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State-Led Collaboration
in Japan

>m a first step in looking more closely at the dynamics of climate

ognize some of the unique characteristics of the country. Behind all of its
domestic and international policy decisions is the Japanese culture itself
(for a full review of Japanese culture, see Josai Daigaku 1986; see also
Smith 1983; van Wolfren 1989), Perhaps the most remarkable characteris-

portance of social harmony” within Japanese society (Smith 1983, 49).
Even with the continuing evolution of Japanese culture, g continues to
be a main tenet.

This inherent theme of social harmony is one of the reasons that the
Japanese government has remained under a single party’s control for so
long. Although Japan has had eight prime ministers in the last ten years,
the same political party—the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP)—has main-
tained a majority in the Diet, the Japanese parliament, almost exclusively
since 1955. Even during the one brief period of exception, when the LDp
lost its majority in 1993, the political party continued to Mmaintain a high
level of power within the Diet by joining in coalitions with other parties.
In 2001, for example, the party controlled over 45 percent of both houses
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of the Diet. The power of the LDP also extends to the prime minister, as
the Diet is responsible for selecting the head of the state. In addition, half
of the members of the Japanese cabinet, who are appointed by the prime
minister, are legally mandated to be members of the Diet. With the LDP
maintaining a majority in the Japanese parliament, and thus playing a
leading role in determining the prime minister, members of the LDP usu-
ally sit in the cabinet. In other words, this one political party continues to
wield significant power in Japan.

Another reason for the stability of the Japanese government is the
strongly collaborative relationship between the Japanese state and mar-
ket. In fact, this collaboration contributed to Japan’s quick economic re-
covery after World War 1l In the words of Huddle and Reich, “A power-
ful partnership for central government and private industry
concentrated its full efforts on rapid industrial growth” (1975, 26). The
partnership was so successful, up until the 1990s, that Japan’s economy
boomed, growing at rates that Westerners found remarkable (see, e.g.,
Stone 1969; Forsberg 2000; Grimes 2001).

Ore of the by-products of this economic growth, however, was the kind
of environmental degradation that would have been predicted by the en-
vironmental sociology writers whose work was summarized in chapter 1.
Perhaps the most vivid consequences of this environmental damage in-
volved the occurrence of pollution diseases throughout the country. In the
1950s and 1960s, thousands of Japanese suffered diseases caused by envi-
ronmental degradation and pollution. In fact, by the 1970s almost half of
the Japanese population thought that they were suffering from a pollu-
tion-related disease (for a complete discussion, see Huddle and Reich
1975; McKean 1981).

Although the state and the economic sector were slow to respond, their
eventual reactions appear to have been more similar to what would have
been predicted by the environmental state theorists. The methods through
which citizens voiced their grievances, and the subsequent state and mar-
ket responses that followed, are consistent with the mechanisms outlined
in the theory of reflexive modernization! (see, e.g., Beck 1987, 1995, 1997,
1999; Beck, Giddens, and Lash 1994; see also, Offe 1996). In essence, the
Japanese government responded to massive citizen demonstrations by
passing sweeping regulations to protect the environment in 1970.

Today, evidence increasingly suggests that Japan’s leaders no longer see
economic growth as being antithetical to environmental protection. As
early as 1981, McKean reported that Japan had the strictest pollution regu-
lations in the world, spending more of its gross national product (GNP) on
antipollution measures than any other country. This trend has continued;
as noted in an article in The Economist, for example, Japanese manufactur-
ers embraced the ISO 14,000 standard of environmental good housekeep-
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ing? “faster than any other country” (“Toxic <<m.mrw in Japan” 5.@@‘ 60; see
also Hideaki 1999). Moreover, in accordance with the oxmmn.ﬁm:ozm of the
environmental state literatures discussed in chapter 1, m:SwosEmEﬁ qual-
ity in Japan has appeared to improve with economic mﬂoﬁ.ir even with the
nmszqvgm recent economic troubles. In the words of szcam\. 5.@ <me
success of [Japanese] economic growth, the so-called \mno:.oBE Eim&m\
has encouraged the establishment and strengthening of environmentalism
in the process of Japanese modernization” Goou\.ﬁwv.

Despite its general support of environmental issues, the ?@mbmmm. gov-
ernment was much slower to adopt measures to deal with global climate
change. Prior to COP-3, the Japanese did not seem particularly support-
ive of international climate change regulation that relied on domestic re-
ductions. In 1994, for example, the Japanese government reported to :A.m
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) that it
believed that “joint implementation [the opportunity for a country to ac-
count for some of its emission reductions inside another] should not be re-
stricted to Annex I parties, but should also be allowed to take place be-
tween Annex I and other Parties of the Convention” (International Energy
Agency 1994, 107-8). In other words, rather than focus on domestic mw:.a-
sion reductions, Japan preferred to focus its early climate change policies
in other countries. In fact, throughout the negotiation process since 1994,
Japan has maintained its position that carbon sinks mﬂ& w.%mﬂ overseas
mechanisms—the framework for which were only finalized after the
COP-6bis negotiations—would account for much of its emission reduc-
tion commitment. .

