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CHAPTER 2

The Historical Background to Japan’s
Peacekeeping Policy from the Early Postwar
Era to the Establishment of the PKO Act
1945-1992

1 THE TABOO AGAINST THE SDE’S DEPLOYMENT
TO THE UNPKOSs DURING THE PosTWAR ErA

1.1  The Rise of Anti-militarvism and the Controversial Birth
of the SDF in 1954

Since the Cold War era, the Go]J has attached much value to its relation-
ship with the UN (Tanaka, 1997, pp. 207-201), but personnel contribu-
tion to the UNPKOs was not realized until the early 1990s. Behind this
reluctance was a climate of deep-rooted anti-militarism in postwar Japan
(Sado, 2015, 2017). Soon after the end of the war, Japan was demilita-
rized. In late 1945, the US-led Supreme Commander of Allied Forces,
which occupied Japan after World War 11, disbanded the Imperial Japanese
Army and Navy almost completely (Yamagata, 2020).!

In 1947, the new constitution, or the Constitution of Japan (hereafter,
“the Constitution”), which came into effect in 1947, institutionalized
Japan’s demilitarization. Notably, Article 9 laid the foundation for Japan’s
anti-militarism after World War II:2

Article 9 (1) Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice
and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of

© The Author(s) 2022 21
H. N. Fujishige et al., Japan’s Peacekeeping at o Crossroads,

Sustainable Development Goals Series,

https://doi.org,/10.1007 /978-3-030-88509-0_2


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-88509-0_2&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88509-0_2#DOI

22 H.N.FUJISHIGE ET AL.

the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international
disputes.

(2) In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea,
and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The
right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized.

Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet (1947)

First, Article 9 (1) declares that Japan will “renounce war as a sovereign
right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling inter-
national disputes.” For this purpose, Article 9 (2) stipulates that “war
potential will never be maintained.” From these clauses, it was unclear
whether Japan had relinquished even the right of national self-defense,
although this was authorized by Article 51 of the UN Charter.

In the early postwar era, however, Article 9 was generally understood as
the complete demilitarization of Japan, which meant that postwar Japan
would not retain any armaments even for the purpose of national self-
defense. This view seemed credible, since Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida
(1946), a famous conservative politician,?® clearly denied Japan’s right of
national self-defense. Immediately after the promulgation of the
Constitution, according to Japanese historian Takamine Kawashima
(1997), a significant proportion of the Japanese population was initially
perplexed or unsupportive of this extreme policy of Japan’s demilitariza-
tion. By the 1950s, however, Article 9 gradually took deep root in Japan’s
political culture, nurturing the inclination toward anti-militarism—that is,
a very strong aversion against the military as well as against war.

Behind the gradual rise of anti-militarism, a hidden rearmament was in
progress. In 1950, the US government suddenly ordered the GoJ to rearm
itself because most of the US occupation forces now had to be relocated
to the Korean Peninsula to cope with the outbreak of the Korean War.
This resulted in Japan’s surreptitious rearmament under the guise of the
“National Police Reserve (NPR)” (Kowalski, 2013; Kusunoki, 2017).
From the perspective of its organizational structure, it appeared obvious
that the NPR was an armed force, but Yoshida (1950) insisted that it was
a police force. This made it unclear whether Japan was rearmed or not. To
respond to continuing pressure from the US for a more substantial rear-
mament, the GoJ remodeled the NPR into the National Safety Forces in
1952 and then upgraded it to the SDF in 1954. Now it seemed certain
that the SDF was indeed capable of national self-defense. If so, the
Constitution must have entitled Japan to the right of national self-defense,
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but Yoshida kept this nebulous. Such an ambiguous situation necessarily
raised doubt as to whether the creation of the SDF was compatible with
the Constitution.

1.2 Admitting the Constitutionality of the Right of National
Self-Defense

This problem was resolved in December 1954, five months after the estab-
lishment of the SDF, because the new government under Prime Minister
Yukio Hatoyama, another influential conservative politician, changed the
interpretation of the Constitution. The Hatoyama government admitted
Japan’s right of national self-defense and also declared the constructional
legitimacy of the SDF (Omura, 1954 ). Even after this, however, the skep-
ticism persisted as to the legitimacy of the SDF, combined with wide-
spread hatred against the military and war. The left-wing parties, such as
the Japan Socialist Party (JSP) and the Japan Communist Party (JCP),
utilized the public aversion against the SDF to mobilize political support
for themselves (Hara, 2000; Tachibana, 1983).* As a result, these anti-
military parties considerably restricted the range of SDF roles in the
postwar era.

