CHAPTER 2

Okinawa in the Japanese System of Decision Making

The most basic procedures [of political decision-making process in Japan] are conducted largely out of sight in negotiations between bureaucratic groups, committee work in party organs, and endless informal consultations. What is most clearly visible may not be very attractive, at least to Westerners with their concept of how a democratic government should work. Instead of the enlightening debate that one hopes for in parliaments, there is more brute confrontation over issues that have not been resolved through negotiations and consensus… A deeper look, however, will reveal that it is reasonably efficient, does fit Japanese styles of operations, has great vitality, and has a certain attractiveness of its own.
E. O. Reischauer, The Japanese, 297.
2. Policy Making Patterns

The participation of political actors, discussed in the previous chapter, in the Japanese system of policy making creates several patterns of policy making that can be divided into two analytical models: the statist (also called elitist) and the pluralist, the former presented in a form of the bureaucratic dominance, party dominance, or corporatism.
 These models have been applied to the analysis of the Japanese system of policy making in various periods of time. While the bureaucratic dominance prevailed in the era of the high-speed economic growth, in the late 1970s the party dominance gained in importance. Following further diversification of political life in Japan, the other two models of pluralism and corporatism were introduced into the analysis in the 1980s, as well as their combinations, pluralist and bureaucracy dominance, and pluralist and party dominance. The pure models of bureaucracy
 or party
 dominance although still exist became rather marginal since the last decade of the XX century, while the various forms of pluralism have been gaining in importance. At present, there are four main patterns and one sub-pattern that can be distinguished. 

First, in the “bureaucratically-led pluralism,”
 bureaucracy plays a very important role in all policy areas and largely dominates the process in the routine
 type of policy making (especially in the low key and low visibility policies). It is pluralistic in a sense that various “small and fairly stable sets of well-organized, narrowly focused interest groups typically join specific bureaucratic agencies, groups of politicians, and individual experts to dominate decisionmaking in relatively self-contained policy domains.”
 Although it is “bureaucracy-led” that is not to say that bureaucracy completely controls the entire process or the actors. The bureaucracy, which is equipped with expertise, technical knowledge, information and posses skills necessary for policy formulation, and also has a long tradition of being the “élite corps of ‘mandarins’”
 in Japan, having provided fundamental national policy directions for decades – is the only entity capable of policy planning in the organized and systematic way,
 but its influence varies across policy areas
 and policy stages. 

Second, in the “politicians-led pluralism” – the LDP members are especially significant in the policy process. This process also is characterized by the participation of various groups (prime minister, the cabinet, bureaucracy, political parties, individual Diet members, committees, interest groups, etc.), but unlike the bureaucracy-led pluralism, it emphasizes the dominant position of the LDP members, particularly the zoku Diet members, who usually occupy the chairs of the LDP divisions and commissions.
 

In the model of “politicians-led pluralism” the position of the prime minister is of special importance and hence one sub-pattern of “prime minister-led pluralism” can be distinguished. The prime minister, as aforementioned, is legally vested with the biggest powers in the executive branch, and can therefore play a very important role by taking up the initiative. If the prime minister chooses to act, he or she can actually influence the policy formulation and execution process.
 Hayao Kenji
 observed that the prime minister selects the issues based on, first, consideration of the political advancement and security (e.g., elections); second, historical achievement – a desire to go down in history for certain accomplishments, often in the field of diplomacy;
 and third, personal beliefs or long-held interests in particular area.
 Hence, the general implications are that the prime minister will pick up an issue that can be finalized in time to take credit for the achievement leaving the long-term issues aside. The prime minister is not however impervious to the influence of the ruling party and has to take their opinions into consideration to secure the back up of the influential LDP members in the passage of the proposed bills through the party and Diet organs. 

Third, “corporatism”
 points to close relations of bureaucracy, private interests and the LDP, in which “powerful groups in society through structured channels of interaction gain preferential treatment from the central elites and determine various national policies while also being vulnerable to their influence and control.”
 The existence of the pure corporatist model in Japan has been questioned due to several facts, such as the variety of interest groups (e.g., agricultural cooperatives Nōkyō) that enter the “corporatist” relations, the dynamic nature of those relations (not always benefiting participating actors), and most importantly, dispersed character of the company-based labor unions and its limited participation in policy negotiations. In result, numerous modifications have bee proposed, such as “corporatism without labor” (Pempel and Tsunekawa), “functional corporatism” (Shimada), “semi-penetrated corporatism” (Tsujinaka), “corporatism with limited labor” (Kim), “welfare corporatism” (Dore), and other,
 which generally point to diversity of groups joining the corporatist relations. 