As late as 1997, Japan remained an active member of an alliance with
the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. This umbrella
group, called JUSCANZ, coordinated its negotiating because “these were
the developed countries with reasons to want to slow Q.OSE the European
Union. . . . Japan was wholly dependent on imported oil m:Q.nowr and al-
ready far less energy-intensive than other developed countries” (Leggett
1999, 249). As a result of these factors, Japan, working with the other
members of JUSCANZ, pushed for the inclusion of developing country
participation in a climate change treaty. Even with their attempts, .Tos\-
ever, the parties to the Kyoto Protocol finally agreed Ew.ﬁ the nramﬁm
change treaty should follow the Framework Convention on m.u:smnm
Change in its commitments. In other words, these parties ultimately
agreed with the Berlin Mandate, which came out of COP-1, in 1995. It had
stated that only the “Annex " or developed, countries would be bound
by the first commitment period of the protocol, which was m<@.$c.w:v\
written in 1997 (for a full discussion of the climate change negotiations
leading up to 1997, see Gelbspan 1997; Leggett 1999; Paterson 1996; see
also, Bodansky 2001).
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Although the JUSCANZ umbrella group has continued to maintain a
relatively consistent negotiating block throughout the negotiations, there
have been cracks in the consensus. One particularly significant difference
took place during the COP-2 negotiations, in Geneva, when the United
States shifted its position away from the other members of the JUSCANZ
block (for a full discussion of the United States’ changing position at the
climate change negotiations during this period, see Leggett 1999). After
the other members of the umbrella group tried to block the change in the
U.S. position without success, Japan went along and agreed to the Geneva
Declaration, which pushed the parties to work for a legally binding pro-
tocol at the next round of negotiations, in Kyoto. As discussed in further
detail in chapter 6, this change in the JUSCANZ position was quite sig-
nificant to the formation of an international climate change regime, and
the effects of this decision can still be seen today.

Partially as a result of the specifications of the Berlin Mandate and the
United States’ leading JUSCANZ members to support the Geneva Decla-
ration, Japan, the host of the COP-3 negotiations, changed its position on
climate change. In the words of Taka Hiraishi, a Japanese national who
cochairs the National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Task Force Bureau of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), “Japan did not fa-
vor a big reduction before Kyoto. Now, Japan believes that there is a need
for a big reduction” (interview, 1999). Some people say that the change in
Japan’s position was also a response to the European Union’s pressure re-
garding emission reductions. Going into the COP-3 negotiations, the EU
supported the Kyoto Protocol, requiring a 15 percent reduction in green-
house gas emissions below 1990 levels. In the words of Yasuyoshi Tanaka,
the environment writer for the third largest newspaper in Japan,® the
Mainichi Shimbun: “1f it were not for the EU decision, the Japanese would
not have agreed. International pressure played a role. The Japanese are
weak to international pressure. . .. Because the EU was pushing for more
[emission reductions], Japan changed its position” (interview, 2000).

International pressure has played a role in many decisions regarding
Japan’s position on climate change. Consistent with the global environ-
mental system, this interrelation between the domestic and international
sides of the process of climate change regime formation has significantly
contributed to political outcomes both inside Japan and in the larger
global context. In addition to the change in the JUSCANZ position and the
mternational pressure from the EU, Japan was particularly committed to
the outcome of the Kyoto Protocol, as it was the host country for the very
conference that officially drafted the protocol; the Kyoto Protocol itself
even holds the name of one of the most sacred cities in Japan.

Although some international environmental groups have accused
Japan of being one of the countries that is trying to do everything it can to
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wreck the treaty, Japan’s commitment to the mitigation of climate change
appears to be genuine. Since the official drafting of the Kyoto Protocol, in
December 1997, Japan has been actively promoting the regulation of cli-
mate change, and the Japanese government has passed legislation in re-
sponse to the protocol. The first step in the establishment of a climate
change regime in Japan was the “Law Concerning the Promotion of the
Measures to Cope with Global Warming” (law number 117), which was
ﬁmmmmm in 1998. The law “aims to promote the measures to cope with
%o@& warming through e.g. defining the responsibilities of the central
government, local governments, businesses and citizens to take measures
to cope with global warming, and establishing a basic policy on measures
to cope with global warming, and thereby contribute to ensuring health-
ful and cultural lives of present and future generations of people, and to
contribute to the welfare of all human beings” (Environment Agency of
Japan 1998, 1). Beyond this preliminary legislation, the Japanese govern-
ment has debated a number of specific measures to achieve its 6 percent
reductions. As mentioned, Japan has planned to account for 5.5 percent of
its reductions below the 1990 level through growing forests—otherwise
known as carbon sinks—and other actions outside its borders, using what
are called the “Kyoto Mechanisms.” This lack of significant domestic
emission reductions in the Japanese climate change plan has led activists
from around the world to criticize the Japanese position. Commenting on
this scenario, and others throughout the chapter, is Shuzo Nishioka, the
executive director of the Japanese National Institute for Environmental
Studies; a professor of media and governance at Keio University; and the
project leader of the climate change group at the Institute for Global En-
vironmental Strategies (IGES), one of the leading Japanese think tanks
working on climate change. Nishioka points out that, once the protocol is
ratified in Japan, domestic actions will be taken.

In addition, even though Japan intends to meet the 6 percent reduction
below its 1990 levels predominantly through nondomestic measures, it
has been one of the more successful countries in stabilizing domestic
emissions since 1997. Emission levels in Japan have supported Leggett’s
statement (1999) that Japan is one of the most efficient of the developed
countries. Even before the Kyoto Protocol was drafted, per capita CO,
emissions in Japan were less than half as high as in the top emitter in the
world, the United States (“Global Warming Update” 1996). According to
World Resources Institute calculations (1994, 208), Japan's total green-
house gas emissions in 1990 were only a quarter as high as those of the
United States. Even with its high levels of efficiency, however, emissions
in Japan have still grown since 1990. As of 1998, Japan had increased its
overall CO, emissions to 7.6 percent above 1990 levels (IEA 2000b). Table
4.1 waoiamrm both overall and per capita comparative emissions data for
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Table 4.1. Overall Emissions and per Capita Emissions of Carbon Dioxide for
Selected Nations (in milion tons of CO,)

Japan Netherlands United States
Overall emissions, 1990 1,048.5 156.8 4,843.8
Overall emissions, 1998 1,128.3 1714 5,409.8
Change (%) 7.6 9.3 11.7
Per capita emissions, 1990 8.4 10.2 18.6
Per capita emissions, 1998 9.0 111 20.8
Change (sun) 0.6 0.9 22

Source: International Energy Agency (2000b)

Japan, the United States, and the Netherlands, since 1990. As can be seen,
although Japan’s emissions have increased since 1990, it has the lowest
level of growth of the three countries.* Perhaps of more interest, however,
is the data on the per capita level. Since 1990, Japan'’s per capita CO, emis-
sions have increased only by 0.6 million tons carbon dioxide per capita.®
As discussed later, at least part of these emission reductions are attributa-
ble to the severe economic recession that hit Japan in the early 1990s.

