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1940 was not the first time Japan had tried to stage an international exhibition, nor would it be the last.
  From its first appearance at such events in 1867, Japan had long been—and still remains—one of the world’s most enthusiastic exhibitionists.
  However, both the context and name of the event planned for 1940 suggest that something must have been different about the Japan International Exhibition Commemorating the 2600th Year of the Imperial Era (Kigen 26000 nen Kinen Nihon Bankoku Hakurankai).  Although the exposition itself was eventually cancelled in the summer of 1938—a national sacrifice, together with the Olympics, to the fiscal imperatives of wartime mobilization—until that point it had found an easy enough place in the bureaucratic catalogue of a range of events intended to use the anniversary as a way of fostering a nationalist consciousness and impart “national instruction.”  Similarly, in retrospect, the planning of the exposition can be folded into a familiar narrative of the dark valley of early Showa Japan, leading directly to and perhaps more perfectly realized by the purely domestic, highly ritualized celebrations of 1940.  If Japan was haunted by spectres of fascism in the 1930s, then, the exposition seems a promising place to look for its traces.


On another, more comparative level, too, the “phantom” exposition provides a useful site for exploring the relationship between culture and politics.  As Harry Harootunian has recently emphasized, Japan was not the only country in the 1930s to confront the unevenness produced by the crises of capitalism; nor were Japanese producers alone in turning to cultural work as a way of providing a ground for identity and experience in a social landscape fractured by new technologies, relentless commodification, and restless desire.
  In conjuring up mythic pasts or possible futures for popular consumption, however, cultural producers, in Japan and elsewhere, had to confront the present absence of the desired alternative.  The imagined community could not be assumed, but had to be represented, and in representing such communities, producers turned often to technologies of spectacle—whether the mass kinaesthetics of Nuremburg rallies and Berlin Olympics, the monumental theatrics of EUR, the 1932 Exhibition of the Fascist Revolution, and 18 BL, or the centuries of progress unveiled as futuramas in Chicago and New York.
  As Simonetta Falasca-Zamponi has suggested with reference to Mussolini’s spectacular politics, the core of such spectacle was an attempt to figure the spectator as an artistic object, both actors within the spectacle and acted upon by their viewing of the spectacle.
  The epiphanic abolition of the distance between viewer and viewed—which might otherwise allow the subject to think otherwise, the consumer not to buy—would serve to transform the observer into willing participant, whether in the massed military bands of Mussolini’s Roman Empire or the anodyne automobilized landscapes of General Motors’ imagined futures.  Here too, the cancelled exposition is a good place to gauge how spectacle was used also in Japan as a way of resolving the dilemmas of capitalist growth.


What would make such a spectacle recognizably fascist, however?  As Harootunian argues, if we want fascism as a term to do anything more than classify the exceptionalism and thereby narrate the necessary defeat of those countries with whom we want to deny kinship, then we have to understand how fascism as potential inheres within the paradoxes of liberal democracy and the incessant expansionism of capital.
  The aspiration for “capitalism without capitalism”—modern technocracy and ancient community, productivist economy without consumptive desire, organic development without toxic externality—was not unique to Germany, Italy, or Japan.  At the same time it is important to underline the difficulty of translating such ideological visions into either coherent movements or established regimes.  In what follows, I use the example of Banpaku (to borrow the name of its promotional monthly magazine) to describe the nature of this difficulty, and so to align Japan’s experience not (yet) along an emerging fascist axis, but with a more widely shared set of dilemmas and attempted resolutions.  This is not, therefore, an exercise in identifying fascism.  Rather, I want to suggest the extent to which the plans for Banpaku were the result of entrepreneurial, rather than statist, initiatives, the way in which the form of the exposition could accommodate divergent interests, and so the inherent limits of exposition as mobilizing spectacle.

