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Abstract

This thesis explores the politics of distributive equity in conflicts over locally unwanted facilities.
Some types of facilities regularly face opposition from local residents because of negative side effects, even
though their existence somewhere is necessary for the betterment of the wider public. These facilities are
often called locally unwanted land uses (LULUs), and local opposition to them is often referred to as not in
my back yard. Distributive equity is one of the most essential issues over siting conflicts because locally
unwanted facilities impose concentrated burdens on people living around them, while the benefits from them
are dispersed over the wider society. Furthermore, it is pointed out that these facilities tend to be
disproportionately concentrated in certain communities, especially those of the socially and/or economically
disadvantaged. Therefore, how to address distributive inequity is one of the most crucial issues in siting
conflicts.
The objective of the thesis is to explain the rise and fall of a particular idea of distributive equity in
policies of locally unwanted facility siting by examining the case of Tokyo. Tokyo went through a lot of
conflicts over waste disposal facilities and how to redress inter-ward distributive inequity had been one of
the most crucial issues. An idea of distributive equity known as “In Ward Waste Disposal” (Jikunaishori [自
区内処理], or IWWD) emerged in the early 1970s. IWWD means that waste in a ward should be disposed
of within the ward. IWWD consists of two different, but closely related requirements: that an incinerator
should be sited in every ward (siting incinerators in every ward), and that a ward should be institutionally
responsible in incineration of its own waste (institutional responsibility of each ward). This idea of
distributive equity was adopted by the Tokyo Metropolitan Government and has been recognised as a
significant principle of waste management since then.
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However, its influence in policies fluctuated over time. The influence was strong in the early 1970s
(the first period: 1971-1973), but limited to the siting of incinerators in every ward; the idea of the
institutional responsibility of each ward was not reflected in policies. Even the idea of siting incinerators in
every ward started to decline in 1974, and continued in this downward trend well into the 1980s (the second
period: 1974-1989). The impact of this idea became strong in both of the requirements during the early half
of the 1990s (the third period: 1990-1996). Nonetheless, it started declining again in the latter half of the
1990s until IWWD was abandoned in 2003 (the fourth period: 1997-2003). By examining the case of
IWWD in Tokyo, this study considers what determines the influence of a particular idea of distributive
equity in siting policies.
For this purpose, the study critically reviews ideational approaches in political studies. An increasing
number of studies incorporate roles that ideas play in policy formulation and implementation into political
analysis. This thesis argues that it is necessary to adopt a comprehensive framework which takes into account
not only ideational causes but also the power struggles between rationally calculating actors as well as the
influence of external events and environments. It is argued that the dominance of an idea of distributive
equity at any point of time is determined through four different types of variables (i.e. ideational legitimacy,
interests, power of claimants, and exogenous environments) and the interaction between them. The
dominance changes over time as these explanatory variables and the way they interact change from one
period to another. An in-depth case study is conducted to examine what caused the changes in the degree of
the dominance of IWWD in the 23 wards. By document analysis and semi-structured interviews, this study
unravels complicated political processes through which the influence of IWWD waxed and waned. A
diachronic comparison of the four periods makes it possible to better understand what affected the strength
of IWWD.
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The empirical result shows that the dominance of IWWD rose and fell as a result of the complicated
interaction between the ideational legitimacy of the idea, the interests and power of actors, and economic,
political and ideational environments outside of Tokyo. It is found that all four variables rose and fell in a
synchronised pattern for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward, resulting in very clear changes in the
influence of IWWD. This is because economic changes affected the other three variables by impacting both
the production of waste and governments’ financial capacity. This does not mean, however, that an idea’s
influence is determined by economic conditions. Although the economy can greatly impact an idea’s
viability, the role of a competing paradigm as another exogenous factor must also be considered. The
cognitive legitimacy of IWWD was influenced not only by economic conditions and the resulting amount
of waste production but also by changing policy paradigms in waste management. Furthermore, the idea of
the self-responsibility of each ward gained or lost influence mainly because of the interests and power of the
Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union in the autonomy expansion movement of the 23 wards. This demonstrates
the importance of considering multiple, different types of variables and examining the interaction between
them to explain the prominence of an idea and its change over time.
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1. Introduction

1. Siting conflicts and distributive equity
Distributive equity as an essential issue in siting conflicts
This thesis explores the politics of distributive equity in conflicts over locally unwanted facilities, by
examining the case of an idea of distributive equity known as In Ward Waste Disposal in the 23 wards of
Tokyo. Certain kinds of facilities are often opposed by local residents because of negative side effects, while
they are claimed to be necessary for the well-being of the wider public. Such conflicts happen over various
types of infrastructure such as hazardous waste disposal facilities, nuclear power stations, wind farms, power
lines, highways, dams, and airports (Aldrich, 2008; Gerrard, 1996; Hamersma et al., 2016; Lesbirel, 1998;
Munton, 1996; Neukirch, 2016; O’Hare, 1977; Rabe, 1994; Rootes and Leonard, 2009; Wolsink, 2000).
They also occur over human service facilities such as public housing, prisons, homeless shelters, and
halfway houses (Dear, 1992; Hubbard, 2005; Scally & Tighe, 2015; L. M. Takahashi, 1999; Young, 2012).
They are called LULUs (Locally Unwanted Land Uses) and local oppositions against them are often referred
to as NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard).
Distributive equity is one of the most crucial aspects of the disputes over LULUs. Distributive equity
is concerned with fairness in the allocation of costs and benefits. Locally unwanted facilities impose
concentrated burdens on neighbouring communities while benefits from them are widely dispersed over the
society. This inherent imbalance between costs and benefits is one of the reasons why the siting of locally
unwanted facilities causes the feeling of unfairness and ignites intense local opposition. In addition, these
facilities are not equally distributed among communities. Some communities shoulder a disproportionate
number of noxious facilities while others have less or none of them. The studies in environmental justice
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point out that noxious facilities are concentrated disproportionately in minority communities (Bullard, 1990;
United Church of Christ Commission for Racial Justice, 1987), and they examine what causes
environmental injustice (Pastor JR., Sadd, & Hipp, 2001; Pellow, 2000; Saha & Mohai, 2005). This
inequitable distribution of LULUs often gives rise to demands to redress distributive unfairness. How to
address distributive equity, therefore, is one of the biggest concerns for both scholars and practitioners of
siting conflicts.

Ideas and approaches of distributive equity
Research on locally unwanted facility siting has shown various policy approaches to deal with the
inherent imbalance and the unfair spatial distribution of LULUs (Gerrard, 1996; Kunreuther, 1986;
Mazmanian & Morell, 1992; Morell, 1984; O’Hare, 1977; Portney, 1991; Rabe, 1994). As there is no agreed
definition of distributive equity to understand and evaluate distributive issues, ideas of distributive equity
underlying these policy approaches are also diverse (Been, 1992, 1994; Davy, 1996; Hisschemoller &
Midden, 1989)1. This sub section briefly reviews the literature on distributive equity in siting conflicts by
distinguishing it into four basic ideas: fair distribution of LULUs, burden/benefit balance, source reduction,
and procedural fairness.
Fair distribution of LULUs concerns the pattern of the distribution of LULUs and requires LULUs
to be fairly distributed among communities. Approaches such as a comprehensive program which allocates
the burdens of multiple types of facilities equitably among communities are based on this idea (Gerrard,
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Been (1992, 1994) offers the most systematic and thorough study to distinguish different ideas of distributive
equity in siting issues. She explores what fairness could mean in the context of environmental justice and shows
different interpretations of fairness: LULUs are evenly distributed among communities; communities who have
LULUs are compensated by those who do not; all communities receive an equal number of vetoes; those who
benefit from LULUs bear the burdens; wealthier communities host more LULUs than poor ones; the siting
processes involve no intentional discrimination against people of colour; equal concern and respect for all
neighbourhoods.
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1996; Morell, 1984). New York City’s fair share approach, by which each community takes its fair share of
the burden of LULUs and of beneficial public services as well, is an actual application of this approach
(Rose, 1993; Valletta, 1993; Weisberg, 1993). The self-sufficiency principle in waste management is also a
variation of this idea which generally requires each community to take responsibility for disposing of their
own waste without imposing undue burdens on other places or people (Watson & Bulkeley, 2005).
It is noteworthy that fair distribution of LULUs differs in how, what, and among whom LULUs are
to be distributed. There are various ways to distribute LULUs, ranging from simple equality, distribution
proportionate to certain criteria such as needs or population, to progressive distribution in which wealthier
communities host more LULUs than poor ones (Been, 1992, 1994; Deutsch, 1975; Stone, 2001). What
facilities should be counted in these equations is also problematic. As there are various types of LULUs,
which LULUs are counted makes a difference in assessing fairness in distribution. In addition, whether or
not an outcome is seen as fair depends on how a community is defined, given the various concepts of
communities in the siting of a project (Lesbirel, 2011b). Fairness based on one definition of community does
not necessarily guarantee fairness based on another definition.
Burden/benefit balance requires that the inherent discrepancy of burden and benefit caused by a
locally unwanted facility should be balanced. This idea includes two approaches: compensation and burden
minimisation. Compensation aims to set off negative impacts of LULUs by providing positive goods
(Kunreuther, 1986; O’Hare, 1977), which include not only monetary compensation, but also non-monetary
compensation such as providing locally beneficial facilities. Burden minimisation is an approach which aims
to redress the imbalance by mitigating the burdens and risks caused by LULUs through, for example,
pollution control technologies, monitoring the operation of the facility and so forth (Mazmanian & Morell,
1992; Portney, 1985, 1991).
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Source reduction is an idea to shift the burdens into other forms rather than distributing LULUs.
While the fair distribution of LULUs and burden/benefit balance takes the necessity of LULUs for granted
and focuses on how to distribute necessary facilities, the idea of source reduction is oriented to address root
causes which necessitate LULUs. This view of distributive equity is increasingly common, as sustainable
development becomes a dominant discourse. Environmental justice broadens its perspective from fair
distribution of environmental hazards to control over production of environmental hazards at source, as
symbolised in Not In Anybody’s Back Yard (Boudet, 2011; Burningham, Barnett, & Thrush, 2006; Futrell,
2003; Glasgow, 2005; Heiman, 1990). It is being increasingly advocated among local opposition
movements that more effort should be put on source reduction rather than constructing new facilities. In this
idea, distributive equity is achieved by minimising source production and reducing the number or scale of
LULUs.
Fair process pertains to the way in which collective decisions on the distribution are made. Equity is
not only about the end result, but also about the process by which the result occurs (Stone, 2001). From this
perspective, a distribution is equitable if it results from a fair process. Scholars and practitioners of siting
increasingly turn to more democratic and voluntary processes, recognising that Decide-Announce-Defend
approaches do not work well. Environmental justice studies also point out that fair process is indispensable
to realising distributive justice, empowering the least-empowered and opening up the way to change the
systems which reproduce distributive injustice (Heiman, 1996; Hunold & Young, 1998; Lake, 1993, 1996).
The idea of fairness in siting process is also diverse, ranging from impartiality, equal opportunity,
equal chance, voluntariness, to participation. Impartiality requires that a site selection be made on unbiased,
non-partisan criteria. A process is fair when sites for LULUs are chosen according to technical and rational
criteria, and all communities are treated equally without any discriminatory intention. Equal opportunity
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argues for fair competition among communities with equal starting resource, such as competitive bidding
against LULUs among communities with an equal number of bargaining chips such as vetoes (Been, 1992).
Equal chance requires that each community have an equal chance of being selected for the site. A typical
example is a lottery (Kunreuther, 1996). Voluntariness emphasises a community’s willingness to accept
LULUs (Munton, 1996). A process is fair if communities are given veto power and make their own
decisions on whether or not to host LULUs. Participation demands that all parties are equally represented in
the process, valuing informed citizens’ communication to assess possible alternatives (Fischer, 1993, 2000;
McAvoy, 1999; Renn, Webler, & Kastenholz, 1996; Renn, 2006).
Given the plurality of ideas, political battles arise not only over distributive equity in general, but also
over which idea of distributive equity to employ. Distributive equity is one of the most crucial aspects of
LULUs siting and which idea of distributive equity dominates siting policies determines who is to shoulder
how much of the burden; different ideas of distributive equity lead to different policies and different
outcomes. This significance and plurality of ideas of distributive equity raises a question: how and why does
a particular idea of distributive equity out of many rise to prominence and become influential in siting policy?

2. In Ward Waste Disposal and its changing dominance in policy
In Ward Waste Disposal in the 23 wards of Tokyo
“In Ward Waste Disposal” (Jikunaishori [自区内処理] or IWWD) is an idea of distributive equity
which emerged in the early 1970s in the 23 wards of Tokyo2. Waste disposal facilities are typical LULUs,
and their siting has been increasingly problematic due to population concentration resulting from population

2

Tokyo Metropolis is divided into two parts: the special wards and Western Tokyo. The former, the eastern part
of Tokyo, consists of the 23 wards. The latter, also known as the San-Tama region, includes 30 local
municipalities as of 2013.
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growth and urbanisation (Lang & Xu, 2013; Pellow, 2004; Rootes & Leonard, 2009; Rootes, 2007, 2009a,
2009b; E. J. Walsh, Warland, & Smith, 1997). Tokyo went through a lot of conflicts over waste disposal
facilities and how to redress inter-ward distributive inequity had been one of the most crucial issues. In the
23 wards of Tokyo, Koto ward had been imposed with disproportionate burdens of waste disposal (Figure
1-1). Huge amounts of waste generated in the 23 wards had been dumped in coastal landfills next to Koto
ward. The ward had suffered from bad smells, traffic jams, and outbreaks of flies and rats. This distributive
inequity brought about the “Tokyo Garbage War” in the 1970s.
Figure 1-1. Map of Tokyo Metropolis3

Koto ward

In 1971, Koto ward declared IWWD, calling for a more equitable distribution of the burden. This
idea of distributive equity called for the self-sufficient waste disposal by each ward, meaning that waste from
a ward should be disposed of within the ward. Derived from this basic meaning, it had two different but
tightly interconnected requirements: that waste disposal facilities should be fairly distributed among the
wards and that each ward should be institutionally responsible for the disposal of its own waste.
The first aspect required that waste disposal facilities should be equitably distributed among the 23

3

Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
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wards. As detailed in chapter three, IWWD had been exclusively associated with incinerators, because the
original claimant of the idea, i.e. Koto ward, regarded insufficient incineration capacity as the fundamental
cause of the huge amount of waste dumped in the landfills next to the ward. The aim of IWWD, therefore,
was to claim that an incinerator should be sited in every ward so that waste from a ward could be taken care
of within the ward. This idea of siting incinerators in every ward was adopted by the Tokyo Metropolitan
Government (TMG) and translated into the One Ward One Incinerator (OWOI) policy.
IWWD was not just about a fair distribution of waste disposal facilities, but also about the
institutional system of waste management, requiring that each ward should be responsible for and dispose
of its own waste. In Japan, each municipality has institutional responsibility for the disposal of waste
generated in its own district. In the 23 wards of Tokyo, however, waste management had been administrated
regionally by the TMG4. IWWD necessitated the shift from this regional disposal to the local disposal by
each ward5 by devolving the responsibility of waste disposal from the TMG to each ward. Thus, the fair
distribution of waste disposal facilities and the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal constituted
the two components of this idea of distributive equity.

Changing influence of IWWD
However, the influence of this idea of distributive equity on the policies waxed and waned over time
until the idea was finally abandoned in 2003. The story of the ebbs and flows is divided into four periods.
IWWD was adopted by the TMG as the OWOI policy although the influence of the idea of the selfresponsibility of each ward in waste disposal was minimal (the first period from 1971 to 1973). Nonetheless,

4
5

The institutional responsibility was devolved to each ward in 2000 as explained later.
In this thesis, the phrase “regional disposal” is used to refer to a disposal system in which waste disposal is
administered by a regional government (the TMG or a local government association) over the 23 wards as a
whole, while “local disposal” means a disposal system in which waste disposal is managed by each ward.
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in the latter half of the 1970s, the OWOI policy was compromised and IWWD was no longer referred to in
waste management policies during the 1980s (the second period from 1974 to 1989). In the 1990s, the TMG
showed its renewed determination to achieve OWOI, and the devolution of waste management
responsibility from the TMG to each ward was planned (the third period from 1990 to 1996). However, both
OWOI and self-sufficient disposal by each ward were postponed in the latter half of the 1990s and finally
abandoned in 2003 (the fourth period from 1997 to 2003).
Thus, the dominance of IWWD waxed and waned over time. Why did this particular idea of
distributive equity become so influential in siting policy in the 23 wards of Tokyo? Why did the prominence
of this idea decline despite its influence in the early 1970s? What made IWWD revive in the 1990s? Why
was the idea abandoned in the early 2000s?

