
 

 

Non militarization and article 9 

Some thoughts on peace and on the banning of armies and military solutions. 
 
Japan and its article 9 could be a light for the world. 
 
In a world where military forces divert a billion dollars a year (much more than what is needed to 
fulfill all human basic needs); in a world where 90% of the victims of war are civilians; in a world 
where military systems overshadow the world with fears of war and nuclear holocaust; in a world 
where military solutions and their massive destructions still prevent peaceful transformation of 
conflict from being the norm, the mainstream solution…  
In such a world, the possibility of having Japan make the different and courageous choice to live 
without an army is a tremenduous hope for Japan, but also for the rest of the world, for the 
future of humanity. 
 
Can a country live without an army?  
For the writers of article 9 there was no doubt: such a country is possible. But was there at the 
time in 1946 the necessary motivations and most of all the useful knowledge to bring such a non-
armed country into a being and lasting, happy existence?  
Moreover, are there such incentives today? I do think so. The understanding of what it implies to 
be non-armed, the progresses made in peace building and peace science and the international 
support for non-armed solutions do make such a solution, living without an army, viable and 
safe, humane and lasting. 
 
There is no obligation in international law that would force a country to have an army or not. By 
now, numerous countries have made that choice, either at independence or at other times of their 
history. In the UN charter, war is illegal, the only exception being legitimate defence, but under 
the control of the Security Council.  
 
In so, if war is illegal why do so many countries retain an army?  
 
In the early fifties, when Japan started its rearmament instead of creating a peace policy for the 
country, there was only 6 or 7 countries without armies and most of them where either small or 
recent and therefore of little example. Andorra is living without an army since year 1278, Monaco 
since 1740~, Liechtenstein since 1868, Vatican State exists since 1929, Iceland since 1944 and 
Costa Rica is demilitarized in 1948.  
It must be noted that Iceland, even if well protected, chose independence without an army during 
WWII. Similarly, the purposful choice of peace made by Costa Rica had not yet developed into a 
lasting peace policy and into an example for other countries (Panama in 1991 and Haiti 1995 
followed Costa-Rica’s choice). The example paid off slowly, but well. Costa Rica, because of its 
non-militarization1 policy, is the only country in Central America that remained at peace, fully 
democratic and that endured no civil wars, during all the second half of the twentieth century. It 
is important to realize that it is because Costa Rica has no army that such a peace was possible. 
One also needs to realize that it is because Costa Rica, a trustful and valid peace promoter, 
initiated the “esquipulas peace process” in 1986 that peace was brought back to the entire region. 
Oscar Arias, then and now again president of Costa Rica, received the Nobel peace prize for this 
initiative (1987). It is also valuable to add that because of its strong peace policy, Costa Rica is 
now the seat of two important international institutions: the United Nation’s University for Peace 
and The American Human Rights Court.  

                                                 
1 Non-militarization is a term invented by the present author’s team to describe the situation of a country that does not have an 
army. 



 

 

So nowadays, because their armies have “gone wrong” (Costa Rica 1948, Dominica 1981, 
Grenada 1983, Panama 1990, Haiti 1991) or because of decolonisation, there is more or less 27 
countries without military forces. More or less 27 because the limit between a strong police force 
and a little army is not always so easy to draw. 27 non-militarized countries out of the 196 
existing countries is one country out of 8 that is living without a military system, or 14% of all 
nations2. These 27 countries give a strong example. They show that a country or a nation can be 
peaceful without an army, for itself as for the rest of the world. They show that armies are not 
always as necessary as one may think. They show that there are peaceful solutions for most, if not 
for all, situations.  
This also means that if Japan would live up to its constitution, it would not be the only one in 
this situation of non-militarization. Moreover, it would by a strong leader for non-armed 
countries and for peace as a whole.  
 
However, I think securtiy matters need to be adressed as well, but that they do need to be 
addressed by the people for the people.  
Because security and peace are a human right, guaranteed by international law (even if it could be 
respected much more), it is the people that should claim and obtain peace.  
Having a constitution respected is one of the ways to do so.  
Whatever means is chosen for security the people benefit or suffer from it. So for security to be a 
human security, the security of the people and not the economical or territorial security, security 
needs to be democratic and not secretive as armies are.  
It is easy to understand that security systems that do not serve the people and the people first are 
bound to produce human losses. It is also easy to understand that the interests of the people, all 
the people, local or others, are served better, in a more respectful way, by peaceful solutions than 
by military solutions. 
Be it for defence or for deterrence or for any other reason, having an army is most likely a greater 
risk for the population, be it through expansion policies or if defence is really needed. 
So it is a wise and a humane act of good governance to choose to avoid, as much as possible, the 
need to call upon a military solution.  
Nevertheless, security needs to be assured and it is indeed a state duty, but it is easier to fulfil if 
the people and the international commnity support it. There again, non-military solutions are 
more likely to gain support and approval. 
 
Let us be honest, countries without armies have known incidents and sometimes casualties or 
losses. There is not yet any statistical study to show that these countries have suffered less or 
more than militarized countries, but overall no country without an army has ever disappeared in 
the recent age. However, the examples we have tend to show that the choice of not having an 
army was often a decisive factor to diminish casualities and risks and a strong incentive to seek 
for non-military solutions. It is hard to explain why such states as Andorra, Liechtenstein and San 
Marino, though at the front line at a point or another of the conflicts, where not invaded during 
WWI and WWII, while Monaco was. In WWI, Liechtenstein was also threathened diplomatically. 
At the Versailles conference in 1919, the country saved its existence by demonstrating that it was 
neutral and proving it by the fact, that it had no army. At the end of WWII, Russia could not 
obtain from Liechtenstein the return of Ukrainian refugees. Costa Rica was invaded twice and 
both times diplomatic pressure was sufficient to stop the invasion. Then Costa Rica granted 
amnesty to the insurgents, integrating them in local politics and therefore solving the problem 
through pardon and democracy.  
Out of the 27 countries without an army, only six of them have protectors responsible for their 
defense. Palau, Micronesia and Marshall islands are under military agreements with the USA. 

                                                 
2 For details: Christophe Barbey, “La non-militarisation et les Pays sans armée : une réalité !», (non-militarisation and countries 
without an army, a reality), APRED, 2001.  



 

 

Monaco has an agreement with France. Niue and the Cook Islands have rather loose agreements 
with New Zealand. Iceland and Andorra have friendship agreements including military help if 
needed, but they remain fully independent for their defence matters. All the other countries 
without armed forces stand by themselves for their defence matters, even if they are, as almost all 
countries in the world, participating in regional security organisations.  
Japan would be strong enough to stand without protection. And most likely, Japan holding his 
word of non-aggression, not only in article 9 but also in practice, would be an integrating and 
peaceful factor for the region. There is also has sufficiently strong threats in the area for Japan  to 
be considered courageous and innovative if it would do without an army simply because the 
other regional powers would have one country less to fear, but they would also know for fact that 
there is a higher example than the use of military force. On the other hand, building the army 
more or making it official in the constitution, will most likely create more tensions. Another good 
reason for Japan to stand for its constitution is the fact that the people of Japan are already 
acquainted with the idea of not having an army.  
 
It is also interesting to compare article 9 with similar provisions in the Constitutions of the 
countries without armies. Not all these countries have provisions regarding armed forces or 
defence but Costa Rica, Panama and Kiribati do ban the existence of an army, including in times 
of war. Costa Rica and Panama, in case of national danger, can organise forces but under civil 
authorities. In Liechtenstein, having an army is forbidden in times of peace, but even during 
WWII, the country did not restore an army. Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Samoa, Solomon Islands 
and Tuvalu have provisions regarding some aspects of military matters, mostly conscientious 
objection, which means that it is purposefully that there is a silence on the existence or not of an 
army. Therefore, should an army be re-established, some basic rights being are nonetheless 
granted. 
 
Article 9 is therefore nothing exceptional and very similar to the ones of Costa-Rica and Panama. 
It is similar regarding the (textual) impossibility to re-establish an army unless the constitution is 
changed. But in my opinion, it goes further as it also promotes positive peace stating that war is 
not a possible mean and that peace is a goal. None of the countries without army have such a 
provision promoting peace and there again, if a demilitarisation is undertaken in Japan, Japan will 
have a leading position. 
 
Finally, I would like to mention the progresses of peace and peace tools as means to bring 
countries to rely less on military solutions.  
Peace is a culture and an understanding, a choice, a care for one and all human beings, a moral 
value. It is also becoming more and more practical as conflict prevention and peaceful conflict 
transformation are being taught and studied in schools and universities, are being practiced in 
various fields. Peaceful solutions are also increasingly used in courts and in other circles through 
mediation, restorative justice and soft law. Early warning techniques and peaceful responses to 
risks are implemented by many countries. Impact on peace studies and conflict assessments 
studies are now being made routinely or they are made available at all levels of private and public 
policies. Similarly, peace is being integrated in responsible economics and in sustainable 
development, because there is no lasting development withtout peace.  
 
In 1989, UNESCO commissioned an interdisciplinary study to figure out if war and violence are 
in human nature. The conclusion of the study is highly potent: “The same species who invented 
war is capable of inventing peace. The responsibility lies with each of us”3.  
 

                                                 
3 The Seville declaration : www.unesco.org/cpp/uk/declarations/seville.pdf 



 

 

All these analysis and possibilities do lead us to think that non-militarization is not only needed, 
but that it is a valuable solution the future and for present and coming generations. 
 
Much more can still be done to have nation-states promote peace. The international community 
wants peace. Most of the people, if asked, want peace as well and do want peace by peaceful 
means. In and between, nations states including democratic states, maintain the power to destroy 
us all and do keep over our heads and hearts the fear of destruction and the dehumanisation of 
so called enemies.  
So it is also through our nation states that most likely we will someday overcome the age of war, 
to enter into the age of humanity and peace.  
 
Is Japan part of the problem or part of the solution? 
 
Christophe Barbey 
January 2007 