Finally, the pluralistic
 model points to variety of actors that participate in the policy process on different policy stages and in various policy areas. This approach does not present a unified school or presupposes the existence of “pure pluralism” in Japan, but rather of the “Japanese-style pluralism,”
 in which many elements of pluralism and corporatism with influential bureaucracy coexist.

2. Procedures of Policy Making

Each of the above patterns of policy making with its leading actors follows established formal and informal procedures. Formally, the policy formation and a decision-making in Japan, as discussed in the previous chapter, are in the competence of the Diet and the Cabinet. In reality however the process is more complex, with political parties, bureaucracy and other actors deeply involved in the process. 

Figure 2-1.  Procedures for Bill Formulation in Japan
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Sources: Iwai Motoaki, Rippō katei [Legislative process], (Tokyo: Tōkyō Daigaku Shuppankai, 1988), 58; Murakawa Ichirō, Seisaku kettei katei: Nipponkoku no keishikiteki seifu to jisshitsuteki seifu [Policy decision process: The formal government and real government of the Japanese state], (Tokyo: Shinzansha, 2000).

The Cabinet bills, which constitute around 83% of all the bills in Japan,
 are first drafted in relevant ministries, and after approval by the director of General Affairs Division, councilor, bureau director, chief secretary, and administrative vice-minister, the draft is finalized on the ministerial level (see Figure 2-1). In the process, the divisions hold several meetings during which the concrete proposal is formulated, and in case of conflicts, the directors of General Affairs Division or Archives and Documents Division mediate referring the matter to the department council and create the final draft. In the next stage, the Cabinet Legislative Bureau checks the draft, and the meeting of the administrative vice-ministers – highest bureaucratic post – sends the bill for the cabinet approval. In this stage, the bureaucrats prepare the ground for the passage of the bill together with the zoku members.

     Within the bureaucratic and other organizations, there exist the system of the policy proposal circulation and sanctioning called ‘ringi.’ In that system persons on the bottom of the organization without any discretionary powers, formulate a proposal (ringisho) which is forwarded up to higher level following all the rudimentary procedures and approval on each stage until the person who is in charge makes the final decision. The ringi style of policy process indicates a bottom-up democratic and open system of policy initiative and policy formulation.
 The process is however of more complicated nature. There exist two stages in this process, and it is in the first stage that the decisions actually take place.
 That first stage includes prior consultations (nemawashi)
 and meetings that are the consensus building, while the second stage includes deliberations among the relevant actors on a written proposal prepared based on the already reached consensus.
 Because the decision has been made during the first stage, Vogel calls the system the ato ringi or afterwards ringi.
 In the process, if the written proposal faces difficulties within a bureau, it is usually the General Affairs Division that mediates in the negotiations, within a ministry – the Secretariat Archives and Documents Division, and if it is inter-ministerial – the Directors of the Secretariat Archives and Documents Division. Comparing to the first stage the second takes less time because the proposal is already written, but all together, the process takes much time. It has to be noted however that the ringi system of decision making focuses on the intra-organizational process and thus has little application for policies that include variety of actors of different affiliation or different levels of government (e.g., local-central).
3. Policy Process within the Liberal Democratic Party

The informal system of policy making involves the LDP party organs. The legislative bill or budget draft is first discussed and formulated in various divisions, committees, provisional sub-committees or project teams of the Policy Research Council (PRC, Seimu Chōsakai, known in the abbreviated form Seichōkai). After the deliberations in the PRC’s subunits, the proposed legislation approved by the unanimous decision is forward to the Deliberation Commission of the Policy Research Council Policy where a similar unanimous approval is required. The chairperson of the Policy Deliberative Commission exercises enormous influence and thus in a case of disagreement over the bill, if the chairperson of the Policy Research Council terminates the deliberations and takes the bill ‘into custody,’ the chairperson of the Policy Deliberative Commission holds discussion with the deputy chairperson, and if that does not result in agreement the chairperson of Policy Deliberation Commission can make the decision unilaterally. If the proposal fails to receive the approval it is sent back to the division, and if it does, it is forwarded to the General Council for the final approval.