3. Explaining the dominance of an idea of distributive equity
Objective of the study
The objective of this study is to explore what determines the dominance of a particular idea of
distributive equity in siting policies and its change over time. Given the importance and plurality, it is worth
asking why a particular idea of distributive equity rises to prominence and wields its influence on policies.
Not just the rise of an idea, but also the fall of that idea needs to be explained so as to grasp an overall picture
of the politics of distributive equity. As the case of IWWD shows, the dominance of an idea cannot last
forever; it must decline eventually. This study is to elucidate causes and mechanisms behind the rise and fall
of the influence of an idea of distributive equity.
For this purpose, this study conducts an in-depth qualitative case study on the political processes
through which the influence of a particular idea of distributive equity changes over time. IWWD in the 23
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wards of Tokyo provides an interesting case. As noted above, the dominance of IWWD in Tokyo fluctuated
over time through the four periods. A comparison of the four periods makes it possible to thoroughly
examine what caused the diachronic variation in the dominance of this idea of distributive equity.

Politics and ideas
The theoretical framework of this research is constructed by critically reviewing ideational
approaches in political studies. An increasing number of studies incorporate roles that ideas play in policy
formulation and implementation into political analysis. They take seriously the impact of ideas on political
behaviours and outcomes, and analyse the role of ideas, such as conceptual models, norms, values, world
views, frames, discourses, causal beliefs, cultures, ideologies and the like, in the political phenomenon
(Béland & Cox, 2010). Although mainstream political studies tend to regard ideas as epiphenomenal or a
mere political hook on material interests, the studies on the politics of ideas emphasise significant causal
influences of ideas on politics and policy making.
This thesis argues that a comprehensive framework which integrates different types of variables is
necessary to explain the rise and fall of the dominance of an idea. While the studies on ideas in politics
mainly focus on how ideational variables influence political behaviours and outcomes, this study is
interested in how one particular idea out of many rises to political prominence. This means treating an idea
as what needs to be explained (a dependent factor) rather than as the explanation (an explanatory factor). As
discussed in the next chapter, to answer the question of the dominance of an idea, it is necessary to adopt a
comprehensive, integrated framework which recognises not only ideational causes but also the power
struggles between calculating actors as well as the influence of external events and environments. This study
considers four explanatory variables (i.e. ideational legitimacy, interests, power of claimants, and exogenous
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environments) and the interaction between them to explain the rise and fall of IWWD’s prominence in
policies.

4. Significance of the study
This thesis makes significant contributions to the study of the politics of siting and ideas. This study
enhances the understanding of siting conflicts in two ways. First, it fills a gap in knowledge of siting issues
between western countries and non-western countries. There are an increasing number of studies of siting
conflicts in non-western countries including Japan and other Asian countries (Aldrich, 2008; Fan, 2008;
Fung, Lesbirel, & Lam, 2011; Hsu, 2006; Johnson, 2010; Kang & Jang, 2013; Lesbirel, 1998; Munton,
1996; Sun, 2015). These studies analyse siting conflicts over LULUs such as nuclear power stations, waste
disposal facilities, dams, and airports focusing on political and legal institutions, opposition movements,
strength of civil society, local political and industrial structures, and methods of settlement used by
governments and industries. However, studies of siting conflicts are still mostly based on experiences in
western countries.
Second, this study furthers the understanding of the role and influence of ideas in siting conflicts.
While some studies on the siting of a project have acknowledged the ideational aspects of conflicts as
delineated in the next chapter, how an idea’s role and influence is related with non-ideational factors such as
interests, power, and economic conditions has not been fully studied. An intensive case study of IWWD
with the comprehensive analytical framework, therefore, makes a significant contribution to develop
knowledge of the siting of locally unwanted facilities.
Particularly, IWWD is worth studying to better understand the politics of waste disposal facility
siting in Japan. IWWD has taken significant roles in siting conflicts in this country. Japan has seen thousands
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of conflicts over waste disposal facilities. Cross-border movement of waste is one of the biggest causes of
these conflicts (Taguchi, 2003), and IWWD is often used as a justification to build facilities in some cases
or as a cause for rejecting siting projects in others. Exploring the politics of IWWD in its birthplace, therefore,
offers perspectives necessary to better comprehend siting politics in Japan.
IWWD has been understudied despite its importance for siting politics in Japan. Although some
studies have looked into the Tokyo Garbage War in the 1970s (Ishii, 2006; Mizoiri, 1988; Osumi, 1972;
Teruyoshi Shibata, 2001a, 2001b; Shimizu, 1999; Tsugawa, 1993; Yorimoto, 1974, 1977), why IWWD
became so influential in this period and why that idea lost its influence quickly has yet to be explained. It is
true that there are several studies which analyse IWWD in relation to the regionalisation of disposal,
recycling or financial issues (Fujii, 2006; Isono, 2003; Okuda & Thomson, 2007; H. Takahashi, 2001) and
these studies are suggestive of what affected the influence of IWWD. However, they lack a comprehensive
explanation on how and why the dominance of IWWD in the 23 wards of Tokyo changed over time. This
thesis fills in these gaps in knowledge by conducting an in-depth case study on the changing dominance of
IWWD with a consistent, integrative theoretical framework.
Furthermore, this thesis furthers the study on the politics of ideas in social sciences. While a growing
number of studies on siting conflicts pay more attention to the causal influence of beliefs, values or
discourses, little is known about what makes a specific idea prominent in policy making. In addition, these
studies mostly focus on the rise of an idea; why a once-dominant idea loses its influence in policies has been
much less studied. IWWD provides an interesting case to observe not only the rise but also the fall of an
idea. The comparison of the four periods can strengthen the argument on the causal mechanisms of the
dominance of an idea. By examining the case of IWWD, the study is able to show a more comprehensive
picture of the politics of ideas.
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Last, but not least, this research provides comparative insights, not only with other municipalities in
Japan, but also with ones in other countries and areas. Siting conflicts are universal phenomena and
distributive equity is an essential part of them. As the dominant idea of distributive equity in policies
powerfully informs siting practices and affects the pattern of the distribution of costs and benefits, exploring
the causes and mechanisms behind that domination leads to a deeper understanding of the politics of siting
and ideas. It is true that this is just a case study on IWWD in the 23 wards of Tokyo and the result cannot
simply be generalised. However, the diachronic comparison of the four periods with the integrative
framework offers perspectives for further comparative studies on siting and ideas.

5. Chapters
The rest of this thesis consists of six chapters. The next chapter shows the theoretical framework and
methodology of the study. Reviewing the literature on the politics of ideas, it is concluded that a
comprehensive approach which integrates ideational and non-ideational factors is necessary to explain the
rise and fall of the dominance of an idea. Then, four different types of variables (i.e. ideational legitimacy,
interests, power of claimants, and exogenous environments) are introduced. It is argued that the dominance
of an idea at any point of time is determined by these four variables and the interaction between them. This
study conducts an in-depth qualitative case study by document analysis and semi-structured interviews to
unravel complicated political processes through which the influence of IWWD waxed and waned.
Diachronic comparison of the four periods makes it possible to better understand what affected the strength
of IWWD.
The following four chapters empirically examine the rise and fall of the influence of IWWD in the
23 wards of Tokyo period by period. Chapter three explains why IWWD became influential in the early
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1970s although it was limited to the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. This idea of distributive equity
was advocated by Koto ward, which had suffered the concentrated burdens of waste disposal. The idea of
siting incinerators in every ward was quickly accepted by the TMG and translated into the OWOI policy.
The rapid economic growth and incinerationism as the long-held policy paradigm provided advantageous
environments for the idea to rise to prominence. On the other hand, the self-responsibility of each ward in
waste disposal was not reflected in the policies. It was the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union which prevented
this institutional aspect of IWWD from influencing the policies.
Chapter four looks into the decline of IWWD in the second period from 1974-1989. In spite of its
prominence in the early 1970s, its influence started declining from 1974. The TMG was not able to
implement the OWOI policy due to the limited land availability in the central part of Tokyo and the persistent
local opposition against the incinerator projects. This feedback from the implementation negatively affected
the dominance of IWWD. Furthermore, the two oil crises, which occurred in 1973 and 1979, substantially
damaged the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. It was not until 1990 that IWWD became influential
once again.
Chapter five shows how and why the influence of IWWD revived in the 1990s. Koto ward argued
for IWWD once again and launched a campaign to realise this idea of distributive equity. The TMG
announced a siting plan to construct incinerators in every ward. The bubble economy in the late 1980s
prepared the way for this revival of IWWD. Furthermore, the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in
waste disposal strengthened its influence in this period. The politics of the autonomy system reform of the
23 wards opened up the opportunity for this part of IWWD to influence policies. The dominance of IWWD
reached its culmination in the 1990s with the two engines of this idea working together.
However, the dominance did not last long; it started declining from 1997 and IWWD was abandoned
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in 2003. Chapter six considers what caused this decline of IWWD. The economic recession after the
financial bubble burst impacted the production of waste and the financial capacity of the TMG and the ward
governments. The waste management policy changed as Sustainable Waste Management became
influential as a new policy paradigm and dioxin problems attracted public attention. Under the rapidly
changing circumstances, the idea of distributive equity was losing its influence.
The concluding chapter summarises the empirical results and discusses their implications. The case
study demonstrates that the dominance of an idea and its change over time cannot be properly understood if
focusing on only a particular type of variable. Furthermore, the study emphasises the significance of
understanding the way in which multiple variables interact with one another and how such interaction results
in the dominance of an idea.
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2. Explaining the Rise and Fall of the Dominance of an Idea

This chapter describes a theoretical framework that will be used to explain the rise and fall of an idea
of distributive equity in siting policies. As explained in the introduction, there are multiple ideas of
distributive equity and which one of them dominates policies makes a significant difference in the
distribution of the burden. Then, why does a particular idea of distributive equity become more influential
at a particular period of time? Conversely, why does a once-influential idea decline and eventually get
abandoned? To explain the rise and fall of the dominance of an idea, this thesis turns to the studies of ideas
and politics.
This chapter consists of three parts. Firstly, ideational approaches in political studies are briefly
reviewed. It concludes that, for this project, it is necessary to adopt a comprehensive framework which takes
into account not only ideational causes but also the power struggles between rationally calculating actors as
well as the influence of external events and environments. The second part introduces four different types of
variables to explain the dominance of an idea (i.e. ideational legitimacy, interests, power of claimants, and
exogenous environments). It is argued that the prominence of an idea at any point of time is determined by
these four variables and the interaction between them, and that the degree of the dominance changes as each
of these variables and the way they interact change over time. In the third part, the methodology for this
study is explained. An in-depth qualitative case study makes it possible to unravel complicated political
processes through which the influence of an idea waxes and wanes. Diachronic comparison is adopted in
this project; comparing different periods of time offers a more comprehensive understanding of what causes
the changes in the dominance of an idea.
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1. Ideational approaches in political studies
Significance of ideas to explain political phenomenon
An increasing number of scholars have paid close attention to the role and influence of ideas in
shaping political outcomes (Béland & Cox, 2010; Bell, 2012; Berman, 2001; Blyth, 2013; Campbell, 1998,
2002; Padamsee, 2009; Panizza & Miorelli, 2013; Schmidt, 2008; N. Smith et al., 2014; Surel, 2000). They
acknowledge that ideas, such as conceptual models, norms, values, world views, frames, discourses, causal
beliefs, cultures, ideologies, and the like, affect political behaviours and outcomes. In general, ideas shape
“how we understand political problems, give definition to our goals and strategies, and are the currency we
use to communicate about politics” (Béland & Cox, 2010: xvi). Scholars in ideas and politics have shown
that ideas are not epiphenomenal or mere political hooks on material interests, but factors which exert
significant causal influence on politics and policy making. By focusing on ideas, it is possible to explain
political behaviours and outcomes which cannot be explained with rationalist interests, material conditions,
institutional settings, or historical paths (Schmidt, 2008, 2010a).
Types and roles of ideas discussed in these studies vary from specific, concrete, programmatic ideas
to broader, more general ideas (Tannenwald, 2005). Policy-relevant ideas and their roles in politics can be
differentiated according to levels of generality (Campbell, 1998, 2002; Mehta, 2010; Schmidt, 2008). At the
most concrete and specific level, ideas can take the form of specific policies or solutions proposed by policy
makers. Ideas at this level provide the means for solving problems and accomplishing objectives.
Programmatic ideas such as policy paradigms (Hall, 1993) and policy definitions (Mehta, 2010) are at a
more basic level than policy ideas. They define the problems to be solved, the goal to be achieved, and the
norms to be applied by such policies. Philosophy, or worldviews, refers to broader ideas which cut across
substantive areas and undergird the other two levels of ideas. Policy and programmatic ideas are seen as
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being at the foreground, and are discussed and debated on a regular basis. In comparison, philosophical ideas,
as a set of taken-for-granted assumptions which are widely shared, are not open to criticism, being at the
background. Ideas also differ in whether they are normative or cognitive (Campbell, 1998, 2002; Schmidt,
2008). Normative ideas consist of values and attitudes which inform what is legitimate, appropriate and what
one ought to do. Cognitive ideas are descriptions and theoretical analyses which specify causal relationships
and provide guidelines and roadmaps for political actions.
The role and influence of ideas have been discussed and applied in various fields of social sciences.
Some scholars in institutionalism incorporate ideational factors to explain policy changes and political
outcomes which cannot be explained with cultural, historical and rational choice institutionalisms (Béland,
2005, 2009b; Béland & Waddan, 2015; Blyth, 1997, 2001; Campbell, 1998, 2002; Hall, 1993, 1996; Moon,
2013; Peters, Pierre, & King, 2005; Schmidt, 2002a, 2002b, 2003, 2008, 2010a, 2010b). Comparative policy
analysis also takes ideational factors seriously to explain variations in specific policies among developed
democracies (Bleich, 2002; Cox, 2004; King, 1973; Schmidt, 2002a, 2002b; Skogstad, 1998; J. I. Walsh,
2000; White, 2002). Constructivists in international relations emphasise the role of shared ideas in foreign
policy (Haas, 1992; Parsons, 2000; Wendt, 1999). Studies focusing on racial and gender politics also have
paid close attention to ideational processes in the formation of identities and inequalities (Béland, 2009a;
Bleich, 2002; King & Smith, 2014; Lieberman, 2002, 2010; Marshall, 2000; Padamsee, 2009; Van Dijk,
1992; White, 2002; Whitehead and Tsikata, 2003). In the studies on environmental politics and disputes, the
impact of ideas, discourses and arguments have been discussed as different perceptions and perspectives on
environmental issues compete with each other (Dryzek, 2005; Fischer, 2000; Hajer, 1997; Hajer & Versteeg,
2005; Litfin, 1994; Teravainen, 2010). Studies on social movements and mobilisation stress the significance
of ideologies and discursive frames in mobilisation processes, challenging materialist approaches (Benford,
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1993; Benford & Snow, 2000; Snow et al., 1986).
Studies on the siting of a project have also paid close attention to the ideational aspects of conflicts.
From this perspective, siting conflicts are viewed as conflicts between different beliefs, ideas or discourses
around key aspects of siting (Lesbirel, 2011a). In siting conflicts, there is difference among relevant actors
in the very way the problem is understood and defined, as siting issues are wicked problems with no clearcut criteria by which a resolution can be judged (Fischer, 1993, 2000). The tension between citizens and
experts in siting conflicts is rooted in their differing point of view in relation to key issues in siting (McAvoy,
1999), such as the division in risk perception (Cvetkovich & Earle, 1992). More democratic and deliberative
processes are advocated to reconcile different perspectives, as there is no objective, scientific standpoint to
evaluate them (Fischer, 2000; McAvoy, 1999). Ideational viewpoints are also applied to studies which
attempt to reveal how specific identities or stigmas are mobilised in siting conflicts, particularly ones over
human service facilities. For instance, Hubbard (2005a) and Wilton (2002) argue that the notion of
“Whiteness” is mobilised in community opposition to human-service facilities to defend socio-spatial
privileges of the white population. The role of stigma is also explored to explain the community rejection of
human services related to homelessness and HIV/AIDS (L. M. Takahashi, 1997a, 1997b; L. M. Takahashi
& Dear, 1997). Framing analysis, a social constructionist approach in social movement theory, is applied to
grassroots movements against LULUs as well. Framing refers to the actors’ signifying work or construction
of meaning (Benford & Snow, 2000; Snow & Benford, 1988; Snow et al., 1986). Framing analysis studies
sets of beliefs and meanings which inspire and legitimise the activities and campaigns of a social movement.
Some studies on siting take this approach and illustrate how grassroots movements against LULUs expand
their narrow, reactive goals through interaction with the opponents and nationwide movement networks
(Futrell, 2003; Kang & Jang, 2013; Mcclymont & O’hare, 2008; Shemtov, 2003).
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Explaining the dominance and its change over time
This thesis attempts to examine why a particular idea of distributive equity becomes dominant in
siting policies and why its dominance changes over time. Most of the studies in ideas and politics have aimed
to prove the ideas’ causal influence on political phenomena. However, the purpose of this thesis is not to
show whether ideas matter or not in politics, but to examine why a particular idea rises in prominence in
policies, and why a previously influential idea declines and gets abandoned. Ideas matter in politics and
policy making. Then, why does a particular idea, not others, thrive at a particular period of time? This
question indicates treating an idea as what needs to be explained rather than the explanation (Acharya, 2004;
Béland & Cox, 2010). Ideational researchers have been more interested in treating an idea as the explanation
to demonstrate that ideas are major causal factors in explaining politics and policy making, thus refuting
materialist approaches (Berman, 2001). While a number of theories and case studies show that an idea is
important and influential in explaining specific political and policy outcomes, why particular ideas are
successful among multiple competing ideas has been much less studied (Mehta, 2010).
Furthermore, this study is interested not only in the dominance of an idea in one period of time, but
also in the changes of that dominance from one period to another. The degree to which an idea is reflected
in policies fluctuates over time. The same idea may be influential on policies in one period, but less dominant
in another. To grasp an overall picture of the politics of ideas, it is necessary to explain not just when an idea’s
time comes but also when that idea’s time is up (Mehta, 2010). While attention has been paid to the former,
the latter has been much less studied (Mehta, 2010; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004). Although it has been pointed
out that the failure of previous ideas opens up space for a new idea to come in (Berman, 2001, 2010;
Campbell, 2002; Goldstein & Keohane, 1993; Legro, 2000), what makes a once-dominant idea become less
influential and eventually fail has been understudied.
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To explain the dominance of an idea and its changes over time, ideational explanation alone is not
sufficient. It is necessary to have an approach that integrates ideational and other types of variables which
shape the production of particular ideas and the conditions under which they can affect behaviours and
outcomes (Béland, 2009b; Béland & Cox, 2010; Berman, 2001, 2010; Florini, 1996; Padamsee, 2009;
Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004; J. I. Walsh, 2000). Non-ideational factors play significant roles in determining
which idea is victorious. This is not to disregard the influence of ideational factors. Ideas may become
prominent and powerful more or less in their own right and/or its resonance with pre-existing dominant ideas
at a more general level may make them influential. However, ideational factors alone cannot explain why a
particular idea, among multiple competing ideas, achieves prominence in the political realm at particular
moments while others do not (Berman, 2001; Lieberman, 2002, 2010; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004). Politics
is both powering and puzzling (Hall, 1993; Heclo, 1974; Lieberman, 2010). Interests and power of actors
must play significant roles in whether an idea becomes successful or not in policies. Ideas need the support
of powerful actors that have an interest in promoting them (Béland, 2005). External events and environments
should also be taken into account, for an idea becomes prominent under specific environments and any
change in them is likely to affect the influence of that idea. To answer the question of the rise and fall of an
idea, it is necessary to take a comprehensive, integrated framework which recognises not only ideational
causes but also the power struggles between rationally calculating actors as well as the influence of external
events and environments.