This chapter follows Japan’s responses to the Kyoto Protocol leading up
to the COP-6bis, in July 2001 in Bonn, Germany. It begins with the signing
of the protocol in 1997, looking at the various social actors involved. Con-
sistent with the Japanese notion of wa, the Japanese case presents an ex-
ample of a strong state working closely with scientists and a collaborative
market sector to bring about positive policy outcomes. This chapter con-
cludes with a summary of Japan’s position on the Kyoto Protocol at the
time of the COP-6bis negotiations, in July 2001.

RESULTS: POST-KYOTO STATUS

Science

In contrast to the United States, where the issue of the validity of the sci-
ence has long been at the center of the climate change debate, the science
of climate change has been basically accepted in Japan. Of all of the peo-
ple whom I interviewed in Japan, not one person challenged the validity
of the science of climate change. Instead, there was just one skeptical re-
sponse to the issue, by Kimiko Hirata, a leader of the Kiko (“Climate”)
Network, a nongovernmental organization (NGO) that coordinates envi-
ronmental groups working on climate change; however, the organization
scarcely endorses the skepticism: “Most of the people believe that climate
change is happening. Of course there are the skeptics on this issue, but
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they do not have an impact” (interview, Hirata 1999). In general, as can be
summed up in the words of Nishioka, “There is no real opposition to the
'scientific view” here in Japan. There is no suspicion about science. It is ac-
nmﬁﬁmmz (interview, 1999).

Hiraishi, however, presented a viewpoint that was only slightly differ-
ent: “The focus is on the political and negotiation even though more dis-
cussion of the scientific argument is needed” (interview, Hiraishi 1999).
Although scientists in Japan acknowledge that there are uncertainties re-
garding the science of climate change, they tend to agree that, in the
words of Tsuneyuki Morita—the head of the social and environmental
systems division at the National Institute of Environmental Studies, a co-
ordinating lead author for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) Third Assessment Report for Working Group I, and an eco-
nomics professor at the Graduate School of Decision Science and Tech-
nology at the Tokyo Institute of Technology—"At this moment, scientific
knowledge is at a very, very low level about the climate. We need a lot
more time but we cannot wait. . . . Policy should be promoted simultane-
ously” (interview, 1999). In other words, Morita supports Japan’s follow-
ing through with the precautionary principle (outlined in chapter 2).

To some degree, due to the role that academics play in policy making
in Japan, the science and the politics of the issue have become conflated.
Many of the scientists whom I interviewed hold positions as academics
and within of political agencies. One such example can be seen in the
case of Yoichi Kaya, a professor of the graduate school at Keio Univer-
sity. In addition to holding an academic position, Kaya is the chair of two
energy-related committees for the Ministry of International Trade and
Industry (MITI); he is also the vice chair of the integrated council of the
government that coordinates policy strategy development on global en-
vironmental issues. In his own words, “I have been connected quite
closely to the government, but still, I am a scientist” (interview, 1999).
Similarly, Morita sees himself as an “interface between policy making
and science . . . a go-between who interprets the line between science and
policy” (interview, 1999). In other words, Morita identifies himself as
bridging the science-policy continuum. Simply put, these scientists are
not unique in their affiliations. “Many members of the Central Environ-
ment Council and the joint panel are at the same time members of MITI’s
advisory councils” (Ouchi 1998, 26).

In sum, science plays a central role in policy making in Japan-——so much
so that scientists actually hold positions on government councils. The sci-
entists working within Japanese academia are the same people who are
leading the national labs to conduct research on climate change, and in
many cases, they are the leaders of the governmental committees that are
deciding national climate change policies. These close relationships
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between science and policy have significant implications on the efficacy
of environmental policy in Japan; at a minimum, because leading scien-
tists are linked with the government, scientific findings are easily diffused

to policymakers.®

The State

This connection between science and policy needs to be kept in mind as
we turn to the role that the Japanese state has played in dealing with the
issue of climate change. Not only are the people involved in Japanese pol-
icy making often the same as those working on the science of climate
change, but actors within the state in Japan see the relationship between
the issue’s science and policy as inherently related. In the words of Kazuo
Matsushita, an ex-member of the Environment Ministry” who now serves
as the acting vice president of the government-funded Japanese think
tank the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES), the goal of
this type of work is to “translate these global environmental issues into
domestic policies” (interview, 1999).

In general, the Japanese government is perceived as being very strong
and thus responsible for taking the lead in the issue of climate change. As
Harumi Suda, a leader of the consumer and environmental movement in
Japan and the director of the Shimin Undo (“National Citizen’s Move-
ment”) Center states, “Because the government is strong, if the govern-
ment does not lead, lifestyles cannot change” (interview, 1999). Although
the basic expectation in Japan is that the government is responsible for
dealing with environmental issues such as climate change, Morita points
out that “the government cannot do much about what people think, and
they are very critical” (interview, 1999).

Perhaps partly because of the belief that citizen lifestyles may not eas-
ily change as a result of governmental policy, climate change mitigation in
Japan is based on a top-down approach that relies heavily on government
action. In the words of Akiko Domoto, a former member of the Japanese
Diet who became the mayor of Chiba prefecture in 2001, “Implementation
of numerical targets is a priority” (interview, 1999). This opinion is echoed
in similar statements by Japanese bureaucrats, such as Hironori
Hamanaka, the director general of the Global Environment Department
of the Environment Ministry and one of the heads of the Japanese climate
change negotiating team: “The goal is, of course, to implement our own
policy effectively . . . and to reduce our emissions of greenhouse gases”
(interview, 1999).