The Hatoyama government’s announcement in December 1954 also
clarified the allowed range for the use of force by the SDF. Secretary-
General of Defense Sei’ichi Omura (1954) made the following statement
at the House of Representatives (the Lower House):

[T]he Constitution does not deny [Japan’s] right of national self-defense.
[...] [T]he Constitution renounces war but does not renounce resistance
through national self-defense. [...]. Upon facing an armed attack to our
country, the use of force as a means to defend national territory does not
violate the Constitution.

This new government’s official standpoint rests on Article 51 of the
UN Charter, which entitles each sovereign state to the right to national
self-defense while strictly banning the “use of force” for any other purpose
(UN Article 51). Based on this clause, the Hatoyama government now
announced that the Constitution permits the minimal use of force only
when Japan’s territory is under armed attack (Mori, 2019, pp. 2-3). On
the other hand, the use of force for any other purpose is strictly forbidden
(Hayashi, 1961). The Go]J still maintains this official interpretation today.
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This rather simple official doctrine did not cause a particular problem
during the postwar era, since no such case arose in which the SDF mem-
bers actually faced the need to use arms for anything other than national
self-defense. Once the GoJ began dispatching the SDF abroad from the
1990s onward, however, this simplistic stipulation encountered new ques-
tions, for example, as to whether the SDF’s acts of protecting themselves
would constitute the use of force, banned by the Constitution. This neces-
sitated the GoJ to articulate more detailed legal logic about this issue (see
Chaps. 3 and 4).

1.3 The Taboo Against Overseas Military Dispatch

In the meantime, distrust toward the SDF persisted, fueled by concern
that it might be used for aggression against neighboring counties again.
To prevent this, the House of Councilors (the Upper House of the Diet)
adopted a resolution in June 1954, a month before the creation of the
SDF, to ban its overseas dispatch (House of Councilors, The National
Diet of Japan, 1954). Although this resolution had no formal legal force,
the legislature’s will was respected and it formed a de facto ban on the
overseas dispatch of the SDF. From the time of its establishment, the geo-
graphical sphere of the SDF’s activities was thus strictly limited within
Japan’s territory, even though the Constitution has no specific stipulation
forbidding military deployment beyond national boundaries. The adop-
tion of this resolution, as political scientist Akihiko Tanaka (1997) points
out, reflected the political atmosphere, in which overseas military dispatch
was regarded as “the root of all evils” in light of a bitter memory of prewar
Japan (p. 180). As a result, the possibility of any military contribution to
a UNPKO was completely excluded from its policy options (Kato, 2020).
The taboo against military dispatch abroad was thus firmly embedded at
the core of anti-militarism under the single-party dominance of the ruling
Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which was formed by the union of two
conservative parties in 1955.

Despite the GoJ’s professed UN-centrism, the troop contribution to
UNPKOs was not an exception under the de facto ban on overseas military
dispatch. When the UNSG Dag Hammarskjold asked the GoJ to contrib-
ute SDF troops to UNPKOs in Lebanon (UN Observation Group in
Lebanon: UNOGIL) in 1958, the GoJ immediately declined these
requests, flatly justifying its response by stating that overseas military
deployment would never be available as an option (Hatakeyama, 2018).
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In February 1961, when the UNPKO was being operated in the Republic
of Congo (United Nations Operation in the Congo: ONUC), the Japanese
Ambassador to the UN, Koto Matsudaira, asserted that the GoJ should
dispatch the SDF to the ONUC (“Kongo he jiei-tai,” 1961). This invited
acute criticism from the anti-military camp. One of the JSP Diet members,
for example, harshly condemned Matsudaira’s assertion as follows: “I can
never forgive it because it precisely embodies the change to the Constitution
for the worse.”