2. The dominance of an idea and its four explanatory variables
This study, therefore, examines different types of variables and the interaction between them to
explain the dominance of an idea. This section explains variables to be considered in the empirical analysis.
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First, it clarifies what is to be explained (i.e. the dependent variable) and how it is measured. Then, four
variables (i.e. ideational legitimacy, interests, power of claimants, and exogenous environments) are
introduced to explain the dominance of an idea. It is argued that it is important to look into not only the
effects of each one of these four variables, but also the way in which they interact with one another, in order
to reveal mechanisms behind the diachronic changes of the dominance of an idea.
 The dependent variable
・The dominance of an idea: the degree to which an idea is reflected in policies
 The explanatory variables
・Ideational legitimacy: the degree to which an idea is perceived as normatively and cognitively
legitimate
・Interests: the degree to which an idea fits with interests among actors, helping them achieve
their goals
・Power of claimants: the ability of the carriers of an idea to influence policy processes and
outcomes
・Exogenous environments: the degree to which an idea fits with environments outside of the
concerned political arena

Defining the dominance of an idea
The dependent variable in this research is the dominance of an idea, herein defined as the degree to
which that idea is reflected in governmental policies. It is possible to define the dominance of an idea in
other ways, given the variety of ways in which ideas influence political thoughts, behaviours and outcomes
as reviewed above. It may be defined, for instance, as the degree to which an idea is shared among social
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groups such as policy elites, politicians, academics, social movements, general citizens, and the like. It is
also possible to operationalise it as the degree to which an idea is prevalent in mass media, books, or the
internet. However, this thesis focuses on the impact of an idea on governmental policies. Being prevalent
among certain social groups and/or media does not necessarily guarantee that an idea dominates distributive
issues in politics. For an idea of distributive equity to influence outcomes, that idea must be substantively
adopted in governmental policies. Focusing on governmental policies offers an appropriate platform to
evaluate the dominance of an idea of distributive equity.
In this study, the influence of an idea in policies is measured by two criteria:
 whether that idea is recognised as a significant principle in policies,
 and the degree to which that idea substantively affects contents of policies.
An idea is dominant when policies recognise that idea as a central principle. In other words, the dominance
is measured according to whether an idea is mentioned or not in policy documents. However, this simple
measurement alone is not sufficient to assess the dominance of an idea, because the fact that an idea is
mentioned in policy documents does not guarantee that the idea is substantively reflected in policies. It is
possible that an idea may be compromised and does not exert substantial impact on policies even if it is
worded in documents. It is necessary to look into whether an idea actually influences the substantive contents
of the policies. For this purpose, the study sets as the second criterion the degree to which the requirements
of an idea are substantively embodied in the policies. For instance, an idea that requires siting an incinerator
in every city is dominant in a policy when that policy actually shows concrete plans to construct an
incinerator in every city. Conversely, its influence is relatively weak, regardless of whether that idea is
advocated in that policy, if that policy does not show any clear roadmap to satisfy what that idea requires
and/or that requirement is compromised allowing one incinerator to be shared with several cities.
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This does not mean excluding the enforcement and implementation of the policy from the analysis.
While the thesis assesses the dominance of an idea by the degree of its prevalence in policies rather than its
impacts on the resultant distribution, it takes into consideration the feedback from the implementation and
its effects on the dominance of an idea in policies. While scholars in politics and ideas have paid much
attention to the adaptation of new ideas, the implementation of such adopted ideas has been less focused
upon (Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004; J. I. Walsh, 2000). Nonetheless, the implementation plays a significant
part in the story of the success or failure of ideas. It is all the more true for LULUs siting because the difficulty
of LULUs siting lies in most part in its implementation. Conflicts happen not only in the acceptance of an
idea into policies, but also in the process of carrying out the siting of a project to realise that idea. Furthermore,
this feedback from the implementation is particularly important as this study is interested not only in the
dominance of an idea at one period of time, but also its change over time. Even if policy makers once accept
an idea, it may be compromised later when faced with the difficulty to put it into practice. Although this
study focuses on the dominance on an idea “in policies”, it considers the implementation of the policies as a
significant factor.

Ideational legitimacy
Ideational legitimacy concerns the characteristics of an idea which are perceived as legitimate among
actors. As framing theory contends, ideas mobilise potential adherents and constituents, garner bystanders’
support, and demobilise antagonists (Snow & Benford, 1988). How an idea is associated with elements,
such as causality of the problems, culpable actors, victimisation, solutions, cultural symbols, and values,
affects the likelihood of the success of that idea (Benford & Snow, 2000; Bleich, 2002; Campbell, 1998;
Mehta, 2010; Schmidt, 2008; K. E. Smith, 2013; Snow & Benford, 2000; Snow et al., 1986; Stone, 1989,
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2001). In other words, the contents of an idea affect its chances of dominating policies.
The dominance of an idea depends on whether it satisfies the underlying values of the polity which
policy makers and citizens share (normative) and whether it provides robust solutions to existing problems
(cognitive) (Schmidt, 2008). An idea of distributive equity contains both normative and cognitive arguments
as well. An idea of distributive equity in siting is normative as it informs how the burden of locally unwanted
facilities ought to be distributed among communities and social groups. The chance of an idea dominating
policies is high when its normative implications are morally appealing. An idea of distributive equity has
cognitive arguments as well, specifying causal relationships and providing guidelines and roadmaps for
political action. An idea is more likely to be adopted by actors if it is perceived as a viable solution to existing
problems, providing a clear roadmap out of troublesome policy situations (Berman, 2001; Campbell, 1998,
2002; Hall, 1989; Schmidt, 2008; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004). An idea becomes dominant when it is
normatively appealing and cognitively convincing, and when normative and cognitive arguments are
compatible rather than contradictory (Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004).
It is noteworthy that ideational legitimacy is not just about internal structures and logic of ideas, but
also about its congruence with pre-existing normative and cognitive frameworks. The internal characteristics
alone cannot explain the variation in the degree of ideational legitimacy among places and times. It is
necessary, therefore, to look into the relationship with pre-existing and prevailing normative and cognitive
frameworks. A new idea is more likely to prevail when it is congruent with such frameworks which affect
how actors think and behave (Acharya, 2004; Campbell, 1998, 2002; Mehta, 2010; Schmidt, 2010a;
Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004; A. Smith & Kern, 2009; K. E. Smith, 2013; White, 2002). An idea of distributive
equity is perceived as legitimate when its normative arguments resonate with actors’ values and its cognitive
arguments fit with the existing policy paradigm (Hall, 1993), or policy core (Sabatier, 1988).
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For instance, an idea of distributive equity is more likely to be accepted in policy making when that
idea’s cognitive arguments fit with a prevailing policy paradigm. A policy paradigm is an interpretive
framework of ideas and standards that specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of instruments that
can be used to attain them, but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing (Hall,
1993). Policy paradigms constrain actors’ thoughts and practices by specifying goals and limiting the range
of instruments that can be used. An idea may be perceived as a viable solution to existing problems under a
certain policy paradigm, and the shift of that policy paradigm is likely to affect the dominance of a particular
idea.

Interests
Interests (material benefits, political powers, or others) are also a significant factor that can be used
to explain the dominance of an idea. An idea is more likely to be prominent in policies when that idea is
congruent with the interests of relevant actors, helping them further and achieve their self-interested agendas.
As many researchers argue, interests are important conveyors of ideas (Carstensen, 2010, 2011; Dudley,
1999; Goldstein & Keohane, 1993; Hall, 1989; Hansen & King, 2001; Howorth, 2004; Stone, 1993; Surel,
2000; J. I. Walsh, 2000). Even if an idea is perceived as ideationally legitimate, actors may not support that
idea if it is against their interests. On the contrary, a bad idea may prevail if it is congruent with the key
interests of important actors. The more an idea, or the policy implications of that idea, fits with the strategic
interests among actors, the more likely that idea becomes influential on policies.
It is at least partly true that even interests are socially constructed through ideational processes, as
constructivism approaches maintain (Béland 2007; Cox 2001, 2010; Dimitrakopoulos 2005; Hofmann
1995; Padamsee 2009; Schmidt 2010a; White 2002). Constructivists criticise the pluralist and rationalist
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views on ideas as being epiphenomenal and mere hooks for material interests. They insist that interests are
shaped through ideational processes. As Schmidt (2010a) summarises, even where focus is on strategic and
instrumental behaviour, the emphasis is on agents' ideas about their subjective interests, about which utility
to maximize (interests), how to maximize it (strategies) and to what end (goals). Separation of ideas and
interests in the rationalist framework leads to treating ideas as mere justification or legitimisation for interests
(Laffey & Weldes, 1997).
Nonetheless, it is convenient and reasonable to analytically separate interests and ideas, for ideas and
self-interests often contradict each other in siting disputes. It is common for all parties to agree on an idea in
general, but some oppose a concrete plan when it imposes the burden of LULUs on their community. Siting
conflicts are not just about beliefs, norms and values, but also about gain and loss. A new idea of distributive
equity, if it is adopted in policies, changes the pattern of the distribution of costs and benefits among
communities and groups. It is likely that those who are expected to accept burdens under a new idea oppose
that idea even when they consider it normatively and/or cognitively legitimate. Politics of distributive equity
in siting is more subject to the struggle over interests. It is reasonable and productive to analytically separate
ideational causes and interests, and empirically examine how they interact in the political processes.

Power of claimants
Power concerns the ability of the claimants of an idea to influence policy-making processes and
outcomes. New ideas do not achieve political prominence on their own, but must be championed by carriers
(or advocates) such as entrepreneurs, policy makers, politicians, social groups and movements, who are able
to make others reconsider the ways they think and act (Béland, 2005, 2009b; Berman, 2001; Florini, 1996;
Hansen & King, 2001; Howorth, 2004). There will be proponents and opponents of an idea, whether from
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ideational- or interest-oriented reasons, and both sides fight over that idea in the policy-making processes.
Ideational legitimacy and interests give actors motivation, but not their ability to make it prevalent. Politics
involves power; an idea, however good or compelling in its arguments, can nevertheless fail if certain actors
with veto power remain unconvinced (Gourevitch, 1989; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004).
The attributes of claimants, therefore, must be taken into account to explain the dominance of an
idea. For an idea to become prominent in policies, that idea must be supported by actors who are able to
influence policy-making processes. Even if an idea is advocated by some actors, that idea is less likely to be
influential on policies if they are not powerful enough to make that idea prevalent. For an idea of distributive
equity to become influential in policies, the claimants of that idea need to be capable of making their claims
heard by the policy makers.
Power also includes the capacity of a government to implement the policy requirements of an idea.
In this regard, power refers to not only the ability to override the opposition, but also the capacity to
implement. As Hall (1989) contends, administrative feasibility affects the success or failure of a policy idea.
Even if an idea of distributive equity is adopted by the government, the application to policies may be
compromised when that idea is not feasible given insufficient governmental capacity. For instance, an idea
may lose its dominance in policies when the financial cost of realising that idea is beyond governmental
capacity to fund it. Not only financial capacity, but also urban structure, such as land availability, traffic
conditions, population distribution, or ethnic and class divisions, may constitute major constraints on
possible siting options and undercut the governmental capacity to put that idea into practice.
Power, herein defined as the ability of proponents of an idea to influence policy processes and
outcomes, is held by various sources. Organisational resources constitute a significant repository of power.
Economic resources, human resources, material forces and such help actors who possess them to make their

27

opinions heard in policy-making processes. As many researchers argue, institutional settings (the formal and
informal rules and procedures in policy making) also affect which ideas are carried to the policy-making
arena, and thereafter adopted and implemented as a policy (Béland, 2005, 2009b; Campbell, 1998, 2002;
Dimitrakopoulos, 2005; Lieberman, 2002, 2010; Mehta, 2010; Schmidt, 2002a, 2002b, 2008, 2010a; J. I.
Walsh, 2000). For instance, in siting conflicts, local vetoes to the siting of LULUs may limit the power of
those who advocate an idea of distributive equity. On the other hand, authoritative measures to overcome
opposition, such as eminent domain, may empower government officials to push forward with an idea of
distributive equity more effectively. Institutions, as a condition for political decision making and
implementation which distribute power and resources between actors, are a major determinant of the extent
of the actors’ power as well as their ability to wield that power (Hall, 1989).

