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Japan’s

security paolicy after the Cold War :

The emergence of Japan as a normal state?

Lakana Petsakul*

Japan’s security policy after World War |l
was dominated by impact of defeat from the war.
Japan was severely damaged and subsequently
occupied by the United States. After the official
surrender in August 1945, Japan signed a Security
Treaty with the US in 1952 which marked the end
of the occupation.” This Security Treaty provided
Japan with a security guarantee which was
important for the weak and powerless Japan.

Peace, security and cooperation with global
community were necessary for Japan in the post
war era. This attitude was reflected from the
enactment of the Basic Policy of National Defense in

May 1957 which centered on the cooperation with

the UN.? The basic policy did not specify the action
to counteract threats. In other words, it encouraged
Japan to focus on maintaining domestic peace and
seeking harmony and cooperation of all countries.
The Security Treaty with the US which was included
in this basic policy’ indicated that Japan was not
capable of defending itself and needed the security
protector.

The intention to take responsible for its
own security appeared after Japan recovered from
damage sustained during the war and had became
economically stronger. The new Basic Policy of
National Defense which was proposed in 1970 by
Nakasone Yasuhiro, the then director-general of
Defense Agency reflected this attitude. The most
important attribute of the new basic policy which
contradicted the previous one was the principle of

‘autonomous defense’. This concept aroused a



debate on Japan’s intention to be less
dependent on the US and the implication of
downgrading the Security Treaty.* The new
basic policy was eventually approved and the
‘autonomous defense’ shifted the priority back
to the bilateral US-Japan security treaty.® This
issue demonstrated two significant per-
spectives of the Japanese. First, the bilateral
security relationship with the US still gained
substantial support although the protest against
the US-Japan security alliance occurred
sporadically. Another perspective was the
change in Japan’s attitude. Although the
principle of ‘autonomous defense’ was
reversed from its primary purpose, it illustrated
the beginning of a strong Japan after recovery
from the war.

Economic success strengthened the
post war Japan but on the other hand it
created an uneasiness for Japanese policy
makers. In the 1980s, the US wanted Japan to
increase its defense expenditures to share the
security burden. The Japanese government led
by Prime Minister Masayoshi Ohira used
‘Comprehensive Security’® to respond to this
demand. To explain this, Japan could not
increase defense expenditures due to a
limitation of the defense budget stipulated by
the 1976 National Defense Program Outline’
and could not employ military to assist any
countries due to constitutional constraints. The
purpose of the Comprehensive Security was to
employ a military to aid countries in conflict

areas.

In the post war era, Japan slowly
changed its security policy and limited the
defense expenditure to 1 per cent of GNP.
Japan’s security was shouldered by the US
after the signing of the Security Treaty.
Although the attempts of the government to
change the security policy could be seen in the
beginning of 1970s and 1980s, the rising
nation whose economic policy was a key
to success turned the security policy to be a

subordinate.

In the 1990s, Japan’s security policy
has dramatically changed which was in
contradictory to the post war period. The
constituents of this change can be classified as
domestic, regional and international factors.
The most significant domestic factor was the
constitution of Japan which has long affected
Japanese security policy and it continued to be
a controversial issue in Japanese society. The
existence of Article 9 is the most critical part
which limits the state’s military role and has
distinguished Japan from other states that can
fully exercise their military power. As stated in
the Article, Japan renounces war as a
legitimate instrument to settle international
disputes. The constitution has not only
handicapped Japan to exercise its military
power but also hindered Japan’s ability to

make a contribution to international security



affairs. Japan had been criticized for its inactive
role but was not a ‘normal state’.

The regional factors which will be
examined in this research are the threat from
Japan’s neighboring countries namely China and
North Korea. China’s potential military capabilities
have been growing since the 1980s. Even though
China has pledged not to attack a non-nuclear
country with nuclear weapons, it is uncertain that
such promise includes Japan.® China’s missile
tests in the Taiwan Strait in 1995 caused Japan
to recognize the threat from China and motivated
Japan to strengthen its security policy. China was
a major factor that motivated Japan to strengthen
the relations with the US, particularly the revision
of Guidelines for Japan-US Defense Cooperation
and the cooperation in research on the Theatre
Missile Defense (TMD).’

Japan perceived North Korea as the
biggest security threat.® North Korean Rodong
and Taepo Dong missile launched in 1993 and
1998 over Japanese territory sent the signal to
Japan that the threat and danger are close. In
response to North Korea’s missile tests, Japan
decided to join the US TMD project in December

1998."" Moreover, North Korea’s suspicious

ongoing nuclear program also aroused Japan to
hastily strengthen its defensive forces and seek
effective measures to expand the country’s
capability. The North Korean threat was one
of the critical factors that cause Japanese
government to enact the emergency law'” which
was controversial and criticized since the law
allows Japan to respond to the national emer-
gency situations.”

In terms of international factors that
cause the change in Japan’s security policy,
included: the relationship with the U.S., inter-
national situations namely the Gulf War, the 9/11
terrorist attacks and the quest for the permanent
seat on the UN Security Council were influential
to changes in Japan’s international security role.
Protection provided by the U.S. was important to
Japan. After World War I, under the peace
constitution, Japan did not have a national army.
It signed the security treaty with the U.S. in
1951." The US-Japan Security Treaty guaranteed
the national security of Japan. However, this
bilateral security treaty caused Japan to be
dependant on and follow the U.S.’s policy since
then. The original purpose of the US security

treaty was to utilize their presence in Japan as



protection from the communist threat from
Soviet Union in the post-war era. However, the
treaty had gradually shifted away from the
original aim to closer security cooperation with
Japan. The bilateral treaty was revised but it
was sometimes ambiguous whether the bilateral
alliance was equal.

The relationship between Japan and
the US developed and expanded to include the
military relationship as seen from the Guidelines
for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation in Novem-
ber 1978."° The presence of the US troops in
Japan after the signature of the Security Treaty
had benefited Japan and helped lower Japan’s
security expenditures. As a result, Japan had
maintained its defense budget at less than 1
percent of its gross national product.’® With
regard to less defense expenditures, Japan was
criticized as a ‘free rider’ as it could focused
mainly on economic development.

In spite of the presence of US troops
in the country, Japan established Self-Defense
Forces (SDF) in 1954. The SDF has played a
critical role in Japan’s security policy as it could
serve as an instrument for Japan to make
international contribution to security affairs.
Expansion of SDF’s role drew criticism
suggesting that the SDF was an indicator of an

increase in Japan’s offensive capacity.

In addition, the Gulf War in 1990-91
was another international factor that led to the
change in Japan’s security policy. After the end
of the Gulf War, Japanese government pro-
mulgated the International Peace Cooperation
Law (PKO law) in 1992, allowing Japanese SDF
to be dispatched abroad for the first time. In
accordance with the law, the SDF participated
in the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia
(UNTAC)."” At the same time, Tokyo could
make human contributions to the United
Nations peacekeeping operation (UNPKO), thus
contributing to international security. However,
Japan was able to dispatch the SDF'® abroad in
peace time only.

The Gulf War aroused Japan’s
awareness of its inactivity regarding its own
international security role. Due to its reluctance
to send personnel and the slow reaction to the
war, Japan was strongly criticized by the world
community. For this reason, in spite of making
the financial contributions totaling $13 billion,
Japan suffered the international embarrassment.
With the strong criticism from many countries,
the Japanese government seriously recon-
sidered its role during the Gulf War and
scrutinized its participation in the international
society. Tokyo recognized this expensive lesson
from the Gulf War and started reviewing its

security policy and its “abnormal status”.