With the approval by the General Council, the deliberation on the content of the party policies and legislation bills finalizes. The drafts are sent to the party’s Diet Affairs Committee, which discusses the proper strategies for steering the legislation through the Diet. The directors and deputy directors of the Policy Research Council divisions, who are appointed by the PRC Chairperson and approved by the General Council, become also members of the respective standing committee in the Diet taking charge of the passage of the concerned legislation.
4. Policy Process under the Coalition Governments

The LDP single handed dominance ended in 1993 with the formation of the non-LDP cabinet of Hosokawa Morihiro (Sep. 1993 – April 1994), and between August 1993 and June 1994, the LDP became for the first time an opposition party. In July 1994 the LDP formed a coalition government with the Social Democratic Party of Japan (SDPJ) and the New Party Sakigake (JiShaSa system after the first Japanese letter of the parties), first under the SDPJ leader Murayama Tomiichi, and in January 1996, under the LDP president, Hashimoto Ryūtarō. The coalition broke up in June 1998, the LDP governed alone until January 1999, when it formed a coalition with the Liberal Party, and in October that year, with New Komeitō and Reformers Network Party (Kaikaku Kurabu). In result, with the exception of the Communist Party, all the opposition parties participated in the consecutive governments, and hence the policy making system altered. During the period under study two coalitions were of importance: the Murayama Tomiichi and Hashimoto Ryūtarō Cabinets.

Figure 2-2.  Decision Making Process under Murayama Coalition Government
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Source: Murakawa Ichirō, Seisaku kettei katei [Policy decision process], (Tokyo: Shinzansha, 2000), 104.

     Under the Murayama coalition government (see Figure 2-2), the policy process altered to include the inter-party deliberations of the top representatives from the coalition partners, but largely remained dominated by the LDP party policy processes and structure.
 Under Hashimoto coalition government (see Figure 2-3) the two coalition partners of SDPJ and Sakigake stayed outside the Cabinet, which let to liquidation of the issue-based coordination meetings and ministry-based coordination meetings, and the rise in importance of the ruling parties policy coordination meetings. The last organ was attended by the top executives from the three parties (7 persons from LDP, 5 from SDPJ and 3 from Sakigake). The Ruling Parties Presidents’ Meetings (Toshu Kaigi) remained the highest organ, while the Ruling Parties Meeting of People in Charge (Yotō Sekininsha Kaigi) functioned as the actual decision making body. The Ruling Parties Policy Coordination Meetings (Yotō Seisaku Chōsei Kaigi) served as a forum for the policy consultation. However, due to the fact that SDPJ and Sakigake did not participate in the Cabinet and were overwhelmingly outshone by LDP in the Lower House after the October election in 1996, the meetings of the representatives of ruling parties became more and more dominated by LDP.

The policy-making process under Hashimoto Cabinet remained virtually the same as during the LDP rule, partly because the both SDPJ and Sakigake did not have enough Diet members to deliberate all the bills and negotiate them with adequate ministries. In result, the policy coordination meetings serve as a place for two other coalition partners to hear opinions on the bills already passed by LDP Policy Research Council.
Figure 2-3.  Decision Making Process under Hashimoto Coalition Cabinet
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Source: Murakawa Ichirō, Seisaku kettei katei [Policy decision process], (Tokyo: Shinzansha, 2000), 104.

5. Policy Making of Regional Development 

Regional development in Japan, where a uniform policy is assumed, has also been under the jurisdiction of the central government, formulated in the Japan’s Comprehensive National Development Plan (Zensō). The Plan sets the most fundamental framework for the use, development and conservation of the land, defining directions of development of infrastructure for housing, cities, roads, airports, ports, etc. Since the first plan in 1962, five plans have been formulated by March 1998. The Plan is formulated under the Comprehensive National Land Development Act (enacted in 1950) based on consultation between the National Land Agency (Kokudo Chō) – transformed in 2001 into the Ministery of Land, Infrastructure and Transport (Kokudo Kōtsū Shō), the National Land Development Council and relevant administrative organizations.

