
total tax revenue of 320,728 thousand yen for FY1939. 
 
 The Monopoly Corporation’s the net revenue from its opium sale calculated 
in the same way for FY1937 was 18,825 thousand yen, far smaller than the 
net revenue from its salt sale, amounting to 30,757 thousand yen. These 
numbers are to be compared with the Manchurian government’s total tax 
revenue of 180,653 thousand yen for FY1937. And, in the year 1932 when 
the Shanghai Incident occurred, its net revenue from opium sale was 3,270 
thousand yen, to be compared with the Manchurian government’s total tax 
revenue of 96,533 thousand yen for the same year. 
 
 I would add that the financial statements of the Manchurian Monopoly 
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Corporation for those years are reported in a scholarly article prepared by 
Koichi Hirai in the Economics Review (48-3) of the Hokkaido University.  
 
 Both the precise estimates of net revenues from the sale of opium by the 
Japanese authorities in Manchuria and their importance relative to other 
sources of funds for financing the overall military operations of the 
Manchurian Army are of crucial significance for the overall assessment of its 
wrongdoing. 
 
 It is a great pity that Vogel’s book does not have an explanatory note on the 
source of information used in this part of Chapter 7. 

 The so-called "comfort women", first reported by a journalist of Asahi 
Shimbun has been trumpeted as a major human rights issue overseas with 
the English term "sex slaves," making it difficult to deal with the issue 
through sober discussion. The description about the opium revenue as a 
source of funding for the Manchurian Army in Vogel’s book, which was 
written with the author’s sincere wish that the future relationships between 
Japan and China will improve, should not be taken up journalistically, 
resulting in the worsening of their relations, contrary to the author's original 
intent in writing the book. It would be desirable to take some action to sort 
out the issue I have herewith raised. 

 The two co-authors of Chapter 7 argue that after Japan, represented by 
Matsuoka Yosuke, walked out of the League of Nations in March 1933, the 
Kwantung Army was no longer constrained by the presence of international 
rules of cooperation and Japan had become a rogue country and the 
Kwantung Army was a rogue army (page 240 in the English version). It 
would be desirable for the two American co-authors to add a note for 
explaining whether they consider that the US Army had become a rogue 
army when its Air Forces conducted a series of firebombing air raids over 
Japanese cities and dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
during the Pacific campaigns of World War II, and whether they consider that 
the US was a rogue nation at the times of the Vietnam War and the Iraq 
War.  
 
 Not mentioned in the book is Kaheita Okazaki who was a key player for 
improving Japan-China trade relationships in the post War period. 
 
 After graduating from the Law Faculty of Tokyo Imperial University in 1922, 
Okazaki pursued his career at the Bank of Japan and assumed key posts in 
both domestic and international policy areas before resigning voluntarily 
from it in 1939 to be appointed as director of the Huaxing Commercial Bank 
in Shanghai under the administration of the Restoration Government of the 
Republic of China. 
 
 During the Pacific War, he was asked by his old friend Kazuo Aoki, who had 
become Minister of East Asia, to work as Counselor of the Ministry of 
Greater East Asia and went back to Japan in 1942. In the following year, he 
returned to Shanghai under the Wang Zhao Ming regime ("People's 
Government of Nanjing") to act as Counselor in the Japanese consulate. 
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 After the war, he was engaged in the repatriation of Japanese nationals and 
negotiated with the Chinese authorities. When Okazaki, who became 
President of All Nippon Airways (ANA) in 1961, visited China in 1962 as 
deputy head of the Japan-China trade negotiations, Zhou Enlai told him and 
to his delegation that Japan had invaded China and caused harm and 
suffering to its people during the Sino-Japanese War, but that the 
unfortunate history of war for a few decades should be seen in the context of 
the 2,000-year history of friendship between China and Japan, and China is 
trying to forget it. He then said: “From now on, China and Japan should work 
together, for the betterment of Asia”.  
 
 Okazaki's vision of Japan-China trade relationships at the private-sector 
level became a reality in the form of the Memorandum of Understanding on 
Comprehensive Trade between Japan and China (Liao-Takasaki Trade) 
which was concluded in November 1962.  
 
 Subsequently, by making numerous visits to China as the representative of 
the Japan-China Memorandum Trade Office, Okazaki worked with political 
figures such as Yoshimi Furui and Seiichi Tagawa to get through the “winter 
era” of Japan-China trade and to normalize diplomatic relations between the 
two countries. He deepened his friendship with Zhou Enlai and built a 
relationship of trust with him. Zhou Enlai called him "my elder brother 
(Okazaki was one year older) and himself as Okazaki’s “younger brother".  
 
 Two days before Japanese Prime Minister Kakuei Tanaka visited China in 
September 1972 for the normalization of diplomatic relations between Japan 
and China, Zhou Enlai hosted a dinner party to entertain Okazaki. At that 
time, Zhou Enlai recalled a saying in China “When you drink water, don't 
forget the person who dug the well” and noted:“Prime Minister Tanaka will 
be in China, and diplomatic relations will be normalized, but it was you, Mr. 
Okazaki, who dug the well.” 
 
 Okazaki continued to be involved in Japan-China trade talks as a 
permanent advisor to the Japan-China Economic Association and visited 
China 101 times in his lifetime. On April 16, 1987, when ANA made the first 
flight to Beijing, he boarded it despite his advanced age of 90. Okazaki 
fulfilled the promise he had made to Zhou that he would visit China with ANA. 
It was Okazaki's 90th birthday, which was chosen deliberately for the first 
day of the ANA’s Beijing flight. 
  
 These episodes would deserve to be noted in a very informative set of 
“Biographies of Key Figures” which is attached to the main part of the book. 
 
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 ＊＊＊ 

 
The author, former Chief Economist and Deputy Secretary-General of the Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development, contributed several opinion pieces to The Japan 
Times, including “Japan’s War Crimes, Colonialism and Apologies”. The Japan Times, 28 
August 2019. 
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2019/08/28/commentary/japan-commentary/japans-w
ar-crimes-colonialism-apologie 
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Ezra F. Vogel’s message 

Dear Shigehara-san,  
 
Thank you for reading my book with such care and thank you for writing me about all the 
small points you noted.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ezra F Vogel 
  

 

 

 

 


