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Preface

Nobuya Hashimoto

This publication is the proceedings of a panel titled “Citizenship and Memory in
Eastern Europe and East Asia: A Comparison.” It was presented at the 25th
International Conference of Europeanists: Furope and the World: Mobilities,
Values & Citizenship, held from March 28 to 30, 2018, in Chicago, USA. The
panel was organized by the international research project, “Interdisciplinary
Research on the Function of National Histories and Collective Memories for the
Democracy in the Globalized Society [NHCM].”

The NHCM was commissioned and sponsored by the Japan Society for the
Promotion of Science [JSPS — one of the most influential governmental funding
agencies working for the promotion of sciences, including humanities and the
social sciences, in Japan] within the framework of its 7opic-Setting Program to
Advance Cutting-FEdge Humanities and Social Sciences Research, Global
Initiatives, 2016-2019. This program seeks to establish “dialogue and
interaction between Japanese and overseas researchers and the generation of
globally significant results through the advancement of international joint
researches across diverse fields of the humanities and the social sciences and
the building of robust international networks.”

When the project started, the JSPS’s Commission for the Promotion of
Humanities and Social Sciences assigned us the mission to develop
“interdisciplinary research on exclusivism and democracy in the globalized
society” (https://www.jsps.go.jp/english/e-kadai/global/index.html.) This mission
was proposed based on the concerns of commission members about the “diffusion
of ethnic, racial, religious cultural exclusivism, and hatred toward the ‘other’
under globalization, and the crises of democracy in the contemporary world.” In
fact, according to a member of JSPS’s Commission, the agenda-setting of the
program was prompted by the incident of Charlie Hebdo in Paris and its
aftermath. This is an indication of the commission’s insight into the intensified
crises of contemporary democracy arising from the globalized social and cultural

divides.
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Tasked with this meaningful but difficult assignment, we began to
organize a research group with 21 colleagues from Japan, including mainly
historians and some specialists of vernacular studies, political sciences, and
theology, and started to align the assignment to the context of history and
memory studies. Simultaneously, we invited foreign scholars from Korea,
Germany, Poland, the United States, Australia, and Canada as partners and
advisers in our project, based on the preceding research projects that we had
organized earlier with foreign colleagues. The focal point of the project is based
on the following questions:

> How have different histories and memories been constructed within the
national framework?

» How have complex past events been mobilized for political or diplomatic
use between/within nations?

» What is the mechanism through which histories and memories function
as dividing forces and exclude the artificially constructed concept of
“others”?

» What is the role and responsibility of history and historians in the face
of endangered democracy?

The panel in Chicago was organized to clarify the meanings of citizenship in
light of these interests, aiming at a comparison between European and Asian
experiences. As the "Introduction" by Professor Hiromi Komori, a chairperson of
the panel, explains its object and structure, I do not need to describe them here.
Although Professor Constantin lIordachi of the Central European University
sent in his excellent paper “Dual Citizenship and (re)Imagined National
Communities: In Post-Communist Romania and Hungary” for the panel, and
Professor Carol Gluck and Dr. Zuzanna Bogumil referred to his paper in their
comments, he could not, unfortunately, contribute his paper to this Proceedings.

The NHCM's aims, activities, and results are presented in detail on its
website in five different languages (http://history-memory.kwansei.ac.jp/en/
index.html). This publication is also an attempt to inform global audiences of
the NHCM's activities and to preserve them for further discussion regarding the
issue. The NHCM itself has concluded its official activities since the project

term, as settled by the JSPS, expired toward the end of 2019, but we hope to
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continue and develop international scholarly dialogues and discussions on our
theme, which is increasingly gaining significance amid the global crises of

democracy, human rights, and mutual tolerance among different nations.
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Introduction to panel proceedings
Hiromi Komori

The Objective of the panel

These proceedings contain papers presented at the panel of the 25th
International Conference of Europeanists: Europe and the World: Mobilities,
Values & Citizenship, held at Chicago in March 2018. Under the title
“Citizenship and Memory in Eastern Europe and East Asia: A Comparison, three
papers were presented, which followed by the comments.

One of the foundations of modern nation-states is a sense of belonging,
developed on the premise of citizen’s equal membership in a society, and
supported by their individual consents. However, changes have been taking
place in this premise.

In the age of globalization and international migration, the debate on
citizenship in ‘Western’ Europe has diversified, with concepts such as
multi-tiered citizenship and ‘light citizenship’ emerging. They focus on the
liberal character of the ideas involved, and the changing nature of the role of
social integration. Although the liberal citizenship has not been always
predominant even in ‘Western’ Europe, especially after the September 11 attack
in 2001.