Although the Environment Ministry is responsible for dealing with and
regulating environmental issues in Japan, MITI is responsible for energy
policy. As such, MITI is responsible for instituting the measures that deal
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with global climate change. This distinction between the regulating bod-
ies in Japan leads some outsiders, such as Suda, to claim that “because the
different governmental agencies are fighting against each other, it is hard
to get things accomplished” (interview, 1999). Still, even though some
level of infighting between the agencies may very well be taking place,
the notion of harmony and wa generally prevails. For example, Morita in-
sists that “they both agree that something should be done” about global
climate change (interview, Morita 1999).

On June 19, 1998, the Global Warming Prevention Headquarters of the
Japanese government, which includes cabinet members and the Japa-
nese prime minister himself, published the Guideline of Measures to Pre-
vent Global Warming: Measures towards 2010 to Prevent Global Warning.
The guideline reports the measures that the government plans to take to
achieve the 6 percent emission reductions stipulated in the Kyoto Proto-
col. In essence, the government plans to “strengthen efforts which can
attract the participation and cooperation of every social actor, mobilize
every possible policy measure, and promote comprehensive actions in a
systematic way in order to steadfastly achieve the reductions” (Global
Warming Prevention Headquarters 1998, 1). The report continues by
pointing out the government’s main goals of achieving a 2.5 percent re-
duction in domestic emissions by “promoting measures relating to both
energy supply and demand focusing on promoting energy saving, in-
troduction of new energy and the construction of nuclear power plants”
(2). As a means of providing a cleaner energy source to support Japa-
nese economic growth, the Japanese government’s global climate change
reduction plan included “an energy supply forecast with 20 additional
nuclear reactors as its centerpiece” (Ouchi 1998, 25).

When dealing with energy policy, one of MITI’s main concerns is en-
ergy security. As an International Energy Agency report points out,
“Japan’s limited indigenous resources translate into high dependence on
energy imports. . .. Security of energy supply is a policy priority, since en-
ergy demand is expected to rise as a stimulus to economic growth” (1994,
110). This priority relates directly to the fact that the central aspect of the
Japanese government’s response is the construction of new nuclear power
plants. Given the lack of any indigenous energy options in Japan, the gov-
ernment has chosen to invest in a domestic energy option that is consid-
ered clean in terms of greenhouse gas emissions. Hiraishi justifies the
Japanese government’s decision: “Is the 6 percent reduction feasible?
Without nuclear power it is not possible” (interview, Hiraishi 1999).

Despite the notion of wa, however, this plan to increase the number of
nuclear plants in Japan has been criticized by many sectors of society. Par-
ticularly in the aftermath of the nuclear accident that took place at the
Tokaimura power plant in September 1999, many Japanese have been less
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supportive of nuclear energy in Japan.® In addition, the decision to build
these nuclear plants was based on models that predicted energy con-
sumption extrapolated from the Japanese economy of the early 1990s. As
a result of the decreased economic growth in Japan—or, as many Japa-
nese would say, since the “bubble burst”—energy consumption has
slightly decreased.” With the stabilization of energy consumption, advi-
sors to MITI, such as Kaya, have pointed out that “the environmental tar-
get [of the Kyoto Protocol] will be realized . . . because of the reduction in
economic growth” (interview, 1999). In 2000, the largest English-language
newspaper in Japan, the Japan Times, reported emission reductions that
substantiate Kaya’s prediction. “Environment Ministry officials say the
decline in emissions is due largely to a drop in the industrial sector, at-
tributing the reduction in part to economic stagnation” (“Greenhouse Gas
Output Declines” 2000, A6)

Concurrent with new energy policies being coordinated by MITI, the
Environment Ministry designed and implemented the Law Concerning
the Promotion of the Measures to Cope with Global Warming. This law
involves a nationwide inventory of greenhouse gas emissions, conducted
on the local level. This plan also, in the words of Hamanaka, “requires na-
tional government and all local authorities, local government and also
3,200 cities, towns and villages . . . to draw up their own plans . . . to re-
duce greenhouse gases” (interview, 1999). In addition to the inventories
and plans, the law creates a national center for climate change that will
work with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and citizens.

The law has been criticized by members of NGOs—such as Naoyuki
Hata of the Citizen’s Forum, who states that it is “weak” (interview,
1999)—because these steps are only preliminary and do not go far enough
to meet Japan’s emission reduction targets set in the Kyoto Protocol. Oth-
ers, such as Yasuko Kameyama,!’ a climate change researcher at the Na-
tional Institute of Environmental Studies, see it as “the starting point . . .
[to help us know] from where emissions come” (interview, 1999). Fur-
thermore, the Japanese government has been debating other measures. In
an interview at the climate change negotiations in The Hague, in Novem-
ber 2000, Hamanaka outlined a number of climate change mitigation mea-
sures that are being considered by the government for implementation af-
ter the protocol is finalized and ratified by the Japanese government.
These measures include the possible amendment of the energy conserva-
tion law to include emissions trading, as well as the possible introduction
of a “green tax” that would apply to consumers and small businesses. The
Institute for Global Environmental Strategies, in fact, held a forum in No-
vember 2000 to review Japanese climate change mitigation policy options,
including those mentioned by Hamanaka (IGES 2000). However,
Hamanaka also stated, in an interview in November 2000, that in the end
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the implementation of some or all of these measures is “based on the out-
come of the [COP-6] conference,” which would not be known until after
the COP-6bis meeting, in July 2001.

Until then, the Japanese government was maintaining its limited en-
ergy policy and local projects that addressed the issue of climate change
until the outcome of the negotiations were known. Japanese and interna-
tional NGOs continue to criticize the Japanese position for being too
timid, and the Japanese government for “just waiting until after ratifica-
tion” (interview, Hirata 2000). Nevertheless, the Japanese government has
taken preliminary steps to consider how it will meet its commitment and
has actually reduced emissions since 1997, while other countries have not.