To be precise, as seen earlier, the Constitution does not have a specific
stipulation to proscribe overseas military contribution. On the contrary,
one could argue that the SDF’s participation in a UNPKO could be com-
patible with the Constitution in light of its preamble: “We desire to occupy
an honored place in an international society striving for the preservation
of peace” (Prime Minister of Japan and His Cabinet, 1947). Whatever the
truth was, Matsudaira’s statement brought a fierce backlash. Prime
Minister Hayato Ikeda (1961) accused Matsudaira’s statement as a subtle
attempt to give the impression that the overseas deployment of the SDF
was becoming realized. The Matsudaira incident had an unintended
impact by further fortifying the taboo against overseas military dispatch
(Tanaka, 1997, p. 214).

Meanwhile, the Matsudaira statement also brought an unexpected by-
product by opening the possibility for the contribution of the SDF to a
UNPKO in the future. Immediately after Matsudaira’s statement,
Director-General of Cabinet Legislation Bureau Shuzo Hayashi (1961)
articulated that the GoJ could not deploy the SDF to a UNPKO because
the SDF Act included no such provision, even though the Constitution
did not outlaw overseas military dispatch. In other words, it could become
possible if a new law were ever adopted for this purpose in the future.
However, in those days, overseas troop deployment was simply out of the
question (Tanaka, 1997, p. 214).

In 1980, the GoJ developed the legal logic toward overseas military
dispatch. Previously, any type of military dispatch outside of the country
was called kaigai-habei (the overseas deployment of armed forces), but a
new category of the kaigai-haken (overseas dispatch) was introduced. On
the one hand, according to the GoJ, kaigai-habei aims at the use of force
and was, therefore, not allowed under the Constitution. On the other
hand, kaigai-haken is to send the SDF abroad for purposes other than the
use of force. According to the government interpretation in 1980, the
new category is not prohibited by the Constitution, but still cannot be
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carried out without a law for this purpose (Asagumo Shimbunsha, 2021,
p. 700). The introduction of the new concept of kaigai-haken reconfirmed
that new lawmaking in the future might enable the GoJ to contribute the
SDF to a UNPKO.

In the 1980s, however, overseas military dispatch was still out of the
question, even if it was not for the purpose of the use of force. In 1987,
Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone of the LDP attempted to dispatch the
MSDEF’s minesweepers to the Persian Gulf because the US sought assis-
tance from Japan to clear the sea mines laid in the Iran-Iraq War
(“Nakasone-shusho ho-bei,” 1987). However, this plan soon vanished in
smoke, since Chief Cabinet Secretary Masaharu Gotoda emphatically
opposed Nakasone’s initiative, asserting the “an ant’s hole” theory—a
small step toward overseas military dispatch would develop into a large-
scale aggression, just the same as in the prewar era (Kurashige, 2019). This
incident attests how firmly the taboo against overseas military dispatch was
established in postwar Japan (Fujishige, 2021, pp. 124-125).

2 Tue EstaBLiIsSHMENT OF THE PKO Acr

2.1  The Gulf War and the Fivst Overseas Dispatch of the SDF

In 1990, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait marked a turning point for Japan’s
peacekeeping policy. Around that time, Japan was at the apex of an eco-
nomic boom, commonly known as the “Bubble Economy,” which had
emerged from the mid-1980s to the early 1990s. Given its self-confidence
in its economic strength, Japan longed to attain status as an international
leader. The Gulf Crisis suddenly blew away this naive wish. The US
expected its allies to mobilize support, including military contributions, to
liberate the besieged nation from its hostile neighbor, Iraq. However, this
expectation was totally unacceptable to the Go]J. Initially, Prime Minister
Toshiki Kaifu, another LDP politician, tried to focus on making a huge
financial contribution, as well as a small number of civilian personnel con-
tributions. This only resulted in fury from US policymakers, however.
Domestically, the LDP’s Secretary-General Ichiro Ozawa, whose political
power overwhelmed Kaifu’s, pushed the prime minister hard for the
deployment of the SDF in tandem with the US government. To cope with
the dual pressures, the GoJ hinted at the possibility of overseas deploy-
ment in 1961, as mentioned earlier, if a new law could be made for this
purpose.
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Hence, the GoJ hurriedly attempted to enact a new law in the autumn
of 1990 in order to be able to deploy the SDF as part of the US-led mul-
tinational coalition forces. But the 1990 bill was soon scrapped. At that
time, the ruling LDP had lost its majority in the Upper House and needed
to woo support from the moderate opposition parties, namely the Buddhist
Komeito Party and the Democratic Socialist Party (DSP), which had split
from the JSP. Both of these parties were, however, reluctant to support
the controversial bill. Moreover, the lawmaking process was troubled with
fierce anti-military resistance, especially from the JSP and the JCP, as well
as insufficient time and manpower for thorough preparation.