Regarding these changes both in the ideas and in the practices of
citizenship, there are commonalities between the former socialist states of
‘Eastern’ Europe and the countries of East Asia. Namely they include the ethnic
segregation in a society at home and the tightening of relationships with
‘compatriots’ abroad through dual citizenship. These phenomena in Eastern
Europe as well as in East Asia demand us to compare the historical background
and the current situation of them.

Especially we examine the relationship between history/memory and
citizenship. Taking into consideration factors, such as regime transition and
redemarcation of borders, we explore the influences of discrepancies in the sense
of national belonging, fellow-feeling and identity politics in a state as well as in

international relationship. Hopefully our inquiries would provide useful



perspectives and insights on the acceleration of intolerance, exclusionist

attitudes, and crisis of democracy.

Contributors

Our panel consists of 3 papers and 2 discussants, as briefly introduced in
the following.

Yudai Anegawa presents the case of Hungary. Currently, the historical
narratives that are similar in content to interwar “Christian nationalist” ideas
are shared by supporters of the Government of Victor Orban and the far-right
political forces. At the same time, recent Hungarian politics appears as typical
European right-wing populism with its racist and anti-European Universalist
attitudes. In his paper, Anegawa disentangles the intricate coincidences.

Seung-Min Lee deals with the policies as well as the attitudes in Korean
society regarding compatriot/Overseas Koreans. Lee examines the historical
origin and development of the Korean Government’s perception toward the
overseas Koreans and the Korean nation. Her interests include the influence of
historical memory in the processes of legally defining who should be a member
of Korean nation.

Sara Park presents the immigration control of the post-war Japanese
Government based on the historical documents. Park claims that the
immigration control system enjoyed considerable leeway under the certain
circumstances in the treatment of immigrants as well as ethnic minorities in
post-war Japan.

Originally the fourth paper on dual citizenship in post-communist
Romania and Hungary was also included in panel. For the unexpected reason
the fourth speaker could not attend the symposium and the paper was just
delivered to the audience.

Finally, a few words about insightful comments by the discussants.
Zuzanna Bogumil refers to citizenship as a historical compensation for the
injustice the ethnic kin experienced outside homeland in the past. As for Carol
Gluck points out that the countries of Eastern Europe and East Asia share the
freezing memory during the Cold War period and the liberation from the Cold

War narratives.



Here I will repeat the question asked by Gluck. What does it mean
citizenship beyond the border? As Bogumil argues, whether such a non-
territorial citizenship functions only as moral capital.

We hope these proceedings serves as a good launching point for those

having interest on issues discussed here.



Ideology or racism?
The historical origin of immigration control regime
1In post-war Japan

Sara Park
1. Introduction

What defines borderline of citizenship? How people see the borderlines in
particular historical and/or social settings? This paper tries to answer these
questions through immigration control policies in postwar Japan. Japan is often
referred as a highly homogeneous country that ethnic, racial and national
memberships virtually overlap. In fact, the percentage of registered foreign
population in Japan (2.2% in January 2019!) is considerably law in OECD
countries, making Japan as almost ethnically homogeneous country. Regardless
you underline its merits or demerits, such high homogeneity is still regarded as
a particularity of Japanese society. This condition generates various arguments;
Japan is one of the few industrialized countries not to have experienced the
tremendous inflow of international migrants?2; Post-war social homogeneity was
built on Japan’s high level of income equality3; geographical isolation of Japan
supported cultural homogeneity+4.

On the other hand, the myth of homogeneity has often received criticisms
and fictitiousness. Sociologists in Japan have pointed out that the “100 million
middle class consciousness” was just a fantasy among certain social sectors5.
Indigenous peoples in Hokkaido and Okinawa have not been publicly recognized,
nor the suppression by the Japanese Government has not been accused yet®.

This paper argues that the ethnic homogeneity in contemporary Japanese
society 1s a result of excluding ethnic diversity from national membership.
So-called immigration control regime’ consists of immigration control and
refugee recognition act, nationality act and sometimes family registration act.
While high arbitrariness and wide discretion in immigration control regime are
often criticized?, scholars and activists have argued their origins. Some state

such arbitrariness and discretion are residuum of Japan’s colonialism?, others



emphasize influence of the Cold War in the northeast Asial9. The former sees
unstable residential rights of Koreans and Taiwanese from the Imperial
Ordinance of Alien Registration (in 1947) to the notification of special
permanent residency (in 1991) vividly signifies incomplete decolonization of
former Japan Empire. For the latter, it is the logic of “friend-enemy distinction”
by Carl Schmitt under the Cold War.