Private Initiatives


As suggested above, Japan had long been an enthusiast for international exhibitions.  Attempts to hold such an exhibition in Japan, however, had foundered repeatedly on the government’s unwillingness to subsidize the undertaking at the requisite scale, given both more pressing fiscal imperatives and the difficulty of guaranteeing that an exposition would produce the desired economic or diplomatic result.  At the same time, while official interests, in Japan and elsewhere, abandoned the exposition as a tool of industrial or international policy, private interests took over, seeing an opportunity for commercial advantage.  Department stores, railway, and newspaper companies seized on exhibitions as a way of cementing their position as central nodes in the consumer culture which emerged during the Taisho period, and a class of exhibition professionals had emerged to service this burgeoning need.
  Thus, by the 1930s, the staging of expositions had itself become an industry, as witnessed by its own private trade association.  In 1926 a group of exhibition enthusiasts and promoters came together to form the Hakurankai Kurabu (Exhibition Club), and it was this group, in June 1929, which first proposed the idea of an international exhibition, to be held in 1935, as a way of attracting foreign countries, companies, tourists, and above all their capital to a region still depressed after the great earthquake.

The story of how the initial idea of a commercially-motivated exhibition in 1935 eventually became the officially-endorsed centerpiece of the Kigen 2600 celebrations is a long one, and has been well-chronicled by Furukawa Takahisa.
  Briefly, it took time for the Exhibition Federation to coordinate among the various regional bodies (the plans for 1935 were put on hold in 1931, in part because of Yokohama’s reluctance given its straitened munipical finances), to lobby the national government, and for the exposition’s supporters in the ministries and the Diet to persuade their colleagues.  When the exposition movement did reemerge in 1932, its pace was largely set by one Sakatani Yoshirô, a former Minister of Finance and Mayor of Tokyo, who advocated the exposition as the centerpiece of a systematic, government-supervised celebration of the anniversary, including archeological restoration of Jimmu’s purported palace in Kashihara, commemorative monuments, and a range of other events.  While Sakatani’s vision was not entirely endorsed by the Federation, he was instrumental in using his connections to ensure that the plan was taken up both within the ministries and the Diet.
  In other words, planning for the exposition were the outcome of a familiar process of consensus-building by well-connected individuals.

What is striking in this process, however, is the extent to which the exposition remained the creature of private and regional interests even as it became subject to official planning and oversight.  In other words, an exposition was able to satisfy multiple constituencies.  At the national level Sakatani and the Federation could pitch the exposition at the national level as a solemn commemoration of the founding of the nation, while also emphasizing the importance of tourist yen in regenerating the regional economy.
  At the same time, it was clear that such commemoration was also, necessarily, a matter of private initiative and interest.  Sakatani’s original proposal, in September 1932, devoted much time to an argument in favor of a particular piece of reclaimed land in Kawasaki, as against the Federation’s preferred site at the mouth of the Sumida river.  The latter, he suggested, was much too cramped for the necessary scale of the proposed event.  Unmentioned was the fact that the former site was one of a number of reclaimed but undeveloped sites owned by the Tokyo Bay Reclamation Company, which included Sakatani on its board of directors.
  At one level, then, Sakatani’s advocacy was that of a nation-minded member of the House of Peers.  At another, it can be seen as a commercial pitch by a well-connected financier.  The Tokyo Bay Reclamation Company clearly saw no harm in reaching for government pork, however lean; when Sakatani’s proposals were made public in September 1932, it was the company which published them.

Given this intersection of imperial commemoration and private interest, Furukawa has proposed that Kigen 2600, together with other products of bansei ikkei, be considered as an imperial “brand.”
  In other words, the ideological slogans of the 1930s, no less than the “perfectly vacuous concepts” of Meiji, can be seen as valuable pieces of conceptual real estate, which could be turned to any number of ends.  Furukawa goes on to claim that the history of private initiative and regional boosterism behind the events of Kigen 2600 requires that we classify them within a longer, less troubling history of private desire and economic development.
  This overstates the case, and perhaps underestimates the usefulness of the idea of an imperial brand.  On the one hand, regardless of whether or not the exposition itself would have been successful in mobilizing its spectators for nationalist and militarist ends, the plans for the exposition not only excluded any non-Japanist world view, but deployed much of the symbolic vocabulary under which the population was being mobilized for war.  On the other, however, that vocabulary could be invested multiply, by private entrepreneurs as much as by state ideologues.  The concerns of capital were indifferent to the putative content of the brands through which it sought to realize a return on investment, and the opportunity of an imperial anniversary promised a higher than usual rate of return.