The aborted bill, however, had the effect of renewing the GoJ’s legal
logic concerning the contribution of troops to a UNPKO. While tabling
the bill at the Diet in October 1990, Director-General of Cabinet
Legislation Bureau Atsuo Kudo articulated that the Constitution did not
prevent the SDF from joining a UNPKO unless it accompanied the use of
force. Even though the bill was soon abandoned, Kudo’s (1990) articula-
tion held the hope of another lawmaking.® At the time, it was also con-
firmed that the SDF contribution must avoid any danger of constituting
the use of force.

Early the following year, US-led multilateral forces swiftly swept away
the Iraqi forces from Kuwait within two months, but Japan had no pres-
ence in this joint military action. Outrage against Tokyo grew in
Washington and acute criticisms were widely circulated, accusing Japan of
“checkbook diplomacy” and a policy response described as “too little, too
late.” Moreover, to the Go]J’s great shock, the Kuwaiti government did
not mention Japan when it ran a full-page advertisement in the Washington
Post in March 1991 to thank the countries that had contributed to its lib-
eration. Even if this oversight was the result of a technical error, it was
unsurprising that such international criticism and disregard was perceived
in Japan as a serious blow. Lastly, the German action had a determinative
effect. Just like Japan, Germany contributed no troops during the Gulf
War, but it dispatched minesweepers to the Persian Gulf as soon as the war
was over. This made the GoJ feel that it had lagged behind. It was at this
time that Japan finally realized the importance of a military presence in
claiming the status of a full-fledged member of international society.

This realization spurred the GoJ to take prompt action. In April 1991,
a month after the end of fighting, they dispatched the MSDF’s mine-
sweepers to the Persian Gulf. This decision was made based on an expanded
interpretation of the existing SDF Act, which required no additional
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legislation. This marked the first overseas dispatch of the SDF since its
foundation in 1954. Within Japan, the anti-military opposition harshly
condemned the GoJ for this belated military dispatch, while the majority
of public opinion unexpectedly supported it (“Sokai-tei-haken,” 1991).

2.2 The Enactment of the PKO Act

The “defeat in diplomacy” (Miyagi, 2016, pp. 8-17) nurtured new norms
of “International Contribution,” which motivated the GoJ to attempt
another lawmaking to deploy the SDF to UNPKOs (Fujishige, 2021,
pp.- 133-172). Learning from the bitter lesson of the previously failed
lawmaking, the new bill was prepared in a more cautious manner with
much larger manpower. More importantly, Ozawa had already reached a
rough agreement with the two moderate oppositions, namely Komeito
and the DSP, to secure the majority at the Upper House (The Three-
Parties Agreement). Furthermore, the public opinion predicted a more
favorable result for this new lawmaking. According to the Asahi survey in
June 1991, more than 70 percent of people supported the contribution of
the SDF to a UNPKO (“Jiei-tai-kaigai-haken,” 1991). Although the anti-
military opposition camp still resisted the new law without compromise,
its chance of enactment seemed much greater this time (Fujishige, 2021,
p. 149).