However, neither of post-colonial racism or anti-communism ideology can
fully explain the historical transition of the immigration control policy.
Although often regarded as ethnically identical, Koreans and Chines/Taiwanese
experienced highly different legal status according to their ties to two
Korean/Chinese governments. Although the Cold War in northeast Asia
changed drastically since 1991 and communism is not regarded as a primary
threat to capitalist society, arbitrariness and discretion in Japan’s immigration
control regime has not changed. Above all, those who lost citizenship did not cry
out in protest collectively. These facts suggest that at least another logic is
required to explain the origin of immigration control regime besides of
anticommunist ideology and postcolonial racism. This paper clarifies the logic
and mechanisms of defining borderline of citizenship in postwar Japan through
description of formation process of immigration control regime immediately

after the Second World War.

1-2 Previous studies

Scholars of the history of immigration control policy have often discussed
this period as the vantage point. Yasuaki Ohnuma (1979-80; 2004) reviewed the
history of immigration control regime in Japan and pointed out the Allied
Power’s lack of plan for decolonization as well as Japanese Government’s
initiative in immigration control policy; he gave a detailed description on how
immigration control regime in Japan originally targeted Koreans in Japan. On
the other hand, Tessa Morris-Suzuki!! studied the history of Koreans in Japan,
clarified the irregular migration from Korea and Cold War in Northeast Asia
played crucial roles in forming the ethnic community in post-war Japan. Her
main argument is that the Korean War and its preceding ideological conflict in

Korean Peninsula forced many Koreans to leave the country, and such refugees



who escaped to Japan seriously influenced the community of Koreans in Japan
as well as Japan’s immigration control policy. Matthew Augustine, like
Morris-Suzuki, studied the irregular migration from Korea to Japan and
underlines importance of Imperial Ordinance of Alien Registration. Imperial
Ordinance of Alien Registration as a means of suppression of irregular
migration from Korea became the prototype of the immigration control policy in
post-war Japan, and the imperial ordinance was a measure of “blockade Japan”
according to BCOF12, thus a part of tactics of the Cold War in northeast Asia.
These studies clarify, or presuppose that the post-war immigration control
system in Japan targets mainly Koreans in Japan. Furthermore, one of the
reasons of such targeting is irregular migration from Korea to Japan under the
Cold War in northeast Asia, and/or such irregular migration was regarded as a
threat in such international politics. However, there remains another
unanswered presupposition; why and how Koreans were regarded as different
groups from Japanese? Ohnuma described the smooth process of blanket
deprivation of Japanese nationality of Koreans as a semblance of concordance.
This concordance signifies the shared understandings of the borderline of
citizenship both among Japanese and Koreans; without this understanding,
citizenship in post-war Japan could not have been drawn. However, previous
scholarship has not yet proved the mechanism of this concordance. In the
following section, first I consider the mechanism that produced the semblance of
concordance in the process of irregular migration of Koreans to Japan, and then
analyze how the mechanism related to the postcolonial racism and

anticommunist ideology.

2. Background

2-1 Military occupation of Japan

The origin of the immigration control regime can be traced back to the
military occupation of Japan by the Allied Powers just after Japan’s defeat in
the Second World War. From September 1945 to April 1952, Japan experienced
indirect occupation by the Allied Powers that had Far East Committee and
Allied Council for Japan as the top, and mainly consisted of the Eighth Army of



the United States. The commander of United States Army Forces in the Far East,
Douglas McArthur, was appointed as the position of the General
Headquarters/Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (GHQ/SCAP), who led
Japan’s demilitarization and democratization both substantially and
symbolically. Besides the SCAP, United States Army Forces, Pacific (USAFPAC)
mainly concerned local military occupation and the British commonwealth
Occupation Forces took part in Chugoku and Shikoku Areas.

These Occupational Forces indirectly occupied Japan; SCAP in Tokyo gave
instructions (in the form of Memorandums, Instruction Notes) to the Japanese
Government and the Japanese Government drafted, passed and enforced the
instructions in the form of domestic laws. Except for the Home Ministry and
those conflict to post-war reforms were retained so that smoothly enforce the
reforming instructions. The Central Liaison Office worked for the negotiations
and translation/interpretations between GHQ/SCAP and the Japanese
Government. In local municipalities, the USAPFAC supervised and advised the
demilitarization process and the enforcement of the reforms, as well as policing

and censorship.