Industry

Given Japan's strong state, it is not a surprise that Japanese society is also
well known for its close ties between the state and the industrial sectors
(for a full discussion, see van Wolfren 1989). The state tends to work
closely with industry, which in turn collaborates to determine how to im-
plement necessary regulations. A report about the Japanese government’s
Central Environment Council, which advises the government on issues
such as global climate change, says that “the reality on the council level is
one of close cooperation between the Environment Ministry, MITI, and
business” (Ouchi 1998, 26). The regulation of climate change in Japan is a
case in point in that the government has only taken steps that are ap-
proved by industry. Hirata stresses this point, saying that “there is always
the government choosing industry” (interview, 1999). In other words,
NGOs are critical of the fact that the state is sensitive to Japanese indus-
try and that, when given a choice between industry’s desires and the en-
vironment, the environment tends to lose.

Although the Japanese government has committed itself to implemen-
tation of the Kyoto Protocol and has even passed a preliminary law as the
first step in regulating climate change, it has avoided imposing regula-
tions on industry. Hamanaka describes the process of environmental law-
making in Japan and the present climate change law:

In our country, the industries themselves accept their own action plans with
their goals. . . . We thought it would be premature to impose legal require-
ments for emission reductions, so basically this law just promotes voluntary
actions to establish plans for reduction of greenhouse gases. . .. This is just a
voluntary action . . . {for] industry. They are not legally required to achieve
the goal. (interview, 1999)

As this high-ranking governmental official points out, the Japanese gov-
ernment is trying to provide industry with a guide to its priorities. The
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Japanese government considers voluntary commitments from industry
“major policy measures to be applied” (Akio Morishima, head of the Cen-
tral Environment Council, as quoted in Corliss 2000, A9). In other words,
the government uses voluntary laws, such as the Law Concerning the
Promotion of the Measures to Cope with Global Warming, to warn in-
dustry that it needs to come up with a plan to deal with environmental is-
sues such as climate change.

Still, unlike what might be expected by critical or skeptical analysts
who see these types of voluntary measures as merely symbolic actions by
the state (see, e.g., Edelman 1964), the Japanese government’s warning
seems to be taken to heart by Japanese industries. Nishioka states that in-
dustry focuses on these “top-down approaches” (interview, 1999). At the
same time, both government and industry are interested in reducing en-
ergy consumption for an altogether different reason: Japan has a very
small indigenous supply of fuel.

All'in all, the strategy of the government’s warning industries about its
priorities seems to have been reasonably effective in promoting voluntary
agreements in industries. Nippon Steel, for example, voluntarily commit-
ted to decreasing its energy consumption. In the words of Teruo Okazaki,
the senior manager of the global environmental affairs department of
Nippon Steel Corporation, “the energy savings in our production line is
one of the most important things for us. . . . Our target is 10 percent for
energy savings so from 1992 to 2010, 10 percent of our total amount of en-
ergy consumed will be saved” (interview, 1999). Similarly, Hajime Ohta,
the executive counselor of Environment, Energy and International Eco-
nomic Affairs of the Keidanren (“Japanese Federation of Economic Orga-
nizations”), which is responsible for 60 to 80 percent of the country’s gross
national product, says that the “business sector is responsible for 40 per-
cent of Japan’s carbon dioxide emissions. They will do what they prom-
ised” (interview, 1999). Even though these are voluntary measures, many
actors in industry do not feel that they have a choice. Ohta goes on to say
that the Keidanren recognizes that if its member companies “did not do it
on their own, the government would regulate them” (interview, 1999). In
a related editorial, Ohta points out that through the increased pressures
for voluntary agreements, “the government is effectively tightening its
control over corporate activities” (Ohta 1998).

Even with these pledges, some NGOs have criticized the voluntary
measures. In the words of Yurika Ayukawa, the climate change cam-
paign officer for the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWT), Japan, “There
is no place for a third-party evaluation or verification team. . . . They will
say they will do this and I think they will do it, but who knows?” (inter-
view, 1999). Even while she complains about the evaluation of these
agreements, there is a sense that these agreements are effective and that
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industry will achieve its goals. The director general of the Japanese En-
vironment Ministry is even more certain of industry’s commitments to
climate change: “They are, all of them, well-known companies, and they
already made their plans public. I think that the CEOs are under heavy
pressure if they fail to achieve that goal. . . . I think the likelihood or the
possibility for them [the companies] to reach their own target would be
... large” (interview, Hamanaka 1999). This behavior is consistent with
other aspects of Japanese culture in that harmony (or wa) and saving face
are central components of social interaction in Japan (e.g., van Wolfren
1989; Smith 1983). Positive environmental outcomes of these agreements
can already be seen in the Keidanren report that shows a 9.5 percent
decrease in the emissions of Japan Iron and Steel Federation and the 9.7
percent decrease in the emissions of the Cement Association of Japan be-
tween the years 1990 and 1998.!"

In response to such tangible evidence of receptiveness, there is an over-
all approval of the role that industry is playing in dealing with climate
change in Japan. In particular, Japanese industry has been lauded as be-
ing exceptionally efficient. Some have even called Japan “the most energy
efficient country of the OECD” (interview, Ohta 1999; see also Leggett
1999). The big criticism of Japanese companies comes not from their effi-
ciency standards and ability to implement commitments to such stan-
dards but from their ever-increasing production and the growing pressure
for consumer consumption. Again, NGOs criticize Japanese industry. For
example, Ayukawa provides a very different criticism here, stating that
companies “will reduce their energy consumption. They will make their
products more energy-efficient, but they will make more. That is what
they are saying. And that is what the projection is: we will be using more
computers, more phones . . . and we will be using more energy in 2010”
(interview, 1999). Even with this criticism, Japanese industry, by initiating
its own voluntary measures, is working with the government to respond
proactively to the issue of climate change using a top-down approach.