Exogenous environments
Exogenous environments refer to factors that are external to the relevant political system, such as
fundamental socio-cultural values and social structures, demographic conditions, economic situations,
technological development, nationwide governing coalition, and so forth. It should be noted that not only
factors within a political system, but also those outside of that system can affect the policy-making process
and thereafter the likelihood of an idea becoming dominant in the policies. For instance, the policy-making
process in a local political system is likely to be influenced by changes and incidents at the national and/or
international level, which are normally beyond the control of those within that political system. To
understand the dominance of an idea and its variation over a long period of time, factors outside of the local
political system should be taken into account.
As many researchers maintain, the contingency with the external environments affects the chances
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of an idea to be successful (Béland & Orenstein, 2013; Berman, 2001; Campbell, 2002; Florini, 1996;
Sabatier, 1988; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004; Surel, 2000). For instance, economic changes may impact the
siting of facilities when the demand for them is significantly dependent on economic circumstances.
Technological innovation may make a certain technology obsolete and discredit an idea of distributive equity
if it is closely related to that outmoded technology. Governmental changes in central politics may change
the relationship among actors in the concerned local political system. By the same token, global financial
crises, wars, or international treaties also might impact the dominance of an idea in one way or another. Not
only material factors such as economic conditions or technology, but also ideational environments matter as
well. Pre-existing ideas which are prevalent beyond the concerned political system, such as worldviews,
cultural values, or long-held policy paradigms, provide environments which affect how actors in the political
system think and behave in regard to an idea of distributive equity. Thus, the inputs from environments
external to the concerned political system are a significant factor that can be used to explain the dominance
of an idea, as they impose or provide, as the case may be, constraints and resources to the policy-making
processes.

The interaction between the variables
This thesis argues that the dominance of an idea in policies at any one period of time is determined
by the interaction between these four explanatory variables. The four variables are not independent of each
other. Rather, they interact in the policy-making processes. Examining the effects of each variable is not
sufficient to explain the rise and fall of the dominance of an idea; it is necessary to understand the way in
which they interact with one another and how such interaction results in the dominance, or the decline, of
an idea.
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While each one of the four variables affects the influence of an idea on policies, there might be
synergies and/or conflicts between the variables. For instance, ideational legitimacy and self-interests may
work harmoniously and give a boost to an idea. It is also probable that one variable conflicts with another.
For instance, ideational legitimacy may override entrenched interests of actors when an idea provides a
viable solution to existing problems and satisfies the actors’ underlying values. Conversely, individual
interests of powerful actors may prevent an idea from influencing policies even if that idea is perceived as
normatively and cognitively legitimate by all of the parties. Even if the exogenous environments are not
hospitable to an idea, that idea may still prevail, if it is backed by some actors who are able to push it into
policies.
More importantly, there might be interrelations between the variables. It is possible that one variable
influences another through some intermediate mechanisms. For instance, a certain exogenous environment
might affect the ideational legitimacy of an idea, positively or negatively, if the idea is believed to provide a
viable solution to the problem produced by that environment. By the same token, the actors’ power may be
related to economic or political conditions outside of the concerned political system. It is also likely that a
dissonance of interests within a group will weaken the power of that organisation. To understand the causes
and mechanisms behind the dominance of an idea, examining each of the four variables will not be
sufficient; it is necessary to unravel how the four variables interact with one another and how that interaction
affects the dominance of an idea in policies.

Changes in the dominance of an idea
This thesis explains not only the dominance of an idea at one period of time, but also its changes
over time. As noted earlier in this chapter, while much more attention has been paid to why an idea’s time
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comes, why an idea’s time is up has been understudied. To grasp a more comprehensive picture of the
politics of ideas, it is essential to illuminate mechanisms by which the dominance of an idea varies from one
period to another.
This thesis argues that the dominance of an idea changes over time as the four variables and the way
they interact change from one period to the next. As many scholars argue, changes may be brought about by
external shocks (Berman, 2001, 2010; Campbell, 2002; Florini, 1996; Moschella, 2015; Sabatier, 1988;
Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004; Surel, 2000). Changes in environments external to the political system, such as
economic crises, technological innovation, ideological shifts, governmental changes, or international
conflicts, could increase or reduce the influence of an idea on policies. Consequently, analysing the longterm variation in the dominance of an idea requires paying close attention to the changes in exogenous
environments.
However, the external shocks are not the only cause of changes. Even when the environments do
not change, the dominance of an idea may still change as the other explanatory variables change. Policy
changes can happen endogenously without external shocks (Lieberman, 2002). The power of proponents
might change from one period to another, as the power relationship among actors changes through some
mechanisms within the political system. Likewise, an idea’s congruence with interests may change as
institutional settings in the political system change. Policy elites’ perception of the ideational legitimacy of
an idea may change over time as a result of their policy-oriented learning6 (Hall, 1993; Heclo, 1974; Sabatier,
1988). To grasp the causes behind the changes in the prominence of an idea, it is necessary to pay attention
to the changes in both the exogenous and the endogenous factors.

6

Policy-oriented learning refers to “relatively enduring alterations of thought or behavioral intentions which
result from experience and which are concerned with the attainment (or revision) of policy objectives”
(Sabatier 1988: 133).
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Furthermore, it is necessary to take into consideration not only the changes in each one of the variables
but also in the way they interact. As noted above, the variables are not independent, and they interact with
one another. The relation between the variables may change if one of them changes. For instance, growing
normative legitimacy of an idea may persuade actors who formerly opposed it, due to incongruence with
their interests, to now accept it. Moreover, a change in a variable may induce change of another. For instance,
a change in the power relation might lead to a change in political interests among actors, or vice versa. To
explain the changes in the dominance of an idea, just examining the changes in each one of the variables is
not sufficient; it is necessary to reveal how a change in one variable affects the way the variables interact and
how it results in the change in the dominance of an idea.

3. Methodology
This research conducts a diachronic comparative case study on In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) in
the 23 wards of Tokyo. An in-depth qualitative case study informs this project. A case study is “an in-depth
exploration from multiple perspectives of the complexity and uniqueness of a particular project, policy,
institution, program or system in a “real life” context” (Simons, 2009: 21). This thesis attempts to unravel
the political processes in which an idea of distributive equity waxes and wanes by examining the four
explanatory variables and their interaction. This requires an in-depth investigation into the relevant actors’
motives and behaviours in the policy-making processes which are also embedded in unique political,
material, and ideational contexts inside and outside of the concerned political system. A case study offers “a
means of investigating complex social units consisting of multiple variables of potential importance in
understanding the phenomenon” (Merriam, 1988: 41).
Diachronic comparison is a feature of this project as well. Comparing different periods of time can
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offer a better understanding of what determines the dominance of a particular idea of distributive equity and
why it changes over time. IWWD in the 23 wards of Tokyo provides an interesting and useful case, as the
dominance of this idea of distributive equity varied through the four periods as explained in the previous
chapter. The comparison of these four periods can strengthen the argument on the causal mechanisms of the
dominance of an idea.
The dominance of an idea and the impact of the four explanatory variables are assessed qualitatively
with document analysis, being supplemented by semi-structured interviews. Document analysis is “a
systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents” (Bowen, 2009: 27). It is particularly relevant
to use qualitative case studies for researchers to produce rich descriptions of socio-political phenomena,
uncover meaning, develop understanding and discover insights to the issues and problems they research
(Stake, 1995; Yin, 2009). This thesis is a case study on siting policies in Tokyo and looks into the historical
changes of the dominance of IWWD in them. Documents are the primary data source for historical studies
and ideational approaches. By analysing documents, researchers can track the historical change and
development of policies in relation to the influence of ideas, values, and beliefs (Bowen, 2009; Yin, 2009).
Documents used in this study includes:
 governmental policy documents of the Tokyo Metropolitan Government, the 23 wards, and the
Japanese government
 government reports
 reports by governmental committees
 the minutes of the local assemblies
 surveys and opinion polls conducted by governments or other institutions
 leaflets, brochures, letters, bulletins and so forth issued by relevant actors including the
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governments, the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union, the local assemblies, local opposition groups,
and environmental movements
 judicial records
 news articles (Asahi, Yomiuri, Mainichi, Nikkei, Tosei Shimpou, and other local and trade papers)
 and journal articles and books.
Semi-structured interviews with those involved in the case are conducted to complement document
analysis. The interviews are semi-structured because questions should be tailored to specific contexts and
situations in which the participants took part and how they understand distributive equity. Sixteen interviews
were conducted between October 2011 and January 2012. The interviewees include; an official of the Tokyo
Metropolitan Government in the 1970s, officials of the Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Wards, government
officials and council members of Koto ward and other wards, members of the Tokyo Cleaning Workers
Union, and leaders of local opposition movements in the 1980s and the 1990s.
The dominance of an idea in policies is assessed by governmental policy documents and policy
statements found in other documents. As noted in the introduction, IWWD consisted of two requirements;
siting incinerators in every ward and the institutional responsibility of each ward in its own waste disposal.
This thesis looks into how much these two requirements of IWWD were reflected in policies to assess the
degree of the dominance of the idea according to the two criteria delineated earlier in this chapter. Formal
policy documents are used as the main source of data. However, formal policy documents are sometimes
too ambiguous and not clear enough to understand the government’s intention and the degree of its
commitment to an idea. Therefore, policy statements by government officials are also used to supplement
formal policy documents. These statements are found in the minutes of assemblies, governmental public
relations, news articles, the drafts of policies, and other forms of documents.

34

The four explanatory variables and the interaction between them are also evaluated qualitatively.
Ideational legitimacy is about actors’ values (normative) and causal beliefs (cognitive) which are most
appropriately analysed with a qualitative method (Marsh & Stoker, 2002). Interests and power of actors are
also examined with document analysis. Document analysis allows researchers to understand what actors’
goals are as well as how much they are able to achieve their goals with what means, by looking into their
statements and behaviours in the political battle over distributive equity as shown in the documents.
Exogenous environments and their impact are also examined by analysing the responses of actors to external
events and changes.

Conclusion
To answer the question of the rise and fall of an idea, this project uses a comprehensive, integrated
framework which recognises not only ideational legitimacy but also the self-interests and the power of actors
as well as inputs from the exogenous environments. It is argued that the dominance of an idea at one period
of time is determined by the interaction between these four explanatory variables and that the dominance
changes as each one of them and how they interact change over time. The rise and fall of IWWD in the 23
wards of Tokyo provides a very interesting case to examine the diachronic variation of the dominance of an
idea of distributive equity. By conducting an in-depth qualitative case study on IWWD with this theoretical
framework, this project aims to grasp a more comprehensive picture of the politics of distributive equity in
siting conflicts.

The following four chapters analyse the case of IWWD in the 23 wards of Tokyo period by period.
According to the criteria shown in this chapter, the changes in IWWD’s influence on the policies are assessed
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as Table 2-1 shows. The first period is from 1971 to 1973, in which the influence of IWWD rose but only
for the distribution of incinerators siting; the influence of the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in
waste disposal was minimal. Koto ward claimed IWWD in 1971, and it was adopted by the TMG. The
TMG announced the One Ward One Incinerator (OWOI) scheme and promised to construct 13 new
incinerators in the wards with no incinerator or with one but too small to deal with its own waste. On the
other hand, the institutional responsibility of each ward in incineration, that is, the devolution of waste
management authority and responsibility from the TMG to each ward, was almost ignored in this period.
Table 2-1. Changing dominance of IWWD in policies
Dominance of
IWWD
1st period

1971-1973

2 period

1974-1989

3rd period

1990-1996

4th period

1997-2003

Distribution of incinerators siting

Self-responsibility of each ward

 OWOI declared to be achieved by 1975

 The wards’ responsibility in incineration
was not reflected

Weak

 The achievement of OWOI was delayed and
postponed to the future in 1974.
 OWOI was relaxed to joint disposal by
several wards in 1976
 IWWD disappeared in the 1980s

 The wards’ responsibility in incineration
was not reflected

Strong

 The siting plan based on OWOI was
announced

Weak

 The completion of OWOI was further
postponed to in the 1997 revision.
 OWOI was abandoned in 2003.

Strong but limited

nd

The degree to which IWWD is reflected in siting policy

 The responsibility of each ward was
adopted and written in the policies on
devolution
 The devolution of the responsibility was
postponed in 1998.
 The shift to self-sufficient disposal was
given up in 2003.

The dominance of IWWD fell and became weak in the second period from 1974 to 1989. In 1974,
the strength of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward started declining despite its strong influence in
the first period. The completion of the OWOI policy was postponed in 1974. In 1976, the government
relaxed the implementation of this policy and allowed one incinerator to be shared with several wards. Its
influence kept declining and IWWD was no longer referred to in waste management policies during the
1980s.
However, the dominance of IWWD revived in the 1990s (the third period from 1990-1996). The
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TMG showed its renewed determination to site an incinerator in every ward in the 1991 siting plan.
Furthermore, an agreement was made among the concerned parties on the devolution of the responsibility
in waste disposal from the TMG to each ward. The agreement laid out the roadmap to the self-sufficient
incineration system in which each ward was expected to perform incineration independently. The strength
of IWWD came to its climax in this period as both siting incinerators in every ward and the selfresponsibility of each ward became influential concepts.
Nonetheless, the strength of IWWD did not last long; it started declining again in the late 1990s and
disappeared as the century turned (the fourth period from 1997-2003). The completion of OWOI was
postponed to the future in the 1997 plan revision. The devolution of the responsibility in incineration was
shelved in 1998. Finally, both requirements were abandoned in 2003. Siting incinerators in every ward was
given up, which led to the abandonment of the shift to the self-sufficient incineration system. The influence
of IWWD fell despite its prominence in the early 1990s.
By comparing these four periods, through examination of the four variables and the interaction
between them, this thesis attempts to identify what caused the rise and fall of this idea of distributive equity.
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3. Tokyo Garbage War and Rising Influence of IWWD

In the early 1970s, In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) became influential in siting policies. Back then,
the waste management in Tokyo was on the verge of falling apart due to the skyrocketing amount of waste
and the insufficient waste disposal capacity. The governor of Tokyo declared a “Garbage War” in 1971 and
developed a campaign to overcome the garbage crisis. IWWD was adopted by the Tokyo Metropolitan
Government (TMG) as a central principle of its campaign. However, the influence of IWWD was limited
to siting incinerators in every ward; the responsibility of each ward for disposing its own waste was almost
ignored. Why was this idea of distributive equity adopted as a central principle in siting policies? Why was
the concept of self-responsibility not as influential? Focusing on the four variables introduced in the previous
chapter and the interaction between them, this chapter will answer these questions.

1. Rising influence of IWWD in the early 1970s
Beyond the 1939 siting scheme
The impact of IWWD first needs to be juxtaposed against the scheme on which the siting of waste
disposal facilities had been grounded since 1939. The first organised programme for incinerators siting was
laid out in the Waste Disposal Plan7 in 1939. The plan intended to site small incinerators evenly dispersed
at the outskirts, while garbage in the central area was to be disposed of in the coastal area in a concentrated
way. Figure 3-1 shows the nine candidate sites for incinerators in the 1939 plan. Although this siting plan
was interrupted by World War II, it became the archetype of siting policies in the post-war period.