2-2 Repatriations to and from Japan

As for the immigration control, Japan lost its diplomatic independence,
thus it was the occupational forces that led the migration control of Japan. The
first issue that faced post-war Japan was the flows of the repatriates; from
August 1945, six million Japanese started repatriation from ex-colonies and
military occupied areas in mainland China, Southeast Asian countries and
South Pacific Islands. Although the number of deaths among Japanese
repatriates are relatively fewer than other Axis countries, notably Germany, the
repatriation left tragedies among repatriates; war-displaced people left behind
in China by their Japanese relatives in their infancy is one of the legacies of the
period!3. On the other hand, most of the repatriates from Japan were
two-million Koreans and 24,000 Taiwanese, both the people from ex-colonies.

This repatriation is conducted in a chaotic situation. Young, single
laborers who had come to Japan by force immediately left Japan to their

homeland. However, those who lived in Japan for decades with their families did



not repatriate, at least immediately. How to exclude these former subjects of the
Japan Empire from newly-born nation state—the main concern of the immediate

post-war Japan lies in this point.

2-3 Irregular migration from Korea to Japan

Repatriation and immigration of Koreans were other important issues for
the Japanese Government and the Occupation Forces. Most Koreans in Japan
returned to their homeland as soon as Japan’s defeat was announced, and more
than 1,300,000 people had been repatriated by March 1946. Still, about 500,000
to 600,000 Koreans remained in Japan that spring. The Japanese Government
and SCAP tried to repatriate them, but harsh property limits and the political,
economic, and social turbulence in South Korea discouraged Koreans from
returning to their homeland.

Another related problem had to do with return migration from Korea.
These immigrants—most of whom were trying to escape the violence associated
with the White Terror (unjustified arrest and suppression of free speech by the
authorities) and/or the political and social instability in their countries—were
regarded as illegal entrants by the occupying forces and the Japanese
Government, and thus were suppressed. According to the Ministry of Justice,
the number apprehended and charged with illegal entry reached its peak in
1946 (17,733), then decreased by half in 1947. It then increased again until 1949,
and dropped after 1950 (Ministry of Justice, 1975: 87). The total number of
apprehensions from 1946 to 1950 was 45,960.

Number of detentions of illegal entrants to Japan14

Year/Place of Detention 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951
Offshore 1,358 729 329 729
Place of embarkation 5,239 6,160 6,324 1,572 2,410
Domestic 771 460 1,449 553 364
Total 17,733 6,010 7,978 8,032 2,434 3,503
Escaped 3683 1,467 2,046 2,710 1,170 1,143

About ninety percent of the irregular migrants are Koreans who departed

from ports along the southeast coast of the Korean Peninsula, such as Pusan



and Masan, or from Cheju Island, which is located off the southwest shore of the
Korean Peninsula. Therefore, the major routes for illegal entry ran between

Korea’s southeast coast and Japan’s northwest coast.

3. turning minority into alien

3-1 the prototype of immigration control

The Imperial Ordinance of Alien Registration was one of the solutions
meant to address this situation by putting “troublesome” Koreans under the rule
of the Japanese Police without recognizing their nationality and/or status as
foreigners. The ambiguity of Koreans’ status caused problems in that the
Japanese Government could not control the trouble caused by the Koreans,
especially after the Chinese government recognized that the Taiwanese in
Japan were Chinese and thus nationals of the Allied Powers. For example, the
Central Liaison Office, the special office in the Japanese government that
liaised with the Occupation Forces, underlines in one of its reports in 1946,
titled Illegal Activities of Koreans, that the Koreans in Japan were involved in
illicit activities. The office reported that “recently, [Korean’s] organized illegal
activities have occurred repeatedly, caus[ed] significant threat among
Japanese”!5.In another report, the Central Liaison Office picked up illicit
activities committed by the “Korean, Chinese, and Formosan” (Central Liaison
Office 1946b) that took place in the Miyagi, Osaka, and Nagasaki Prefectures.
As a result, the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers concluded the
following regarding the status and treatment of the Koreans and Taiwanese

(“Formosan-Chinese”):

Reports from the authorities concerned with the enforcements of SCAP
direction and from the appropriate Japanese agencies indicate that
Formosan-Chinese and Koreans have been taking advantages [sic] of
their apparently doubtful status to evade the law. This strongly indicates
the necessity of instituting adequate, additional jurisdictional and

judicial controls for the purpose of curbing such unlawful activities!6.