At the same time, however, the fact that the brand was an imperial one guaranteed that its deployment would become a matter of contention.  Sakatani and the Federation were not alone in producing visions of Kigen 2600.  As early as October 1933 there were reports of plans by the Home, Education, Army, and Navy Ministries for a “great national festival” commemorating Kigen 2600 as a way of “overcoming the emergency.”
  Of these, the Home Ministry, in particular, was the breeding ground for an alternative vision of the significance of the anniversary and, as we will see below, a persistent critic of any aspect of the exhibition which might detract from the solemnity it believed appropriate to the commemoration of the nation’s founding.  In January 1936, for example, the Japan Culture Association (Nihon Bunka Renmei), which had been formed three years earlier by Matsumoto Manabu, a Home Ministry bureaucrat, proposed a survey of Japanese culture together with four other projects, arguing that the most important project in commemorating Kigen 2600 was “to encourage further understanding of Japanese culture, both by turning our national sentiment again to the future and so seizing the opportunity for rapid ethnic progress [minzoku-teki yakushin], and by demonstrating to the whole world the essence of our unparalleled culture.”  A year later, a comprehensive “Outline of Publicity Policy for Kigen 2600” suggested that the government should take the opportunity afforded by the complex of events planned for 1940 to “formulate appropriate publicity, strengthen our national self-awareness of the true Japan, and display a correct Japan at home and abroad.  Thus by contributing to the maturation of our national strength and proclaiming our national authority throughout the world, we can expect the achievement of our national destiny.”
  It is much easier to assimilate the work of Matsumoto and the Association to a narrative of statist mobilization.  However, despite their efforts, only the survey, of the five projects, was taken up by the government, its authorized budget of 1 million yen only a third of that initially proposed, and dwarfed by the 50 million yen epected cost of the exhibition.  Although the Ministry of Education did subsidize the Japan Culture Association, it remained on the periphery of the official plans for Kigen 2600, for which the exposition and the Olympics remained the centerpiece.  It was only once the latter had been cancelled that the national spiritual mobilization advocated by the former became the base note of organization for the anniversary.

Nevertheless, the concerns of Matsumoto and the Association point to the raised stakes of using an imperial anniversary for regional boosterism or private gain.  The exposition was not, in conception, a bureaucratic initiative for mass mobilization, but at the same time could not afford to be indifferent to the nationalist concerns of such bureaucrats.  It sought to attract international capital and government investment to the Kantô region, but also to tie international affairs to a Japanese chronology—to demonstrate Japan’s place in the world and affirm the unique foundations of that place.  In order to be realized, therefore, the organizers had to solve a dilemma, to which the promotional rhetoric, planning, and architecture bear witness:  how were region and exhibition to present themselves as modern, in the eyes of Western visitors, and entertaining, in the eyes of Japanese, in a way which would substantiate the claims and not compromise the solemnity associated with a celebration of the founding of the nation?  Or, how was Banhaku to represent the relationship between national essence and international modern so that foreign visitors might be willing to invest time and money in a Japan defined on its own terms?  The dilemma was a difficult one, but not impossible; these were not contradictory demands—at least until the summer of 1938, a year after the invasion of China.  At this point, and only then, national essence proved incompatible with international affairs: more prosaically, material resources were restricted to the prosecution of a continental war, while spiritual resources—the opportunity of Kigen 2600—was devoted to national mobilization.  But until then, how did the exhibition seek to reconcile its competing agendas of national commemoration, popular attraction, and international festival?  

Origins Narratives


Much work was done addressing this dilemma in the promotional rhetoric used by the Exhibition Association and subsequently Federation.  As summarized in the official prospectus for the exhibition, the exhibition aimed “to humbly commemorate the 2600th year of the imperial era by gathering and displaying the flower of industry from home and abroad, and so to contribute to the fusion of cultures east and west and to the development of global industry and the advance of international peace.”
  This objective was expanded elsewhere in the promotional literature to suggest that the exhibition would establish a set of relationships between ancient national history, recent modern accomplishments, the contemporary international situation, and future global prospects.  The rhetorical form of the exposition was, unsurprisingly, an evolutionary account, but one which sought to banish the possibility of change over time, and so affirm the self-identity of the Japanese nation and its historical mission, by ritual invocation of familiar four-character slogans. The starting point, obviously, was Jimmu’s accession to the “imperial” throne.  The mythical first monarch had thus planted the “seed” not only of the Japanese people (ikkun banmin) and their “unsurpassed” national spirit, but also of Japan’s successful recent modernization.
  The present was thus the “autumn,” industrial development and international standing the fall crop of Jimmu’s initial planting, inevitable fruit of the original spiritual endowment, guaranteed by the unbroken imperial line (bansei ikkei).
  Finally, the organic unfolding of the genetic national code would itself bring about international harmony (bankoku kyôwa)—sometimes glossed as “eight corners of the world under one roof” (hakkô ichiû)—which was both the core of this endowment (chôkoku no seishin) and therefore the national faith (kokumin no shinnen).
  All that was required, and thus the mission of the exhibition, was to reaffirm the basic principles of their national endowment to the Japanese people, and to reveal the true meaning, and pacific nature, of that endowment to the world at large.