In September 1991, the new bill was submitted to the Diet. The Go]J
intended to complete this legislation as soon as possible in order to con-
tribute to the SDF from the start of the UNTAC in February 1992 (see
Chap. 5). The new lawmaking, however, met fierce resistance from the
anti-military opposition. Despite the Three-Party Agreement, the two
moderate oppositions were still not entirely cooperative and demanded
the insertion of more constraints on the SDF’s roles into the new bill. In
November 1991, the premiership was passed from Kaifu to another LDP
politician, Kiichi Miyazawa. Prime Minister Miyazawa himself was rather
reluctant toward the overseas military dispatch, but he pledged to Ozawa,
who supported his election as prime minister, that he would enact a new
law to deploy the SDF to a UNPKO (Ozawa, 1991). Obliged to fulfill his
promise to Ozawa, Miyazawa railroaded the bill through the Lower House
in November 1991, with support only from Komeito. Although the bill
was passed, the hard measures invited harsh criticism not only from the
anti-military opposition but also from the media and public opinion
(“Cha-no-ma kara-mo,” 1991; “PKO-hoan kyoko-saiketsu,” 1991;
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“PKO-kyoryoku-hoan,” 1991). The moderate parties also stiffened their
attitude.

Consequently, the Miyazawa government was unable to complete the
lawmaking in time for the beginning of UNTAC. Despite some setbacks,
the GoJ tenaciously persevered with the lawmaking process to pass the bill
at the Upper House. Not to repeat the mayhem at the Lower House, the
Miyazawa government patiently focused on recovering the commitment
from the two moderate parties. Thanks to these persistent efforts, the
Miyazawa government finally regained the support of the moderate par-
ties at the price of conceding to their demands to add more restrictions in
the new law (see below). Once they had secured the support of the
Komeito and the DSP, the success of the lawmaking was assured. Even
though the anti-military camp, especially the JSP, continued with its use-
less resistance, employing the so-called ox-walk tactics, the bill finally
passed the Lower House in June 1992. This marked the establishment of
the PKO Act. At this point, public opinion still showed a mixed response,
fluctuating between pro- and anti-deployment positions (“PKO kyor-
yoku-ho,” 1992), but the GoJ nevertheless undertook immediate prepa-
rations to dispatch SDF peacekeepers to Cambodia (see Chap. 5).

2.3 The Insertion of Strict Constraints into the PKO Act

To win the support of the two moderate opposition parties, as mentioned
earlier, the GoJ had to insert additional stringent constraints into the PKO
Act, namely the Five Principles for Deployment (hereafter, the Five
Principles), the “freeze” or suspension on the dispatch of Peacekeeping
Forces (PKF), and a requirement for advance approval for the PKFE’s
deployment when the “freeze” was removed in the future. First, the Five
Principles, which were inserted to meet the demand of the Komeito, had
the most extensive impact to constrain the freedom of Japan’s peacekeep-
ing policy. The original Five Principles read as follows:

I. Agreements on a ceasefire have been reached among the Parties to
Armed Conflict.

II. Consent for the conduct of UN peacekeeping operations as well as
Japan’s participation in such operations has been obtained from the
countries to which the area where those operations are to be conducted
belongs as well as the Parties to Armed Conflict.
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III. The operations shall be conducted without partiality to any of the
Parties to Armed Conflict.

IV. Should any of the requirements in the above-mentioned principles
cease to be satisfied, the International Peace Cooperation Corps dis-
patched by the Government of Japan may terminate International
Peace Cooperation Assignments.

V. The use of weapons shall be limited to the minimum necessity for the
protection of the lives of personnel dispatched, in principle (the pur-
pose of “self-preservation”).

(GoJ, 1992: MoFA, n.d.)

These Five Principles aimed to eliminate the risk that the SDF might
become entangled in the use of force, even if it seemed highly question-
able that following these extremely strict regulations would be possible on
the ground. In particular, the first three items entailed a very thorny prob-
lem because the stipulations rested on the assumption of the classic type of
UNPKO. When the PKO Act was passed in June 1992, however, An
Agenda for Peace, the radical peacekeeping reform recommendations, was
published in the same month and the UNPKO had already set out drastic
changes that embraced both “robustness” and “integration” (see Chap.
1). The gap embedded a structural difficulty into the PKO Act to make it
very hard for the SDF peacekeepers to cope with the reality in the field.