     Within the framework created by the Zensō, and legally reinforced by the Special Measures Law for Okinawa Promotion and Development (Okinawa shinkō kaihatsu tokubetsu sochi hō; hereafter cited as Okinawa Development Law; passed on 31 December 1971), Okinawa Development Agency (ODA; Okinawa Kaihatsu Chō)
 formulated long term development policies: three ten-year Okinawa Promotion and Development Plans (Okinawa shinkō kaihatsu keikaku, hereafter cited as Okinawa Development Plan), and the fourth under the altered name of Okinawa Promotion Plan (OPP; Okinawa shinkō keikaku). The First Okinawa Development Plan (1972-1981) put forward the goal of creating the basic infrastructure for economic development, redressing the gap with the mainland, and creating proper conditions for development of a sustainable economy. The Second Plan (1982-1991) aimed at establishing the international exchange hub and promoting tourism as the leading industry (in the context of general “internationalization” policy), while the Third (1992-2001) emphasized the importance of improving the quality of life and promoting the unique local characteristics. The new Okinawa Promotion Plan (2002-2011) added to those targets the development of the multimedia, information and communication industries as the leading sectors of local economy together with the existing tourism. 

6. The Policy Making for Okinawa Regional Development 

Basic rules and procedures for policy making of the development strategies for Okinawa, stipulated in the Okinawa Development Law, requires the governor to submit a proposal to prime minister, thereby formally giving the governor a right to the initiative. The prime minister is obligated to coordinate the overall work, seek consultation from the Okinawa Development Agency’s Okinawa Promotion and Development Council (Okinawa Shinkō Kaihatsu Shingikai), and discuss proposals with the concerned ministries. On the submission of the opinion from the Council, the prime minister is to approve the plan and notify the governor. In reality however, the prefectural proposal comprised the prior outline prepared by the central agencies, to which local government added requests for specific project. 

Furthermore, the main deliberative body in the ODA, Okinawa Promotion and Development Council that consists of members appointed by the prime minister, theoretically also provided for the Okinawa prefecture to participate in the process beyond the initiative stage.
 Among the thirty members, six represented Okinawa (the governor, the speaker of the Prefectural Assembly, two representatives of the heads of towns and villages and two representatives of speakers of municipal assemblies), eleven – specialists and experts, and another thirteen – concerned ministries, who were in fact preparing and presenting the proposals for deliberations, gathering and analyzing the necessary materials and data. The discussions that resulted from such arrangements tended to oscillate within the perimeters set up the central offices. In other words, the bureaucrats by setting the alternatives for deliberations determined also the final policy outcome.
 The centrally formulated plans were later approved on the prefectural level.

     It is worth noting that the Okinawa Development Agency, the only such institution created specifically for one prefecture except Hokkaidō, did not represent a unified body with one coherent policy, but rather a coalescence of policies of respective ministries the ODA’s personnel was composed off. For the ODA comprised bureaucrats that were “on lease” from other line ministries (see Figure 2-4). For instance, traditionally the post of the ODA administrative vice director general was occupied in turns by members from the Prime Minister Office, Ministry of Finance or Ministry of Home Affairs. Respectively, in the ODA Development and Promotion Bureau, the staff of the General Affairs Office came from Ministry of Finance, of the Fist Division – Ministry of Construction, of the Second Division – Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, the Third Division – Ministry of Transport, and of the Fourth Division – Ministry of International Trade and Industry and Ministry of Welfare. Similarly the General Affairs Bureau was divided between other ministries.

Figure 2-4.  Structure of the Okinawa Development Agency (1993)
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SOURCE:　Okinawa Kaihatsu Chō, Okinawa Kaihatsu Chō no nijūnen shi [20-year history of Okinawa Development Agency], December 1993, 469.
NOTE: MOHA: Ministry of Home Affairs, MOL: Ministry of Labor, MOW: Ministry of Welfare, NPA: the National Personnel Authority, PMO: Prime Minister Office
In result of such structure, the policies formulated by the ODA tended to be partial, related to the policy of the supervising ministry and not comprehensively planned. This problem of administrative sectionalism became one of the major obstacles in the formation process of the Program for Autonomic Modernization, as detailed in the following chapter.
7. The Outline of Okinawa Prefecture

Okinawa Prefecture, Japan’s south-western periphery is famous for two radically different features: the outstanding subtropical sceneries and distinctive culture, and the largest American military bases in the East Asia. Okinawa is the only Japanese prefecture located in the subtropical climate, which determined its present position as the country’s “tropical resort.” Spreading over 160 islands of which 49 are populated, the prefecture spans 1000 kilometers east to west and 400 kilometers north to south. In terms of land area (1,200 km²) however it ranks 44th among 47th prefectures, comprising 0.6% of total national land (377,855 km²). As of July 2006, it had the population of 1,365,465.

The prefecture’s capital of Naha lies within 1,000 kilometer radius of the Japanese city Fukuoka on the Kyūshū island, Shanghai and Taipei, and 2,000 kilometers of Tokyo, Seoul, Pyongyang, Beijing, Hong Kong and Manila. This geographical location allowed Okinawa to prosper as a trading center during the heydays of Ryūkyū Kingdom in the 15th and 16th century. The kingdom engaged in tributary trade with China and commerce with Japan, Korea and Southeast Asia. Throughout the exchange Okinawa incorporated elements of foreign cultures creating its own culture, distinctive from the mainland Japan or hontō, as popularly the four main islands of Japan: Honshū, Kyūshū, Shikoku and Hokkaidō are referred to by local population. The Okinawans, who call themselves as Uchinanchū have a very strong identity and take pride in their history (the Ryūkyū kingdom), tradition (e.g., bankoku shinryō), language, customs and values, which is at times perceived as discriminated against by other Japanese or Yamatonchū (the term for all the other Japanese nationals). The Okinawans, who speak Ryūkyūan language unintelligible for other Japanese, are renown for their friendliness, openness and easy-going manner, as embodied in the phrase ichariba chodei or “Once we meet, we are as brothers” and in the yuimaaru tradition of cooperating in work.
At the beginning of 17th century (1609), the Ryūkyū Kingdom lost its independence following the invasion by Satsuma domain of southern Kyūshū and remained under its control until 1879, when it was incorporated into Japan as a prefecture. During the Pacific War, Okinawa became the site of the only land battle (1 April – 23 June 1945)
 between the imperial army and the allied forces that annihilated one third (120,000–150,000) of local civilian population. To commemorate the ending of the battle, 23 June, the prefectural assembly enacted an ordinance that makes it a prefectural public holiday – Irei no hi, or the Memorial Day for All Fallen in the Battle of Okinawa. Following the war, Okinawa was placed under the U.S. military occupation until it was returned to Japan on 15 May 1972.
The U.S. Military Bases.

The American occupation left one big heritage on the islands: the military bases. The prefecture hosts approximately 75% of all exclusive-use U.S. military facilities located in Japan, which occupied 10.8% of the entire prefectural area, and 19.5% of the most populated main island (home of 80% of population), in addition to 20 sectors of air space and 29 zones in the sea. Among 53 municipalities, 23 host the U.S. military bases, and in four the installations cover over 50% of the municipal area: 82% of the Kadena town, and 59% of the Yomitan, and 56% of the Chatan and 51% of Ginoza villages.
 Moreover, the bases are home for 27,121 U.S. army service members (including 16,200 marines) and 23,757 their families, who between 1972 and 1995 committed 4,784 crimes and caused numerous accidents.

The U.S. bases in Okinawa after 1972 revision to Japan have been provided under the obligation stipulated in the Article VI of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty signed together with Peace Treaty in San Francisco on 8 September 1951, made permanent on 19 January 1960, and Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA)
 signed on the same day. The situation in Okinawa is complicated however by the fact that only 33.3% of the land is owned by the central government, 3.6% – by the prefectural government, 30.4% – by the municipalities, and 32.7% by private people of whom many have been refusing to lease their land for military use.
 To tackle the situation, the central government enacted Special Measures Law on Land for U.S. Military Use (Beigun yōchi tokusohō)
 that forcefully allowed continuation of land lease. In case the private land owner refused to sign the lease (extended every five or ten years),
 the law stipulated that it was the mayors and village chiefs that were obliged to do it on their behalf, and if they fail to comply, the governor. In case even the governor refused to sign the proxy, which happened only once in 1995 (see chap. 2), the prime minister had to bring the case to Court and when won, sign the lease. To avoid lengthy and politically risky problems, in April 1997, the government revised the law (see chap. 5), and in 1999 passed a new one (included in the decentralization bill) that placed the proxy sign directly under the prime minister’s jurisdiction. 

Such situation unavoidably led to resistance from local residents, fostering formation of a strong anti-base and peace movement. Historically, the movement can be traced back to the ‘island-wide-struggle for land’ (shimagurumi tōsō) that lasted from 1956 to 1958, which emerged in response to the forceful seizure by ‘guns and bulldozers’ of the land for the new bases by the American authorities; and second, to the ‘reversion to the homeland movement’ (sokoku fukki undō) that emerged in the beginning of 1950s that greatly contributed to finalization of the Okinawa’s reversion.
 The present anti-base and peace movement, as aforementioned, is very active, influencing local and national politics, particularly in crisis situation caused by the U.S. military related incidents and accidents. 
The U.S. military bases have had adverse effects on the local community, such as impeding social and economic activity by its restrictions on the use of land, sea and air space, causing noise pollution, and destroying natural environment by military training exercises. Traffic problems and overcrowding in areas adjacent to the bases create poor residential conditions, not to mention a danger for lives (in the most infamous accident in 1959, the military fighter jet crashed into the Miyamori Elementary School killing 128 children). 

Okinawa’s Economy. 
When Okinawa returned to Japan in 1972, its economy, depended on military bases (services, land rent), and living standard were far behind the rest of the country. To redress the gap, the Okinawa Development Agency, as noted, implemented several development plans which resulted in the unquestionable improvement of the infrastructure. Nevertheless, in the 1990s several of the endemic problems of the prefecture remained.
 Okinawa still had the lowest in Japan per capita income (71.9% of national average) and the highest unemployment rate (3.9% vs. 2.1% national average in 1990, which by 1998 jumped to 7.7% vs. 4.1%), which was even higher among the younger generation: 20.0% (15-19 years old), and 8.9% (20-24 years old). The prefecture had a very week secondary industry that nationally represented the lowest share in the production output (21.4% vs. 38.3%), and also the lowest in the country own financial resources as of the expenditures (23.5% vs. 55.8%), which show the high level of dependency on the financial assistance from the central government.
 

The problems of the prefecture’s economy were partly rooted in the structure of local economy. It rested on three pillars of public works spending, military bases (employing over 8,000 local residents), and tourism that gradually since the reversion became the source of biggest prefectural revenues. In 1996, the share of service industry, of which tourism constitute the main part, reached 27.2% of prefectural income.
 For that reason, the prefectural economy has been ironically labeled ‘3K’ in reference to the Japanese terms: kōkyō jigyō (public works), kichi (military bases), and kankō (tourism). It is ironic that nationally ‘3K’ in Japanese stands for kinds of work that nobody wants to take: kitsui (requiring physical strength), kitanai (dirty), and kiken (dangerous).

One of the projects of the central government to revitalize local economy was the establishment of the free trade zone in part of Naha port returned by the U.S. military, the only such zone in Japan. The government was actually following the earlier American government strategy. The first ever FTZ in Okinawa was established during the American occupation in September 1958 by the High Commissioner Ordinance no. 12, Ryūkyū rettō ni okeru gaikoku bōeki [Foreign trade in the Ryūkyū Islands], and operated between 1960 and 1971.
 The second FTZ was opened in June 1988 based on provisions of the Okinawa Special Measures Law passed in May 1972, but due to its limited space (2.7 ha) and measures available in the zone, in the beginning of the 1990s, the FTZ Naha port was almost at a complete standstill. The All-Okinawa FTZ Plan, as detailed in following chapters, was to revitalize and extend the FTZ onto the entire prefecture.
Okinawa’s Politics. 
The issues of military bases and lagging economy (in comparison to other prefectures) divided the political scene of Okinawa into two camps: anti-base “camp and pro-development “conservative” camp.
 The former supported by the Socialist Party (later Social Democratic Party of Japan), a local party of the Okinawa Social Masses Party (Okinawa Shakai Taishutō, known as Shataitō), Japan Communist Party; and the latter camp, by the ruling conservative LDP. 

The prefectural 48-seat assembly has shown an almost constant equilibrium in distribution between the progressive and conservative blocks since the reversion with the LDP holding between 40.88% (December 1972) and 50.83% (1990). The elections to the Upper and Lower House has shown a similar trend, and so have gubernatorial elections. The nine gubernatorial elections between 1972, the year of Okinawa’s reversion, and 2002 have been won five times by two conservative candidates: Nishime Junji in 1978, 1982 and 1984, and Inamine Keiichi in 1998 and 2002; and four times by three progressive candidates: Yara Chōbyō in 1972, Taira Kōichi in 1976 (who resigned in the midterm due to health problems), and Ōta Masahide in 1990 and 1994.
 The period under study predominantly concerns the progressive governor Ōta Masahide (1990-1998) and partially the conservative governor Inamine Keiichi (1998~).
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