Emphases varied somewhat predictably in the recounting of this narrative, depending on who was incanting the slogans.  The Navy Minister, for example, stressed international harmony, while his counterpart for the Army sought to reanimate the spirit of Japan’s founding.
  But the basic structure of belief allowed for a broad church.  Obviously, much of this rhetoric was shared with the slightly later promotion of the Great East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere.  However, while the particular vocabulary of the Japanese version might be unique, what I want to emphasize here is rather its structure, one common to most origin narratives.  (Similarly delusional patriotism can easily be found at the Philadephia Centennial exhibition of 1876, the Paris Exposition Universelle in 1889, and the Chicago World’s Fair of 1893.)  The thoroughly generic structure of such narratives requires that its constituent parts—the slogans—be freed from both chronological sequence and external reference.  This strategy allows the rhetoric to be employed without any particular historical, political, or moral inflection, but thereby also makes it highly difficult to embody it in any particular material expression.  


Briefly, the narrative begins by assuming a point of (divine) origin freed from the contingencies of the historical environment.  This assumption subsequently allows the historical experience of the autopoetically given entity to be rewritten as the natural realization of a genetically programmed destiny: one studies the past to anticipate the future.
  Temporal and spatial distinctions are collapsed:  the mutual determinations of organism and its environment and the resulting change over time are seen as the extension across time and space of the changeless, self-same code of the original endowment and so the heroic yet effortless creation of a world by the organism.  The origins narrative, sustained by the metaphor of seasonal transformation, subsumes difference, both within and without, within an assumed natural unity of Japan as the world.  Thus, for example, modern Japanese development is not understood as the outcome of an intricate pattern of interactions with the contemporary international world; rather a world of international harmony will result from the natural development of the Japanese nation-state.  Ex cathedra, this rhetoric produces logical contortions of breathtaking insouciance: in the exhibition’s first prospectus, the Association President, Ushitsuka Kotarô notes that the absorption of western science and civilization since Meiji is in fact the realization of the essence of Japan’s particular spirit and culture.
  But again, such claims are not exceptional.  In a non-Western account, nationalism’s intrinsic contradictions are perhaps more clearly apparent, but its Japanese variant in the 1930s is merely an inflated example of the phenomenon, not an unrelated species.


As suggested above, the rhetoric alone was easy enough to produce.  Perhaps the most striking example of this was the lyrics of the official exhibition march, published in March 1938.  The march as a whole, and the first stanza in particular, seems not only to deploy but also to identify the discursive strategy outlined above.

At the dawn
of a young Asia,

A new Japan
with bright life.

Look!  Piercing
the ages

The Essence
of Japanese spirit


Gorgeously unfolds today.


The Japan International Exhibition.

The pure
Yamato cherry,

Lofty

graceful Fuji.

Look!  A great culture
bearing

A pure history
without compare.

Gives off a fresh scent.


The Japan International Exhibition.

The world gathers.
Dawn

In the country of cherries
in the Far East.

Look!  In full bloom
and with scent,

The light of
Japanese industry.


The spirit of rapid development burns.


The Japan International Exhibition.

2600 years
of time.

We face
the test.

Look!  Boundlessly
Unfolding,

The great mission
of young Japan.


Animatedly the curtain opens.


The Japan International Exhibition.

Again, the rhetoric of unfolding serves to suggest an effortless organic development, “piercing the ages,” and innocent of its interaction with the surrounding environment.  It is not surprising therefore, that problems came precisely when effort was required to produce this rhetorical effect, and when the rhetoric, freed of temporal and spatial specificity or differentiation, was obliged to take material form.