Another tricky issue was seen in the fifth item of the Five Principles,
which authorized the “use of weapons” only for “self-preservation”
(Fujishige, 2021, pp. 155-156).° Both the “use of weapons” and “self-
preservation” were unique policy jargon in Japan. First, the concept of
“use of weapons” was introduced to allow the SDF peacekeepers to use
arms to a minimal degree for self-protection, while avoiding the danger of
the use of force. Second, the notion of “self-preservation” is close to the
common concept of “personal self-defense” and, therefore, is generally
considered as a natural or inherent right to self-protection, which is appli-
cable to all human beings (Koizumi, 2004). In other words, the SDF
personnel were naturally entitled to “the use of weapons only for the pro-
tection of oneself and others (oneself, SDF members who are at the same
scene as oneself)” (MoD, 2019) and this would not constitute the use of
force. While the PKO Bill was examined in 1991, the GoJ (1991) defined
the “use of weapons for self-preservation” as follows:
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The “use of force” in Article 9 (1) in the Constitution is a concept related
to the use of physical power, including the “use of weapons,” but the “use
of weapons” does not necessarily constitute the use of force, which is pro-
hibited by the clause above. For example, it should be regarded as the
natural right to protect oneself and the other SDF members who are at the
same scene as oneself, and therefore the minimal “use of weapons” for this
purpose is not equivalent to the “use of force,” prohibited by Article 9 (1).

Importantly, the GoJ interpreted that the use of physical power in the
UNPKOs could constitute the use of force, which is banned by Article 51
of the UN Charter and, accordingly, by Article 9 of the Constitution.
Although the UN peacekeepers’ use of physical power is described as the
“use of force,” it is usually distinguished from the “use of force,” pro-
scribed by Article 51 of the UN Charter. From the GoJ’s point of view,
put another way, the “use of weapons” by the SDF peacekeepers escape a
risk of constituting the “use of force,” banned by the UN Charter and the
Constitution and, therefore, it became necessary for the government to
fabricate a legal logic to circumvent the possibility of the “use of force.”

Under such a backdrop, the GoJ dare to coin the term “self-
preservation.” The essence of “self-preservation” is similar to the general
concept of “self-defense,” which appears in the Three Principles of
UNPKOs (UNDPO, n.d.), but the two concepts differ in scope. The
Japanese concept of “self-preservation” is narrowly confined to the direct
protection of the SDF personnel themselves (as well as their fellow SDF
peacekeepers working together), which can be legitimized as a natural
right. Meanwhile, the global standard of “self-defense” is more broadly
interpreted. The exact nature of the concept of “self-defense” in the
UNPKOs is an intricate question because the notion can be interpreted in
different ways on different occasions (Cox, 1999). At least, it seems cer-
tain that the international notion of “self-defense” can be extended beyond
the limited scope of “self-preservation,” such as the protection of those
who are not SDF personnel but are located at the same scene, or even to
somebody who is some distance away, or what Japanese call “coming-to-
aid” duty (see Chaps. 3, 4, and 8). The GoJ had to introduce these strin-
gent restrictions to be compatible with their peculiar interpretation that
the Japanese peacekeepers’ use of weapons might constitute the “use of
force.” In this way, the range of acts for the SDF peacekeepers was con-
strained by the GoJ’s excessively stringent interpretation of the “use of
force” (see Chaps. 3 and 4).
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To avoid such a risk, the permitted range of the use of weapons for the
SDF peacekeepers was restricted to “self-preservation” rather than the
common notion of “self-defense.” The gap between the uniquely Japanese
notion of “use of weapons for self-preservation” and the international
standard of “use of force for self-defense” would generate problems for
the SDF peacekeepers on the ground. It was highly problematic because
the scope of the concept of “self-preservation” was narrower than that of
“self-defense” in the UNPKOs, prohibiting to reach the extent of “use of
force.” Nevertheless, the original Five Principles of 1992 would be main-
tained until 2015, when the fifth item was amended (see Chap. 4).