Terrorist attacks in the US on Sep-
tember 11, 2001 had also marked a dramatic
change in Japan’s security policy since Japan’s
response to the 9/11 attacks contrasted sharply
with its response to the Gulf War. As the US’s
close allie, Japan quickly reacted and strongly
supported Washington’s anti-terrorism campaign.
As a result, the unprecedented Japanese law,
the Anti-terrorism Special Measures Law, was
enacted in October 2001.”° Following the law,
notwithstanding the constitutional restriction,
Japan surprised the world community by sending
the Maritime SDF to provide the logistic, supply,
transportation, and communication assistance to
U.S. force in the war in Afghanistan.”’ Japan’s
SDF could be dispatched overseas during war-
time.

Another important factor that aroused
the change in Japan’s security policy is Japan’s
desire to bring back its ‘national prestige’. The
intention to revive prestige of the country caused
Japan to reconsider its security role and try to
play more significant role in the international
arena. To demonstrate Japan’s efforts to regain
its national prestige by helping other countries,
Japan has made a substantial contribution toward
postwar reconstruction in lrag and was the

second largest donor to the United Nations.

As a big donor to the UN, second only
to the US, and a country that makes a con-
siderable humanitarian assistance in lIrag, Japan
attempted to show that it would be a suitable
member of the Security Council. The admission
to the UN Security Council is considered as a
way to achieve inter-national credibility. In
addition, to be a member of the UNSC, Japan
needed to have a military force as it is required
for the UN peacekeeping operations. This would
allow Japan’s SDF to join the UN peacekeeping
force officially. Permanent membership of
Security Council would enable Tokyo to fully

participate in the international community.

1. How has the security policy of
Japan changed after the Cold War?

2. What are factors which contribute to
Japan’s move towards becoming a ‘normal
state’? To what extent does a ‘normal state’
benefit Japan?

3. How can Japan develop its military
role under the limitation of Constitution Article 9
and the protection provided by the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty?



Pacifism illustrated Japan’s nature in the
post war period. In the late 1940s, the Peace Issues
Discussion Group and the socialist party brought
about the idea of unarmed neutrality which addi-
tionally contributed to an identity for Japan as a
‘peace state’.”” To explain this, Japan could not
deploy any violent resource, in other words military
force, to accomplish its intent. As a result, Japan
became a peace loving country” as stated in the

Preamble of the constitution.

According to this pacifist concept, Japan
was turned into a country without national army
since the end of World War II. Article 9 of the
present constitution gave rise to the legal constraint
that the exercise of military power was not
permitted.

As a result, Japan could not participate in
acts of aggression and could not use military force
to settle international dispute. Following the legal
constraint from Article 9, Japanese policy makers
focused on economic development which eventually
pushed Japan to become the world’s second largest
economy.” Pacifism could be perceived as a major
factor that contributed to Japan’s economic success
since Japan was not concerned about military build
up. In this regard, economic issues were a higher
priority than security issues.”® Japan’s national
security would not change despite a successful
economy and less likely to be attacked by other
states since those states depend economically on
Japan. As a result of its pacifist concept which was
embedded in post war Japan, Japan had kept low
profile on international security affairs and appeared

to be an abnormal state.



However, in the 1990s, the ‘abnormality’
of Japan in the post Cold War era further involved
the responsibility of state. To explain the
responsibility of Japan, there are two assumptions
to be considered. First, Japan, as a member of
international society, can not actively make
international security contribution since it does not
have military power. In reference to the significance
of national security, most states are likely to be
friendly but a few states may be hostile and
aggressive. Although there are a few, those hostile
states can cause problem to other states. In order
to deal with this problem most states possess
armed forces. Therefore, military power is
considered as a fundamental requirement for states.”

To explain the above assumption, the
military power is not only a necessity for Japan’s
self-defense but is a necessity for the nation’s
participation on the global security stage. In other
words, military power was an important factor for
Japan to conduct itself on the international stage as
a responsible international member who actively
dealt with security issues.

The second reason that supports the
assumption which differentiates Japan from other
states is its inability to uphold the basic value of
state system. According to Robert Jackson and
Georg Sorensen,” security is one of the five basic
values which a state should maintain. Protection
from the internal and external threats is what

citizens expect from the states. Christopher Hughes

also defined security as protection of welfare from
all forms of potential or actualized threats.”® Japan
could not guarantee the security of its own people.
Therefore, it needed to maintain the tie with the US.
In the post Cold War era, Japan encountered a wide
range of external threats but it was not able to exert
the military power to protect its citizens. The
Chinese and North Korean missile tests are good
examples demonstrating Japan’s vulnerability to

regional threats.

To support the political aspects of a
‘normal state’, the concept of normal state was first
proposed after the strong criticism of Japan’s
passive role during the Gulf War in 1991.% Following
the war, the idea of ‘normal state’ was formulated
by Owada Hisashi, Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs from his speech given at the meeting hosted
by the World Economy Research Association in
Tokyo.*® The most important attribute of ‘normal
state’ was the military power. From the mistake
from the Gulf War, the question of what kind of
nation that Japan would become after the Gulf War
was raised. In addition, to guide Japan with regard
to a ‘normal state’, three options were proposed at
that meeting. First, Japan could be a ‘normal power’
like most countries. Secondly, Japan could become

a small country which had no influence on other



countries. Third, Japan might choose to follow the
path that the country was very strong economically
but militarily weak.”

According to Owada’s concept of ‘normal
state’, pacifism was first challenged after the end of
the Cold War since he suggested the country should
have military power. A year after the concept of
normal state was proposed, the Self-Defense Forces
was dispatched overseas for the first time. This is
not to suggest that Owada brought about the
breakthrough of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces but it
is to emphasize that the concept of ‘normal state’
had a military dimension.

In 1994, the term ‘normal state’ was

popularized when it was mentioned in

written by Ichiro Ozawa,
leader of Democratic Party of Japan, in 1994.* Two
requirements for Japan to be a ‘normal state’ were
pointed out. First, a normal state is the state that
willingly supports those responsibilities regarded as
natural in the international community which is
especially relevant to national security. Secondly, a
normal state is a state that cooperates fully with
other states in their efforts to build prosperous and
stable lives for their people.

In addition to Ozawa’s proposal, ‘normal’
activity which was natural was considered as a kind
of environmental preservation.33 In other words,
Japan should include a national security role in its
international contributions as a basic premise that a
normal state should follow. To become a normal

country, Japan had to participate more in inter-

national affairs for the purpose of bringing peace
and security to people and the world. The Gulf War
was perceived as an opportunity for Japan to play
a role in cooperation with other countries and bring
peace and security to the world. In fact, assistance
from Japan was required during the Gulf War
but the Japanese government could not effec-
tively respond. The constitutional restraints were
alwaysa major problem for Japan. In this regard,
freedom to manage national security role was
suggestedas a way to lead to normality of the
country.

According to Ozawa, Japan’s security role
on the international stage was a major factor that
was driving Japan to become a ‘normal state’ As
this goal could not be achieved by a single kind of
domestic reform, political, legal and military reform
were suggested as a motivational force to move
Japan forwards becoming a ‘normal state’.

Of these three reforms, legal reform would
be the most important one since the constitution
was a major legal obstacle for Japan to possess
military force. Legal reforms could open the door for
the expanded role of SDF which could then allow
reform of the military.

Military aspects appeared to be a main
focus of a ‘normal state’. To explain this, Japan’s
difficulty in dealing with international security issues
in the post Cold War era challenged pacifism. For
example, ineffective measures to the Gulf War
led to the enactment of the International Peace
Cooperation Law which legitimated the first

overseas dispatch of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces



to Cambodia.* Prior to the enactment of this law,
the debate about the erosion of pacifism was raised
among the Japanese policy makers.”

Military aspects and security aspects are
major factors allowing Japan to follow the path to a
‘normal state’. As proposed by Watanabe Akio,
president of the Research Institute for Peace and
Security, a ‘normal country’ is a country that has to
meet two international norms. First, the country
should recognize the use of force as the last resort
in self-defense, and the use of force needs to meet
four criteria which are immediacy, proportionality,
necessity and illegality. Secondly, when the
international community imposes collective sanctions
on a state, each country must contribute to these
sanctions. The method that each country uses, may
not concern the use of military force; however, the
use of force cannot be dismissed in principle.*

Additionally, a more proactive approach
was recommended to replace the restrictive
constitutional interpretation. The 1947 constitution
was consistent with the 1945 UN Charter but the
government interpreted the ban on the maintenance
of ‘war potential’ that Japan could not participate in
international peacekeeping activities.

Military aspects were included in the
concept of ‘normal state’ of Christopher Hughes in
his book

as it was used as a means to

exercise the right of ‘collective security’. Sheila A.

Smith® pointed out in

% that ‘normal
state’ was prone to the emergence of a more active
military. In other words, to become a ‘normal state’,
Japan had to be more capable of ensuring its own
national security. However, the relationship with the
US was perceived as an obstacle to Japan’s moving
forwards becoming a ‘normal state’. Japan had to

become less dependent on the US.

Japan’s relationship with the US was one
of major factors that supported Japan’s move
towards becoming a ‘normal state’. The role of
Japan’s Self-Defense Forces which were an
important component for this move was expanded
under the bilateral security relations between these
two countries. In addition, the support from the US
for the permanent membership on the UNSC was
important of clearing the way for Japan to become a
‘normal state’ as the inclusion in the UNSC would
allow Japan to exercise the military power.

Apart from the aforementioned bilateral
relations, the importance of these relations was
raised and included in the concept of a ‘normal
state’ proposed by some scholars. Tomohide Murai,
a professor of international relations at the National
Defense Academy® was one of those who men-
tioned the relationship between Japan and the US in

his concept of a ‘normal state’. Tomohide suggested



that Japan should maintain strong defense ties with
the US despite seeking more independence from
the US.

In the study of Takashi Inoguchi,

" the relations with
the US was one of three activities that was
regarded as an activity of a ‘normal state’. The
dispatch of warships to the Indian Ocean when
Japan decided to join the U.S. war on terrorism;
Japan’s free trade agreement initiative; and Japan’s
engagement with North Korea are three activities
that were considered as a sign of a ‘normal state’.
Contrary to other scholars, Inoguchi included
economic aspect to explain the attribute of a
‘normal state’.

In relation to ‘normal state’ and Japan’s
relations with the US, former Prime Minister
Junichiro Koizumi could guide Japan to a path of a
‘normal state’ under his security policy. Koizumi
favored a strong security role and wanted Japan to
have a stronger military tie with the US.* A good
example was his support for the US military attack
on lIrag in 2003 when most Japanese citizens
opposed his decision.”” Japan’s normalization derived
from cooperation with the US through the dispatch
of the SDF to Afghanistan and Iragq.”® The security

policy under Koizumi’s administration had changed
Japan’s security stance to actively participate in the
international security affairs. The determination to
stipulate the possession of a military force for self-
defense was an example.* Koizumi was the prime
minister in the post Cold War era following the
Nakasone Doctrine.”® His ambition was to turn Japan

into a ‘normal state’.”®

As discussed earlier that Ozawa’s concept
of ‘normal state’ called for the participation in
collective security, his concept of ‘normal state’ was
strongly opposed by Takemura Masayoshi, a
member of Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) and the
Left wing of the party. He wrote a book ‘Japan: a
Small but Shining Country’ in 1994 the same year
that Ozawa wrote his famous book Blueprint for a
New Japan. Takemura stated that Japan should
enjoy the economic advantage and the end of the
Cold War.”” In addition, he did not support Japan to
participate in collective security or pursue the
permanent membership on the UN Security Council
which were two important factors that helped move

Japan to become a ‘normal state’.



Japan’s constitution is different from the
constitution of other countries as it conveys the
principle of state pacifism.”® The present constitution
of Japan has never been amended since its
enactment but it was reinterpreted in accordance
with security situations. The constitution was
enacted in May 3, 1947 under the supervision of the
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP),
headed by General Douglas MacArthur. After the
end of World War Il, Japan was restricted by three
limitations which were stipulated by the victorious
countries® including: symbolic emperor system,
popular sovereignty, and state pacifism. The most
controversial part of the constitution was ‘pacifism’
which was defined by Article 9. This Article
triggered the intense domestic debate and became
the controversial issue in Japan.

Article 9 was created for the purpose of
turning Japan into a demilitarized state. It stated that

Japanese people renounced war and the use of

force as means of settling international disputes.
For this reason, it was widely known that the
constitution did not allow the possession of military
force or any kind of war potential. In addition,
exercising the right of self-defense was authorized
only when the act of self-defense was within the
limit of the minimum necessary level for the national
defense.”

With the pressure from the US and the
concern for national security, Japan reinterpreted
the constitution and enacted the Law on the
Establishment of the Defense Agency and the Law
on the Self-Defense Forces in 1954.°" These laws
led to the establishment of the Defense Agency and
Self-Defense Forces respectively in the same year.
As discussed earlier, the constitutional doctrine did
not allow the possession of military force® but
the foundation of the Self-Defense Forces was
constitutional. To explain this, the Japanese
government interpreted Article 9 by arguing that
armed force could be used for self-defense.”

Additionally, it was remarkable that the government



avoided using the terms ‘army’, ‘navy’, and ‘air’
force.™

Constitution became an issue again when
the Japanese government tried to dispatch the SDF
to Irag in the wake of the Gulf War in 1990. The UN
Peace Cooperation Bill was submitted to the Diet
with the reinterpretation of Article 9.% In this regard,
the government stressed that Japan could not
use ‘threat or use of force’ to settle international
disputes but Japan had the right of ‘collective self-
defense’ as stated in Article 51 of the UN Charter.”
The effort of government on this issue was strongly
opposed by the opposition and the public as it
was contradictory to the pacifist concept of the
constitution thus caused the bill to fail.

The concept of ‘collective security’”

was
major hindrance for Japan to participate in the
international efforts in order to deal with inter-
national security issues. The constitution underlined
the passive role of Japan on the international stage
and hindered the ability to make international
contribution. After the end of the Gulf War in 1991,
Japan reconsidered its low profile on the inter-
national stage and its inability to participate in
‘collective security’.

After reinterpretation of the constitution in

1954 when the Self-Defense Forces were esta-

blished, the constitution of Japan was additionally
challenged. The Japanese government legitimated
the overseas dispatch of SDF via the passage of the
UN Peacekeeping Cooperation Bill (or the PKO bill)
in 1992. This law allowed the SDF to be dispatched
to a foreign country for the first time and the dis-
patch was constitutional. Prime Minister Miyazawa
reaffirmed that the dispatch of the SDF to Cambodia

was constitutional.”

The government explained that
the dispatch of SDF did not contradict the con-
stitution because the actions were limited to
‘cooperation” with the UN peacekeeping operations
and did not pose a threat or use force to settle

disputes as prohibited by Article 9.*

The fact that Japan established the Self-
Defense Forces derived from concern of national
security and the pressure from the US when US
forces were preoccupied with the Korean War in
1950.%° In the same year the Japanese government
established the National Police Reserve (NPR) and it
was later replaced by the National Safety Force in
1952. The National Safety Force was promoted to
be a National Safety Agency and it was upgraded to
be the Defense Agency in 1954. This progress led



to a formation of Self-Defense Forces (SDF) which
were subdivided into the Maritime Self-Defense
Force (MSDF), the Air Self-Defense Force (ASDF)
and the Ground Self-Defense Force (GSDF).*' The
origin of SDF was consistent with the constitution
as the Japanese government interpreted the
constitution to mean that the armed forces were
allowed for the right of self-defense.” However, the
ban on overseas dispatch was imposed on SDF
three years after its establishment.®® For this reason,
Japan’s ability to cooperate with other countries
regarding security issues was limited.

The SDF’s constraints have been eroded in
the post Cold War era. This was facilitated by
international security situations and unprecedented
laws. The first incident which was an important
turning point for the role of the SDF was the Gulf
War in 1991. The US and its allies asked Japan to
send military forces to fight in the war. The
Japanese government could not respond to the
request as the constitution of Japan prohibits the
use of force to settle international dispute. As a
result, Japan did not send military forces to fight in
the war but made the financial contribution instead.
The Japanese government provided $13 hillion to
support the multinational forces but despite the size
of the financial contribution, it did not fulfill Japan’s
international obligations. In addition, the country was
strongly criticized by the international community for
its late and inadequate contribution. After the end of
the war, Japan reconsidered its role on the inter-

national stage which was limited by its constitution.

The Japanese policy makers also approved the
International Peace Cooperation Law which aimed to
allow the SDF to be dispatched overseas.

Regional instability was another problem
that concerned Japan and stimulated it to expand
the role of SDF. Following the revision of Guidelines
for Japan-US Defense Cooperation, the Law on
Situations in Areas Surrounding Japan was issued in
August 1999. Under this law, the SDF’s scope of
operations was further expanded. Japan’s SDF could
participate in conjunction with the US military forces.

The need to expand the SDF’s role and
responsibility was intensified in the changing
environment. In the wake of the terrorist attacks in
the US on September 11, 2001, the role of SDF
was significantly strengthened. Under the Anti-
terrorism Special Measures Law which was enacted
to support the US led war against terrorism in 2002,
and the Maritime Self Defense Force (MSDF) were
allowed to be dispatched outside their range to
Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean for the first time
and it was the first time that Japan provided direct
assistance to the US in a combat situation.”* In this
mission, the MSDF provided logistics, supply and
communication assistance to US forces.

With the passage of time, a wide range of
new emergency situations occurred and challenged
the security of Japan. The Japanese government
had to enact new laws to be able to encounter
threats. The SDF’s role was additionally expanded in
order to be an instrument allowing Japan to respond

to emergencies. The intrusion of a suspicious ship



into Japanese territorial waters in 1999 alarmed
Japan and became a major reason for Japan to
strengthen its national defense capability. In 2003,
under the set of Emergency Laws or the so-called
Three Laws regarding Response to Armed Attacks,*
stipulated that the SDF could help build the defense
facilities in the region and its actions could be
facilitated by establishing special measures. In
addition, the emergency laws illustrated a relaxation
of the restrictions on the SDF.

The Self-Defense Forces were once again
dispatched overseas in 2003. Under the law
Concerning Special Measures on Humanitarian and
Reconstruction Assistance in lIrag, the Ground Self-
Defense Forces were deployed in Irag to provide the
humanitarian and reconstruction assistance.

In the post-Cold War years, the change of
SDF’s role was in response to Japan’s security
challenges. Japan wanted the world to see that it
was able to make international contributions. The
expanding role of the SDF illustrated the change in
Japan’s security attitude and at the same time it
indicated Japan’s progress towards a normal

country.

National prestige can be perceived as one
of the factors driving Japan to strengthen its
security stance and change security policy. As a
military power, the loss of the national army could
be equivalent to the loss of national prestige. This

can be explained by the military power that Japan

possessed in the pre war period. Japan was a great
nation which exercised its military power to conquer
many countries. In 1894, Japan fought and won a
war against China. Later, in 1905, Japan defeated
the Russia over Korea and finally Japan was
victorious and demonstrated its great military power
in WWI in 1914.

Japan entered WWII in 1941 to pursue its
policy of military expansion® but it was not suc-
cessful in this endeavor. Japan’s national prestige
severely diminished after World War Il as the
country was severely damaged by war. Moreover,
Japan was stipulated to be incapable of fighting and
preserving its own security®” as the new constitution
enacted after the end of the war removed its na-
tional army. Although Japan accepted military
equipment from the US, it was not equivalent to its
pre-war military force as Japan had to constrain the
size of its military forces.”

Strengthening its security role would
facilitate Japan to bring back national prestige. Being
an economic power in the world stimulated Japan to
expand its role into international security. Japan
realized the accomplishment of economic growth
does not contribute to security status on the
international stage. For example, the huge financial
contribution it made to the Gulf War in 1991 clearly
demonstrated that the economic assistance would
not please the international community and did not
bring compliments to the government of Japan. The
world after the Cold War did not require only

economic aid but also security contributions. To



avoid a loss of national prestige and international
embarrassment, Japan’s efforts can be perceived
from two aspects. First, the enactment of laws
concerning security affairs was remarkable. The
International Peace Keeping Cooperation Law
enacted in 1992 or the Anti-Terrorism Special
Measures Law enacted in 2001 significantly changed
Japan’s image of being a lukewarm actor. Even
though the constitution was still one of major
obstacles for Japan to amend its security policy, the
intention to make an international security con-
tribution was a priority.

Secondaly, the permanent seat on the UN
Security Council was another way to enhance
Japan’s national prestige. Japan was elected as a
non-permanent member of the UN Security Council
several times. Its non-permanent membership of the
Security Council was seen as its intention to raise
its international profile.* However, the permanent
Security Council seat is Japan’s ultimate goal since
it could provide Japan with the international
recognition and could open the gate for the SDF’s
full participation in the UN peacekeeping operations.
As Prime Minister Koizumi stated that “Japan must
think about what it can do to contribute to peace

and global security”.”

After China started

reforming the country, China’s military capability

grew significantly. Chinese ground forces are the
largest forces in the world with approximately 1.6
million personnel. In the light of military hardware,
China’s naval forces have approximately 780 ships
including approximately 60 submarines compared
with the US navy which has 70 submarines. China
imported modern Kilo-class submarines from Russia
and built new types of submarines to enhance the
submarine capabilities of the country’s navy. In order
to improve its air defense force and modernize
hardware, China plans to import high-performance S-
300PMU-2 from Russia.”" The upgrade of China’s
military development contributed to its powerful
military capability which drew attention from
countries in the region. China’s ground, air, and
maritime forces are all larger than Japan’s Self-
Defense Forces. China was perceived as a rising
political and economic power’” and seen as com-
petitor with Japan which was a major power in Asia
and the world

However, despite knowing the extent of
Chinese military hardware, Japan still believed that
China did not disclose the actual information on its
possession of military equipment. In 1993 when
Japan wanted to change the tone of the relationship
with China, Prime Minister Hosokawa Morihiro and
Foreign Minister Hata Tsutomu pushed China for
more transparency regarding its military capability.”
Following the bilateral security dialogue between the
two countries in 1994, during a visit of Japan’s chief

of staff to China, the discussion of the transparency



of China’s military power was raised.” Moreover,
the Japanese government tried to press China for
transparency regarding military capability through a
multilateral forum such as ARF (ASEAN Regional
Forum).” China was aware of this problem and tried
to increase transparency by releasing a white paper.
In 1998, ‘China’s National Defense’ was released
and it was in response to the call for transparency in
its military capability.

Japan
had been challenged by the growth of China’s
missile forces which has been strengthened over
a period of time. China had approximately 30
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and a
substantial number of intermediate-range ballistic
missiles (IRBM) and medium-range ballistic missiles
(MRBM) which covers the Asian region including
Japan.”® In addition, China signed arms agreement
with foreign suppliers worth almost $2.8 billions.
This expenditure turned China to be the third largest
arms recipients among developing countries. China’s
military technologies continued growing since China
planned to obtain military technologies from other
countries by both legal and illegal means.”

The vulnerability of Japan’s national se-
curity towards China’s rising military power was
heightened during missile tests conducted over
international waters in the Taiwan Strait in May 1995

and March 1996. In 1996, China fired four missiles,

one landed in the sea of Taiwan which was ap-
proximately 60 km. from Yonaguni, Prefecture of
Okinawa. China was intent to modernize its missile
force in order to penetrate enemy defenses and to
have more advanced command, control, and com-
munication systems.”® These Chinese military
exercises further intensified Japan’s concerns
towards Chinese growing military power. The Press
Secretary Terusuke Terada protested the actions of
China in his statement regarding China’s nuclear
testing in May 1995.”° Japan seriously considered
the vulnerability of the country and its humble stance.
Since 1989, China
increased its military budget to strengthen its
military capabilities. From 1989 to 1993 Chinese
defense expenditure increased about 15 per cent
every vear.*” China considered the buildup of military
capability as important as economic development. Its
defense budget had never decreased since 1988.
However, the issue concerning many
countries is the lack of transparency in China’s
military. It was difficult to estimate China’s real
defense budget. According to the 2005 Annual
Report on Chinese Military Forces issued by The US
Department of Defense, the IMF estimated the
annual defense budget growth of 11 per cent during
1996-2006 compared with average annual GDP
growth of 9.2 per cent. This was consistent with

China’s own White Paper which showed the



defense budget of 9.6 per cent while its GDP grew
9.7 per cent during 1990-2005. In the report, it was
stated that China did not include expenses for
strategic forces or military related research and
development.

The growth and modernization of China’s
military indicated that China has the potential to
become a military power in the region. This created
the uneasiness in Japan since the position of Japan
as a major power would be challenged. China’s
military modernization and the increase in its military
budget were a source of concern in Japan. The
increase in defense budget which further supported
the Chinese military strength and the apprehension
of China becoming major power in the region

pushed Japan towards becoming a ‘normal state’.

North Korea is another country which has
posed threats to Japan’s security. It has been
believed that North Korea produced nuclear weapons
as evidence of plutonium reprocessing was dis-
covered in 1984.%" The suspicion of Pyongyang’s
nuclear processing was further intensified in 1994
when North Korea attempted to obstruct the
inspection from the IAEA (International Atomic
Energy Agency). North Korea was perceived as
destabilizing regional factor as the 2003 Japanese
Bluebook stated that North Korea’s nuclear and its
missiles development was the most critical issue for

security to the international community.*

What posed a direct threat to Japan’s
national security and intensified security concern
were missile tests of North Korea. In Japanese
Defense Agency’s white papers, North Korea was
placed ahead of China for the country which posed
threat to Japan’s security.®® North Korea conducted
missile tests which posed threats to Japan twice. In
1993, the Nodong missile was fired over the Sea of
Japan. This missile had the capacity to reach targets
throughout Japan with a range of between 1,300
kilometers and 1,500 kilometers.* In August 1998
North Korea launched the Taepodong 1 missile
across Japanese territory that landed in the Pacific
Ocean.® Japan’s anxiety was intensified by China’s
and North Korea’s missile tests. They were the
decisive factors that persuaded Japan to join the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD) project with the US.

North Korea’s nuclear development was
another threat to countries in the region including
Japan. Although, North Korea’s suspicious nuclear
production heightened Japan’s anxiety, Japan did
not use draconian measures to deal with this
problem. In order to deal with this issue, Japan
opted for multilateral cooperation. Bilateral ne-
gotiation was occasionally used when it was
perceived to be more effective. Moreover, Japan
cooperated with the US when it was asked to shut
down the Chosen Soren® financial institutions which
were believed to be a financial channel which
money from Japan flowed to Pyongyang to support

its nuclear production.” The effort of Japan opened



the way for broader initiatives in dealing with crisis
management in the region

The aggression of North Korea was ex-
acerbated when a ship which was believed to be a
North Korean ship intruded Japan’s territorial waters
in March 1999.% Japan’s coast guard vessel sank
that suspicious ship which was suspected of being a
spy ship from North Korea. In December 2001,
another suspicious boat was identified to be a
vessel of North Korea which was found to the
southwest of Kyushu.® These incidents challenged
Japan’s Maritime Self-Defense and its capability to
respond to the maritime threat. As a result, the
Japanese government issued three laws or the so
called Three Laws regarding Response to Armed
Attacks in 2003 in order to enabled Japan to
respond to the suspicious armed vessels. The above
discussion illustrates that China has a strong military
forces which can challenge the position of Japan as
a major power in the region. North Korea’s missile
technology has also brought about security concern
in Japan. The missile tests conducted in 1993 and
1998 were indicative of North Korea’s growing
missile technology. The threat from North Korea’s
and China’s missile tests hastened Japan to start
the research on missile defense system with the
US. The strong military capability of the two
countries pushed Japan forward on the course of a

‘normal state’.

Japan’s national security has been under

the protection of the US. Both countries have been
bound with the Security Treaty since 1952 when the
security alliance was officially established. After
the establishment of the security alliance the
expectation from the bilateral relations also emer-
ged. Japan leased military bases to the US forces in
return for the protection. In addition, Japan was
pressured by the US to be more actively involved in
international security affairs and to share the security
burden. However, Japans legal constraints stipulated
in the constitution prevented Japan from partici-
pating in the ‘collective security’. As a result, Japan
was in the difficult position when responding to
US’s demands.

The US exerted pressure on Japan to
make a ‘human’ contribution during the Gulf War. In
other words, the US wanted Japan to send troops
to Iraq in order to assist the US forces in the war.
The US president and the US Ambassador to Japan
additionally sought to influence the Japanese prime
minister and other key Japanese politicians but with
the constitutional constraints and public opposition
to the overseas dispatch of Japanese troops, Japan
did not send troops or make ‘human’ contribution to
the Gulf War.” Being strongly criticized for being
‘too little too late,” Japan suffered the international
embarrassment and learned the lesson from this
unforeseeable circumstance.

During the US led-Afghanistan war,
Japan’s stance towards security issue had changed.
The security alliance with the US substantially
contributed to this change as in the previous war

Japan did not actively respond to the US’s request.



Realizing its mistake from the Gulf War in 1991,
Japan provided the US with both ‘human’ and
materials contribution in the Afghanistan war in
2001. The Ground Self-Defense Force provided hu-
manitarian and reconstruction assistance involving
medical services, water supply, and rehabilitation
and maintenance of public facilities in Southeastern
Irag.”” The Maritime Self-Defense Force was ad-
ditionally dispatched to Indian Ocean to provide fuel
for coalition warships. This was the first time in the
post war era that the SDF participated in an ongoing
military campaign.” The Air Self-Defense Force
transported members of GSDF and provided as-
sistance to the US and multinational forces.” As a
result, Japan additionally provided the relief materials
from the stockpiles of the Secretariat of the Inter-
national Peace Cooperation Headquarters of the
Cabinet Office to help the Afghan refugees who
were affected by war.”

However, Japan’s reaction to the Afgha-
nistan war was strongly criticized. The critics pointed
out that Japan supported the US preemptive attack
strategy.” In response to this, the government
argued that Japan’s stance was related to the US
military ‘transformation’ and would not lead to
Japanese militarism.*”” Regardless of the criticism,
this mission allowed Japan to make a significant
contribution which was consistent with the deter-

mination of the government to eradicate terrorism.

During the war in Irag which the US and its coalition
forces, Britain and other countries started pree-
mptive strikes, Japan action in accordance with US’s
security alliance, sent Ground Self-Defense Force to
provide the humanitarian and reconstruction
assistance to Irag in 2004. This mission was in
accordance with the Law Concerning Special
Measures on Humanitarian and Reconstruction
Assistance in Irag. From the aforementioned
discussion, it is conceivable that the US wanted
Japan to become a ‘normal state’ which could utilize
military forces when required. The influence of the
US on the Japanese government to expand the
defense forces and capabilities could be seen from
the change in Japan’s security policy and Japan’s
attitude towards international security issues. The
revision of the US-Japan Defense Cooperation or the
new Guidelines was an introduction of Japan’s
strengthening its security role. According to the new
Guidelines, Japan could play a role in cooperation
with the US to deal with situations in the areas
surrounding Japan. Pressure from the US drove
Japan to change its security policy and increased its
capability to respond to the security issues. The
International Peace Cooperation Law or the PKO
Law partly resulted from the pressure from the
US. In addition, the collaboration with the US
strengthened Japan’s security posture to be more

active concerning security affairs.



Japan has pursued permanent membership
of the United Nations Security Council for years and
it had become part of Japan’s foreign policy.” After
the end of the Cold War, Japan’s aspiration for
permanent membership has been driven by the
desire to make greater international contribution and
to actively play a role regarding security affairs on
the global stage.

There are two main reasons to explain
Japan’s ambition to possess the permanent seat on
the UNSC. First, the permanent seat will assist
Japan to obtain international recognition. Japan has
been a strong economic power but in terms of
security affairs, it is still far behind other major
powers. Moreover, Japan provided approximately
20.6 percent of the UN budget, second only to the
US” and its economy is much stronger than China

which is one of the five permanent members on UN

Security Council but Japan is not a member of the
Security Council.'® Being a major power but lacking
sufficient influence in this intergovernmental or-
ganization, Japan finds it difficult to gain international
recognition regarding security affairs.

Second, Japan wants to play more active
role on international security issues.The per-
manent seat on the UN Security Council will
enhance Japan’s effort in international peace
building.” The Gulf War in 1990 was one of the
factors that contributed to Japan’s determination to
make international contribution. After being criticized
by the international community during the Gulf War,
Japan has changed its attitude towards global
security affairs. In 1992 Prime Minister Miyazawa
Kiichi officially stated for the first time that Japan is
willing to actively play a role in UN activities relating
to international security.'” The intention to play an
active security role was also addressed in the

Higuchi report that Japan’s security policy should be
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conducted in the direction of active participation
in UN activities for keeping and building global
peace.'™

However, to be a permanent member of
the Security Council, Japan needs to have military
force as an instrument to maintain international
peace and security. According to Article 47 of the
UN Charter, members of the UN Security Council
have to participate in the UN peacekeeping opera-
tions to maintain international peace and security.'
In this regard, the military force is one of the
requirements for the member of Security Council to

fulfill missions effectively.

The terrorist attacks in the US in 2001
brought about fundamental changes in the
international security environment. Japan was one of
many countries in the world that condemned these

acts of aggression. From the incidents, Japan’s

attitude regarding international security affairs had
significantly changed. To counter terrorism and show
its determination to assist the US to eradicate the
international terrorism, the Anti-terrorism Special
Measures Law was promptly enacted.'® With the
legal background, Japan took actions in cooperation
with the US and the international community. The
Maritime Self-Defense Force was dispatched to
assist the US force in Afghanistan. Japan’s reaction
to these incidents was apparent and it was in
contrary to its reaction to the Gulf War in 1991.

In addition, these terrorist incidents
expedited a trend towards a ‘normal state’ which
was evident from two observations. The first one
was the expanding role of the SDF. Japanese SDF
was empowered to perform the mission outside the
country during the war. It provided supply of fuel to
US and UK ships.'® Even though the SDF did not
fight in the war as prohibited by the constitution, the
decision to send the Maritime Self Defense Force to
support the US forces in the war indicated Japan’s

intention to expand the role of SDF.



Second, the quick response to the inci-
dents helped explain the change in the view of
Japanese legal bodies towards international security
issues. It could be seen from the different response
between the Gulf War and the terrorist attacks.
During the Gulf War in 1991, the government
proposed the UN Peace Cooperation Bill to the
Japanese Diet twice (once in 1989 and again in
1991) in order to legitimate the overseas dispatch of
SDF but in light of terrorist attacks in the US in
2001, the Anti-terrorism Special Measures Law was
passed by the Diet within two months.'” Moreover,
the government of Japan raised the importance of
international terrorism in the Japanese Bluebook
2004. The terrorism was addressed as a grave
threat to the international community and to Japan’s
own interest. Therefore the government of Japan
regarded terrorism as its own security issue.'®

The government’s determination to fight

The LDP has played a leading role on the
issue concerning constitutional revision since 1960s.
The party set up the Constitutional Research Group

to consider the plans for constitutional revision.

against terrorism was apparent from 9/11 terrorist
attacks. In other words, the legal restrictions were
further relaxed. According to Prime Minister
Junishiro Koizumi’s statement on the day the Anti-
terrorism Special Measures Law was enacted, Japan
declared that it devoted its effort to cooperate with
the rest of international community to prevent and
eradicate the international terrorism to ensure peace
and stability of the international community including
Japan.'”

Japan has been becoming more aware of
its abnormal status and its inability to deal with
diverse forms of threats in the changing global
environment. International terrorism is a new se-
curity challenge for Japan. These terrorist incidents
allowed the government of Japan to realize how
hard the prevention and eradication of international
terrorism will be under the country’s limited

capacity.

However, this issue did not gain much attention
even though Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro
stated the necessity of constitutional revision and
Minister of Justice Okuno Seisuke suggested the
debate concerning this issue in the elections for the
House of Councilors."® However, constitutional

revision was an issue that the LDP continued to



pursue. In the post Cold War era where the world
encountered diverse security issues, Japan faced
difficulties changing its security policy due to the
constitutional constraints. As a result, the issue
concerning constitutional revision seemed to gain
more support and at the same time the LDP put its
effort striking to achieve this goal. In 1998, the
general council of the LDP approved the revision of
the Diet Law for the purpose of establishing a
Constitutional Research Council. A remarkable step
was further taken in the following year when Prime
Minister Keizo Obuchi proposed the bill regarding
establishment of Constitutional Research Councils to
the Diet. The Constitutional Research Councils were
set up in both Houses of the Japanese Diet in 2000
for the purpose of providing a forum for discussing
and considering Article 9.""

After the establishment of Constitutional
Research Council, the official discussion concerning
constitutional revision occurred in December 2001 at
the House of Representatives. In the following year,
the interim report was submitted by the House of
Representatives calling for constitutional revision in
response to changing domestic and international
environment. Simultaneously, the ruling LDP
continued to pursue this issue showing its
determination to change the country’s role in the
global context. The move of LDP to propose the
draft followed the then Prime Minister Koizumi’s
initiative to put Japan on a reform path to meet the

challenge in the changing world. Koizumi believed

that the constitutional revision was the only way for
Japan to maintain its security in the world today.'"
Even though its coalition partner addressed this
issue from a different perspective,’® the LDP
proposed the draft of a new constitution in 2005. In
April, the concrete development of this issue was
evident from the final report of the House of
Representative. However, at the time of writing, this
issue is still in the process.

The concern of constitutional revision had
been widely felt in Japan. It was not only a point
of attention to the political parties but also the
Japanese press. In November 1994, the Yomiuri
Shimbun which was a leading newspaper in Japan
proposed the revised constitution which additionally
suggested the revision of Article 9. In the proposal,
Clause 2 of Article 9 was replaced with the right to
possess conventional armed forces. In addition,
international cooperation was included in the new
chapter of this proposal.”™

As the constitutional revision attracted
great attention and concern, it was also considered
as the ultimate objective for Japanese nationalists.'”
In 1999, Ozawa Ichiro, one of important nationalists
and a leader of Democratic Party of Japan who also
proposed a concept of ‘normal state’, proposed a
new paragraph in Article 9 for a purpose of enabling
Japan to exercise the right of self-defense."® The
additional clause which was proposed to be Clause

3 in Article 9 suggested that



In addition, Ozawa suggested the revision
of the Preamble of the constitution. He specified the
‘peaceful cooperation’ with all nations in the
Preamble of the constitution as shown in the

following paragraph.

The role of SDF was substantially enlarged
to cooperate with numerous countries. Japan’s SDF
cooperated with 18 countries including NATO in
order to improve international security environment.
The defense cooperation which Japan established
with these countries covered the range from staff
level to the vice-minister level.

The Self-Defense Forces not only assumed

a proactive role but also modernized and upgraded

equipment. The development of military equipment
strengthened the role and capabilities of SDF
particularly the air and sea operations. Japan’s Air
Self-Defense Force had capabilities for offensive
operations and could compete with other leading
military powers namely the US, Russia, and Great

Britain.'”

In addition, the greatest military capabilities
of Japan were evident from the area of sea control
which can be explained by its important position for
the maritime traffic. The government of Japan
regarded the maintenance of the security of sea

traffic as extremely important task for the country."™

A significant change in Japan’s national
defense was the transition of Japan Defense
Agency to Ministry of Defense. This issue was
raised at the Administrative Reform Conference in
1997. According to this conference, Japan realized
the importance of new international circumstances.
This was evident from the awareness of national
defense that continued to increase after the end of
the Cold War. The final report which was issued
from the conference recommended that the
Defense Agency should be separated in the political
area meaning that Japan should have an organization
that dealt with defense issues separately. In
response to this initial idea, in 2001, the Legislative
Bill concerning the draft Defense Ministry
Establishment Law was submitted to the Diet.
However, this Bill was not approved due to the
dissolution of the House of Representatives on
October 10, 2003. The Administrative Reform

Promotion Headquarters of the LDP planned to



submit the Bill concerning transition to a ministry to
the Diet'"® with the aim of enactment but this issue
triggered a debate among the ruling parties, LDP,
Komei Party and New Conservative Party.
Eventually, all ruling parties had the discussion
which one of directions was to call the new ministry

the ‘Ministry of Defense”.'”

The first concern of Japan’s attitude
towards North Korea was the attempt to establish
the diplomatic relations. The request for solving
historical issues from either side had sporadically
eroded diplomatic tie between the two countries. It
caused the proposed diplomatic normalization talks
to fail several times since the early 1990s. The
relations between the two countries went from bad
to worse in 1998 when Japan assumed an
aggressive stance towards North Korea after the
missile tests from North Korea threatened Japan’s
security. Following these incidents in the same year,
Japan developed a surveillance satellite system of
its own and claimed that it was designed to
facilitate Japan’s ability to judge future threats.'”' To

illustrate Japan’s capability to defend the country

from missile weapons, Japan took a big step to join
the US TMD by the end of 1998.

Following the National Defense Program
Outline which eased the restriction on the ban of
arms exports,'” the government of Japan decided to
begin the joint development stage of the TMD
project with the US. Significant progress on this
project had been made steadily while the threat
from North Korea continued to be a major factor
pushing the TMD progress. After North Korea’s
missile tests in July 2005, the government of Japan
allocated 3.7 billion yen to enhance its ability to
collect information. Additionally, the Security Council
and the Cabinet approved the Japan-US Cooperative
Development on advanced interceptor missiles for
Ballistic Missile Defense (in Japan TMD is known as
BMD)."®

The second characteristic of Japan’s
attitude towards North Korea was the moderate
approach which Japan employed through the
multilateral cooperation with a purpose of addressing
this regional destabilizing factor. Japan was invited
by the US to participate in the Korean Peninsula
Energy Development Organization (KEDO)™ in 1994.
The government of Japan regarded the KEDO
project as the most realistic and effective framework
to prevent North Korea from developing nuclear

weapons.'”® This project served as legitimate



1995

Commenced a comprehensive study on the posture of the air defense system of

Japan and a Japan-US joint study on ballistic missile defense

1998

North Korea launched a ballistic missile over Japanese territory

The Security Council and the Cabinet meeting approved a joint Japan-US technical
research on ballistic missile defense (BMD) aimed for a part of a sea-based upper-

tier system

1999

Started the joint research on four major components for advanced interceptor

missiles

2000

The Security Council and the Cabinet meeting approve the Mid-Term Defense
Program (FY 2001-FY 2006) with a decision to continue the joint Japan-US
technical research on a sea-based upper-tier system and to take necessary

measures after the review of its technical feasibility

2002

Decision by the United States of the initial deployment of BMD

2003

The Security Council and the Cabinet meeting approved the introduction of BMD

system and other measures, and the deployment of BMD in Japan started

2004

The Security Council and the Cabinet meeting approved the National Defense
Program Guidelines and the Mid-Term Defense Buildup Program, with a decision
to take necessary measures after examining possible transition of joint technical
research to a development stage, together with continued efforts of buildup to

establish a necessary defense posture including development of the BMD system

2005

The Security Council and the Cabinet meeting approved a Japan-US Cooperative

Development on advanced interceptor missiles for BMD

Based on Ministry of Defense, Japan, “Effective Response to New Threats and Diverse Contingencies,”

www.mod.go.jp/e/publ/w_paper/pdf/2007/32Part3_Chap1 _Sec2.pdf.

background for Japan to play a proactive role dealing
with North Korea. However, the Taepo-dong missile
launch in 1998 provoked Japan to suspend financial
support for KEDO and negotiations with North
Korea. With pressure from the US and South Korea
and the concern that the suspension could cancel
the existence of KEDO, Japan finally agreed to sign

the financing agreement with KEDO to share the

financial support. Under this KEDO project, Japan
contributed approximately $43 million in 2000."*

In order to support the international effort
to solve North Korea’s nuclear crisis, Japan par-
ticipated in the ‘Four-Party’ Meeting which was
proposed by the United States and the Republic of
Korea in April 1996. Additionally, Japan initiated a

call for a “Six Party’ regarding North Korea."” The



forum was agreed and expanded to include China
and Russia in 2003.

Japan regards North Korea as military
antagonist and seeks measures to strengthen its
national capability. In this regard, North Korea
promoted the Japanese government to review the
US TMD project and started the joint research which
was then upgraded to development stage. The
decision of the Japanese leader in this issue was
consistent with the concept of strategic realism
which stated that when state leaders confronted
military issues they were obliged to think stra-
tegically.”® Prior to North Korean missile tests, the
Japanese leader was reluctant to join the US TMD
project but after North Korea launched the Taepo
dong 1 over Japanese airspace, Prime Minister
Obuchi made the decision to participate in this

project.

In the beginning of the 1990s, the

Japanese government used economic power to

influence the security policies of other countries.'”

China which was suspected of using foreign aid to
support its military capabilities was one of those
countries that was affected by this policy. Under the
ODA (Official Development Assistance) Charter
issued by Prime Minister Toshiki Kaifu in 1992,'®
the use of ODA for military purpose was not
allowed. In this regard, China’s missile tests in May
1995 contradicted article 3 of the 1992 ODA char-

ter.”

In response to these acts of aggression,
Japan used its economic power to exert pressure on
the Chinese government in 1995. The concern
towards national security caused by China’s nuclear
tests convinced Japan to suspend the grant aid to
China, the largest recipient of Japanese ODA during
the 1990s. Japan’s decision to suspend the aid
followed the approach of the ‘Comprehensive
Security’ which the ODA was utilized as an
instrument to conduct security policy.'®

Although the suspension of economic aid
was a small part of Japan’s overall aid to China, it
demonstrated Japan’s sensitivity regarding Chinese

military power." In order to seek political approach



to respond to China, Japan used the US-Japan
security alliance as a stable basis for providing

political weight to cope with the rising China.

In response to China’s aggression, the
Japanese government also opted for strengthening
its capability to counteract China through the US-
Japan security alliance. In 1997 during the
administration of Prime Minister Hashimoto, Japan
decided to revise the Guidelines for Japan-US
Defense Cooperation. These new Guidelines offered
Japan a wide range of expansion of military
capability. It additionally set forth for a strengthened
role of the SDF in response to situations in ‘areas
surrounding Japan’. This movement of bilateral
security alliance stressed the importance of the US-
Japan Security Treaty which had ensured Japan’s
security and provided Japan a channel to expand the
role of its Self-Defense Forces.

In addition to measures in response to
China, the missile tests in 1995 and 1996
encouraged Japan to consider the research on the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD) project with the US.
Japan had been persuaded by the US to participate
in this project and was proposed the early-warning
satellite information to enable Japan to assess the
threat. Japan realized the vulnerability of the country
but due to the financial constraints, it postponed the
final decision to join the project.'® However, both

countries started a comprehensive study on theater

missile defense in 1995.

Security threats from North Korea and
China woke Japan up to the reality that its security
policy was not effective to counter diverse new
dangers. According to Waltz, a leading neorealist
thinker, the fundamental concern of states was
security and survival. In this regard, Japan changed
its security policy and strengthened its security role
to ensure the security of the country, despite

constitutional constraints.

For the purpose of enlarging an
international role regarding security affairs and being
recognized as a first class country, permanent
membership on the UN Security Council has been
Japan’s goal. Realizing that the reform of the UN
would strengthen UN functions and at the same
time provide Japan an opportunity to be integrated
in the Security Council, Japan strongly supported the
reform of the UN.'®

To achieve this goal, Japan made great
efforts during Millennium Summit and the
Millennium Assembly in 2000 with the intent of
gaining support from member states. As a result of
the summit, 98 of 169 countries supported the
reform issue, in addition Japan had the backing of
the US." In 2004, Japan claimed that the US
supported Japan’s membership on the UNSC
unconditionally.” At the 2005 World Summit held in



New York, the issue of UN reform gained sub-
stantial attention from country leaders. Following this
summit, Foreign Minister Kawaguchi proposed to
hold a summit-level leaders meeting to consider
reform of UN and the Security Council. In addition,
he established an Eminent Person’s Group on UN
Reform to provide a forum for domestic discussion
on this matter.™

Struggling for international support for UN
reform, Japan saw an opportunity to achieve its
goal. Japan and other three countries namely Brazil,
India, and Germany, or the so-called “Group of
Four” proposed the draft solution on revising the
Security Council. The draft recommended six
additional permanent seats on the Security Council
and four additional non-permanent seats.'”

Japan’s effort to obtain a permanent seat
on the Security Council demonstrated Japan’s
determination to commit itself to making a

contribution to international security.

The determination of Japan to promote
counter-terrorism measures was apparent after the
enactment of the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures
Law. From the speech by the Senior Vice-Minister
for Foreign Affairs in February 8, 2003, Japan clearly
stressed its stance to fight against international
terrorism from the significant three points. The first
point was to deny the terrorist groups to be
sheltered in any country. The second point was to

deny the means of the terrorist groups to conduct

terrorism. The last one which was extremely
important was the ability to overcome the vulnera-
bilities against terrorism." It was believed that a
terrorist built a secret network in many countries. To
fight against international terrorism was a big task
that required coordinated efforts from many
countries. Regarding terrorism as its own security
issue, Japan played an important role in encouraging
the cooperation among countries.

Following the speech, Japan attempted to
encourage G8 members to seek effective measures
to eradicate terrorism. Japan, working in cooperation
with the US, proposed the draft of the Building
International Political Will and Capacity to Combat
Terrorism: A G8 Action Plan. As a result of this
effort, the G8 adopted the draft and the Counter-
Terrorism Action Group (CTAG) was then established
in response to the mentioned Action Plan setting
the clear approach to encounter international

terrorism. "

The theory that best explains Japan’s
nature after the end of the Cold War is neo-realism.
In the post Cold War era, Japan’s security role has
changed in response to international security
situations including the Gulf War, the US-led war in
Irag, terrorist attacks and the regional instability
caused by military buildups of China and North
Korea. Therefore, the change in Japan’s security role
is consistent with the concept of neo-realism that

the structure of the international system determines



the state’s behavior. Japan was motivated by those
international security affairs to review its role on the
global stage and enacted the laws to enhance its
capability to respond to the international situations.

In addition, Japan’s apprehension of
China’s and North Korea’s missile tests which
stimulated Japan to participate in the US Theatre
Missile Defense project can also be explained by
neo-realism. According to neo-realists, states can
create security dilemmas if they perceive other
states as potential enemies and threats to their
national security.'”

In addition, neo-realism also explains the
importance of power which is more than just
military resources and the ability to use that power
to force and control other states in the system.
Power is the combined capabilities of state." In this
regard, Japan’s perception toward military was not
only to employ power to influence other countries
but also to use it as a means to complete its
responsibility towards the international community.
In other words, Japan wants to have a military
power in order to effectively make international
contributions.

Neo-realists point out that differences in
policy can be explained by the differences in power
or capabilities."* Japan’s military power was
constrained by the present constitution. When
situations regarding security arose Japan could not
deal with them effectively because of its funda-
mental lack of military power. Neo-realism can
explain the change in Japan’s security policy and

Japan’s reaction to the potential enemies and

threats. Moreover, it can provide an explanation to
Japan’s perception towards military power which is
important component for a ‘normal state’. Therefore,
neo-realism can rationalize Japan’s move towards
becoming a ‘normal state’.

Strategic realism is another theory that can
explain Japan’s foreign policy decision making. The
central concept of strategic realism is how to deal
with threat. In this regard, the change in Japan’s
security policy which leads to a ‘normal state’
comes from many factors including threats.
Therefore, strategic realism is able to explain the
move of Japan to become a ‘normal state’ and
provides rationale for Japan’s action and reaction to
security situations which leads to a ‘normal state’.

According to strategic realists, a leader of
state is obliged to think strategically when he
confronts military issues."® This theory explains
Japan’s decision to join the theatre missile defense
project with the US in 1998. The then Prime
Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto decided that the
government would participate in the US TMD project
after China and North Korea conducted long range
missile tests.

Since strategic realism focused on foreign
policy, it can explain the relations between Japan
and North Korea and Japan and China. Japan’s
relations with these two countries were not smooth
due to the historical and territorial issues. After
North Korean missile test in 1998, the Japanese
leader had to think strategically and thoroughly in
order to deal with North Korea’s aggressive acts and

to defend the country. However, Japan had tried to



establish the diplomatic relations with North Korea
and China. The Japanese prime minister had to play
important role to conduct the foreign policy as a
leader of state who has to think thoroughly and
strategically.

Since the implication of ‘normal state’ is a
state that is able to possess the military power and
has the legitimacy to exercise the military power to
enhance its national interest thus making inter-
national contribution, Japan’s security attitude is
changing consistently with this implication. Japan’s
role on the international stage regarding security has
changed in response to domestic, regional, and

international factors. Therefore, the finding con-

“Japan’s Historical Record,” in

clusion for the thesis is that Japan is gradually
moving forwards to become a ‘normal state’.

The study of changes in Japan’s security
policy after the end of the Cold War which
contributes to the emergence of Japan as a normal
state rationalizes the hypothesis which is the
preparation of Japan to remilitarize and assume a
status of a ‘normal state’ in the near future due to
the domestic factors, the pressure from the US, a
permanent member of the United Nations Security
Council, the threat from PR China and North Korea
and the response to terrorist attacks in the US in

2001.
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