Materializing Commemoration


The problem was immediately visible in the discussions surrounding the choice of the official exhibition posters.  The somewhat confused jury discussion, as reported in the pages of Banhaku, was bedeviled by an uncertainty as to whether the design chose should express the “spirit of the age” or the “spirit of the founding.”  While all were agreed on the need for “something powerful,” opinions fell on all points of the spectrum.  It was noted that none of the entries used “scientific civilization” as a visual element, and for at least one member of the jury, the entries as a whole put too much emphasis on the founding and not enough on the future.  Others were aware of the need to mollify external constituencies who might have a stake in antiquarian authenticity.  For example, it was suggested that although the event was an international exhibition, if this were made graphically explicit, there might be complaints from archeologists.  Regardless, a degree of interaction with the outside world—coded here as “westernization”—seemed unavoidable: many of the posters copied foreign examples, and the Chinese characters used on all the posters were unambiguously modern.  


In the end, the jury was saved by being able to reward, and recommend the dissemination of several posters.  The prizewinners were united in suggesting that they had sought to produce something uniquely Japanese (“Nihon-teki toiu koto,” “Nihon dokuji no kanji o dashitai”), although their designs ran the gamut from an explicitly internationalist rendition of the flags of the nations and a decidedly futurist dove carrying a globe belted with 2600 in a sling of national flags, to a somewhat architecturally indigenous tower comprising the letters spelling out the exhibition’s title, to an unambiguous white Mt. Fuji, floating on a red ground, with a bird flying across its face.  The first prize must have seemed a safe bet, finally going to a portrayal of an ancient Japanese warrior standing facing out over an expansive plain.  Even here, however, one of the jurors suggested that there was no way of knowing whether or not he was standing in Japan, or perhaps the whole universe.


Regardless of their dilemma, at least the poster jury was able to endorse multiple representations.  This was not the case with the site itself.  The exhibition was split between some man-made islands at the mouth of the Sumida river in Tokyo and a small subsidiary site devoted to marine exhibits in Yokohama.  An early site plan shows the Tokyo exhibit occupying parts of four islands:  the northernmost is devoted to exhibit halls; the next has a hall commemorating the national founding, two large, hanger-like exhibit halls, and an amphitheater for musical performances; the third has circular exhibit halls, two outdoor theatres, and a pleasure garden; and the fourth includes foreign pavilions, concessions, stalls, a theatre, and an airstrip.
  By the time the plans were finalized, the site had shifted to incorporate the whole of the first island in the initial plan, together with another large island to the West.  Where previously space constraints had produced a melange of kinds and styles of building, the site was now subordinated to strict considerations of symmetry and style.  The main entrance to the exhibition led onto the first island, unified throughout by a “sublime” Japanese architectural style.  Ahead of one was the Commemorative Hall, to its right halls relating to “spirit and culture” (including Society, Health and Hygiene, Education, and the Arts), and to its left exhibits of industry and natural resources (including Mining, Engineering, and Communication and Transportation).  Given the proper order of things as thus established on the first island, the second could be devoted to a miscellany of exhibits and facilities, executed in a “free, modern” architectural style, and including Agriculture, Chemical and Manufacturing Industries, the Foreign Pavilion, various entertainments, and parking.


The Commemorative Hall was to serve as the focal point of the whole exhibition.  It was the first building the visitor would see upon entering the exhibition, and should therefore immediately establish the architectural tone which would substantiate the ideological claims outlined above.  In the rules for the prize competition for its design, the organizers stipulated that the hall was the “main sign” of the exhibition and therefore its style should be “sublime and majestic, symbolizing the Japanese spirit.”
  In the end, this resulted in a design explicitly based on ancient shrine architecture, although the desired permanence of the hall—and of what it signified—required modifications in the traditional signifier.  The building was to be steel framed, and to include a suite of rooms for the emperor and his attendants, facilities for the exhibition’s President and VIPs, a large hall including a stage for 2,000, committee rooms, dining rooms, a movie theatre, and a viewing platform.  Takanashi Katsushige explained his winning design as a “purely Japanese architecture,” an attempt to modernize the Sumiyoshi-zukuri style within the “globally incomparable” tradition of shrine architecture.
  Sano Toshikata, by this time the dean of the Tokyo architectural world, explained the judges’ decision.  The task had been a difficult one, he noted:  to take the simple forms of traditional architecture and elaborate them into a grand statement fit for the international stage.  The traces of the struggle were visible in the variety of submissions; some had adopted the military style of the traditional castle, some had based their designs on temples, producing buildings which recalled the Imperial Museum, and some had used shrine architecture.  The last template had previously not been a common one within architectural competitions, suggested Sano, but this time had been widely adopted—and, given the judging, strongly endorsed.  The simplicity of the winning design recreated the dignified feeling of an ancient shrine.  The great staircase, pillars, and roof combined elegance and dignity.