At the first part of the COP-6 climate change negotiations, in fall 2000,
and prior to the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol in Japan, Hamanaka dis-
cussed industry’s role in emission reductions. He pointed out that indus-
tries and the Keidanren, as the largest association of industries in Japan,
are cautious about taking any further steps. “They seem reluctant to move
forward and sign an agreement with government. They think that other
things should be done first on a consumer level” (interview, Hamanaka
2000). Given that the Japanese economy has been suffering for many years
and that the protocol’s entry into legal force has been uncertain, it makes
sense not to implement costly measures. However, with Japan’s strong
state and its close ties with industry, implementation of measures to
achieve the country’s emission reductions by 2008 to 2012 seems feasible.
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Civil Society

In contrast to industry, which has been aggressively working to deal with
the issue of global climate change in Japan, civil society has paid much less
attention to the issue and has been relatively external to the domestic cli-
mate change discussion. As mentioned, the industrial sector in Japan has
an economic incentive to follow the issue of climate change and respond
to the issue to avoid governmental regulation. For citizens, the situation is
different. Makoto Ikeuchi, the managing director of the Hokkaido Seikatsu
(“Lifestyle”) Club, one of the largest consumer cooperatives in Japan,
points out that “because the economy is bad, many people are not think-
ing about the environment. People are thinking about prices and money”
(interview, 2000). When it comes to climate change, Japanese citizens do
not appear to be particularly motivated to put pressure on the institutional
structures of the state or the market to bring about environmental changes
as they did in the 1970s to stop the pollution diseases.

In addition to the financial problems facing many Japanese citizens
during the recession that began in the 1990s, the complexity of the issue
of climate change also contributes to the lack of citizen activity. Sur-
rounding the COP-3 negotiations in Kyoto, the Japanese media were
deeply involved in covering the issue of climate change; the major news-
papers in Japan covered the issue of climate change on an almost daily
level (interview, Tanaka 2000). Although there was a good deal of media
coverage of the issue in 1997, coverage has since dropped significantly.
Given the conclusions of scholars such as Anderson (1997), who find that
media coverage of environmental problems does not tell people what to
think but rather what they should think about, public consciousness
about the issue of climate change is presently quite low in Japan. In the
words of Ayukawa, “People do not know about global warming so much
any more” (interview, 1999).

Beyond the lack of media coverage and financial troubles, many of the
people whom I interviewed pointed out that the complexity of the issue
of climate change has limited the citizenry’s understanding of the issue.
Environmental experts such Kazuo Matsushita—an ex-member of the En-
vironment Ministry who now serves as the acting vice president of one of
the leading Japanese think tanks working on climate change, the govern-
ment-funded IGES—states that “for the general public, I suppose it would
be very difficult to understand the overall significance and importance of
the climate change issue” (interview, 1999). Similarly, Hirata points out
that “global climate change is very tough to understand, only about 10
percent of the people do” (interview, 2000). Writers for the newspapers
themselves echo such opinions. In the words of Tanaka, “Japanese citizens
cannot get all of the issues involved in global climate change” from read-
ing the newspapers, since understanding the issue requires more depth
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than the amount of space available in a newspaper can provide (inter-
view, 2000). Although citizens are reported to have a low level of knowl-
edge about global climate change, national policy making continues to
move forward due to the strong relationship between the state, industry,
and science.

Still another reason for the lack of citizen participation in the issue of
climate change may be the structure of Japanese civil society itself. Many
of the people whom I interviewed, including citizen activists, pointed out
the weakness or lack of an active citizenry in Japan. In the words of Suda,
“Citizens’” involvement is not Japanese society’s style” (interview, 1999).
The weakness of the citizenry leads some, such as Ohta, to say that the
“public always tries to find somebody to take care of them” (interview,
1999). Most people in Japan agree that the citizen activism against the pol-
lution diseases of the 1970s no longer exists. “In Japan, [citizens] receive
information from the government but not from the bottom-up. There are
no protests now” (interview, Hirata 2000).

Although the public is not very engaged in the issue of climate change
in Japan, a number of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are work-
ing on the issue of climate change. Mie Asaoka, the president and founder
of Kiko Network, points out that some of these organizations work specif-
ically to “widen the public’s consciousness” about the issue (interview,
1999). Other NGOs negotiate with the national government about Japan’s
international climate change position, provide input into national legisla-
tion regarding climate change, and work with industry. One of the NGOs
most active in working with industry is the World Wide Fund for Nature
{(WWF), Japan. Ayukawa describes the WWF’s work with industry: “Our
future is to be working with industry, so we have this industry approach,
and I am trying to gather a group of companies who are progressive or
very interested and dedicated to the prevention of global warming” (in-
terview, 1999). Even with this involvement in national issues and indus-
try programs, many of the people whom I interviewed identified Japa-
nese civil society as being relatively external to national politics in Japan.
In her comments on the citizenry in Japan, Asaoka stated that “the citi-
zenry is so weak. . . . It is not so much that the citizens’ movement is very
weak, but it is different” (interview, 1999).

Perhaps the most appropriate interpretation of the uniqueness of civil
society in Japan is that it has an obvious spatial component. Members of
the Seikatsu Club best describe it: “There is no shimin undo [national citi-
zen’s movement] in Japan, but there is a jumin undo [local people’s move-
ment}. Local movements exist, but there is not much on the national level”
(interview, Demura 2000). Mie Asaoka of the Kiko Network builds on this
idea: “Citizens are only active at the local level and they only have small
involvement on the national level. The local level is where it can happen.
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... NGO action is within a small community. They want it to be larger, but
there is not much on a national level” (interview, Asaoka 1999). These
statements by NGO leaders in Japan are consistent with some of the tind-
ings of Mitsuda in his research on environmentalism in Japan (1997; see
also Mitsuda and Fisher 2000).

When discussing the specific character of civil society in Japan, many of
the people whom I interviewed discussed the role that locally based
lifestyle changes could take in mitigating climate change. One of the most
well-known movement leaders in Japan, Harumi Suda, states that “the
best way to change the system is through the community. Changing citi-
zens’ lifestyles could happen through community culture” (interview,
1999). In short, the results of my interviews with representatives of na-
tional environmental NGOs suggest the need to look at more locally
based organizations involved in global climate change.