The second restriction was the “freeze” or suspension of the PKF’s
main duties (see Chaps. 3 and 4). Here lay Japan’s peculiar distinction
between the “main” and “rear-area” duties for peacekeepers: the former
denotes security-related duties, usually carried out by infantry, while the
latter means logistical assistance oft the front line. In the original PKO Act
enacted in 1992, the PKF’s main duties were “frozen,” restricting the
range of the SDF’s activities to logistic support only. This restriction was,
again, added as a concession to the Komeito’s request, since there was a
risk that the deployment of an infantry would constitute the use of force.
With the suspension of PKF main duties, the SDF peacekeepers would be
assigned only logistic support roles, such as engineering, medical care,
transportation as well as unarmed military observer roles. Finally, the third
restriction established the prerequisite of prior approval from the legisla-
ture before dispatching the PKEF to fulfill its main duties when the “freeze”
was eventually removed. This regulation was inserted to concede to the
DSP’s request. Even though the “freeze” on the PKF’s main duties was
removed in 2001, as we will see later, an infantry has, to this day, never
been contributed to a UNPKO (see Chaps. 3 and 4). The insertion of
these stringent constraints, especially the Five Principles, seriously wid-
ened the gap between Japan’s domestic legal requirement and the interna-
tional standard.

3 SumMMARY OF CHAP. 2

In postwar Japan, staunch anti-militarism, and especially a de facto national
ban on overseas military dispatch, prohibited any deployment of the SDF
abroad. Under such a restriction, military deployment to a UNPKO was
simply out of the question. During the Gulf War in 1991, however, Japan
faced international criticism concerning its lack of military contribution.
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This humiliating experience made Japan realize the cruciality of military
contribution for international peace and security, resulting in the first
overseas deployment of the SDF (minesweepers) to the Persian Gulf in
April 1991. The momentum for the GoJ continued until the PKO Act was
enacted in June 1992. This was an epoch-making lawmaking to institu-
tionalize the SDF’s overseas dispatch, but it was formed under a series of
strict constraints (e.g., the Five Principles and the “freeze” on the PKF’s
main duties) to minimize the danger of the SDF’s use of force.

NoOTES

1. On November 30, 1945, the Ministry of the Army and the Ministry of the
Navy were dismantled and converted into the Agency of Demobilization,
which was established on December 1, 1945.

2. Although the original text of Article 9 does not have the item numbers, such
as (1) and (2), they are inserted here for the reader’s convenience.

3. In the early postwar days, there were several conservative parties, such as the
Liberal Party, the Democratic Party, and the Democratic Liberal Party. In
the political confusion immediately after the war, the conservative camp
underwent repeated integration and division until the Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP) was established, uniting the conservative-oriented parties,
in 1955.

4. The JSP was founded in 1945 but was divided into the Rightist and the
Leftist factions in 1950. After the Right and Left factions were reunited in
1955, the JSP became the largest opposition party under the conservative-
led single party dominance system (the 1955 system), representing the anti-
military camp. After the end of the Cold War, however, the JSP kept losing
seats at the Diet, although they joined the coalition government in 1993
and from 1994 to 1998. In 1996, they changed the party’s name to the
Socialist Democratic Party (SDP) but their decline continued. In2009-2010,
the SDP joined the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)-led coalition govern-
ment but it kept shrinking. They finally lost their seat at the House of
Representatives in the 2017 General Election. The SDP still holds a seat at
the House of Councilors. Meanwhile, the JCP was established in 1922 but
was illegal and oppressed by the government until the end of World War
I1. Unlike the JSP, the JCP had never gained the status of the largest opposi-
tion party and it remained a marginal party, but it has constantly maintained
a certain number of seats at the Diet. At present, the JCP holds 12 out of
465 at the House of Representatives and 13 seats out of 248 at the House
of Councilors.
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5. To be precise, Kudo referred to the term “the UN Force” in his statement,
but such a force has never been formed and it should, therefore, be under-
stood that he meant a UNPKO.

6. With regard to the Five Principles, another difficult problem appeared
regarding the command of Japanese peacekeepers. Once deployed to a UN
mission, in principle, peacekeepers are supposed to be placed under UN
command. This principle, however, contradicted the third item in the Five
Principles, because if this were the case, the GoJ would be unable to decide
to withdraw the SDF peacekeepers at its discretion. To create a legal loop-
hole, the GoJ divided the concept of “right of command” into shiki and
sashizn: the former means the government’s direct right to discipline the
SDF peacekeepers, while the latter denotes the UN’s overall authority over
an entire mission. Again, such peculiar logic did not work outside of Japan,
but it helped the Go]J to pass the PKO Act.
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