With the Commemorative Hall anchoring the site, perhaps all seemed as it should.  A double-page spread in the official magazine, with accompanying commentary, suggested the architectural panorama the visitor would see at the exhibition.
  He or she would approach the main gate as if visiting a shrine.  Beyond it sat a modern rendition of the most ancient of Japanese architectures.  Inside the hall, frescoes would recreate the scene at the accession of Jimmu, and the subsequent development of the Japanese people from ancient times to the present.  Returning outside, the visitor could turn either to cultural achievement on the left or industrial production on the right.  The final building on the first island, a movie theatre, recapitulated the architectural tradition which anchored the site, before ceding to the miscellany in “free” modern style on the second island, culminating a monumental, hybrid theater.  The freedom would be offset by the revelation of the native origins of Japanese modernity; its unique synthesis of East and West would further underwrite Japan’s claims to possibly global and certainly Asian leadership.


However, in addition to the grand narrative of imperial foundations, there was a more pragmatic set of concerns in the exhibition’s organization and design.  Most obviously—as always—organizers had to pay attention to the practicalities of how people were going to get to and move around the exhibition.  The expected crowds were going to be coming from more than one direction, and not all of them would enter the exhibition through the main gate.  In fact, the exhibition had multiple possible entrances.  It was even possible to enter by the amusement zone on the second island.  After this, and the novelties of the foreign exhibits, the unique architectural synthesis of the first island may perhaps have seemed merely antiquarian, its orchestrating symmetry didactic and dry.  More generally, as suggested above, some official statements betrayed an awareness that the exhibition would have to work to attract people, and that such attractions would have to be adequately differentiated.  For the “better class of visitor” conferences would be required, which would deal with the international issues of the day.  The general public, however, demanded attractions, again leading beyond national narratives:  plans included a montage of landscapes from around the world, to give the visitor a sense of foreign countries.  In other words, the imperial narrative, conceived as the core of the exhibition, continually ran up against the pragmatics of exhibition promotion and design.  There could not be only one route around the exhibition, and there would certainly not be only one kind of visitor.

Commemorative Constraints


Materializing commemoration was one thing, however.  Financing an exposition was quite another.  The recalcitrant nature of the problems surrounding the latter can be attributed to the fact that, unlike other decisions, which could be resolved either within the exhibition organization itself, or in consultation with its supervisory bureaucrats in the Ministry of Trade and Industry or its local partners, all of whom conceived the exhibition as a stimulus to local industry and international trade, decisions about financing required the cooperation of officials in the Ministry of Finance and the Home Ministry, who had very different, opposed agendas.  The Ministry of Finance had been the source of much of the footdragging early in the planning process, its concern that the exhibition would be a drain on the national purse.  Once the exhibition was approved, however, in large part due to assurances of private financing by the exhibition’s organizers, the Home Ministry swung into action, concerned that the nature of this financing might compromise the solemnity required of a national commemoration.  In his 1932 proposal, Sakatani had emphasized that the success of earlier international exhibitions, notably at Paris in 1900, had rested in large part on advance ticket sales.  Ticket sales inevitably comprised much of the income for any exhibition, but whereas tickets were usually purchased during the exhibition, the majority of an exhibition’s expenses fell before the exhibition opened.  In order to get potential visitors to buy tickets in advance, however, there had to be some incentive.  A lottery seemed ideal.  Sakatani reiterated this argument at the first meeting of the Cabinet Preparatory Committee, in October 1935:  by holding an international exhibition, Japan would not only be displaying the national prestige required of a first-class power, but by inviting the world to Japan, it would also realize Jimmu’s mandate to cover the eight corners of the world under one roof.  In order to do this, however, massive financing was required, which could only be realized by instituting a lottery.