7

Jinkai Shori Keikaku [塵芥処理計画] (Toshi Keikaku Tōkyō Chihō Iinkai [Tokyo Urban Planning Committee],
1939a)
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Figure 3-1. Candidate sites for incinerators in the Waste Disposal Plan in 19398

Based on this siting scheme, waste disposal facilities had been located in the suburban area and the
coastal area; the central part of the 23 wards had been exempted from the siting of them. The Metropolitan
Construction Five Years Plan9 in 1952 planned to site nine incinerators at the outskirts of the 23 wards,
although it ended up with only one new incinerator successfully sited in addition to the three incinerators
already put in place. This plan was succeeded by the Ten Years Incinerators Construction Plan10 in 1956,
which projected new incinerators to be sited at the surrounding area while garbage from the central part was
to be dumped mostly in the coastal area. The Tokyo Long-term Plan11 in 1963 also aimed at siting 10
incinerators in the suburb area and two large ones in the coastal area12. As a result, there were 12 incinerators

8
9
10
11
12

Adapted from the “Incinerator Plan Map” in Jinkai Shori Keikaku [Waste Disposal Plan] (Toshi Keikaku Tōkyō
Chihō Iinkai [Tokyo Urban Planning Committee], 1939a: 9)
Shuto Kensetsu Kinkyū Gokanen Keikaku [ 首都建設緊急 5 か年計画] (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000)
Shōkyakujō Kensetsu Jukkanen Keikaku [焼却場建設 10 か年計画] (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000)
Tōkyō-to Chōki Keikaku [東京都長期計画] (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1963)
As explained later in this chapter, the construction of two large incinerators in the coastal area was planned as
a result of the emergence of All Waste Incineration policy.
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by the time the first garbage war broke out13. Figure 3-2 shows the location of incinerators and landfills in
1971. Garbage in the 23 wards had been disposed of by incinerators dispersed in the surrounding area, and
by large incinerators and landfills in the coastal area. No waste disposal facilities were located in the central
part of the 23 wards.
Figure 3-2. Location of incinerators and landfills in 197114

IWWD aimed to change this old siting scheme, requiring that incinerators be sited in every ward;
the wards in the centre were no longer exempt. Rather, this idea of distributive equity earmarked the central
wards for incinerators for the first time. IWWD was referred to as a significant principle in the Basic
Principle on Waste Disposal15 as a supplement to the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 197116. It stated that, based on

13

14
15
16

Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971). The Tamagawa
plant in Ota ward and the Itabashi plant were under renovation; the Oi plant and the Koto plant under
construction; the Suginami plant under negotiation with the locals.
Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
Gomi Taisaku ni kansuru Kihonteki Kangaekata [ゴミ対策に関する基本的考え方] (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei
Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination], 1972)
Tōkyō-to Chūki Keikaku 1971 [東京都中期計画 1971 年] (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Office of Planning and Coordination], 1972)
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IWWD, 13 new incinerators were to be constructed by 1975 in 13 wards17 where there was no incinerator
or one but not enough capacity to take care of its own waste. Back then, out of the 23 wards, 11 wards in the
central part were left without incinerators or any plan to site them, and the incinerators at two wards, Ota and
Arakawa, were considered too small to dispose of its own waste18.
This policy, known as One Ward One Incinerator (OWOI), was succeeded by the Tokyo Mid-term
Plan 197219. While the 13 incinerators plan was treated as just a promise of making the utmost effort in the
1971 plan and written only in the supplement20, the 1972 plan incorporated the idea more substantively. The
budget for the incinerator projects was almost doubled to 97.787 billion yen from 49.819 billion yen in the
1971 plan. Thus, IWWD became influential in the siting polices of this period, changing the old siting
scheme which had exempted the central part of the area from the siting of incinerators.

Responsibility of each ward and the autonomy expansion movement
On the other hand, the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was hardly
influential in the early 1970s. This institutional requirement of IWWD needs to be understood within the
political context of the 23 wards. The 23 wards had been politically and financially less autonomous than
normal municipalities under the Special Wards System. They developed a political campaign for more
autonomy and the devolution of waste management had been one of the most controversial issues in this

17
18

19
20

Ota, Shibuya, Meguro, Arakawa, Shinjuku, Bunkyo, Chiyoda, Nakano, Chuo, Sumida, Taito, Minato, and
Toshima
The Kamata plant in Ota ward and the Nippori plant in Arakawa ward were old, small incinerators with only
60 tonnes/day capacity, originally built in 1933 and in 1928 respectively. The Osaki plant in Shinagawa ward,
with 30 tonnes/day capacity, was also constructed before World War II. They were all decommissioned in 1973
(Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
Tōkyō-to Chūki Keikaku 1972 [東京都中期計画 1972 年] (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Office of Planning and Coordination], 1973)
This was because the TMG recognised the difficulty of siting incinerators in the central part given lack of
appropriate land. The TMG stated that the 13 incinerators plan was not written in the body of the Tokyo Midterm Plan 1971 due to this difficulty in realising the idea (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1972a).
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political movement. IWWD, which required the devolution of the responsibility in waste disposal from the
TMG to each ward, was understood in this political context.
In the 23 wards, the TMG, a regional government, controlled a large number of authorities and public
services which normally belonged to and were administrated by local municipalities21. After World War II,
the 23 wards started as basic local municipalities22 as a result of the local autonomy system reform led by
the General Headquarters of the Allied Powers. However, their autonomy was limited; the authority over
personnel affairs, taxation and many local public services were held in the hands of the TMG. Furthermore,
in the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act in 1952, the 23 wards lost the status as basic local
municipalities as well as its public election for ward mayor2324.
This limited status of the 23 wards as local municipalities drove them to develop a political
movement for more autonomy. They demanded the restoration of the public election for the ward mayor
and the devolution of authorities which normally belonged to local municipalities. This political movement
resulted in the second and third amendments of the Local Autonomy Act in 1964 and in 1974; the movement
won the devolution of some administrative services to each ward, the public election for the ward mayor,
the authority over personnel affairs and so forth.
The devolution of waste management had been one of the biggest concerns in this autonomy
expansion movement. Waste management has been regarded as a typical service provided by local
21

22
23
24

Until 1943, Tokyo City was the local government administrating the area of the 23 wards today, while the Tokyo
Metropolitan Government (back then, it was not Tokyo-to [東京都], but Tokyo-fu [東京府]) played the role of a
prefectural government (regional government) over the area of the 23 wards and Western Tokyo. However, the
Tokyo City Government was merged into the Tokyo Metropolitan Government in 1943, and the latter took over
the role of the city government (local government) in the area of the 23 wards.
Although the 23 wards were granted status of basic local municipalities similar to cities, they had been
categorized not into normal municipalities, but into special local municipalities.
This was because of the shift in the occupation policy from democratisation to rapid economic recovery in order
to fight against the communists under the political context of the Cold War.
As public election was abolished, a mayor was selected by a ward council and needed to be approved by the TMG.
Furthermore, the 23 wards had to accept staff dispatched from the TMG. They were also deprived of the
administration of some public services in this amendment.
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municipalities. The Waste Cleaning Act25 enacted in 1900 clarified that local governments are responsible
for cleaning up garbage, maintaining sanitation, and disposing of collected waste26. Although the law did
not prohibit delegating the service to private contractors, domestic waste disposal has become a
responsibility of local governments since then27. Nonetheless, in the 23 wards of Tokyo, the TMG as the
regional government had performed domestic waste disposal28. The 23 wards had demanded the devolution
of waste management to each ward in its autonomy expansion movement. Although the devolution of waste
management was written in the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act in 1964, it was suspended by the
supplementary provision. The authority/responsibility in waste management remained in the hands of the
TMG.
While the devolution of waste management had been negotiated, the discussions had been mostly
limited to collection and transportation; devolving waste “disposal” (i.e. incineration and landfilling) to each
ward had hardly been discussed. In the autonomy expansion movement, the 23 wards claimed that each
ward should be responsible for and perform collection and transportation. On the other hand, it had been
thought that disposal was better performed regionally by the TMG, rather than done locally by each ward,
given the uneven distribution of waste disposal facilities.
The impact of IWWD needs to be understood in this political context. The idea that a ward should

25
26

27

28

Obutsu Sōji Hō [汚物掃除法]
Back then, waste disposal stagnated under a privatised disposal system in which private dealers picked up only
valuable materials, thereby leaving worthless waste and causing sanitary problems such as cholera (Tōkyō-to
Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
The Cleaning Act (Seisō Hō [清掃法]) in 1954 and the Waste Disposal and Public Cleaning Act (Haikibutsu no
Shori oyobi Seisō ni Kansuru Hōritsu [廃棄物の処理及び清掃に関する法律]) in 1970 also designated the liability
to a municipal government.
The TMG had performed domestic waste disposal since the Tokyo City Government, which had governed the
area of the 23 wards, was merged into the TMG in 1943 in the name of efficiency to win World War II. Since
then, waste-related services had been performed by the TMG. The exception was at the end of World War II.
The services were delegated to each ward in July 1945 because of the decreasing population as people evacuated
from Tokyo to avoid air raids. The TMG started to administrate the services again in May 1946 by GHQ’s request
(Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
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be institutionally responsible for the disposal of its own waste was associated with the limited status of the
23 wards as local municipalities and the political movement for more autonomy. While the devolution of
waste management services from the TMG to each ward had been one of the biggest issues in the autonomy
expansion movement, the argument had been limited to garbage collection and transportation. IWWD was
meant to further the devolution of waste management so that it included not only collection and
transportation, but also disposal of its own waste.
However, IWWD was hardly influential on the devolution policy in this period. Although the
devolution of waste management was at issue, it was still limited to collection and transportation. Several
reports from governmental advisory committees set by the TMG or the central government in the early
1970s29 referred to the devolution of waste management to each ward. While most of them recommended
the devolution of collection and transportation, waste disposal was not even on the agenda. The only
exception was the Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee’s Report30 in 1972. The report
recommended that not only collection and transportation, but also incineration be devolved to each ward
grounded on IWWD, and that necessary facilities be constructed so that each ward could perform waste
management self-sufficiently. The report condemned the lack of authority/responsibility of the wards in
waste management as a cause of the garbage crisis and stated that the wards should be more responsible in
waste management as self-governing local municipalities31.
29

30
31

For instance, see Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Tantō Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Special Committee
of Administration and Finance] (1970), Dai Jūyoji Chihō Seido Chōsakai [The Fourteenth Local Autonomy
System Examination Committee] (1970), Dai Jūgoji Chihō Seido Chōsakai [The Fifteenth Local Autonomy
System Examination Committee] (1972), and Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems
Special Advisory Committee] (1972b).
Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee] (1972b)
The report stated that; “The 23 wards of Tokyo were becoming more independent autonomies. The garbage war
was caused by the resistance of an independent ward to which the disposal of waste has been imposed from the
other wards. Indifference and dependence on other wards in waste disposal was no longer acceptable if the
wards aspire to become independent autonomies in both name and reality. All Waste Incineration should be
achieved by In Ward Waste Disposal to show the willingness of the people in the 23 wards to take care of their
own waste” (Seisō Kōjō no Haichi to Kibo ni tsuite [Distribution and Scale of Incinerator: 75] in Tōkyō-to Gomi
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Nonetheless, this recommendation was not reflected in government policies; the argument that each
ward should be responsible in waste disposal was almost ignored. Even the devolution of collection and
transportation was not realised. Although the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act in 1974 repealed the
supplementary provision which had suspended the devolution of collection and transportation since 1964,
the amendment of the Waste Management and Public Cleansing Act 32 in the same year shelved the
devolution until a day provided later by law. It was not until the 1990s that this institutional requirement of
IWWD became influential.

Thus, IWWD became influential but its influence was limited to the idea of siting incinerators in
every ward; the institutional responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was hardly influential in the
devolution policies. While the devolution of garbage collection and transportation failed, the devolution of
waste disposal was not even on the agenda. The rest of this chapter explains why this was the case. The next
section looks into views and actions of Koto ward, the original claimant of this idea of distributive equity.

2. Koto ward’s campaign against garbage pollution
Accumulating burden on Koto ward
IWWD started with a protest from one of the 23 wards against garbage pollution and its pursuit for
distributive equity in waste disposal. Koto ward, located in the eastern coastal area of Tokyo, had long
suffered the environmental degradation and pollution from the disproportionate burden of waste disposal.
Figure 3-3 shows the location of the coastal landfills after the World War II.
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Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee] (1972b).
Haikibutsu no Shori oyobi Seisō ni Kansuru Hōritsu [廃棄物の処理及び清掃に関する法律]
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Figure 3-3. Location of the coastal landfills33

At the time when the first garbage war broke out in 1971, around 65% of 14,000 tonnes/day of the municipal
waste generated in the 23 wards of Tokyo was dumped in landfills in Tokyo Bay next to Koto ward3435. A
huge amount of food scraps in the dumping sites had caused bad smells and outbreaks of flies and rats. The
Dream Island incident in 1965 was symbolic of the garbage pollution. A large cloud of flies bred in the food
scraps piled up in the 14th landfill site, known as the Dream Island, and stormed Koto ward, which then
required the Self Defence Force to burn away the garbage with flame guns36. Furthermore, a huge number
of garbage trucks brought about serious troubles and pollution to the local population. More than 5,000
garbage trucks drove through the ward every day, which made a waiting line as long as 2 km37. The people
in the ward had suffered serious traffic congestion, traffic accidents, air pollution, and spillover of dirty water
from the trucks.

33
34
35
36
37

Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/) based on Tōkyō-to Seisō
Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (2000: 648).
The landfills were not located in Koto ward, but next to the ward.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971: 77)
Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward] (1965a)
Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward] (1974) and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management] (1971)
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The burden of waste disposal on Koto ward originated during the Edo era and had become gradually
concentrated in the area after World War II. In 1655, the Edo Shogunate ordered that garbage should be
transported and dumped into Eitaiura, which is now a part of Koto ward, since dumping into the rivers and
waterways obstructed water transportation while land reclaiming was needed as the population grew38.
Since then, waste had been dumped in landfill sites in the area of Koto39. Although inland landfills in Tokyo
and neighbouring cities had accepted around 60% of garbage dumping until the early 1950s, the rapid
urbanisation and heightened awareness of pollution among citizens made it difficult to secure sites for
dumping in the inner area40. The Metropolitan Construction Plan41 in 1958 schemed to close all of the
inland dumping sites by 1966 and to expand incineration capacity instead. However, the incineration
capacity had not been sufficiently increased due to the declining performance of the old incinerators, the
difficulty to find new sites, and persistent local opposition42.
The rapid economic growth compounded the accumulation of the burden on Koto as it brought about
the rapid increase of waste generation. Japan enjoyed rapid economic growth from 1954 to 1973. The
Japanese economy grew annually by nearly 10% on average during this period (Figure 3-4). Japan, which
was defeated and devastated in World War II, already recovered the same economic level as before the war
by 1954. The Economic White Paper in 1956 stated that “We no longer live in the post-war era”43. The
Income Doubling Plan44 announced in 1960 had achieved its goal in 1967, three years earlier than planned.
This Japanese post-war economic miracle pushed the country to become the second largest economy by
1968, overtaking West Germany.
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Ito (1982) and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (2000)
A large part of Koto ward today was reclaimed by dumping and landfill.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1952, 1960)
Shuto Ken Seibi Keikaku [首都圏整備計画]
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971)
Keizai Kikaku Chō [Agency of Economy] (1956)
Shotoku Baizō Keikaku [所得倍増計画]
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Figure 3-4. GDP growth rate in Japan and Tokyo (1956-1974)45
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The amount of waste generation had also soared at a tremendous pace under this economic growth,
combined with the advent of a mass-production and mass-consumption society. Increased income led to
more and more consumption, which resulted in a growing amount of waste. As Figure 3-5 shows, waste
generation in Tokyo, which was only around 11,000 tonnes/year in 1947, jumped to more than one million
tonnes/year by 1960. The amount continued to increase by around 12% annually from 1960 and reached
three million tonnes/year in 1970 and 3.9 million tonnes/year in 1972.
Figure 3-5. Quantity of waste in the 23 wards of Tokyo (1947-1973)46
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Source: Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014a) and Naikakufu [Government of Japan
Cabinet Office] (2014e)
Source: Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (2000)
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Thus, by the beginning of the 1970s, the depletion of inland dumping sites, the delay of incinerator
construction, and the sharp increase of waste production under the rapid economic growth resulted in the
massive influx of garbage into the landfills next to Koto ward. The shift from water to land transportation of
garbage during the late 1960s, due to the construction of highways and levees, also escalated the traffic
through Koto ward to the coastal landfills47. Koto ward had repeatedly protested the garbage dumping and
asked the TMG to alleviate the environmental pollution since the Dream Island incident in 1965. However,
to the contrary, the TMG proposed to extend the use of the 15th landfill in 1971 to cope with the rapid increase
of waste.
That was when Koto ward declared IWWD and demanded the other wards to accept some of the
burdens of waste disposal. The Koto ward council announced its opposition to the continued dumping of
food scraps at the 15th landfill with “grave determination48”. The ward sent open letters to the TMG and the
other wards and demanded them to accept IWWD as a principle of waste disposal. The rise of this idea of
distributive equity was triggered with this claim by Koto ward in its protest to the disproportionate burden
on the ward.