To gain a better understanding of the dynamics of civil society in Japan
and its action with regard to climate change, I decided to follow the rec-
ommendations of a number of NGOs in Tokyo that mentioned a local
project in Hokkaido, the northern island of Japan. The project was de-
scribed by WWE, Japan, as “one big consumer group . .. saving electricity
in their own group and . . . supporting a wind turbine in some other area”
(interview, Ayukawa 1999). Begun as the response to a proposed nuclear
power plant in Hokkaido, the Seikatsu Club cooperative created a project
to decrease energy consumption and develop an alternative source of en-
ergy. The Seikatsu Club is now one of the largest cooperatives in Japan,
with over 250,000 family memberships throughout the country. As the al-
ternative electricity project gained support, it divested from the Seikatsu
Club and is now called the Green Fund. Nonetheless, the fund continues
to be run by members of the cooperative. “The fund charges its members
for their electric bills plus an additional 5 percent of their bill, which is put
in the ‘Green Fund.” The fund then pays the electric companies for its
members’ electric bills. Any resident of Hokkaido can join this fund by
paying an annual membership fee.”!2 Once enough money is collected, it
will be matched by a governmental subsidy to fund the construction of
one windmill. Electricity generated from the six-megawatt windmill will
go to the electricity company that distributes electricity in Hokkaido.

When I met with the members of the Seikatsu Club and the Green Fund
to learn about their wind-energy project, I asked how the goals of their
project are different from the various wind-energy parks being developed
by the government on Hokkaido that are supported by MITI and jointly
funded by the government (33 percent) and industry (66 percent). Most of
the organization’s members had little awareness about the government’s
plans; in fact, most of the members were visibly surprised by the growth
of wind energy on Hokkaido. In response to a question about the
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m_.mamnm:nm of their project, Ryuriko Demura, a member of the Seikatsu
Club board of trustees and an organizer of the Green Fund, responded,
“The Green Fund project is different from the government’s because of
where the money comes from” (interview, 2000). It is true that the gov-
ernment has windmill projects in which, in the words of a Hokkaido
“New Energy” representative, “no citizen money is involved” (interview,
Mizushima 2000). The Green Fund'’s project, in contrast, is motivated, de-
veloped, and funded by citizens. Instead of working with the government
to promote wind energy in Hokkaido, these citizens have chosen to pur-
sue their own separate program.

As of March 2001, enough money had been collected by the Green Fund
to begin construction on the planned windmill. It is unlikely, however,
that the windmill will become a major source of electricity for the citizens
who supported it—its six megawatts will represent less than .00034 per-
cent of Japan’s 1998 electric demand (IEA 2000c).? Still, the project does
provide a positive example of an active, locally based civil society in
Japan. Like many social movement organizations that are constrained by
resources, the organizations involved in the windmill are focusing their
attention on a project that is firmly external to the social complexes of the
Japanese state and industry. It is unclear, however, if local citizen groups
might have a larger effect on global climate change were they to work
with, or between, the government and industry. Although changing con-
sumer demand is only one method of reducing emissions—and a rela-
tively slow one at that—lifestyle changes such as the ones begun by
members of the Green Fund in Hokkaido could contribute to the domes-
tic climate change regime in Japan.

CONCLUSION

The case of the Green Fund project in Hokkaido provides data for one of
the main findings of this case study of Japan: the clear spatial component
to civil society in Japan. Although there is not a strong Japanese civil so-
ciety working on the national level to deal with a global issue such as cli-
mate change, there is a locally based civil society in Japan that is engaged
in the issue of climate change external to other Japanese social actors.
With this relatively minor exception, my interviews yield a striking con-
sensus regarding the absence of citizens in the national debate and in
playing a role in the mitigation of global climate change in Japan.

This conclusion is consistent with earlier research on Japan, reporting a
“failure to achieve a civil society . . . related to the particularism of earlier
village society” (Knight 1996, 239). In other words, the absence of a citizen
presence in the national work on climate change and the strength of local



80 Chapter 4

jumin-level movements is the result of the history of Japanese society it-
self. It was only after the disfiguring, pollution-related diseases struck
people throughout the country that Japanese citizens demonstrated
against industrial pollution. Since that time, the Japanese government has
maintained a strong leadership position over many environmental issues,
including global climate change, while collaborating with industry and
keeping science central to the decision-making processes. In the words of
Tanaka, “The government must communicate the point that climate
change is very important. Industry must improve its materials and effi-
ciency . .. and citizens must choose efficient products even if the products
are more expensive” (interview, 2000).

In many ways, the case of Japan provides a clear example of a strong
state that is able to collaborate. That the Japanese state is also collabora-
tive provides a case of what Evans (1995) calls “embedded autonomy.” In
Japan, social actors have distinctive roles in the climate change regime.
The citizens’” role, however, is generally external to the policy-making
process and predominantly local.

Although the history of Japanese government responses to environ-
mental concerns is consistent with the theory of reflexive modernization,
the present global climate change regime in Japan—with its strong state,
collaborative market, and central role for science—comes closer to fitting
the model of ecological modernization. Specifically, the Japanese climate
change regime illustrates a top-down approach to dealing with the issue.
In fact, some scholars have suggested that the theory may best describe
Japan itself (e.g., Dryzek 1997; Giddens 1998).

Still, even though Japan's climate change regime may come close to fit-
ting the outline of ecological modernization, there is one significant ex-
ception: proponents of ecological modernization theory expect social
movement organizations to work with the state and industry to build new
coalitions (e.g., Mol 2000a). To date, these new coalitions are not forming
in Japan. Thus, the preliminary results of my Japanese research find actors
from science, industry, and the state leading the way in making environ-
mental protection possible without Japanese civil society playing an in-
ternal role in the policy and decision-making processes.