Sakatani’s proposal immediately ran into difficulties, however.  At the second meeting of the committee, objections were raised that financing the exhibition in this way would promote speculation.  The objections were elaborated by Matsumoto in a pamphlet, privately published in April of the following year.  Where Sakatani had emphasized the imperial dimensions of Jimmu’s bequest, Matsumoto reframed the occasion as a domestic one.  Commemorating the founding of the country, he argued, was essentially a religious ceremony honoring one’s ancestors.  The country was like a family, and a family ceremony should be supported by the family purse, however straitened its finances.  Borrowing from one’s neighbors, or gambling, would compromise the integrity of the ritual.
  In other words, while everybody could agree, or at least argue, that modern Japan was the realization of an ancient bequest, it was precisely in specifying the nature of the inheritance that disagreement was endemic.  The following month, questions were raised in the Diet about exhibition financing, but these seem largely to have been informational in nature.
  The main debate played out in government committees, with the Exhibition Association using the pages of its monthly magazine to argue its corner.  


In its July issue, Banhaku included a long article by one Nezu Kaichirô, elaborating Sakatani’s position by claiming that the exhibition itself was Jimmu’s dying wish.  In committee, the rhetoric was less grandiose; the point of debate eventually came down to when the tickets should be sold, and the financial value of the lottery prizes.  Also in July, in the Cabinet Consulting Committee, the Home Ministry representative argued against too high a premium on the grounds that this would “promote speculation and damage our healthy national spirit.”  Similarly, selling the tickets four years in advance would be too much like a lottery, banned at the time.  Rather, the premium should be small and the tickets sold only one year in advance.  In response, the President of the Exhibition Association argued on the grounds of necessity.  The same issue was rehearsed in cabinet a month later.  This time the Minister of Trade and Industry, supported by the Minister of Finance, proposed the unrestricted issue of advance tickets, with a first prize of 10,000 yen.  In response the Home Minister again condemned this as lottery-like, suggesting sales one year in advance, and a first prize of 300 yen, as sufficiently decorous to avoid such stigma.  The debate rumbled on for another year.  Eventually, however, the law was passed in August 1937.  In March 1938, the first one million advance tickets were sold, many seemingly swept up in the dreaded speculative “fever,” and in May the prize winners were announced.  Among the ten first prize winners, each of whom received 2,000 yen, was Sakatani, who immediately assured reporters that he would donate his prize to the Celebration Committee.


The exhibition was financially secure, but as is obvious from the above the fact of commemoration, and thus the exhibition’s exposure to critics like Matsumoto, necessarily limited the possibilities available.  At the same time, the necessary constraints placed on the exposition by its commemorative function did not prove insurmountable, nor did they bring an end to the multiple audiences and so messages with which the exposition was invested.  At the national level, as I have suggested, the rhetoric was one of commemoration, of fulfilling a national destiny, and of displaying national prestige.  The pitch to local interests was somewhat different, emphasizing the influx of capital which the exhibition would bring to the Kantô region.  In March 1937, Araki, a director of the Association and of the Tokyo City Industry Bureau, sought to put numbers on the whole enterprise.  He started by noting that the exhibition would mobilize 30 million people in various capacities, and that this could not but exercise a huge influence on Tokyo’s industry.  Proceeding from historical example—the Paris exhibition of 1889 had pumped some twenty-seven times its budget into the local economy—he then provided a detailed breakdown of expected income and expenditure.  The exhibition itself would spend 35 million yen, participants 10 million, and 12 million Japanese visitors 84 million; foreign visitors—assuming double the 42,000 who had visited Japan in 1935, each spending 2,000 yen—would spend 160 million, of which half would come to Tokyo.  Araki broke this down further to note what would go where: in sum, he suggested, the exhibition would generate an additional 207 million yen for the local economy, of which 189 million would go to small and medium-sized business.
  


The numbers game was itself a speculative one and again, constrained by the nature of the exhibition itself. 
  In February 1938, Fujiwara, the President of the Exhibition, spoke to the Tokyo City Council about his expectations for the exhibition.  Two weeks later, in an address to the nation just before the first issue of advance tickets, he would emphasize the importance of the exhibition as national commemoration, and particularly during a time of national emergency as a way of showing the world Japan’s true intentions.  To the Tokyo City Council, however, he was all business.  He began by noting that previous Japanese exhibitions had always had an aristocrat, or bureaucrat as their President.  The government had realized, however that this exhibition required the experience of the private sector.  He then turned to the question of financing.  In 1933, he pointed out the Chicago Century of Progress fair had been abandoned by the government and the banks, and had been unable to generate its own financing.  It had finally succeeded only by issuing notes underwritten by 40 per cent of the ticket receipts.  Even with expenses of 38 million dollars, the exhibition had generated a profit of 2.5 million, but more importantly, had pumped 500 million dollars into the local economy.  The Tokyo exhibition, he suggested, would do the same.  Given the outbreak of the China Incident, they could perhaps only expect half the normal number of foreign visitors, but even so they would contribute substantially to the 355 million yen which would benefit the region.  The number might be even higher, Fujiwara suggested, if the exhibition could do what it wanted:  special theme days and a slew of entertainments would certainly attract the crowds.  But given the solemn significance of Kigen 2600, it would be difficult to make the exhibition as lively.  Entertainment had to be kept within limits, and so, perhaps, the exhibition’s attraction would be limited.  Still, he promised, it would be a success.

In the end, national concerns trumped international outreach.  On July 15, 1938, the cabinet announced that the exhibition, together with the Tokyo Olympics, were to be postponed indefinitely, pending the resolution of the conflict in China.  Diverting needed materials from the military front, or the public’s attention from the goals of national mobilization, could no longer be endorsed.  
But while it was thus eventually swept away by Japanese aggression in China, it is important not to subsume the exhibition within a narrative governed by that aggression.  As I have tried to show, the exhibition was not, primarily, about mobilizing a populace for war.  As with all exhibitions, the planning for the 1940 event sought to reconcile multiple, often conflicting interests.  The contradiction between the exhibition’s role as national commemoration and its status as an international festival was productive, in the sense that it forced designers and architects to generate a vision in which Japan might occupy the center of a new world order.  And the exhibition’s authorities certainly sought to convince its political masters and concerned public that the exhibition’s functions—stimulating domestic production and explaining Japan to the world—were particularly necessary in a time of national emergency.  At the same time, while the exhibition’s organizers had to mollify the concerns of Home Ministry bureaucrats, the exposition could also accommodate radically different visions of present and future.  

In the absence of the exhibition itself, the pages of its Association’s official magazine provide striking witness to this chameleon-like ability of the event to seem all things to all people—perhaps more precisely, of providing a sufficiently unspecified imaginary space, inscribed on a sufficiently extensive physical area, for ideologically uncomfortable neighbors to find their own room to breathe.  Advocacy for Esperanto could thus appear alongside calls for renewing the national spirit.
  Perhaps the most interesting example of this was an article by one Ishihara Kenji, director of the City Beautification Association.


Ishihara sought to use the occasion of the exhibition, and the presence of foreign tourists, to argue for the importance of a wholesale make-over for Tokyo.  His advocacy not only demonstrates how the exhibition encouraged the proliferation of contradictory, if not competing agendas; it also suggests the extent to which Japan’s self-definition required the presence of Western observers, as well as the way in which being observed turned Japan inside out.  Briefly, Ishihara argued that the gaze of the western tourist required that Tokyo be beautified.  Tokyo and Tokyoites would give these visitors their first impression of Japan.  To perform properly for their audience, both civic virtue and city beautification was required.  Indeed, the two were linked.  Civic virtue began with simple things like keeping the street in front of one’s house clean, not throwing garbage in the road, park, or river, and not spitting in public.  The micro improvements on the individual level needed to be replicated, however, on a larger scale.  The physical appearance of Tokyo was inadequate, still marred by the scars of the Kanto earthquake, and by slums.  Most strikingly, Ishihara proposed a radical rebuilding of the urban scenery confronting the tourist on the line between Yokohama and Tokyo.  It may have been this stretch of track, Ishihara suggested, that George Bernard Shaw had in mind when he noted that “Japan has no city planning.”  The problem was simple.  The line passed along a route which took it past the backs of the houses.  Instead, roads should be built on each side of the line, houses rebuilt to front onto the road, and so Japan would put its best face forward.  The urgency of the project was underlined by its illustrations.  The text was accompanied by views of broad, modern boulevards, tree-lined river banks, and well-lit avenues.  The final two pages were devoted to a two-page spread of the run-down area next to the future exhibition site.  “City ugly!” proclaimed the caption.  “Four years to go!”
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