Koto’s strategy and IWWD
IWWD, a notion of the self-sufficient disposal, was conceived by Koto ward49, so that it would fit
with Koto’s goal and the strategy to achieve it. Koto’s goal was to lessen the environmental pollution caused
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Ishii (2006) and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (2000)
Jūdai na Ketsui [重大な決意]. It aimed to block garbage trucks driving through the ward (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto
Ward Council], 1971c).
It is true that there were ideas similar to IWWD even before Koto conceived of IWWD. As explained later in this
chapter, IWWD was to extend the values which had underpinned the previous siting scheme. In this sense, Koto
did not invent this idea of distributive equity from scratch. But it was Koto ward that formulated and concretised
the idea. As Carstensen (2015) maintains, ideas do not emerge from an absolute origin but instead are created
when a set of ideational elements are yoked together by political actor.
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by the garbage dumping. As the ward saw the shortage of incineration capacity as the major cause of the
accumulating burden, it advocated this idea to facilitate the construction of incinerators by rousing the sense
of responsibility of the other wards and getting them to be engaged with waste disposal. The two
requirements of IWWD, siting incinerators in every ward and the self-responsibility of each ward in waste
disposal, were derived from this strategy by Koto ward.
IWWD was tightly connected with incineration, because, by claiming IWWD, Koto ward aimed to
make a shift from landfill-dependent disposal to incineration-centred disposal50. In theory, IWWD could
have argued for all kinds of facilities necessary for waste management. Completely self-sufficient waste
disposal needed not just incinerators but also landfills as well as other types of waste treatment facilities.
Even if garbage for incineration were all incinerated within a ward, landfills would still be necessary to deal
with the residual ashes and waste not to be incinerated. It is true that, in the open letter to the TMG, Koto
demanded that all waste should be disposed of within a ward regardless of whether the waste was for
incineration or not51. However, in the letters to the other wards, it was apparent that Koto focused on
incinerators, demanding them to cooperate for the siting of incinerators52. In fact, IWWD was almost
exclusively associated with incineration in the ward’s campaign for fairness in burden distribution among
the 23 wards.
This was because the shortage of incineration capacity was regarded as the major cause of the
disproportionate burden and the environmental degradation in the ward. Anti-kitchen garbage dumping had
been a central issue in its campaign against garbage pollution since the 1960s. Expanding incineration
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Incineration is a technology to burn waste at a high temperature, while landfill is a way of waste disposal by
burying waste under the earth. They have been the main waste disposal technologies in Japan. As mentioned
in the next section, incineration had been regarded as the best technology in waste disposal and the shift to an
incineration-centred disposal system had been the goal of waste management policy in Japan.
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971a)
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971b)
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capacity and ending the dumping of un-incinerated food scraps were seen as the fundamental way to reduce
the burden on the ward. When the 15th dumping site was proposed in 1964, to persuade Koto ward, the TMG
promised that a sufficient number of incinerators would be constructed to dispose of all waste for
incineration and that kitchen garbage dumping would be stopped by 197053. However, this promise was not
realised by 197054. Although the percentage of incineration in waste disposal grew from 11.3% in 1961 to
37.5% in 197055, the amount of dumped waste had risen from 1.35 million tonnes/year to 2.25 million
tonnes/year in 10 years56. Furthermore, some incinerator projects had fallen behind schedule. The expansion
of incineration capacity could not keep up with the soaring amount of waste, which resulted in the influx of
garbage into the coastal landfills. Consequently, Koto attributed the main cause of the disproportionate
burden to insufficient incineration capacity.
Accordingly, IWWD aimed to facilitate the construction of incinerators. Koto intended to get the
other wards involved in the garbage problem. Before Koto began to argue for IWWD, the battle over
garbage dumping had been fought only between Koto and the TMG. The rest of the wards seemed, at least
to Koto, indifferent to waste management issues and the sufferings that Koto had been forced to bear. Koto
intended to change this conflict structure by involving the other wards that were sending garbage to Koto.
Waste disposal was not just Koto’s problem, argued the ward, but should be considered a problem for the
23 wards as a whole57. IWWD aimed to raise the awareness of the other wards in waste disposal as selfgoverning local municipalities, and make them accept some responsibility in the construction of incinerators
to rectify the distributive inequity among the wards58.
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Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1964)
Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1969) and Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1971)
This figure is the percentage of incineration in the overall waste disposal including landfilling.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971: 76)
Mainichi Shimbun (1971a) and Yomiuri Shimbun (1971b)
It is noteworthy that even Koto did not believe that IWWD was totally achievable. As explained in the next
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It is noteworthy here that IWWD was not the only approach to distributive inequity which Koto
claimed. The ward demanded that the TMG take immediate measures to minimise environmental pollution.
Koto ward was especially concerned about garbage trucks passing through the ward as a major source of
pollution. To reduce the number of garbage trucks, the TMG promised to increase sea-transportation and
tranship waste from small trucks to large ones by constructing relay stations in other wards59.
Koto ward asked for compensation as well. There had been discontent in Koto that the ward was
unfairly underdeveloped60 and Koto had made use of the siting of waste disposal facilities as an opportunity
to facilitate the development of the area. For instance, when the TMG sited an incinerator at the Dream
Island site (i.e. the 14th landfill), the ward requested facilities such as a swimming pool, a botanical garden,
a welfare facility for the elderly and the disabled, a baseball stadium, and so forth61. By the same token, in
the open letter to the TMG, Koto complained that there were few beneficial facilities in the ward in spite of
the many locally unwanted facilities located there. To appease the anger of Koto ward, the TMG offered a
variety of compensation packages62. Drawing out as much compensation as possible was another goal for
Koto in its campaign for distributive equity63.
However, it was IWWD which played a central role in the ward’s campaign for distributive equity.
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chapter, Koto recognized that it was hardly possible to site an incinerator in every ward due to little land
availability in the central part of Tokyo (Yomiuri Shimbun, 1971b).
Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1971c)
Among wards in the north-eastern part of Tokyo including Koto, there were complaints that they had been left
out of the rapid development of Tokyo through the Tokyo Olympics which were held in 1964. Five wards (Koto,
Katsushika, Edogawa, Adachi and Sumida) formed the League of Five Wards for Promoting Development（Kōtō
Goku Kaihatsu Sokushin Remmei [江東五区開発促進連盟]）in 1965 and demanded the construction of basic
infrastructures in the area (Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward], 1965b).
Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward] & Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1970)
They included handing over lands owned by the TMG for new parks, using the site of a factory for the
redevelopment project of the ward, considering the construction of a hospital and paying for a civic hall on land
owned by the TMG (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1971c).
Landfills were an ambivalent matter for the development of the ward. As a large portion of the reclaimed land
in Tokyo Bay had been incorporated into the ward, landfills were a symbol of development of the ward, extending
its territory on which the future of the ward would be built. For instance, see Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward] (1958, 1960).
At the same time, the dumping of garbage in the process of reclamation caused environmental degradation in
the ward and hindered its development.
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A long-term, fundamental remedy was sought by increasing incineration capacity, while burden
minimisation and compensation were required as makeshift measures. Furthermore, IWWD provided a
normative ground to justify the other approaches. The notion of self-sufficient disposal highlighted the
distributive inequity among the 23 wards and brought to light the disproportionate burden that Koto ward
had long suffered, which justified Koto’s demand for burden reduction measures and compensation. By
showing the gap between the ideal and the reality, IWWD worked as a philosophical basis to legitimise the
entire campaign for distributive equity.

Koto’s pressure on the TMG
Koto ward was able to make the idea of distributive equity accepted by the TMG. In its reply to the
open letter from Koto64, the TMG apologised to the ward for the trouble it had suffered so far, and accepted
IWWD as a basic principle of waste disposal. IWWD was translated into the OWOI policy and the 13
incinerators project was announced in early 1972. This quick adoption was a result of the powerful and
persistent pressure from Koto ward.
The power of Koto is attributable to two sources: the blockade of garbage to the existing landfill and
the de facto veto of the siting of new ones. Koto ward threatened the TMG with the blockade of garbage
trucks coming through the ward to the existing landfill. In the negotiation with the TMG, Koto repeatedly
referred to a “grave determination” which suggested stopping the waste transported through the ward65. As
waste disposal was heavily dependent on the 15th landfill as the final destination, waste management would
have fallen apart if waste into that landfill had been blocked.
Koto repeatedly threatened the TMG and the rest of the wards with the blockade to make them
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Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1971b) and Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1971b)
Asahi Shimbun (1971a) and Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971a, 1971c)
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accept IWWD as well as other measures to lessen the pollution. The Koto ward council announced its
intention to block waste into the landfill in November 1971, being dissatisfied with the abstract measures
which the TMG proposed in the reply to the first open letter. To prevent the blockade, the TMG had to
withdraw the proposal of extending the 15th landfill, show more concrete measures to reduce the burden on
Koto, and promise a rapid resolution of the conflicts over incinerators siting in Suginami, Adachi, and Kasai
wards, where neighbours’ opposition had delayed the projects.
Actually, the blockade was implemented twice during the garbage war. It targeted Suginami ward
where the incinerator siting at Takaido in the ward had been delayed for a long time by local opposition66.
Waste from Suginami was blocked at the end of 1972 and in May 1973. Koto announced the blockade, and
members of the ward council checked and stopped the garbage trucks from Suginami at the entrance of the
15th landfill. The blockade lasted for one day in the first one but continued for three days in the second;
Suginami was buried in piles of garbage.
Furthermore, Koto had political veto power in the siting of the new landfill. After the extension of
the 15th landfill was cancelled, the TMG had to secure new ones as soon as possible in the face of the
skyrocketing amount of waste. The process to site landfills in the sea was regulated by the Act on
Reclamation of Publicly-owned Water Surface67. This act required hearing the opinions of concerned local
governments over the projects. Even though the candidate site of the new landfill did not belong to Koto68,
the process required the TMG to hear Koto’s opinion, as garbage trucks would pass through the ward and
impact its environment. While the approval of local municipalities concerned with new landfills was not a
legal requirement, this necessity to hear the opinions of the affected wards worked as a de facto veto.

66
67
68

The battle over the Suginami plant will be detailed in the next chapter.
Kōyū Suimen Umetate Hō [公有水面埋立法]
The ownership was to be decided after the reclamation was completed.
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Although autonomy of the wards had been limited compared with other municipalities, each one of the 23
wards was an independent local autonomy with its own government and council; the TMG could not ignore
the opinion of a ward over issues such as locally unwanted facility siting.
This siting process provided the ward political opportunities to make its claim heard by the TMG.
While the extension of the 15th landfill was cancelled as a result of the protest from Koto, the TMG had to
continue the negotiation with the ward over new landfills to deal with the skyrocketing amount of waste and
to make up for the delay of the incinerators construction. The TMG proposed two new landfills at the inner
and outer seawall areas by urgent recommendation from the Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory
Committee69.
Koto made use of this opportunity to make the TMG take IWWD more seriously. In June 1972,
Koto agreed on the inner seawall landfill but on the condition that the project would be stopped if the
incinerator projects did not make substantive progress70; the projects in Suginami, Adachi and Katsushika71
came to an agreement by December 1972, March 1973 and August 1973 respectively, and more than half
of the 13 incinerators were agreed to by June 1973. Although the inner seawall landfill came to an agreement
and started operation at the end of 1973, the TMG had to continue negotiation with Koto ward over the outer
seawall landfill, as the inner seawall landfill was not expected to last very long. Again, Koto ward suspended
its agreement and drew out promises and conditions from the TMG to promote IWWD as well as other
measures to redress the disproportionate burden.
It is noteworthy that the strength of IWWD was derived from the fact that the idea was backed by
not only local people in Koto, but also the government and the council of the ward. Among the people in
69
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Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee] (1972a)
The ward also demanded the realisation of dispersed dumping and the approval of local people in Toyosu and
Shinonome where garbage trucks would drive through if the inner seawall landfill were built.
In Adachi and Katsushika, the neighbours protested against the proposed reconstruction and expansion of the
existing plants.
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Koto, there had been widespread complaints against the disproportionate burden of waste disposal. The rage
was about to erupt especially among people in Edagawa, a part of Koto ward where garbage trucks passed
through. This grievance was shared with the government and the council of Koto ward. In fact, the blockades
were the response to the heightened anti-dumping movement in Edagawa72. The anti-garbage movement
was powerful because the people had access to the government and the council of Koto ward in making
their grievances heard and the movement was led by them.
It is also worth mentioning that the rapid economic growth accounts for this power of Koto ward as
well as the accumulation of the burden on the ward. What made the blockade and the political veto effective
bargaining chips in the negotiation was the heavy dependence on the coastal landfill then and in the
prospective future. Koto was powerful as it could take advantage of this over-dependence during the
deepening landfill crisis. As noted earlier, the skyrocketing amount of waste resulting from rapid economic
growth accelerated the depletion of inland landfills, leaving the coastal area as the only place available for
dumping. The capacity of the 15th landfill was also being consumed quickly by the soaring amount of waste,
thereby making the TMG desperate to construct the new landfills. The blockade and the political veto over
the new landfills were all the more effective given this landfill crisis. The over-dependency on the coastal
landfills imposed a disproportionate burden on the ward. At the same time, however, it was this overdependency that gave the ward the upper hand in the negotiating process.

3. Tokyo Metropolitan Government’s adoption
IWWD was adopted by the TMG fairly quickly. Facing the protest from Koto, the TMG declared a
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At the same time, the ward led the blockades by itself as it was afraid that the situation would get out of control
if they had been carried out by the local people directly (Komatsuzaki Guniji Denki Kankō Kai [Editorial Board
for Biography of Gunji Komatsuzaki], 1981).
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“Garbage War” and started a campaign for overcoming the garbage crisis. IWWD became the central idea,
or the slogan, in this war against garbage73. The governor of Tokyo, Ryokichi Minobe, stated that the cause
of this garbage crisis was in the policies which had been centred on economic development rather than the
people’s quality of life, as well as in the people’s disregard of the waste problem once taken out of their
sight74. To solve the garbage crisis, argued the governor, it needed to raise citizens’ awareness of waste issues
and build waste disposal facilities necessary for their lives. The solution was sought by siting waste disposal
facilities in everyone’s community. IWWD was adopted as the fundamental principle to support this
argument and was reflected in the siting policies.
This immediate adoption of IWWD was not just because Koto ward was powerful in the policymaking process, but also because this idea of distributive equity was congruent with basic values which had
underlain the siting policies of the TMG, and the TMG recognised it as a solution to the garbage crisis.

Congruence with values underlying TMG’s siting policy
IWWD was accepted by the TMG partly because this idea was congruent with two values which
had underpinned the siting scheme in the 23 wards of Tokyo; the efficiency in garbage transportation and
the autonomy of each community in waste disposal. Both of them would be satisfied with a large number
of small incinerators evenly distributed over the 23 wards of Tokyo rather than a small number of large
incinerators, thereby satisfying the requirement of IWWD. As explained earlier, the grand design of
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An example was an advertisement that the TMG put on major newspapers on 15th February 1972. The article,
titled “Waste from a community be disposed of in that community”, showed how much waste was emitted and
disposed of in each ward.
Minobe defined three causes and solutions of the garbage crisis (Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Headquarter of Garbage War], 1971a). One was the shift from industry-oriented and
political-power-dominated urban planning to a life-centred one. The second was that the resolution of waste
problem depended on citizens of Tokyo because waste problems had to do with all households and communities.
The third was that the problem would never be solved under bureaucratic factionalism, immobilism and neglect
of the public.
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incinerators siting in the post-war period originated in the 1939 siting plan. As shown in Figure 3-1, this plan
divided the new Tokyo area, which was the surrounding area newly merged into Tokyo City during the
1930s, into nine garbage collection areas and intended to site nine incinerators, one in each area, along
beltways75.
This siting scheme aimed to revise the concentrated waste disposal with a small number of large
incinerators, learning a lesson from the Fukagawa Incident. After several failed attempts since 1900, three
large incinerators were constructed in Fukagawa ward, which is now a part of Koto ward. However, right
after the second and the third plants had started operation in 1933, people in the ward protested against the
air pollution caused by these incinerators. As waste from all of the wards were incinerated in Fukagawa, the
people complained why only Fukagawa ward had to accept the burden of incineration. A member of the
Tokyo City Assembly from the ward claimed that the concentrated disposal should shift to dispersed
disposal and that incinerators should be sited in every ward76.
Experiencing this incident, the 1939 siting plan criticised the concentrated incineration in Fukagawa
for causing the intense pollution and the inefficiency in transportation of garbage. Accordingly, the 1939
plan was based on the lesson learnt that siting incinerators dispersedly was more desirable than a
concentrated disposal, emphasising the efficiency in garbage transportation and the notion of autonomy that
one’s garbage should be taken care of by oneself77. Although the 1939 plan was interrupted by World War
II, this siting scheme was inherited in the siting policies after the war as the blueprint.
However, this siting scheme had been applied only to the surrounding areas of Tokyo; the central
area had been exempted from waste disposal facilities. The 1939 siting plan was intended to dispose of waste
75
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In fact, most of the incinerators were sited along the 7th and 8th beltways.
A statement of Shiro Honda from Fukagawa Ward (Tōkyō-shi-kai [Tokyo City Assembly], 1939)
Toshi Keikaku Tōkyō Chihō Iinkai [Tokyo Urban Planning Committee] (1939b, 1939c). The plan argued that it
would make the transportation efficient, minimise the trouble for the neighbours and fit with the notion of
autonomy that one’s garbage should be taken care of by itself.
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in the newly merged area of Tokyo. In 1932, 82 towns and villages were merged into Tokyo City and
organised into 20 wards in addition to the existing 15 wards, which made the Great Tokyo City as almost
equivalent to the 23 wards of Tokyo today78. The suburb area was being rapidly urbanised as the Tokyo
Great Earthquake devastated the central area of Tokyo in 1923. This rapid urbanisation led to the increase
of waste generation and made it more difficult to find new inland dumping sites there. This necessitated new
incinerators for the new area, while waste from the old, central part of Tokyo was to be incinerated at the
Fukagawa plants.
In total, the entire siting scheme was a compromised combination of the dispersed disposal in the
suburban area and the concentrated disposal in the central area. The siting policies after the war had also
been based on the same scheme79which intended to site small incinerators evenly dispersed over the suburb
area, while garbage in the central area was to be disposed of in the coastal area in a concentrated manner. In
other words, the application of the two values, i.e. the efficiency in transportation and the autonomy of each
ward, was limited to the suburb area.
IWWD was to extend these pre-existing values to the central area which had been exempted in this
old 1939 siting scheme. As noted earlier in this chapter, IWWD aimed to change this old siting scheme.
However, IWWD was neither replacing nor challenging these values which had underpinned the old siting
scheme. Rather, this idea of distributive equity was meant to strengthen them by broadening their application
to the central area. In fact, even before IWWD was proposed by Koto ward, siting incinerators in every ward
had been recognised as normatively legitimate from the view point of transportation efficiency and the
autonomy/responsibility of each ward80, although its application in the central wards was considered difficult,
78
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The 35 wards were re-organised into the 23 wards in 1947.
Waste at the centre had been incinerated at Fukagawa plants. However, the incinerators were sold after the war
(Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000). Consequently,
the TMG had planned to dispose of waste from the central area mainly by coastal landfills until the 1960s.
Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960c, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1965)
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if not impossible, due to the high density and the limited land availability there81. This idea of distributive
equity was appealing to the TMG because it resonated with the long-held values which had informed its
previous siting policies.
Furthermore, transport efficiency and the autonomy of each ward had become more compelling by
the time Koto ward argued for IWWD. Back then, the severe traffic congestion resulting from the intense
urbanisation and rapid motorisation crippled waste management in Tokyo82. The depletion of inland landfills
and the delay of incinerator construction left a large amount of waste to be brought to the coastal landfills,
thereby making the distance of garbage transportation much longer. The traffic congestion and the longdistance transportation hindered more frequent waste collection and left garbage on the streets in unsanitary
conditions. The TMG had to increase the number of workers and trucks to cover the time loss, which pushed
up the cost of transportation. In the early 1970s, the transportation cost amounted to more than 75% of the
total waste management cost83. IWWD was appealing to the TMG as this idea of distributive equity would
make the transportation distance as short as possible, requiring that waste should be disposed of where it
was generated84.
Autonomy of the 23 wards was also becoming normatively more compelling given the rise of the
autonomy expansion movement after World War II. As explained earlier in this chapter, the limited status of
the 23 wards under the Special Wards System led to the political movement for more autonomy and
independence. IWWD should be understood in this political context. The idea of self-sufficient disposal
fitted with the notion that a ward should take care of its own waste. In particular, Minobe had been supportive
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See Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1959d, 1969, 1971a).
Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee] (1972b) and
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971)
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971)
See Suginami Seisō Kōjō Kensetsu Suishin Hombu [Head Office of Suginami Plant Construction Promotion]
(1974).
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of this autonomy expansion movement. Actually, it was under the Minobe administration that the public
election for the ward mayor was restored and the authority over personnel affairs was handed over to the
wards. As each ward was becoming more autonomous and independent, the idea that each ward should be
responsible in waste disposal became all the more convincing.
In sum, IWWD was adopted by the TMG because this notion of self-sufficient disposal was
congruent with the values upon which its previous siting policies had long been grounded. IWWD was to
extend these values to the central part of Tokyo which had been exempted in the old siting scheme. The
transport inefficiency and the rise of the autonomy expansion movement made the idea of siting incinerators
in every ward even more normatively compelling.

IWWD as a policy solution to the garbage crisis
Furthermore, siting incinerators in every ward was recognised as a solution to existing policy
problems, providing a clear roadmap out of the garbage crisis. This recognition of IWWD as a policy
solution needs to be understood in relation to the All Waste Incineration (AWI) policy and the pressure to
expand incineration capacity.
IWWD was strongly associated with AWI which had been one of the foremost policy goals for the
TMG in waste management since the early 1960s. AWI was the policy aimed at incinerating all waste that
should be incinerated85. Until 1960, the TMG’s disposal scheme had been a mixture of dumping and
incineration; waste in the central area was to be brought into the coastal landfills and that of the suburbs to
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What waste should be incinerated was dependent on technologies and policies, and changed from one period to
another. For instance, food scraps were not to be incinerated until the early 1960s. Old incinerators were not
supposed to dispose of food scraps which contained much water (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
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incinerators at the outskirts of the 23 wards86. While the Waste Management Future Plan87 in 1960 schemed
to enlarge the percentage of incineration from 11.1% in 1959 to 49.3% by 1970, 48.8% was still to be sent
into landfills in this plan88. AWI policy was introduced in 1961 at the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly and
written into the Tokyo Long-term Plan in 196389. The plan aimed at achieving AWI by 1970 and to reduce
the amount of waste directly sent to landfills to zero90. Since then, AWI had been one of the primary goals
for the TMG.
Behind this policy goal were the rapidly growing economy and the belief in incineration as the best
technology to address waste management. As noted earlier in this chapter, the rapid economic growth
brought about the rapid increase of waste and put tremendous pressure on the waste disposal system which
had been dependent on landfills. While the rapid urbanisation and heightened awareness of pollution among
citizens made it more difficult to secure further dumping sites in the inner area91, the coastal landfills were
reaching its limit due to the skyrocketing amount of waste. A waste disposal system that depended heavily
on landfills was no longer sustainable.
Incinerationism thus provided an interpretive frame to solve that problem: constructing more
incinerators to minimise the volume of garbage brought into landfills. Incinerationism had been the policy
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Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1960) and Tōkyō-togikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1959c, 1960b)
Seisō Jigyō no Shōrai Keikaku [清掃事業の将来計画] (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management], 1960)
This is the percentage of incineration in the overall waste disposal. On the other hand, All Waste Incineration
means that all of the waste meant for incineration be incinerated.
This was related with the change in waste separation. Incineration of food waste, which had been dumped in
the landfills as they contained too much water to burn, started in1961. The Tokyo Long-term Plan in 1963
revised the Ten Years Incinerators Construction Plan and intended to expand the incineration capacity in
response to this change in waste separation (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of
Waste Management] 2000).
See Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1963) and Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly]
(1961). This does not mean that there was no need for landfills once AWI was achieved. They were necessary to
dispose of residual ashes and waste not suited for incineration.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1952, 1960, 2000)
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paradigm which had dominated waste disposal policy in Japan. This paradigm was characterised by the
technological belief in incineration and its exclusive focus on the “disposal” phase rather than the upper
stream management such as source reduction. It dates back to the Waste Cleaning Act in 1900 which
provided that incineration was the most desirable method, mainly due to the concern over sanitation as
outbreaks of cholera were the most serious issue in waste management back then. Although this act
encouraged incineration to the extent possible, the amendment in 1930 made incineration of waste a duty
for local municipalities. Since then, incineration has been believed to be the most desirable and modernised
way to deal with waste in Japan. The depletion of dumping sites under rapid economic development made
enlarging incineration capacity even more urgent. The Japanese government had promoted the construction
of incinerators through the Waste Disposal Facilities Construction Plans92. These five-year plans encouraged
local municipalities to construct incinerators by providing subsidies. Given this policy of the central
government, the percentage of incineration in waste disposal in Japan steadily rose from 45% in 1965 to
61% in 197093.
In Tokyo as well, incineration had been regarded as the most desirable technology for waste disposal
since the turn of the 20th century94. Although the construction of incinerators had been slow and lagged
behind other big cities such as Osaka95, the depletion of dumping sites made enlarging incineration capacity
an immediate concern. It was believed that expanding incineration capacity was the only way to solve the
garbage problems. Thus, the rapid increase of waste resulting from the rapid economic growth and
92
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The first five-year plan mainly concerned human waste disposal. Incineration was focused upon from the second
five-year plan (Yagi, 2004).
The percentage rose to 70% by 1990 and reached 79% in 2011 (Kankyō Shō [Japanese Ministry of Environment],
2013; Kojima, 2003; Yagi, 2004).
Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1963), Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management] (1960, 2000), and Toshi Keikaku Tōkyō Chihō Iinkai [Tokyo Urban Planning
Committee] (1939b)
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971: 23). This was
partly because Tokyo could rely on coastal landfills (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
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incinerationism as the policy paradigm resulted in the tremendous pressure to expand incineration capacity.
It was under this pressure that AWI became the primary policy goal in waste management.
However, AWI was not achieved as planned because the quantity of garbage increased beyond
TMG’s estimation and because of persistent local opposition to the incinerator projects. The Tokyo Longterm Plan in 1963 estimated that the amount of waste for incineration in 1970 would be 7,970 tonnes/day,
while the actual amount reached 10,490 tonnes/day in 1970. Furthermore, the incinerator siting projects met
intense local opposition96. Although the Kita plant, which was announced in 1961, finally started operations
in 1969 after intense local opposition, the Suginami plant at Takaido, which was announced in 1966, was
still in the middle of the conflict when the first garbage war broke out. As a result, only 41.4% of waste for
incineration was incinerated in 1970 and the achievement of AWI was postponed to 197597. It was also
estimated that the amount of waste would increase at the same rate in the future and that an increase in
incineration of 5,310 tonnes/day would be necessary by 1985 to achieve AWI98, which amounted to 10 more
incinerators with 600 tonnes/day capacity.
IWWD was therefore thought to be the solution to this garbage crisis because this idea set out a clear
roadmap to achieve AWI. For the TMG, the problem was that AWI would not be achieved and waste
disposal would be disrupted as incineration capacity expansion could not keep up with the rapid waste
increase. But IWWD set out how AWI could be achieved: by constructing incinerators in every ward and
ensuring that waste generated in a ward is incinerated in that ward. AWI became increasingly difficult to
achieve with the previous siting scheme which exempted the central wards. The amount of waste was
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Another reason the realisation of AWI was delayed was that the existing incinerators became obsolete faster
than expected and needed to be renovated, due to change in the quality of garbage, stricter regulations on urban
environment, and rapid technological development in incineration (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Bureau of Waste Management] 1971).
Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1971)
Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1971)
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soaring far beyond the previous estimation of the incinerator siting plans. IWWD was appealing to the TMG
because this idea of distributive equity was expected to facilitate the incinerators construction in the central
area and help achieve AWI amidst the rapid garbage growth99.
In other words, the policy rationale of IWWD coincided with the interest of Koto ward: reducing the
amount of waste flowing into the landfills as much as possible by increasing incineration capacity. Making
waste disposal less dependent on landfills by constructing more incinerators was their common goal. The
strength of IWWD stood on this agreement between the policy goal of the TMG and the interest of Koto
ward.

Doubt as to its feasibility
It is noteworthy that the practicability of the OWOI policy was doubted by the TMG, thereby
undermining the cognitive legitimacy of the idea. Land availability had been the biggest barrier to siting
incinerators in the central area of Tokyo. The 1939 siting scheme was based on the assumption that it was
impossible to construct incinerators in the central wards100. That was why the dispersion of incinerators had
been applied only to the suburb area, and garbage in the central wards had been sent to the landfills in the
coastal area. Even before IWWD was proposed, it was argued occasionally in the Tokyo Metropolitan
Assembly that an incinerator should be sited in every ward. However, the TMG had been resistant to this
argument because of land availability; it reflected the perception right before the first garbage war that
incinerators were impossible to site in the central wards such as Chuo, Chiyoda, Shibuya, Shinjuku, Bunkyo,
and Toshima101.
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In fact, IWWD was always associated with AWI. For example, see Suginami Seisō Kōjō Kensetsu Suishin
Hombu [Head Office of Suginami Plant Construction Promotion] (1974) and Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu
[Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of Garbage War] (1974b).
100 See Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1959d, 1969, 1971a)
101 Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1971a)
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As IWWD aimed to extend the siting of incinerators to the central wards, the TMG had to face this
problem again. An incinerator needed spacious land that could be accessed via wide roads so that hundreds
of large garbage trucks could pass through. Finding such land was extremely difficult in the 23 wards. It was
all the more so in the hyper-congested central and sub-central parts of Tokyo. IWWD, which required a large
number of small incinerators rather than a small number of large ones, was accepted by the TMG partly due
to its perception that it was already impossible to secure vast lands for large incinerators in the 23 wards of
Tokyo102. However, even for small incinerators, it was difficult to secure sites in the central part103.
This was why the joint waste disposal by several neighbouring wards was allowed as an exception
to IWWD. In the reply to Koto’s open letter, the TMG tried to leave the option of having one incinerator
shared with two or three wards104. At first, the TMG used the term “In Community Waste Disposal”, instead
of “In Ward Waste Disposal”, which meant that waste of a community should be taken care of within the
community, without clearly defining the term community105. Even Koto ward left the option of joint disposal
in the open letter to the other wards, asking them whether or not they would take part in a joint disposal if
OWOI were difficult to achieve.
Furthermore, in response to the question on the feasibility of the 13 incinerators project, the TMG
stated that this should be treated as just a promise of making the utmost effort and hence was written only in
the supplement of the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1971106. The 13 incinerators project was no more than an
abstract roadmap without any candidate sites for them. This feasibility issue undercut the cognitive
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Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1972c)
The TMG was well aware of this difficulty and launched a research on the possibility of underground
incinerators. However, it was denied due to technological and safety concerns in the report of the research
(Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Semmon Iinkai [Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee], 1972b).
104 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1971b)
105 “Chiiki Shori [地域処理] ” in Japanese. In a questionnaire survey conducted by the TMG, there was a question
on what was the proper size of a community in terms of waste disposal (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government], 1971a).
106 Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1972a)
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legitimacy of IWWD and thereby compromised the application of the principle in the siting policy.
Nonetheless, the influence of IWWD became even stronger in the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1972. This
was partly because of the pressure from Koto. The TMG had to show its determination to achieve IWWD
in order to persuade the ward to approve the new landfill projects. In addition, although the completion was
supposed to be difficult to attain, the TMG expected that IWWD would facilitate the incinerators siting and
help achieve AWI. As noted above, the TMG advocated IWWD due to the prospected need for more
incinerators for AWI. The TMG made use of IWWD and the pressure from Koto to facilitate the incinerators
siting necessary for this policy goal.

4. The self-responsibility of each ward and the devolution of waste management
Union’s intervention and the TMG’s hesitation
On the other hand, the self-responsibility of each ward was hardly an influential idea in this period
while the idea of siting incinerators in every ward became dominant. This was mainly because selfresponsibility was against the interest of the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union. The union did not oppose the
siting of incinerators in every ward; but it feared the idea of facilitating the devolution of waste management
to each ward.
The union rather supported the idea of constructing more incinerators. It argued that the garbage
crisis occurred as a result of people’s indifference to waste management and discrimination against the
cleaning workers107. Waste management had been disregarded and the cleaning workers had been suffering
from discrimination108; waste and waste-related facilities had been excluded from communities. People did
107
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Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1981, 1999)
Besides poor work environment and occupational hazard, among the Japanese society, there had been
discrimination and a disdain of cleaning workers who dealt with dirty garbage. For instance, some of them could
not even tell their family what job they were doing. Sometimes, telling the truth led to breakups with girlfriends
or fiancés. (Osumi, 1972; Tokue Shibata, 1961; Yorimoto, 1974).
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not care once their waste was taken out of their living environment. Poor facilities and vehicles exacerbated
the neighbours’ aversion to these facilities, too. To resolve the garbage crisis, argued the union, it was
essential to change people’s perception of waste and to construct proper facilities necessary for waste
disposal. To make waste-related facilities acceptable to communities, they had to be modern, sanitary and
clean. Improving facilities would lead to a better working environment for the cleaning workers as well. The
idea that the garbage from a community should be disposed of in the community provided the philosophical
basis for these claims. IWWD, siting incinerators in every ward, was recognised not only as being
cognitively legitimate as a policy, but also as serving their interests, i.e. the improvement of their work
conditions.
On the other hand, the union feared that this idea would also facilitate the devolution of waste
management. The union was opposed to devolving the responsibility of waste management to each ward
because it was against its organisational interest. The union was afraid that their centralised organisation
would have to be divided into 23 ‘local’ entities if waste management authority was devolved. This would
have weakened the power of the organisation as a whole, thereby increasing the risk of deterioration in the
working conditions of union members. Even the devolution of collection and transportation was out of the
question, for it was these sections which had the largest number of workers.
As IWWD was associated with the autonomy expansion of the wards, the union had to prevent this
idea from facilitating the devolution of waste management109. In fact, right after Koto ward declared IWWD,
the union quickly reacted and took actions to stop it from influencing the politics on devolution110. The union
visited high officials of the TMG, such as the head of the Bureau of Waste Management, the lieutenant
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The union was the one who opposed the devolution in the amendment of Local Autonomy Act in 1964. The
union, through the Japanese Socialist Party which was still influential in the national politics, won the
supplementary provision which left waste-related services in the hands of the TMG.
110 Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1971)
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governor, and the head of the Office of Planning and Coordination111, and asked them not to devolve waste
management to the wards112.
Facing pressure from the union, the Minobe administration of the TMG became less positive about
devolving waste management to each ward. Responding to the concerns from the union against the
devolution, the officials of the TMG promised that waste management would not be devolved113. Minobe
stated in the assembly that the TMG would remain in charge of waste management for the time being, when
asked about the relationship of IWWD with the autonomy expansion and the governor’s willingness to
devolve authority114. Although devolving the responsibility of waste disposal to each ward was a natural
consequence of IWWD, stated the governor, it was difficult and would aggravate the crisis, given the lack
and uneven distribution of waste disposal facilities. Although the report of the Tokyo Waste Problems
Special Advisory Committee, which was formed to make proposals to tackle the garbage crisis,
recommended that the responsibility of waste management except for landfill disposal should be devolved
to each ward according to IWWD, the TMG tried to separate the institutional responsibility of each ward
away from this idea of distributive equity and limited the argument to constructing incinerators in every
ward.
This was partly because it was difficult for Minobe and the TMG to disregard the union’s interest,
even though Minobe was eager for autonomy expansion and devolution. Overcoming the garbage crisis was
impossible without the union’s cooperation and support; the TMG could not afford to fight against the
workers during the deepening crisis. Moreover, the Minobe administration was one of the “Kakushin
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Kikaku Chōsei Shitsuchō [企画調整室長]
Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1971)
113 Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1971)
114 See replies to questions from Takashi Kosugi, Daikichi Murai, Fukaya Takashi (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1971c), Daikichi Murai (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1971d),
Kokichi Okada (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1972c), Mitsuru Tanaka (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1973a), and Mamoru Tajima (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1973b).
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Jichitai115”, i.e. a progressive local government led by left-wing mayors/governors with the support of the
Japanese Socialist Party and/or the Japanese Communist Party. In the early half of the 1970s, there were a
number of local governments which were led by socialist/communist heads while the Liberal Democratic
Party had been in power at the national political level. They acquired popularity especially in big cities116
by taking a strong stance against environmental pollution and improving welfare policies. Minobe, who was
a scholar of Marxist economics, was one of those heads and came into office in 1967 backed by the Japanese
Socialist Party and the Japanese Communist Party. Minobe, therefore, could not ignore the opinions of the
union, which was one of the significant advocates for his government117.
Furthermore, even if the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act were submitted by the Japanese
central government, the union was able to prevent devolution through the influence of the Japanese Socialist
Party, which was still influential in the national politics. Although the Japanese Liberal Democratic Party
had dominated national politics since 1955, the Japanese Socialist Party had been the biggest opposition
with nearly a third of the seats in the House of Representatives back then. In fact, the Japanese Socialist Party
was the one who opposed the devolution of collection and transportation in the amendment of the Local
Autonomy Act in 1964 and won the supplementary provision, which left waste-related services in the hand
of the TMG.
Besides the interest and power of the union, it was recognised that the devolution would make the
problem worse rather than solve it. The union argued that waste management was better performed
regionally by the TMG rather than locally by each ward. The TMG also thought that devolving the
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革新自治体
For instance, Kyoto, Osaka, Kanagawa, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagoya and so forth.
117 In the meeting of the Tokyo Waste Problems Special Advisory Committee, Minobe stated that the waste
disposal should be devolved but it was nearly impossible due to the union’s protest as well as the collectiontransportation which barely managed to be operated with 60% reliance on private business (Asahi Shimbun,
1972b).
116
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responsibility was premature. Even the devolution of collection and transportation had been recognised as
difficult due to the insufficient and uneven distribution of waste-related facilities. Devolving the
responsibility in waste disposal was all the more impossible as less than half of the 23 wards had incinerators.
As the waste management of Tokyo was at the verge of falling apart given the rapid increase of waste
generation and Koto’s opposition to the new landfills, devolving the responsibility to each ward was
recognised as problem causing rather problem solving.
Thus, the idea of the responsibility of each ward was prevented from becoming influential by the
union’s intervention as well as the shared recognition that devolving waste management to each ward would
aggravate the crisis. Devolving waste management to each ward was against the organisational interest of
the union who was able to influence the policy making. Furthermore, it was believed that the devolution
would aggravate the garbage crisis rather than solve it; the institutional requirement of IWWD was not
advocated seriously due to this weak cognitive legitimacy.

Dilemma of the wards
The other wards were also involved in this garbage war, as IWWD required them to accept the
burden and the responsibility of waste disposal to rectify the inequity among the wards. The support of the
wards was indispensable for IWWD to be successful. Facility siting could not proceed if a ward government
and/or council opposed the project118. The responsibility in waste disposal could not be devolved without
their agreement. During the garbage war, they remained rather lukewarm and ambivalent towards IWWD;
they were reluctant to take institutional responsibility in incineration while generally agreeing with the siting
of incinerators in every ward.
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All the wards generally agreed on the idea of constructing incinerators to dispose of their own waste.
In the replies to the open letter from Koto, which asked whether they would agree to IWWD and to cooperate
in siting incinerators, they supported the idea in general. Some of the wards in which incinerators had already
been sited or were being planned were rather understanding of Koto119. Although others showed cautious
attitudes to avoid being imposed additional burdens, they were supportive of IWWD in principle120. Even
the 13 wards without enough incinerators agreed to IWWD and promised their cooperation as well. In fact,
when the TMG spoke to the mayors and the chairpersons of the 13 wards in February 1972, all of them
promised to cooperate in finding candidate sites for incinerator siting121.
On the other hand, they, the 13 wards in particular, were reluctant to be institutionally responsible for
waste disposal. They contended that waste disposal should be regionally managed by the TMG rather than
locally by each ward although they promised to help the TMG site incinerators. Behind this partial support
for IWWD, there was complicated interaction between conflicting views on distributive equity, the doubt in
the practicability of siting incinerator in every ward, and the congruence with the value and the interest of
the autonomy expansion movement.
Some of the 13 wards that were targeted by Koto initially showed rather negative attitudes towards
IWWD. Minato, Shinjuku and Chuo wards claimed that they also suffered from other kinds of locally
unwanted facilities, such as a sewage treatment plant, a human waste disposal plant and a slaughterhouse.
For instance, Minato ward argued that a sewage treatment plant in the ward disposed of sewage from other
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Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971b)
For instance, Nerima ward and Shinagawa ward maintained that there had been enough incinerators for their
own waste and an additional one was not acceptable (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 1971b). The
Shinagawa ward council resolved to block waste from Suginami when Koto ward announced the blockade in
May 1973 (Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of Garbage War],
1973b). In Nerima ward, neighbours around the existing incinerator at Shakujii protested against waste coming
from other wards (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 1971b; Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly],
1972a).
121 Asahi Shimbun (1972a), Mainichi Shimbun (1972a), and Yomiuri Shimbun (1972b)
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wards while a slaughterhouse there provided 25% of the meat consumed in Tokyo122. Chuo ward also
complained that most of the human waste treated by a facility in the ward came from other wards123.
Shinjuku had a sewage disposal plant which was used for other wards, too124. As noted in the introduction,
what types of locally unwanted land uses should be counted is important in assessing distributive equity. As
IWWD concerned the siting of incinerators almost exclusively, this idea of distributive equity did not take
into account the distribution of other types of locally unwanted facilities. Accordingly, the idea was
ideationally less convincing to those who bore burdens other than incinerators.
The self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was not acceptable for the wards in which a
site for an incinerator was hard to find. Most of the 13 wards, Minato, Shinjuku, Chiyoda, Sumida, Chuo,
Bunkyo, Meguro, Nakano, Taito and Toshima, doubted the practicability of IWWD, because they thought
that appropriate lands for such use were hardly available125. Given this limited land availability, they argued
that disposing of waste within each ward was impossible, and consequently waste disposal should be
performed regionally by the TMG. The feasibility issue undermined the credibility of the self-responsibility
of each ward in waste disposal.
At the same time, however, IWWD was normatively undeniable for them as this idea was closely
associated with the autonomy of the 23 wards. As noted earlier, autonomy expansion was the primary
political goal for the 23 wards. IWWD, which required the self-responsibility of each ward for the
management of its own waste, was tightly connected with the value which had underlain this political
movement; IWWD was undeniable for those who had longed to become fully-fledged, independent local
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Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971b)
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971b)
124 Yomiuri Shimbun (1971b)
125 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1971b), Mainichi Shimbun (1971c, 1973b), and Yomiuri Shimbun (1971a,
1971c, 1972a)
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municipalities. When IWWD was proposed by Koto ward, the restoration of the public election for the ward
mayor was on the agenda and the autonomy expansion movement was reaching one of the culminations in
its history. In this political context, the wards could not reject the idea that each ward should take a certain
role to resolve waste problems. To become independent local municipalities both in name and in reality, the
wards were no longer allowed to remain unconcerned with disposal of their own waste.
Furthermore, although the wards were not willing to accept the institutional responsibility in waste
disposal, they rather wanted to have incinerators in their own districts to realise the devolution of collection
and transportation. The 23 wards had demanded the devolution in the autonomy expansion movement,
although it was limited to collection and transportation. The devolution of the collection and transportation
had been prevented in part due to the shortage and uneven distribution of incinerators. The union claimed
that a regional management was necessary to make frequent adjustments on how much waste should be
transported to which incinerator. Given the shortage and uneven distribution of incinerators, the destination
of the waste of a ward had to change frequently to respond to the daily fluctuation in the generation of waste,
as well as the overhauls and unpredictable accidents of incinerators. Siting more incinerators dispersedly,
therefore, was desirable to attain their political goal.
Thus, IWWD was perplexing for the wards. The idea of distributive equity which concerned only
the distribution of waste disposal facilities was not convincing for those who had suffered the burden of other
types of locally unwanted land uses. The feasibility problem of siting incinerators in every ward likewise
undermined the cognitive legitimacy of this idea; the wards where lands for incinerators were supposedly
difficult to find did not want to take on that responsibility, preferring the regional disposal to the local disposal.
On the other hand, taking certain responsibility in waste disposal was normatively compelling, as it resonated
with the greater autonomy of each ward which they had strongly advocated. Having enough incineration
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capacity distributed evenly among the wards would promote the devolution of waste collection and
transportation, which was also a significant part of the autonomy expansion movement.
In the end, the wards supported the incinerators siting in general, but did not want to take the
administrative responsibility in the disposal of their own waste. Despite the conflicting views on distributive
equity, they needed to show their commitment to incinerators siting due to the autonomy expansion as well
as the pressure from Koto ward, while the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was
unacceptable due to feasibility problems. As a result, all they could promise was to help the TMG to
implement the incinerator projects.

In sum, the union, the TMG, and the wards were all negative to the idea that each ward should be
institutionally responsible for its own waste disposal, while all of them supported facilitating the incinerators
construction. Even Koto ward did not persist in devolving the responsibility as long as the incineration
capacity would increase and the amount of waste into the landfills would decrease. This partial advocacy
explains why the strength of the idea of the wards’ responsibility was limited in the 1970s while OWOI
became influential.

Conclusion
IWWD became influential in policies in the early 1970s. The idea of siting incinerators in every
ward was reflected in the siting policies as seen in the 13 incinerators project. All of the four variables,
ideational legitimacy, interests, power of carriers, and exogenous environments, worked positively for this
idea.
IWWD was perceived as normatively legitimate because this idea of distributive equity resonated
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with the underlying values of the major actors, i.e. efficiency in garbage transportation and autonomy of
each ward. IWWD was consistent with these values as all of them would be realised with a large number of
small incinerators evenly distributed among the wards rather than a small number of large incinerators in a
few places. IWWD was accepted by the TMG as the idea of siting incinerators in every ward would enhance
these two values which underpinned the old siting scheme, rather than challenge them. The 23 wards could
not deny the idea as it resonated with the autonomy of each ward, which they advocated in the autonomy
expansion movement.
Siting incinerators in every ward was cognitively appealing as well. IWWD was perceived by the
TMG as a policy solution to the garbage crisis. As the amount of waste was growing beyond expectation,
the TMG could not afford to exclude the central part of the 23 wards from the siting of incinerators in order
to achieve AWI. Although the practicability of IWWD was doubted, the TMG advocated this idea to
facilitate the construction of incinerators necessary for AWI.
IWWD was backed by the powerful interest of Koto ward. Koto had a strong interest in facilitating
incinerator construction because it believed that the shortage of incinerator capacity was the main cause of
the disproportionate burden on the ward. Furthermore, