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(a) Registration no. J/1

(b) Date March 14, 1997

(c) Author(ity) Tokyo District Court

(d) Parties X v. the United States of America

(e)
Points of law The Court ruled that jurisdiction of Japan 

cannot be exercised against foreign country, 
and dismissed the claims of plaintiffs

(f) Classification no. 0.a l.a

(g) Source(s) The Japanese Annural of International Law 
No.41, 1998

(h) Additional information

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries Appendix: Summary in English





(a) Registration no. J/2

(b) Date December 25, 1998

(c) Author(ity) Tokyo High Court

(d) Parties X v. the United States of America

(e)
Points of law

The Court ruled that jurisdiction over the 
appellee could not be exercised in this case 
under the Article 18 paragraph 5 of the Japan-
US Agreement Regarding Facilities and Areas 
and the Status of UnitedL States Armed Forces 
in Japan,even if the Court were to embrace the 
restrictive thec)ry of immunity as the appellants 
argue

(f) Classification no. 0.a 1.c

(g) Source(s) The Japanese Annural of International Law 
No.42, 1999

(h) Additional information This case is the appeal of the case J/1

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries Appendix: Summary in English









(a) Registration no. J/3

(b) Date March 14, 2002

(c) Author(ity) Supreme Court

(d) Parties X v. the United States of America

(e)
Points of law

The Court ruled that; the nighttime take offs 
and landings in question were the very public 
acts of the United States Armed Forces based 
in Japan, and judging from the purpose or the 
nature of these activities, it is clear that they 
were sovereign acts. Therefore, there is no 
doubt that und.er international costomary law, 
these activities of the United States Armed 
Forces based in Japan are not subject to the 
civil jurisdiction of Japanese courts.

(f) Classification no 0.a l.a

(g) Source(s) Hanrei Jihou (Japanese) No. 1786 p. 2002

(h) Additional information This case is the final appeal of the case J/1

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries

Appendix: Summary in English (translation. 
from the oringinal text)





(a) Registration no. J/4

(b) Date November 30, 2000

(c) Author(ity) Tokyo District Court

(d) Parties
X v. the Nauru Finance Corporation, the 
Republic of Nauru

(e)
Points of law

The Court ruled that; considering the need to 
protect the legal status of their own nationals, 
and to secure the basis of foreign State’s 
international economic activities, the restrictive 
theory has been accepted. In view of the facts in 
this case, i.e., the commercial nature of the 
issuance of bonds under the guarantee of a 
government and the express waiver of 
sovereing immunity by a prior written agreement 
on the bonds, we come to conclusion that there 
are no grounds for the arguments of defendants 
which demand immunity from Japanese 
jurisdiction.

(f) Classification no. 0.b.1 i.b

(g) Source(s) The Japanese Annual of International Law No. 
44, 2001

(h) Additional information

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries Appendix: Summary in English









(a) Registration no. J/5

(b) Date October 6, 2000

(c) Author(ity) Tokyo District Court

(d) Parties X v. Republic of the Marshall Islands

(e)
Points of law

The Court ruled that; though there are several 
opinions regarding the extent of Japan’s 
jurisdiction over foreign states, at all events it is 
generally considered that Japan’s jurisdiction 
does not extend over a civil suit concerning 
foreign state’s fundamental public law actions 
and authoritative actions like the granting of the 
right of permanent residence.

(f) Classification no 0.a l.a

(g) Source(s) The Japanese Annual of International Law 
No.45 2002

(h) Additional information

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries Summary in English





(a) Registration no. J/6

(b) Date December 19, 2000

(c) Author(ity) Tokyo High Court

(d) Parties X v. Republic of the Marshall Islands

(e)
Points of law

The Court dismmised the cliams of the 
appellants on the same ground as the original 
judgement (see the case J/5). It also ruled that 
restrictive theory of sovereign immunity could 
not be adopted unless there would be relevant 
treaties or national legislation.

(f) Classification no 0.a l.a

(g) Source(s) Jurist (Japanese) No.1224, 2002

(h) Additional information This is the appeal of the case J15

(i) Full text – extracts – translation -
summaries

Appendix: Summary in English (translation 
from the original text)






