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Abstract

International peace cooperation plays an important role in international relations. National
interests and power balances lead to situations in which national security, human security and
peace are often threatened, and international cooperation is required. The desire for peace and
security is a motivating factor for states to engage in cooperation and to foster a more stable and
secure environment, which in turn will also facilitate further social, political and economic
development in individual countries as well as worldwide. Due to globalisation, the interconnect-
edness and interdependence of states in various contexts has significantly increased. This devel-
opment has also led to a growing demand and need for cooperation between states to take collec-
tive action and to commonly solve regional as well as global challenges, such as peace and
relevant security issues but also issues of economic, social and political importance. The aim of
this paper is to present a comparative analysis and to give an overview of Japan and the Republic
of Korea'’s efforts and actions concerning peace cooperation in order to promote regional and
global peace between 2000 and 2010—apart from the commonly known international peacekeep-
ing operations. How do both states’ global peace supporting activities compare to each other, and

is it possible to identify differences in their approaches towards international peace cooperation?
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Introduction

The field of international peace cooperation per se is not limited to the participation
of states in the international peacekeeping operations of the United Nations, but also
comprises a broader field of actions and activities. These actions and activities allow
states to join international cooperation efforts, to take collective action to contribute
to world peace, and to improve security, especially in conflict regions. The aim of
this paper is to present a comparative analysis and overview of Japan and the Repub-
lic of Korea’s (also in this paper referred to as South Korea) participation in efforts
to promote and also to maintain regional and global peace and security between
2000 and 2010. What are their distinct approaches towards international peace
cooperation? What similarities and differences can be identified?

The idea of international cooperation to maintain and preserve world peace and
to further foster economic, political, and social development plays a dominant role
in international relations. Throughout history, global peace and security have always
been two major common concerns that also require the joint actions of states in
order to counteract possible negative consequences for the economic, political, and
social development of states, and also to decrease the risk of any deterioration in
general. The foundation of the League of Nations in 1919—the first international,
multilateral' organisation with its primary goal to preserve a state of peace—was
influenced by mutual security and peace concerns after the outbreak of World War 1.
International cooperation was further promoted and strengthened by the ongoing
process of globalisation which has led to growing interconnectedness as well as
interdependence of states. States became more and more aware of the need to coop-
erate in order to commonly solve regional and global problems, including human
security, peace, stability but also global economic, financial, and political issues that
have an effect on individual states (see Weiss and Thakur 2010).

International cooperation and interaction have become important topics for theo-
retical consideration. The main focus of this paper is neo-liberal institutionalism,
including relevant sub-theories that deal with the importance of cooperation, col-
laboration, and interaction as well as institutional instruments for collective action.
The main proponents of liberal thinking are Keohane and Nye (1974 and 1977),
Keohane (1982, 1984, 1988 and 1989), Nye (1994 and 2011), Krasner (1994 and
1995), Young (1982), and Mitrany (1943). Relevant information on international
relations and the cooperation of states in various matters of global importance can
also be found in specific encyclopaedias, such as Baylis and Smith (2004), Jackson
and Sorensen (2007), and Carlsnaes et al. (2013). The concept of collective security
plays an important role for international peace cooperation as it was also a determin-
ing element in the formation of the League of Nations. Moreover, it is a significant

1 Multilateral and multinational: involving two or more nations or parties.
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component of the theory of liberal institutionalism. Prominent proponents include
Woodrow Wilson, Lasswell and Kaplan (1952), Mearsheimer (1994/5), Kupchan
and Kupchan (1995), and Baylis (2004).

This paper analyses the broader range of international peace cooperation activi-
ties which are not only limited to international peacekeeping missions but also
comprise other relevant peace contributing and global peace supporting efforts of
states, such as human resource management and its development, and the political
dialogue on peace, security and overall stability. A rich literature already exists on
UN peace missions and the participation of individual states. However, few com-
parative reports on the deeper issues of global peace and security cooperation can be
found. In terms of international peacekeeping operations and peace support contribu-
tions of states, I examined a variety of works, including Leitenberg (1996), Bobrow
and Boyer (1997), Heinrich Jr. (1999), Groves (2007), Gill and Huang (2009), Hong
(2009), Hirono and Lanteigne (2011), Olbrich and Shim (2012), Hemmings (2012),
Hwang (2012), and Snyder (2012). I also relied on official UN documents on peace-
keeping and other relevant activities for further and more detailed information on
peacekeeping. The goal of this paper is to raise awareness of this broader context of
international peace cooperation by providing a comparative analysis of Japan and
South Korea as two major regional powers as well as two internationally important
states. In addition, this paper will also fill the gap in the existing literature and will
present an insightful analysis of two states engaging in various areas of international
peace cooperation.

The time frame of the analysis will encompass the years from 2000 to 2010. Al-
though international cooperation on matters of global peace and security had started
earlier—as mentioned above—the participation and efforts of states is also very
much influenced by and dependent on national and international circumstances. In
other words, in times of economic and political stability, states are more likely to
join collective action and to contribute to matters of international importance—and
therefore to provide adequate assistance and support—whereas in times of crisis and
national instability, it is more likely that states will turn inwards to focus on their
own recovery before joining efforts to solve global problems. The Asian financial
crisis of 1997-98 was such a situation. Both Japan and South Korea were heavily
affected by this financial crisis, which spread over many Asian countries as a conse-
quence of the currency collapse of the Thai Bhat in 1997, and which led to decreas-
ing GDP growth rates, high interest rates, decreasing export rates, and so on. The
affected countries struggled with weak financial markets and many had to rely on
bailout programmes administered by the International Monetary Fund (IMF). The
Asian financial crisis forced many states, including Japan and South Korea, to focus
on domestically oriented policy-making in order to restore their national financial
and economic situation and to generate overall stability. The whole process of
recovery took its time and by 1999 most of the affected Asian countries had come
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through the worst of the crisis. After the situation had ostensibly calmed down,
states were again able to focus on international cooperation and to take collective
action on matters of global importance. Therefore, the time frame from 2000 to 2010
provided a reasonable timescale for the comparative analysis of Japan and South
Korea’s efforts and action in the field of international peace cooperation activities
towards mutually shared goals of global peace, security, and stability maintenance.

Theoretical Discussion on International Cooperation and
Methodology for Analysis

The key elements of the theoretical foundation of the comparative analysis concern-
ing the field of international peace cooperation activities are international coopera-
tion, the idea of collective action and collective security to generate peace and
stability, and the contribution and interaction of states in matters of global impor-
tance such as peace and security.

After World War I, the overall focus of global politics was directed towards cre-
ating the necessary conditions to secure world peace and to maintain global and
regional stability and security, as mentioned before with the foundation of the
League of Nations in 1919. The concept of international cooperation plays a signifi-
cant role in the discipline of international relations (IR), which deals with the rela-
tionship between different states and their specific approach towards collaboration
and the role of international institutions in generating a cooperative international
environment to foster and accomplish mutual goals, such as global peace, world
order, stability, and human security. International relations are dominated by two
competing theoretical strands of thinking, namely realism and liberalism. The
theoretical discussion in this paper is influenced by the theory of liberalism. Propo-
nents of liberalism argue that cooperation and collaboration between states can
mitigate the risks of disputes and conflicts, and thus generate a secure and stable
international environment. States should not only focus on their relative gains and
their own national security interests, but should also adopt a more outward-looking
policy and turn towards collective security interests and especially collective action
to achieve mutually shared objectives, interests, as well as absolute gains2 in the
greater context. The theory of liberalism fosters a much more cooperative atmos-
phere in which actions and objectives are mutually shared. Moreover, liberalism
emphasises the importance of establishing international organisations to guarantee
safety and stability within the international system and to foster the achievement of
common goals.3 The idea of liberalism was further promoted with the League of

2 Relative gains consider the loss of others compared to one’s own gains whereas absolute gains primarily
focus on gain maximisation rather than considering the loss of others.
3 These ideas are also referred to as liberal institutionalism or liberal internationalism.



Andrea Aumayr: International Peace Cooperation Activities of Japan and the | 35
Republic of Korea between 2000 and 2010: A Comparative Analysis

Nations in 1919, which also spread the ideas of cooperation, collective security,
individualism, and national self-determination as important elements for maintaining
a stable and secure international environment.

In order to promote international cooperation and to achieve international peace and secu-
rity by the acceptance of obligations not to resort to war, by the prescription of open, just
and honourable relations between nations, by [...] the understanding of international law
as the actual rule of conduct among Governments [...] (UN 2000: 3).

Further down the line, neo-liberalism developed, emphasising again cooperation and
proposing the idea of institutions and organisations as tools for successful coopera-
tion and interaction among states to achieve mutually shared objectives. Institutions
should also promote interaction among states in order to strengthen their cooperative
behaviour, to generate international stability, as well as to address global challenges
which are imposing a threat to global peace and security. Neo-liberal institutional-
ism redesigned the idea of international community-building and also promoted it to
a new scale (UN 2000; Dunne and Schmidt 2004; Lawson 2012).

The idea of collective security plays an important role in the field of international
peace cooperation. In essence, collective security deals with the issue of how to
generate and maintain global and regional peace and to enhance overall stability. In
general, it concentrates on cooperation and interaction rather than the use of military
force, mutual interests rather than only national interests as the driving force, as well
as trust in and loyalty to other states. Given the nature of the international system
and also due to the ongoing development of globalisation and growing interdepend-
ence and interconnectedness, there are various important but ambivalent processes
going on, also bearing the risk of possible instability due to clashing national inter-
ests and initial mistrust and suspicion. In this context, the idea of international
cooperation based on global security arrangements and, above all, collectively
shared security concerns, seems very promising (Mearsheimer 1994/5; Kupchan and
Kupchan 1995; Baylis 2004).

When talking about international peace cooperation and the role of international
organisations promoting interaction and collaboration between states, the United
Nations Organization (UNO, also referred to as UN) is the core player in the com-
plexities of global peacekeeping governance. Since its inception in the 1940s,” the
UN has provided much assistance in terms of peacekeeping and global peace main-
tenance based on its primary goal of maintaining world peace and order. According
to the UN Charter, the primary functions of the UN are peacemaking, peacekeeping,

4 After the League of Nations collapsed in the early twentieth century, the UN emerged as its successor. The
declaration known as the Atlantic Charter of August 14, 1941 was the foundation for the establishment of
the UN on October 24, 1945 with 51 member states in the beginning. Today, the UN has 193 officially
recognised member states. The legal foundation document of the UN is the UN Charter, which determines
the basic purpose of the UN and its work.
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post-conflict peace-building, and preventive diplomacy measures. The main function
of the UN is to establish a safe and stable international environment which requires
the cooperation and contribution of states (Coate and Puchala 1994; UN 2000; Karns
and Mingst 2004; Taylor and Curtis 2004; UNDPKO 2008; UNOV 2013).

The Importance of Peace-building and Peacekeeping Activities: UN Peacekeeping
Operations as Central Pillar

The idea of collective action towards the realisation of mutually shared goals, such
as peace and security, has been the driving force for cooperation and interaction
between states for a long time. The UN as an institution stands for peace mediation
and peace-building efforts, and promotes dialogue and international understanding.
To guarantee a secure and stable international environment, the broad range of UN
actions in this context includes peacekeeping operations; economic sanctions;
intervening actions to deliver humanitarian assistance and to secure human security;
and the use of force based on the principle of self-defence against a possible security
threat (which would pose a threat to international security).” The complexities of the
peacekeeping measures and security maintenance efforts of the UN are reflected in
the broad range of actions and activities it undertakes, referred to as conflict preven-
tion (i.e. preventive diplomatic measures), 6 peacemaking, ’ peacekeeping, peace
enforcement,® and peace-building.” Within the field of international peace coopera-
tion, UN peacekeeping operations (UNDPKO)—as the most widely recognised
peacekeeping actions—are an essential and important element, with the traditional
peacekeeping activities including securing and controlling borders, monitoring
ceasefires as well as acting as ‘buffer forces’ (Howard 1990: 43) between two
conflicting parties. Peacekeeping operations are implemented to solve international
conflicts and, foremost, regional conflicts that may endanger global security. They
are carried out in accordance with three principles: the consent of the parties in-
volved is required, peacekeeping forces operate under the neutrality principle, and
the use of force is restricted to actions of self-defence. For a better understanding,

5 The principle of self-defence is determined in Article 51 of the UN Charter as ‘the inherent right of
individual or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations’
(Howard 1990: 37).

6 Such as mutually negotiated peace agreements to mitigate the risk of any further outbreak of conflicts
between two parties.

7 To aim fort conflict resolution in order to establish a peace agreement that ends the conflict, also with the
support of various actors (i.e. governments, non-state actors etc.)

8 Also referred to as non-traditional peacekeeping; comprises coercive measures (i.e. use of military force)
that are authorised by the UN Security Council based on Chapter VII of the UN Charter (‘Action with Re-
spect for the Peace, Breaches of the Peace and Acts of Aggression’).

9 Peace-building actions aim to strengthen the overall national capacity in order to ensure its functioning
after the conflict has been resolved.
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the activities in the field of peacekeeping and peace-building can be summarised as
conflict resolution, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration (DDR), control of
weapons, restoration of social order, security and stability maintenance, electoral
observation, humanitarian assistance, and reconstruction of infrastructure, for exam-
ple social infrastructure. The contingent of peacekeeping forces is usually made up
of different (voluntary) national personnel contributions, working under UN com-
mand and for the common goal of peace and security (Howard 1990; Roberts and
Kingsbury 1994a-b; UNDPKO 2008; HPC 2009).

There are various ways to dispatch peacekeeping personnel as part of their volun-
tary personnel contribution, such as military, uniformed, and civilian personnel.
Another definition can be found in Hirono and Lanteigne (2011) where they differ-
entiate between ‘combat force contribution’ (Hirono and Lanteigne 2011: 245)—
comprising military peacekeeping forces such as military ground forces—and ‘force
enablers’ (Hirono and Lanteigne 2011: 245), which include all relevant personnel
responsible for logistical, medical, transport, and engineering assistance. Military
peacekeeping personnel are primarily responsible for border controls, security
surveillance, and public order management. They are also assigned to monitor peace
development after conflict resolution, to provide assistance and training to national
military forces and, foremost, to protect the civilian population. The military peace-
keeping contingent consists of troops (i.e. infantry soldiers or ground forces) or
military observers who often also work as staff officers or support troop members in
ceasefire observation or border controls. Police forces are primarily responsible for
security surveillance, public order management, or for the training of national police
personnel. Apart from the military and police personnel, the civilian peacekeeping
contingent is another essential element in peacekeeping operations. Civilian peace-
keeping personnel comprises, for example, administrative personnel and senior
officers for the management and coordination of peacekeeping activities, as well as
electoral observers or civilians, who are dispatched to deliver humanitarian relief
supplies.

Peacekeeping and peace supporting activities are not only ad-hoc actions for
immediate conflict resolution, but are also designed to support and foster the process
of long-term peace development and the post-conflict recovery of affected states
after security and stability have been restored. Peacekeeping actions also play an
essential role in post-conflict situations in order to lay the foundation for the state’s
social, political, and economic recovery as well as to assist with the process
(UNDPKO 2008).
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Methodology: Relevant Components of the Field of International
Peace Cooperation Activities

However, apart from the aforementioned traditional peacekeeping activities and the
well-known international peacekeeping operations, the field of international peace
cooperation activities also comprises a broad range of other possible actions and
measures in order to ensure a stable and secure international environment. The aim
of this paper is to present a comparative analysis of Japan and South Korea’s activi-
ties in the broader field of peace cooperation between 2000 and 2010—in addition to
their participation in international peacekeeping operations—and how they pro-
moted overall stability and contributed to global peace. The works of Medeiros and
Fravel (2003), Olson and Prestowitz (2011), Huang and Patman (2013) and espe-
cially Hirono and Lanteigne (2011) and Gill and Huang (2009) have provided
important input for the establishment of the framework employed here.

The following three core criteria have been shortlisted from a greater framework
dealing with international peace cooperation. However, this selection should provide
an essential insight into the broader field of international peace cooperation—
beyond the participation of states in international peacekeeping operations—as well
as give an idea of how both states followed different approaches in their peace
cooperation activities.

Criterion #1: The Evolution and Nature of International Peace
Cooperation

Firstly it is necessary to establish a basic understanding of the nature of each state’s
peace support and cooperation. This criterion should answer all questions concern-
ing the ‘evolution of [...] [the state’s] approach to peacekeeping’ (Gill and Huang
2009: 2). Taking the UN peacekeeping operations as the central pillar in the com-
plexities of international peace cooperation, it is pertinent to consider the following
questions: When was the first time Japan and South Korea participated in an official
peacekeeping operation? What is the legal framework for their peace cooperation
activities? Are there any legal restrictions concerning their participation in global
peace supporting activities and if so, how do these restrictions influence the actions
of the states? Before going deeper into an analysis of the actions and measures of
states which contribute to regional and global stability and security and which help
to generate a secure environment, it is imperative that one must become familiar
with the basics of each state’s approach to international peace cooperation.
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Criterion #2: Human Resource Development in the field of Peacekeeping

States’ commitment to work together towards mutually shared objectives and goals
can also be realised in terms of their so-called intellectual contributions. In this case,
intellectual contribution refers to actions concerning human resource development in
the field of peacekeeping and peace-building. In other words, actions in the field of
human resource development include the establishment of training centres (see
Hirono and Lanteigne 2011, Gill and Huang 2009 and Hwang 2012). Training
facilities are an essential catalyst to further expand the skills of peacekeeping per-
sonnel and to enhance the effectiveness of their operational activities. Moreover,
with the establishment of such centres and institutions, states can also provide a
platform of cooperation; furthermore, it facilitates exchange opportunities with other
states aimed at increasing the cooperative skills of their peacekeeping forces. Human
resource development also includes the dispatch of peacekeeping instructors to other
training centres for skill exchanges, as well as material and financial contributions to
training centres. There is a broad range of opportunities for states to provide finan-
cial contributions to peacekeeping operations, but also to fund special courses or
training seminars for peacekeeping personnel, administered at peacekeeping training
centres within relevant programmes concerning peacekeeping and peace-building
activities. In other words, financial contributions can also be used to foster the
development of human resources within the field of international peace cooperation.
Needless to say, well-trained peacekeeping personnel can greatly contribute to the
effective and efficient implementation of peacekeeping operations and the realisa-
tion of the commonly shared goals of global peace and stability. The quality of
peacekeeping operations is closely linked to the skills and capabilities of peacekeep-
ing forces. For that matter, participation in joint training exercises for peacekeeping
deployments also plays an essential part with regards to human resource develop-
ment in the field of peacekeeping. By taking into account factors like these, it is
possible to analyse the level of participation and contribution of states towards the
achievements and success of international peacekeeping operations. What are the
efforts and actions of Japan and South Korea in the field of human resource devel-
opment between 2000 and 2010? It can be said that an increased level of participa-
tion in international peacekeeping activities and in all relevant fields of peace coop-
eration demonstrates a state’s willingness and determination in its efforts and actions
towards regional and global peace stability, and underlines the importance of joint
peacekeeping actions.
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Criterion #3: Peace and Security Related Cooperative Agreements:
Political Dialogue on Global Security and Peace Cooperation

As already identified, participation of states in the field of international peace coop-
eration activities can be achieved via international peacekeeping operations and
human resource development. That being said, peacekeeping operations are the most
common form of peace cooperation in order to generate global peace and stability.
But there are also other ways for states to strengthen their engagement in peacekeep-
ing and peace-building activities and to intensify their security relationships with
other states. These include for example the political dialogue concerning global
peace and security issues, military cooperation, joint training activities or intensify-
ing their military diplomacy (for example, see Gill and Huang 2009 and Hwang
2012).

Political dialogue with other states on peace and stability maintenance has be-
come an integral part of a state’s foreign policy approach and also part of its peace
contribution within the field of regional and global security and peace cooperation.
This includes various initiatives and campaigns to promote international security and
peace cooperation. The focus of this criterion is set on initiatives, cooperative
agreements and joint security declarations of both states in the field of global peace
and security contribution, including the goals for closer cooperation in peacekeeping
operations and other relevant peacekeeping and peace-building activities. Joint
efforts towards non-proliferation and arms control are other important elements
intended to promote global peace and stability. Needless to say, such security and
peace related initiatives are primarily the results of multilateral agreements and
arrangements between states in order to achieve the common goals of global peace
and stability. Another form of such bilateral and multilateral security related coop-
eration is the establishment of various governmental forums between states to
negotiate and discuss possible cooperation on joint peace and security initiatives
apart from UN peacekeeping operations. This criterion focuses more on the diplo-
matic means to strengthen the cooperation between states in the form of bilateral and
multilateral agreements and initiatives on international peace cooperation. It pro-
motes international peace cooperation apart from the traditional participation in
peacekeeping operations. How are both Japan and South Korea actually engaged in
political dialogue on global peace and security maintenance? Did they establish
bilateral security declarations between 2000 and 2010 for example? Apart from their
participation in peacekeeping operations, are they aware of the importance of their
contribution in other fields of peace cooperation, such as human resource develop-
ment and cooperative agreements with the main focus on global peace and security?



Andrea Aumayr: International Peace Cooperation Activities of Japan and the | 41
Republic of Korea between 2000 and 2010: A Comparative Analysis

Analysis

Criterion #1: The Evolution and Nature of International Peace
Cooperation

In 1992, Japan adopted the Law Concerning Cooperation for United Nations Peace-
keeping Operations and Other Operations (also known as the PKO Act or the
International Peace Cooperation Law) which allowed Japan to play a more active
role in matters of international peace and security. The law also emphasised Japan’s
engagement in international peacekeeping activities under UN command. It deter-
mined three core areas for Japan’s participation in UN activities concerning peace-
keeping, peace-building, and preserving international security: participation in
traditional peacekeeping operations including development assistance, contribution
to international humanitarian relief operations as part of UNPKO, and contribution
to international election observation operations. In the same year, Japan started its
active participation in relevant peace cooperation activities when it deployed Japa-
nese peacekeeping forces to observe the presidential and legislative election in
Angola as part of the United Nations Angola Verification Mission II (UNAVEM II)
(Mulgan 1995; MoFA Japan 2000; Secretariat of [IPCH 2010).

However, Japan’s contribution and participation in peacekeeping missions is, to a
certain extent, limited to the deployment of non-armed peacekeeping military per-
sonnel in peacekeeping operations due to Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution,'®
which determines that ‘[...] the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign
right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international
disputes’ (Leitenberg 1996: 2). Strictly speaking, Japanese forces are restricted from
participating in international military affairs and especially UN missions with mili-
tary character, which basically refers to nontraditional peacekeeping activities, as
uniformed peacekeeping personnel are included in these. Japanese personnel are not
allowed to use any means of force, not even for the sake of regional and global
peace (Mulgan 1995; Leitenberg 1996; MoFA Japan 2000; Secretariat of TPCH
2010; Prime Ministerial Office Japan 2013).

Nevertheless, and despite the official renouncement of military forces, Japan es-
tablished its Self-Defense Forces (SDF) back in 1954, maintained under the claims
of self-defence and international security.'' Japan has ‘successfully’ chosen another
approach towards the interpretation of Article 9 of its Constitution and thus enabled
the formation of an army of this kind. However, against the backdrop of its national
constitution, Japan’s participation in peacekeeping missions has become an ongoing
issue within the country. In 1991, new legislation (referred to as the Peacekeeping

10 The Japanese Constitution came into force in 1947 after Japan’s defeat in the Second World War.
11 In the beginning, the SDF forces were called the National Police Reserve.



42 | ViennaJournal of East Asian Studies

Bill) was passed that allowed Japan to deploy a maximum of 2000 SDF personnel to
UN peacekeeping operations as non-combat forces, i.e. primarily for certain opera-
tional activities, such as refugee assistance, medical care, transport assistance, etc.
and only when ceasefire was maintained. With the enactment of the PKO Act,
Japanese SDF personnel are now deployed as members of the so-called Japanese
overseas relief force to provide peacekeeping and peace-building assistance and
support when requested (Leitenberg 1996; Shibata and Soeya 1999).

At the beginning of the twentieth century, a new policy approach by the South
Korean government became the centre of focus: segyehwa A 7| 3}, Korea’s national
strategy for globalisation. It became a prominent slogan during the period of Kim
Young-sam (Kim Yong-sam 7] % 4}; b. 1927; president from 1993-1998). Segye-
hwa determined Korea’s new diplomatic approach. It included top-down reforms in
the areas of education, politics, legal and economic order, public administration, etc.
in order to strengthen Korea for the international market. The concept of segyehwa
also influenced South Korea’s foreign policy orientation. Han Sting-ju 3t~ (b.
1940; 1993-1994), the first foreign minister under Kim Young-sam’s administra-
tion, used the concept to announce and define Korea’s new orientation towards
global issues and furthermore to emphasise Korea’s responsibility to take collective
action to properly deal with global challenges. Han Sting-ju committed to increase
South Korea’s level of cooperation in the field of global and regional security and
peace, especially including peacekeeping and peace-building operations. In 1993,
Han promised that ‘We [the Koreans] will contribute to UN Peace Keeping Opera-
tions and international peace and security, thereby also securing our place in the
international community’ (Koh 2000: 199). In the same year, South Korea deployed
a unit of 252 engineering personnel (known as Sangroksu Unit—Evergreen Unit) to
the United Nation Operation in Somalia II (UNOSOM II), which was the first time
South Korea participated in a peacekeeping unit for an official UN peacekeeping
operation. The Sangroksu Unit was primarily responsible for reconstruction and
humanitarian assistance. From this point onwards, South Korea also focused primar-
ily on the deployment of engineering military units to international peacekeeping
operations as part of its personnel contribution (UN 1996; Kim 2000; Koh 2000;
Hong 2009; Hwang 2012: MoFA South Korea 2013a).

Although South Korea had already participated for the first time in an official
UNPKO in 1993, it took almost twenty years, namely until December 29, 2009,
until the National Assembly'? passed the Law on Participation in the United Nations
Peacekeeping Opemtions.13 It was enacted in January 2010 and came into effect in
April 2010, regulating Korea’s participation in and contribution to international

12 The legislative branch of the Korean government.
13 For more detailed information see Defense White Paper 2010, available at: http://www.nti.org/media/pdfs/
2010WhitePaperAll_eng.pdf? =1340662780.
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peacekeeping and peace-building operations as well as other relevant peace support-
ing missions (Hwang 2012; Olbrich and Shim 2012).

The purpose of this Act is to allow the Republic of Korea to participate in UN Peacekeep-
ing Operations more expediently and actively to contribute to creating and maintaining
world peace by stipulating the matters concerning the dispatch and withdrawal of military
units taking part of UN Peacekeeping Operations (Defense White Paper 2010: 384).

The Act distinguishes between military peacekeeping units (members of the Korean
army) and uniformed personnel such as police personnel; other non-uniformed
personnel are not mentioned. In general, the PKO Act has been primarily set up to
facilitate the deployment of military standing units to international peace missions.
These units comprise three subunits, each with a contingent of 1,000 members. The
main unit is assigned for immediate overseas deployment (Omnuri Unit) that can be
dispatched within a period of only one month. The second unit is maintained as a
reserve unit whereas the third unit is a non-combat one and mainly consists of other
military peacekeeping personnel i.e. medical, engineering and logistics personnel or
military police. The peacekeeping law defines possible areas for South Korea’s
participation in international peacekeeping activities: traditional peacekeeping and
peace-building activities (i.e. ceasefire observation, security and public order sur-
veillance, monitoring compliance with peace agreement etc.), humanitarian relief
activities, reconstruction and development assistance, and election observation and
coordination assistance (Defense White Paper 2010; Sang-ho 2010; Hwang 2012).

Criterion #2: Human Resource Development in the Field of Peacekeeping

In terms of human resource development in the field of peacekeeping, Japan and
South Korea have followed two different paths. After a report about Japan’s overall
contribution and efforts in peacekeeping and peace-building activities (published by
an UN Advisory Group on International Cooperation for Peace—AGICP) was
published in 2002, the results showed a strong demand for Japan to also focus more
on its human resource training in order to improve the skills of Japanese peacekeep-
ing personnel but also to strengthen its international cooperation with others in terms
of human resource development. In 2005, Japan initiated the International Peace
Cooperation Program Advisors, a two-year education programme for civilians who
are participating in joint activities and operations concerning global peace and
security, and who are employed as national government employees. Furthermore, in
2006, the Pilot Program for Human Resource Development in Asia for Peace-
building, commissioned by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in cooperation with the
United Nations Volunteers (UNV) programme, was presented. One year later, in
2007, the Hiroshima Peacebuilders Centre (HPC), a legally independent non-profit
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and non-governmental institution, was established to conduct the aforementioned
programme as well as to conduct peacekeeping research and provide intensive
training for future—primarily civilian—peacekeeping personnel (from Japan as well
as from other Asian countries). Human resources play an essential role in the field of
peace-building, as it ‘[...] requires personnel skilled in these fields’ (HPC 2009: 2)
because ‘[...] we as global citizens have the responsibility to [sic] find practical
ways to help resolve conflicts and assisting people in need [sic]” (HPC 2009: 2).
With the establishment of the Hiroshima Peacebuilders Centre, Japan also wanted to
strengthen its position as well as to demonstrate [...] that we [the Japanese] are a
peace-builders’ nation’ (MoFA Japan 2007a). Apart from theoretical training and
coursework, there are also overseas, onsite training sessions, mainly in the field
offices of relevant organisations such as UNDP, UNHCR, UNICEF etc. (MoFA
Japan 2007a-c; HPC 2009; HPC 2013).

In addition to the Hiroshima Peacebuilders Centre, the Ministry of National De-
fence also established the Japan Peacekeeping Training and Research Centre (JPC)
in 2010, a state-run organisation that offers courses primarily for military peace-
keeping personnel. Due to law regulating the deployment of SDF forces, the gov-
ernment saw the need to provide further training and education for military peace-
keeping units as well as for those who are required to lead peacekeeping operations
as command or staff officers. Another important output of the JPC is to conduct
research in the field of peacekeeping. The JPC offers three different courses for
military peacekeeping personnel, namely the Basic Course, the Staff Officers Cours-
es (SOC) and the Contingent Commander Courses (CCC). The overall aim is to
provide theoretical and practical training in relevant peacekeeping matters in order
to prepare the participants for their peace deployment (JPC 2013a-e).

Japan has taken over an active role as global peace proponent and contributor as
it is very engaged in supporting other peacekeeping training centres, especially on
the African continent. Support is provided in order to strengthen the states’ peace-
keeping capabilities and to improve the personnel’s ability to maintain an overall
condition of stability and security within African states. Between 2008 and mid-
2009, Japan supported five training centres in Africa—Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Mali,
and Rwanda—as well as one in Malaysia, providing financial as well as human
resource assistance (i.e. regular dispatch of Japanese peacekeeping instructors and
peacekeeping specialists to training centres). From 2008 until mid-2010 Japan
provided a total of approximately USD 18.5 million to eight PKO training centers in
Africa (Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Rwanda, Benin, Nigeria, and South Africa) for
the reconstruction of facilities, for training materials and equipment, and for training
courses. In addition, about a dozen Japanese personnel were sent to training centers
as peacekeeping lecturers and instructors (MoFA Japan 2008a; MoFA Japan 2009;
MoFA Japan 2010a-b; MoFA Japan 2013a).
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In contrast to Japan, South Korea has only established one peacekeeping training
centre so far, the Peacekeeping Operation (PKO) Centre, which is the primary
institution in South Korea responsible for the training and education of peacekeeping
forces for future deployments in peacekeeping missions. A similar institution was
already established in 1995 and was headed by the Korean military institution Joint
Staff College. Since 2006 however, discussion has taken place with regards to a
new, state-run peacekeeping training centre designed to reform and improve the
existing institution and to increase South Korea’s national peacekeeping capacities,
also based on the concept of segyehwa. The establishment of the new centre was part
of the 2008-2012 Action Plan of the Ministry of National Defence and the plan was
actually realised in 2010. The PKO Centre is located in and also headed by the
Korean National Defense University (KNDU) and provides theoretical and practical
training primarily for military peacekeeping forces in various fields of peacekeeping,
as well as conducting intensive research. Relevant topics are international politics,
security diplomacy, peace security, defence management, and military science. In
addition, English language classes are offered to mitigate the risk of possible lan-
guage barriers during multinational peacekeeping operations. The PKO Centre also
stays in close contact with military units and assists military officers during their
overseas peacekeeping deployment. Compared to Japan, South Korea’s engagement
in providing assistance to other international training facilities only slowly started to
increase, also due to its rather late reformation of its own training centre. With the
reformed and restructured PKO Centre, the Korean government also agreed on plans
to increase and to intensify multilateral cooperation with other training centres,
along with improving Korea’s own peacekeeping training and education sector as
well as carrying out regular exchanges of professional peacekeeping instructors.
This should not only improve the capabilities of Korea’s own peacekeeping but also
international peacekeeping forces, which in turn will positively affect future collabo-
ration in peacekeeping operations (Jung 2008; Defense White Paper 2010; Hwang
2012; PKO Center 2013).

The field of human resource development not only includes peacekeeping train-
ing centres, but also operational training exercises that are regarded as an important
instrument for states to enhance their own national peacekeeping capabilities but
also to increase their level of cooperation with others. A very important multina-
tional peacekeeping training exercise is Khaan Quest in Mongolia, which was
established in 2003 by the United States and Mongolia as an annual peace support-
ing training programme. The main goal behind Khaan Quest is to improve the
overall quality and efficiency of UN peacekeeping operations and to improve the
cooperation between participating multinational peacekeeping forces. Since 2006,
participation in Khaan Quest is also possible for other states. Khaan Quest involves
a variety of peacekeeping operational activities, such as field exercises and engineer-
ing and medical civic action programmes; special attention is also given to humani-
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tarian and reconstruction assistance. In 2009, Japan sent its own military peacekeep-
ing forces for the first time to participate in this multinational peacekeeping exercise.
Since then, Japan has become a regular participant which strengthens and enhances
Japan’s own national military personnel skills for future contribution to peacekeep-
ing operations and other relevant peace supporting activities. This is also accompa-
nied by Japan’s growing awareness of the need to expand its peace contribution to
various other areas of action, such as human resource development to improve its
operation work (Rozoff 2010; Main 2011; Nyamdorj 2012; Miller 2013; Ministry of
Defense 2013).

Soon after the establishment of Khaan Quest training exercises, South Korea
seized the opportunities provided by this multilateral peacekeeping training exercise
to pursue its global status as active contributor to international peace and to increase
its international appearance. Three years before Japan, in 2006, South Korea partici-
pated in Khaan Quest as an observer nation for the first time. In 2009 then, the
Korean government decided to dispatch a military naval unit to take active part in
the training for the first time. Since then, Korea has become an active participant,
providing various units of military peacekeeping personnel to foster its peacekeep-
ing contacts and to improve its national skills for future contribution to international
peace cooperation activities (Defense White Paper 2010; Hwang 2012).

Other joint exercises for the training of human resources in the field of peace-
keeping are the Global Peace Operations Initiative (GPOI) Capstone Exercises.
GPOI is a security and peace programme, led and funded by the United States,
which was established in 2004 to improve international skills in the field of UN
peacekeeping operations. The aim is to increase the overall effectiveness and effi-
ciency of multilateral peacekeeping and peace-building cooperation between uni-
formed and civilian peacekeeping forces. The GPOI Capstone Exercises have been
established as part of the training and education plan. They are annual, multinational
peacekeeping exercises to provide training for peacekeeping forces especially in the
field of humanitarian assistance and relief operations, including strategic and field
exercises, usually held in one Asian country (former exercises were held in Nepal,
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Cambodia etc.). In 2008, South Korea decided to
dispatch a unit of its own military forces to participate in the GPOI Capstone Exer-
cise that was held in Bangladesh dthat year. With this decision, the South Korean
government acknowledged the importance of collective peacekeeping training to
improve its own national capacities and its military skills in peacekeeping and other
relevant peace supporting exercises. Two years later, in 2010, Japan dispatched a
contingent of its own SDF forces to participate in staff and field training exercises in
order to enhance its own national personnel skills and to train for future collabora-
tion with other states in peacekeeping missions. For both states, participation in
these GPOI funded joint training exercises provided essential and relevant training
and collaboration with other peacekeeping forces, also in terms of new equipment
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and materials (Sambath and Strangio 2009; Defense White Paper 2010; Hwang
2012; Bhuiyan 2012; U.S. State Department 2013a-b; Ministry of Defense 2013).

Criterion #3: Peace and Security related Cooperative Agreements:
Political Dialogue on Global Security and Peace Cooperation

Besides active participation in peacekeeping operations and actions in the field of
human resource development, states can also engage in political dialogue on global
peace and security in order to establish peace and security related agreements which,
in turn, foster and strengthen international peace cooperation.

Institutionalised Forms of Cooperation in the Field of Global Security and Peace

As already mentioned, Japan strongly increased its assistance to and support for
peacekeeping training centers on the African continent, including financial assis-
tance as well as the dispatch of Japanese peacekeeping instructors. For Japan
though, it is also important to develop a strong cooperative network for conducting
security and peace related dialogue with the aim of maintaining and strengthening
regional peace and stability. In the period between 2000 and 2010 the Japanese-
African security and peace cooperative relationship has been significantly improved
and intensified. Already in 1993, the Tokyo International Conference on Aftrican
Development (TICAD) was established to further promote and increase Japan’s
assistance in African economic, political, and social development.'* Economic
growth, environmental protection, human security, and foremost, peace mainte-
nance, have been depicted as the main focus areas of the work of TICAD and its
participating actors, and various action plans have followed. Over time TICAD has
become an important mechanism of cooperation between Asia and Africa and a
collaborative relationship especially in the field of development and peace assis-
tance. The overall goal of TICAD is to strengthen the policy dialogue on matters of
regional security, peace and stability and its influence on global stability, humanitar-
ian issues, and economic development. Meetings and conferences have been initi-
ated and are held in Japan on a regular basis. Peace consolidation and promoting
good governance in order to strengthen and maintain social security and overall
national stability have been selected as key guiding issues to be acted upon in the
next years (MoFA Japan 2006; NEPAD 2010-2012; TICAD 2012a-c).

14 TICAD was the result of a joint initiative between the Japanese government and the United Nations to
strengthen cooperation to foster African growth and the development process. Today, other relevant part-
ners are the World Bank, the United Nations Office of the Special Advisors on Africa (UN-OSAA), the
African Union (AU), the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and the city of Yokohama.
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In response to the growing demand for regional cooperation to generate and
maintain a stable and secure environment as well as to further promote regional and
global peace, Japan established the Multinational Cooperation Program for the Asia
Pacific (MCAP) in 2002. Since then, this multilateral conference is held every year
in Tokyd and is headed by the Japanese Ground Self-Defence Forces. Military
representatives from various states and also international non-governmental organi-
sations are invited to take part as active participants or observers. The three main
focus areas of the work of MCAP are international cooperation and collaboration in
peace supporting and peacekeeping activities, humanitarian assistance, and disaster
relief assistance. Japan has provided a significant and important international plat-
form for joint discussions based on the common interests of global and regional
peace and security. The programme should not only foster cooperation between
military units but also between military and civilian peacekeeping personnel as well
as with respective governments and relevant non-governmental organisations.
Regional peace, stability, and security have been selected as the key content of all
discussions. The conferences focus on the primary elements of information sharing,
strengthening of cooperative capacities, and human resource development. One of
the main objectives is to find proper solutions and ways to facilitate the collabora-
tion between different units especially in the field of peacekeeping and other peace
related actions. By establishing this cooperation programme, Japan has again dem-
onstrated its commitment to foster regional and global peace and security as well as
to take responsibility for global issues (Ministry of Defense 2012; Kasamatsu 2013;
Ministry of Defense 2013).

Peace supporting activities may not only include traditional peacekeeping opera-
tions, but also efforts towards arms control and non-proliferation to contribute to a
safe and secure regional and global environment. The Proliferation Security Initia-
tive (PSI) was established in 2003 as a multinational voluntary agreement to take
responsible joint action in the field of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD) and other related material. This initiative has developed into an impor-
tant multinational instrument for joint action to counter proliferation activities that
pose a threat to international peace and stability. Furthermore, it should facilitate the
coordination of cooperation between the participating states in joint activities to
combat the illegal distribution and spread of weapons. This can also be regarded as
an important element in the field of international peace cooperation and efforts to
collectively respond to the growing threat of illegal weapons. Japan is among the
founding member states, alongside the United Kingdom, Italy, the Netherlands,
Australia, France, Germany, Spain, Poland, and Portugal. These states also form the
original body of the Operational Experts Group, the leading organ of the PSI. De-
spite its dark past, Japan has strengthened its efforts to become a leading peacekeep-
ing and global peace supporting nation as it has expanded its peace contribution to
various fields. Since Japan joined in 2003 it has implemented various PSI exercises
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in its own country (in 2004 and 2007 for example) and has participated in training
exercises (in 2008 and 2009). In 2010, Japan hosted the Operational Experts Group
Meeting with a total of 21 states. South Korea, however, participated as observer
nation in an exercise in 2007 and joined the PSI in 2009. One year later, it had
already hosted two PSI activities twice. In the same year and also due to Korea’s
engagement and efforts, it became a member of the PSI leading Operational Expert
Group (MoFA Japan 2004; Belcher 2011; Snyder 2012; MoFA Japan 2013b; PSI
2013a-c; U.S. State Department 2013¢; NT12013).

In response to international joint efforts in global peace supporting activities such
as disarmament and non-proliferation of weapons, the Republic of Korea not only
supports the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), but also plays a significant role in
implementing an important international event concerning non-proliferation and
disarmament, and thus, emphasising the importance of global stability and peace.
Together with the United Nations, Korea co-hosts the annual UN-ROK Joint Con-
ference on Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Issues. Over the past two decades
international terrorism, the spread of WMDs, and the growing illegal distribution
and financing of other weapons have become major challenges for today’s global
peace and stability. For these reasons the conference was established in 2002 in
cooperation between the Republic of Korea (represented by the Korean Ministry of
Foreign Affairs) and the United Nations (represented by the UN Office for Disar-
mament Affairs—UNODA) to provide an international forum for joint discussion on
counter-measures against this growing security risk. Since then it has developed into
an important platform for government officials, experts, researchers, and other
relevant individuals to discuss regional security concerns and the states’ responsi-
bilities and obligations to take concrete action to generate peace and stability, and to
discuss how to improve multinational cooperation in terms of peacekeeping and
peace-building. The conference is held on an annual basis and the topics of regional
and global peace take centre stage. It deals with the question of how states can
properly respond to the aforementioned growing security threats. As co-host of this
conference South Korea has committed itself—similar to Japan with TICAD and
MCAP—to strongly support the international joint efforts towards disarmament and
arms control in order to generate a peaceful international environment. Moreover,
South Korea wants to foster cooperation and collaboration with others in this field
(KOCIS 2013; Shin 2013; UNODA 2013; MoFA South Korea 2013b).

Bilateral Declarations on Security and PKO Cooperation Signed Between 2000 and
2010

For both states, the United States plays an important role as security partner. The
Japan-U.S. Joint Declaration on Security Alliance for the 21st Century was signed
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in 1996, determining the need to cooperate in order to generate peace, stability and
security for the future. Since then, Japan and the United States are closely working
together and strengthening their assistance in international peacekeeping and peace-
building operations, humanitarian relief assistance, arms control, and disarmament
missions. Their declaration also determined close cooperation in the areas of infor-
mation sharing, medical services, transportation and human resources, also espe-
cially in the field of international peace and security cooperation (MoFA Japan
1996; Ministry of Defense 1997).

Apart from the security declaration with the United States, Japan is also strongly
committed to increasing its cooperation with other states on matters of global peace
and security and to increasing the level of political dialogue. The Canada-Japan
Declaration on Political Peace and Security Cooperation is another great example
of Japan’s efforts. The first bilateral declaration was signed back in 1998 between
the Canadian and Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Research Institute for
Peace and Security (RIPS), the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) and
the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA). The main objective was to
examine and discuss possible ways for closer and more efficient cooperation in
security matters such as post-conflict consolidation, disarmament, arms control, and
non-proliferation as well as peace maintenance overall. Moreover, both countries
agreed to explore the issue of peace-building projects and workshops as well as
human resource development, joint peacekeeping trainings, and personnel ex-
changes in the field of peacekeeping. In order to intensify their cooperation and to
improve their efforts, a conference on peace and security cooperation is held every
five years, based on their mutual decision in 2005. Japan and Canada introduced
regular security and peace related dialogues and talks to enhance their cooperation in
the fields of international conflict resolution and peacekeeping. Both governments
have agreed to provide sufficient assistance to each other and to other states in
implementing international rules and regulations on matters of arms control and non-
proliferation. Furthermore, they decided to support and promote the establishment of
comprehensive and more coherent legal frameworks for arms control and disarma-
ment. In 2010, during the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) meeting in
Y okohama, both Japan and Canada renewed their commitment to strengthening their
security and peace support cooperation and signed the 2010 Canada-Japan Joint
Declaration on Political Peace and Security Cooperation. The declaration includes
the establishment of an effective framework and cooperation mechanism for coordi-
nating effective security and peace cooperation, with special focus on the following
areas: peacekeeping and peace supporting activities, conflict resolution and post-
conflict reconstruction, arms control, disarmament, humanitarian assistance, the
fight against terrorism and organised crime, environment protection, cybersecurity,
etc. (JICA 2001; Kantei 2005; RIPS 2005; Prime Ministerial Office Canada 2010a-
b; Kantei 2010).
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The Canada-Japan declaration is also regarded as ‘[...] strategic partnership so as
to facilitate peace and security policy coordination and operational cooperation’
(Kantei 2010: 1). Around 2004, the bilateral strategic partnership on matters of
security and peace between Australia and Japan started to emerge and to develop—
both states have already worked together in several peacekeeping operations in
Timor-Leste, Iraq, and Pakistan. In 2007 both prime ministers signed the Japan-
Australia Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation (JDSC) based on their shared
interests in global and regional peace and stability. The declaration determined a
broad framework for close cooperation on security, defence, and peace related
issues, such as disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation, border controls,
peace-building and peacekeeping activities, humanitarian relief operations, and
counter-terrorism actions. They established regular annual bilateral meetings (so-
called 2+2 talks) as well as joint action plans and ministerial consultations to in-
crease their cooperation and to consult on commonly shared strategic interests and
objectives in the Asia-Pacific region as well as in the international context. Both
states also committed themselves to strengthening the security dialogue with the
United States as part of their peace and security cooperation agreement. In 2010, the
Japan-Australia Acquisition and Cross-servicing Agreement (ACSA) was signed
which should facilitate cooperation between the Japanese SDF and the Australian
Defence Force (ADF) in terms of mutual assistance and material provisions in future
peacekeeping operations. This agreement is decisive insofar as it will also guarantee
a more effective and efficient cooperation in peace and security related actions and
their implementation. Over the coming years, cooperation in the field of information
sharing, joint military training exercises and training as well as human resource
development should also be strengthened and increased (Australian Government
2007; MoFA Japan 2007d; MoFA Japan 2010c; Cook and Wilkins 2011; Wilkins
2011; Australian Government 2013).

In 2000 a bilateral defence agreement between Japan and India was set up to
strengthen their cooperation on various issues of relevance concerning defence,
security, stability, and peace. In addition, they decided to expand their collaboration
in terms of security exercises as well as to consider cultural promotion and cultural
exchanges. The main idea behind this commitment towards increased peace and
security cooperation was to enhance both states’ capabilities in order to collectively
respond to future global challenges, especially concerning regional peace. In 2001
the Japan-India Joint Declaration was established based on their commonly shared
ideas of global and regional peace and security. Japan and India agreed to strengthen
their cooperation in peacekeeping, peace-building activities, and humanitarian relief
operations, also with special focus on maritime security issues. Regular bilateral
defence and security dialogues between the governments have been initiated to
constantly push forward their cooperation, also based on annual summits and con-
sultations. Compared to Japan’s security declarations with Canada and Australia,



52 | ViennaJournal of East Asian Studies

peacekeeping cooperation is not of such high importance compared to their coopera-
tion concerning maritime security issues in the region (MoFA Japan 2001; MoFA
Japan 2008b; Baruah 2010; Gupta 2013).

As already discussed, bilateral agreements on peace and security related issues
play an important role in the field of international peace cooperation. South Korea’s
security relationship with the United States is no different. It also focuses on conflict
resolution and stabilisation efforts as well as close cooperation peacekeeping activi-
ties. Their alliance has always been shaped and defined by their mutual interests in
global and, foremost, regional security and peace, especially in the aftermath of the
Korean War (1950-1953). South Korea and the United States aim to [...] continue
to enhance close Alliance cooperation to address wide-ranging global security
challenges of mutual interest, including through peacekeeping activities, stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction efforts, humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief” (Defense
White Paper 2010: 389). Having a strong security partner such as the United States
in the background has helped Korea to develop itself and to strengthen its interna-
tional role in the field of global security and peace cooperation, also has helped to
further realise its segyehwa strategy (Global Korea strategy) (Defense White Paper
2010; Hwang 2012).

In step with Japan, South Korea has also initiated a security cooperation agree-
ment with Australia in order to strengthen their partnership in the region. After
intensive preparation, Korea and Australia signed the Joint Statement for Enhanced
Global and Security Cooperation, determining their joint vision for commonly
shared peace and security interests. For South Korea, this was the first bilateral
security declaration with a country other than the United States so far. Their goal is
to increase their cooperation so as to promote and ensure a secure and safe regional
and global environment.

They committed to

continue to expand cooperation on global disarmament and non-proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction [...] [and to] build on the established good level of strategic dialogue
and cooperation [...] by exploring opportunities [...] in areas such as peacekeeping, civil
military cooperation, defense management, joint exercises, training and exchange pro-
grams [...] (Prime Ministerial Office Australia 2009: 1).

In addition, they also established action plans to coordinate and regulate their coop-
eration, based on regular meetings and consultations. Important elements of their
security relationship are civil-military cooperation activities, bilateral training
exercises to share expertise and know-how, and military personnel exchanges to
prepare and train their military forces for future deployment to peacekeeping opera-
tions in order to foster global peace and, foremost, to maintain regional stability
(Australian Government 2009; Prime Ministerial Office Australia 2009).
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Conclusive summary

Having analysed the wide range of international peace cooperation activities of
Japan and the Republic of Korea between 2000 and 2010—besides the traditional
participation of states in the commonly known international peacekeeping operations
carried out by the United Nations as the central pillar in the complexities of peace
cooperation—it is now possible to paint a clearer picture of their overall approach
and efforts to promote and maintain regional and global peace and security after the
troublesome years of the Asian Financial Crisis from 1997/1998.

Concerning their first official contribution to international peacekeeping opera-
tions, both Japan and South Korea have defined their own area of focus when par-
ticipating in such operations. Japan deployed an election observation team to the UN
mission in Angola in 1992, whereas South Korea deployed a military engineering
unit to the UN mission in Somalia in 1993. Due to the obstacles posed by Article 9
of the Japanese Constitution, Japan’s military participation in matters of interna-
tional affairs is very limited, which somewhat restricts the scope of Japan’s overall
contribution to international peacekeeping operations in terms of military peace-
keeping personnel. The PKO Act, passed in 1992, defines the three main areas for
Japan’s peacekeeping cooperation as participation in traditional peacekeeping
activities (but only when ceasefire is maintained, and Japanese personnel can only
be deployed to non-combat areas); international election observation operations; and
humanitarian relief operations. South Korea on the other hand strongly focuses on
the deployment of military peacekeeping personnel as part of its peacekeeping
operations contribution. The South Korea peacekeeping law, only passed in 2009,
was primarily established to facilitate the deployment of Korean military units of
peacekeepers. In contrast to Japan, there are no legal restraints on South Korea’s
peacekeeping contribution and peace support cooperation in peacekeeping opera-
tions.

As dealt with in more details in the empirical part of this paper, human resource
development in the field of international peace cooperation plays a significant role,
also for the future development of each state’s contribution. Japan is very engaged in
educating and training peacekeeping personnel. It established one non-governmental
institution, the Hiroshima Peacebuilders Centre (HPC) in 2007 for the training of
civilian peacekeeping forces, which also serves as Japan’s most important contribu-
tion in terms of personnel for international peacekeeping operations. Due to the
growing demand for a higher presence of uniformed peacekeeping personnel at least
in non-combat areas, Japan also established a state-run training institution, the Japan
Peacekeeping Training and Research Centre (JPC) in 2010 that was primarily de-
signed for the training of military peacekeeping forces, from Japan’s Self Defence
Forces. Japan has started to reconsider the importance of its military peacekeeping
presence, and also contemplates the possibility of Japanese military personnel taking
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leading positions in any international peace operation. This development also corre-
lates with Japan’s wish to gain a permanent seat in the Security Council of the UN
as a sign of its important international role. With the establishment of two training
centres Japan has demonstrated its engagement in becoming an internationally
important training country for future peace-builders. Between 2000 and 2010 Japan
was also very active with regards to the exchange of peacekeeping instructors from
its own training centres to other training facilities worldwide. Japan has also pro-
vided substantial financial contributions to support other training centres, especially
on the African continent. Its financial aid was primarily used for new equipment,
material, instructors, and also for the reconstruction of existing training facilities.

The Republic of Korea on the other hand seemed only to slowly start making ef-
forts to establish an international reputation as an important ‘peace-builder nation’.
Although a similar peacekeeping training institution was already established back in
1995, it was only brought to new heights during the Ministry of Defence’s 2008—
2010 action plan. The institution was reformed and restructured in 2010, and named
the Peacekeeping Operations Training Centre (PKO Training Centre). It is run as a
state institution headed by the Korean National Defence University. The main focus
of the Korean training centre is the education and training of its military forces for
future deployments to international peace missions. In contrast to Japan it was not
possible to find any data or information about personnel exchanges or financial
contributions from Korea to other peacekeeping training centres worldwide. How-
ever, this can also be explained insofar as the new PKO Training Centre in South
Korea was only established in 2010. Within the aforementioned action plan, the
importance of future exchanges between training instructors is highly emphasised,
which leaves room for further observation in this area from 2010 onwards.

Although South Korea is a very active participator in international peacekeeping
operations, the field of human resource development for peacekeeping activities did
not gain as much attention as it did in the case of Japan, for example. For the period
between 2000 and 2010 it can be said that there is still a need to catch up if South
Korea further intends to promote its Global Korea strategy and to strengthen its
international reputation and position, including in the field of international peace
cooperation—which is not only limited to participation in PKOs, but comprises a
broad range of actions and activities.

In terms of joint military exercises for the purpose of improved cooperation in
international peacekeeping activities, it was challenging to find precise information
about Japan’s participation. Based on the literature reviewed and other resources it
can be determined that Japan was not highly engaged in such exercises between
2000 and 2010—which may also be explained bythe legal restraints on its interna-
tional military presence in general and its limited deployment of military peacekeep-
ing personnel specifically. However, with its growing awareness of the importance
of increasing the contribution of its military peacekeeping personnel and enhance-
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ment of its military peacekeeper contingent Japan might also start to acknowledge
the need for joint military exercises and take this into consideration. Being an active
supporting and also founding member of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI)
and its Operational Expert Group (OEG), Japan has shown strong interest in global
and regional peace and stability as well as in fostering multilateral cooperation. It
participates regularly in PSI exercises and also hosts such exercises in its own
country to strengthen national capacities. Korea did not join the PSI until 2009 and
became a member of the OEG in 2010. However, in 2007 South Korea participated
as an observer nation in a PSI training exercise, and since 2009 also takes part as an
active member, also becoming an important hosting country. Other important events
for such joint training exercises of peacekeeping personnel as well as the overall
improvement of human resources are the Global Peace Operation Initiative (GPOI)
Capstone Exercises. These are annual, multinational military exercises to expand the
skills of peacekeeper contingents for future deployments in PKOs. Since 2008 Korea
has been an active participant, foremost to strengthen its cooperation with others.
Japan participated for the first time in 2010, which again correlates with Japan only
slowly becoming aware of the importance of such exercises. Both South Korea and
Japan also participate in the Khaan Quest exercises—annual multinational military
training sessions to improve the quality and efficiency of UN peacekeeping opera-
tions in particular. South Korea started as an observer nation in 2006, followed by
active participation in 2009, the same year in which Japan participated for the first
time.

In summary, it can be said that Japan has a reserved approach towards active co-
operation in military peacekeeping exercises. Nonetheless, through their participa-
tion in such multinational and multilateral training programmes in general—
regardless of when they started and how their participation appears—both Japan and
South Korea show their interest and more importantly, their support in terms of
regional and global security. Japan’s growing orientation towards the enhancement
of its military personnel capacities and skills as well as the strengthening of multi-
lateral security and peace related cooperation may also be a result of growing de-
mand and its own wish for a higher international reputation in matters such as global
peace, stability, and security, together with its wish for a permanent seat in the
Security Council as previously mentioned. In general, Japan has to consider making
further amendments to improve and foremost expand its military peacekeeping
presence in international peacekeeping operations and other relevant fields of peace-
keeping and peace-building activities, especially in accordance with the challenges
imposed by Article 9.

As previously argued, peace and security related cooperative agreements also
play an important role in the field of international peace cooperation in order to
promote regional and global peace and stability as part of the political dialogue.
Therefore the goal was to examine whether Japan and Korea have undertaken any



56 | ViennalJournal of East Asian Studies

relevant bilateral security declarations or other forms of institutionalised security
and peace related cooperation. In addition to the agreement to further strengthen the
U.S.-Japan security alliance, Japan established important security declarations with
three countries between 2000 and 2010, with particular emphasis on improved
cooperation in the field of global peacekeeping and peace-building. These agree-
ments include the Japan-Australia Security Declaration in 2007, the Japan-India
Security Declaration in 2001 and again in 2008 and the Canada-Japan Declaration
on Political Peace and Security Cooperation in 2010. Compared to Japan, South
Korea has only established one new bilateral security agreement, the second in total
apart from its existing security alliance with the United States. This security agree-
ment was the Australia-ROK Security Declaration in 2009. The aim of all above
mentioned security declarations of both Japan and South Korea was primarily to
improve and strengthen the states’ cooperation in peacekeeping missions and disar-
mament efforts, and to expand bilateral training exercises for the sake of regional
and global peace and stability. However, seen from another perspective, both Japan
and South Korea’s security declarations with Australia as a regional neighbour can
also be explained by their shared strategic and security interests in the Asia-Pacific
region. The national interests of all three countries are also very much shaped by
their wish to increase their own influence while decreasing China’s influence in the
region, and to counterbalance China’s regional dominance. Smaller and medium
sized powers have to join together to properly respond to such situations in which
one regional power (such as China) is dominant. Due to the increasing international
and regional demand for international peace cooperation, it plays an essential role in
their bilateral security declarations with Australia. However, their shared strategic
interests lie in the issues of security and peace cooperation and foremost, in
strengthening their regional position vis-a-vis China. Peace cooperation is, therefore,
a possible way to cover their shared strategic interests with a ‘nice’ humanitarian
wrapping as well.

The broad range of possible ways to conduct political dialogue on global peace
and security cooperation also includes the establishment of ‘institutionalised’ forms
of cooperation, such as regular conferences and symposiums etc. In the case of
Japan this already happened with the formation of the Tokyo International Confer-
ence on African Development (TICAD) back in 1993. During the examined period
between 2000 and 2010 Japan has conducted several TICAD conferences, with
special focus on the following areas: human security, peace maintenance, peace
cooperation, economic growth, and environmental protection as important global
issue. In general it can be said that Japan has become an important partner in and
supporter of African development as well as a promoter of regional stability and
peace on the African continent. Prior to the establishment of the security declaration
with Australia, Japan was also very engaged in the Canada-Japan Symposium on
Peace and Security Cooperation to further strengthen their cooperation in regional
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and global peacekeeping activities, disarmament efforts, conflict resolution etc.—all
based on regular multilateral meetings (symposiums). The symposiums as well as
the established action plans have played a decisive role for the final establishment of
the security declaration between the two countries. Japan also initiated the Multina-
tional Cooperation Program in the Asia-Pacific (MCAP) in 2002, with particular
focus on international cooperation in peacekeeping and peace-building activities,
humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief assistance. Headed by the Japanese
Ground Self-Defence Force, this has become an important element in regional peace
and security related cooperation. Japan has clearly demonstrated strong interest in
supporting and further promoting regional cooperation for peace, stability and
security.

In the case of Korea such institutionalised forms of peace and security coopera-
tion initiated by South Korea itself took place to a lesser extent during the examined
period between 2000 and 2010. Since 2002 Korea has co-hosted the annual UN-
ROK Joint Conference on Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Issues together with
the UN. Over time the conference has become an important platform and interna-
tional forum to discuss security matters and disarmament actions as well as to
develop strategies to enhance international cooperation to stop the spread of WMD
and to generate a secure international environment. As co-host Korea has signifi-
cantly contributed to the development and international importance of this confer-
ence, which demonstrates South Korea’s determination to make the world a safer
place. However, compared to Japan, it seems that between 2000 and 2010 South
Korea focused more on the deployment of peacekeeping personnel to PKOs but
somehow neglected the increasing demand for other forms of international peace
cooperation and peace support contributions.

The aim of this paper was to draw attention to the broader field of international
peace cooperation activities, which are not exclusively limited to international
peacekeeping operations. There is so much more that requires the efforts and contri-
bution of states in order to generate peace and to maintain a state of stability and
security, in the regional as well as in the global context. On examination of other
areas of international peace cooperation it becomes clear that states can follow
different approaches and can be active in different ways. Legal restraints, prioritisa-
tion, and national capacities play an important role in that they shape and define the
engagement of a state and influence how a state’s contribution to international peace
cooperation activities can be realised. This paper should help provide an insight into
the approaches of Japan and the Republic of Korea towards their international peace
cooperation actions between 2000 and 2010, set against the backdrop of global
peace cooperation activities.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ACSA Acquisition and Cross-servicing Agreement

ADF Australian Defence Force

APEC Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation

AU African Union

CIDA Canadian International Development Agency

CcCC Contingent Commander Courses , as part of military peace-
keeping training courses in Japan

GPD Gross Domestic Product, used to measure a country’s economic
performance within its own borders

GPOI Global Peace Operations Initiative

HPC Hiroshima Peacebuilders Center

IMF International Monetary Fund

IR International Relations

JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency

JPC Japan Peacekeeping Training and Research Center

KNDU Korean National Defense University

MCAP Multinational Cooperation Program for the Asia Pacific

OEG Operational Expert Group, leading group of PSI

PKO Act Japan’s Law Concerning Cooperation for United Nations Peace-
keeping Operations and Other Operations, adopted in 1992 (also
known as International Peace Cooperation Law)

PKO Center Peacekeeping Operation Center in South Korea

PSI Proliferation Security Initiative

RIPS Research Institute for Peace and Security

ROK Republic of Korea

SDF Self-Defense Forces, established by Japan in 1954

SOC Staff Officers Courses, as part of military peacekeeping training
courses in Japan

TICAD Tokyo International Conference on African Development

UN or UNO United Nations or United Nations Organizations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNDPKO United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund

UNODA United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs

UN-OSAA United Nations Office of the Special Advisors on Africa

UNOSOM II United Nations Operation in Somalia II

UNPKO United Nations Peacekeeping Operations

UNV United Nations Volunteers

US United States (of America)

WMD Weapons of mass destruction
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