In other words, these data from Japan suggest flaws in the argument
about how political possibility is created. This absence of an active civil
society in Japan, at least at the national level, obviously challenges the the-
ories that say there must be significant social movements and a strong
civil society to have ecological modernization. One possible interpretation
of the Japanese case is that the magnitude of past environmental mistakes
created a political consensus around avoiding them in the future—a con-
sensus that evidently extends even to the industries that are in a position
to create or avoid such mistakes. Perhaps a more fitting interpretation is
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that the particular configurations of social actors in Japan, like the inter-
national pressure mentioned earlier in this chapter, support the notion
that the political outcomes surrounding the issue of climate change are
dependent on the global environmental system.

At the first part of the COP-6 negotiations, advisors to the Japanese
government such as Nishioka stated that the emission reduction target
agreed upon by Japan in 1997 was a “huge mistake” (interview, 2000). He
argued that Japan would not be able to meet its commitments without the
protocol’s inclusion of flexible mechanisms, such as carbon sinks. At the
same time, however, Nishioka said that Japan was dedicated to the Kyoto
Protocol. Even if there were a change in the U.S. position—which actually
came to pass in March 2001—Nishioka argued that it “does not matter” to
Japan’s intention to ratify the treaty.

Two months after the U.S. position changed, the newly elected Japa-
nese prime minister contradicted Nishioka’s claim. During meetings with
leaders in the United States and the European Union, and prior to the
COP-6bis negotiations, Koizumi indicated that “Japan’s ratification of the
pact is linked to a change of heart by Washington” (“EU Won'’t Alter View
on Kyoto” 2001). Given Japan’s economic problems and the stated resolve
of the new prime minister to solve those problems, it was unclear if Japan
would continue to build a climate change regime in the face of recent de-
velopments. It was also unclear whether there would be changes in the
roles of social actors involved in determining how Japan could meet its
emission targets. All that was certain was that Japan had begun to de-
velop an effective climate change regime during an economic recession
and that final decisions regarding the future of the Kyoto Protocol would
take place at the end of the COP-6 negotiations.

NOTES

An earlier version of this chapter was published as “Beyond Kyoto,” in Global
Warning and East Asia: The Domestic and International Politics of Climate Change, ed.
Paul G. Harris (New York: Routledge Press, 2003): 187-206. This research was
made possible through the support of the U.S. National Science Foundation.

1. For the sake of simplicity, I am including Beck’s work on the risk society
(1999) and subpolitics (1997) within the literature on reflexive modernization. Al-
though Beck has used differing terms to describe these theories, they are consis-
tent in their main points.

2. The ISO 14,000 are the environmental standards of the international orga-
nization for standardization, which promote “the development and implementa-
tion of voluntary international standards, both for particular products and for en-
vironmental management issues” (www.epa.gov/owm/iso14001/isofaq.htm;
accessed January 7, 2004).



82 Chapter 4

3. Based on circulation rates for 1999, posted on www.business.vu.edu.au/
Urowme\AOﬁNoZm&m\ﬁ%Bm&m.\wa.r:jimﬁm: (accessed October 1, 2003).

4. Even though the European Union has just about stabilized its emissions and
was only .9 percent above 1990 levels in 1998, the EU has achieved this goal
through a unionwide burden-sharing agreement that includes technology trans-
fers to the former East Germany.

5. Although comparable data are only available through 1998, Japanese emis-
sions are expected to have decreased even further since then.

6. At the same time, the actual role that scientists play in policy making can be
problematic. One such example can be seen in the case of the pollution diseases,
where scientists recognized the linkage between the pollution and the disease but
their findings were covered up by the government.

7. Although the Environment Agency only became a ministry of the Japanese
government in 2001, it is referred to as the Environment Ministry throughout this
chapter, for simplicity.

8. It is important to note that, even before the Tokaimura accident, Japanese
citizens were concerned about nuclear energy.

9. The United States Energy Information Administration reports that Japanese
primary consumption totaled 21.75 quadrillion BTU in 1997 and 21.48 quadrillion
BTU in 1998. In other words, there was a decline of 1.2 percent (EIA 1999, 178).

10. In fall 2001, Yasuko Kawashima changed her last name to Kameyama. For
the sake of consistency, she is referred to as Kameyama throughout the chapter.

11. See <<€<<.rm._am§.m3.9.._.ﬁ\msm:wr\ﬁo:nv\\@o_:p\mimnrzﬁsz‘:5: (ac-
cessed October 1, 2003).

12. See www.cnic.orjp/english/topics/energy/renewable/%5B2%5Dwind-
hydro.htm] (accessed October 1, 2003).

13. This calculation is based on 6,000 hours of operation per year.

5
N

Market Innovation with
Consumer Demand in

the Netherlands

mwgmmn to the notion of wa in Japan, Dutch politics are known for their
sense of collaboration. In turning to the Dutch case, it is important to
note the easygoing character of the people and institutions within this
postcolonial state. Acceptance and collaboration are central to the Dutch
way of thinking, as can be seen by the Netherlands’ rank as the first coun-
try to legalize euthanasia and as one of the only countries to legalize
same-sex marriage. Even tourist guidebooks remark on the extent to
which such flexible and consensual approaches characterize the practice
of politics in the Netherlands (see, e.g., Colijn 1984; Catling 1995).

Beyond the more popular sources, academics have also written about
these characteristics of the Dutch people. Perhaps Lijphart, in his seminal
work on the “politics of accommodation” in the Netherlands, best de-
scribes Dutch politics:

Dutch politics is characterized by “mutually reinforcing,” “superimposed,”
“congruent,” and “parallel” rather than “crosscutting” affiliations and orga-
nizational patterns; class and religious cleavages separate self-contained “in-
clusive” groups with sharply defined “political subcultures”; and there is a
multiparty system with considerable “interpenetration” within each sphere
among parties, interest groups, and the communication media. But Dutch
democracy is eminently stable and effective! (Lijphart 1975, 15)
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