The Imperial Ordinance of Alien Registration was issued on May 2, 1947.
On the following day, the Japanese Constitution was issued; therefore, this
ordinance was the last Imperial Ordinance in Japan. The immigration and alien
registration policy that was announced in the Imperial Ordinance of Alien
Registration was simple: not all aliens can enter Japan (Article 3). It also
enacted requirements that aliens who enter and stay in Japan more than 60
days must register in the municipalities (Article 4), the municipalities must
keep registry books of foreigners (Article 5), aliens who change their registered
facts must apply for a change to their registration (Article 8), and so forth. Any
foreigners who violated the ordinance would be subject to repatriation (Article
12).

What made the ordinance unique was that it defined people from the
former colonies of Japan, namely Korea and Taiwan, as aliens in application of
this ordinance (Article 11). Onuma points out that the “Imperial Ordinance of
Alien Registration controls Koreans and Taiwanese in Japan, who, according to
Japanese Government, still possessed Japanese nationality, with sanction of
forced repatriation. This ordinance was the prototype of postwar immigration
control system that crack down on ethnic minorities in the same society”!7. By
defining Koreans and Taiwanese as aliens, the ordinance placed them under the
power of immigration control and the possibility of forced repatriation. It also
prepared the framework for postwar Japan’s immigration control system, which
consisted of the Alien Registration Act (issued in 1952) and the Immigration
Control Act (issued in 1951). In other words, the basic policy of the Imperial
Ordinance of Alien Registration on immigration and alien control were inherited

by these two acts at the end of the occupation of Japan.

3-2 identifying “Korean illegal entrants”

I once analyzed the process of irregular migration of Koreans!8 and pointed
out as follows; Korean irregular migrants were found out as such not because
they looked like Koreans but because they looked just unfamiliar to the local
occupation forces, police, and the residents. Finding unfamiliar ships and
groups of people, especially in relatively small villages, should not be difficult.

The problem lies in the fact that such searches of unfamiliar ships and people

10



was understood to be for the control of Korean irregular migrants, and that the
immigrants themselves believed that it was easy to determine that they were
Korean by looking at their faces or trusting their intuition. In addition,
regarding unfamiliar ships and people as illegal entrants is not possible without
a preexisting concept of illegal entry. Without receiving information that illegal
entrants are coming and without the enforcement’s emphasis on the immigrants’
landing, unfamiliar ships and people would not be regarded as smuggling boats
and illegal entrants. The registration of people as Korean was intended both to
find illegal entrants and to strengthen the connection between the concepts of
“Korean” and “illegal entry.” The Imperial Ordinance of Illegal registration
defined the legality of entry depending on who the entrant was, not how he or

she entered Japan.

3-3 Rhetoric of anti-communism

Ethnic attribute of Korean and irregularity in migration did not only
relate to each other in considering the immigrants’ judicial treatment; each
character had something to do with anticommunist ideology. The following
report from the 8th Army implies that being Korean, agents of Communist
organizations and “inimical to the objectives of the occupation” are

interchangeable.

Illegal entry of Koreans is (...) entry of agents from Communist
dominated areas and the influx of personnel who swell the membership of

certain organizations inimical to the objectives of the occupation19,

On the other hand, the document also collects oral testimonies from the

apprehended migrants, who describe themselves as victims of the communists.

“The people are caught between two fires—if they take the side of the
police against the Communists or that of the Communists against the
police, they are oppressed by the opposing side.” (A resident of Cheju
Island)

11



“The communists suddenly started rioting, burning, murdering and
looting and the police and vigilantes were not strong enough to control
them. Every time there is a riot, young people are seized and disappear.
Under these troubled conditions the young people cannot carry out their

normal work.” (Statement by Ri Ji Ko, 25, Cheju Island)20

Most of the migrants in this quarterly report are from Jeju island in the
southwest of Korean Peninsula. Therefore, the “riot” and “troubled conditions”
signify so-called Jeju 4-3 Incidents (Jeju sasam sageon), or “Jeju Uprising”.
The Special Law for Truth Investigation about the Jeju 4-3 Incident and
Honoring Victims (Article 2) defines the incident as “the incident causing
civilians’ sacrifices in the process of armed conflicts and the suppression
operations beginning March 1, 1947 to 4 -3, 1948 through September 21, 1954.”
Against the divided general election in 38 degree south of Korean Peninsula,
South Korean Labor Party organized uprising that invited harsh counter-attack
from the police, ultra-rightist paramilitary bodies, South Korean- and the U.S.
armies. During seven years of conflict, unarmed villagers were often targeted by
both sides; according to tThe dJeju 43 Incident Investigation Report, the
reported number of victims is 14,028 (death of 10,715, missing of 3,171, residual
disability of 142), more than 300 villages were damaged. Among the victims,
10,955 people (78.1%) were killed or injured by so-called Punitive Force,
consisted of the government, military, the police and paramilitaries, Guerrillas;
1,764 people (12.6%) were by guerrillas. The total violence was committed
between the Punitive Force and the Guerrillas with 86.1% and 13.9% of the
forces respectively. The number includes the victims of children under 10 years
old (5.8%, or 814 persons), seniors over 61 (6.1%, or 860 persons), representing
11.9% of the total victims, and females (21.3%, or 2,985 persons). As compared
to the situation of the damage, the rhetoric adopted by the “Korean illegal
entrants” appears to be rather interesting; they insist themselves not as the
agent of the communists but as the victims of the Communist, who “started
rioting, burning, murdering and looting”. Such image obviously sticks to the
images of the communists spread by the police, paramilitaries and the South

Korean Government, those who killed, burned and looted the villagers.
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The documents by the Allied Powers show multi-layered twists; it was
anticommunism that led people to irregular migration rather than communism,
or at least, the conflict between them. On-site reports of the irregular migration
record the voices of the migrants who see themselves as the victims of the
communism, which the local military quarters does not deny. Nevertheless,
when the issue was discussed in Tokyo, the immigrants were equated with
communist agents. Ethnic attribute of Korean and irregularity in migration did
not only relate to each other in considering the immigrants’ judicial treatment;

each character had something to do with anticommunist ideology.

3-4 Mixture of ideology and racism

Both BCOF and SCAP related irregular migration from Korea to Korean
ethnic organizations and saw the biggest organization, Korean League, as a
threat or pro-communist. In October 1948, BCOF in Ehime Prefecture release a
document “the control of illegal migration in Ehime Prefecture” that

summarizes and reckons up the problems as follows;

-about 500 students traveled illegally from Korea to Japan, conducted
research about Korean ethnic organization and Koreans’ legal status in
Japan and returned to Korea in July.

-from 23 to 29 August, about 30-40 Koreans made three to four groups,
stayed in hotels in Matsuyama, Ehime prefecture, then traveled to Osaka
area with close contact to Korean League Ehime Prefecture branch.
-Korean League actively took part in obtaining alien registration card for
the irregular migrants and the profit was sent to North Korea and the
USSR. Close relation between Korean League and Japan Communist

Party/ DPRK.

Already in December 1947, SCAP related to irregular migration to Korean

League, describing as the following.

This is believed that the documents [registration cards] and the money,

had been intended for the Korean League—the documents to be
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disseminated among the Korean people in Japan and the currency to be
utilized by the league to further their mass communist indoctrination
these materials are presumed to have originated in north Korea under

auspices of the Russians?2!.

However, Korean League did not make profit from irregular migration or
officially helped irregular migrants. Rather, they did not get involved to
irregular migrations or migrants as an organization, insisting that the Koreans
who had lived in Japan before the end of the Second World War should be
treated differently from those who migrated to Japan after the war for the first
time, or again, from Korea. From the documents produced by the field-level
report, the occupation forces seem to share the fact that the individual irregular
migrant cannot be regarded as agent of communist organization. At the same
time, occupation forces could not get rid of the doubt that ethnic organization
took part in irregular migration. Such fear was strengthened if some irregular
migrants depended on the support from relatives, family members and friends
in local ethnic organization. The documents shows the confusion or connection of
the two possibilities of the communist entry to Japan and the communist
support of such migration.

Such confusion and connection reflect Japan’s domestic politics. After
land-sliding victory of the Liberal Democrat Party in January 1949, Shigeru
Yoshida organized his third administration. The following summer saw
nation-spread anticommunism such as Red Purge, unsolved murder cases in
which Japan Communist Party and labor organization were alleged their
involvement. On the other hand, the conflict between Koreans in Japan such as
Edogawa Incident came up in gossip, spreading the image of Korean as violent
threat to security. As the result, Korean League were forced to shut up as
violent organization in September 1949. Irregular migration from Korea
overlapped to the problematic status of Koreans in Japan, as well as political
handling of the Korean League. Both issues had two things in common; they
should be ethnically different from Japanese, and po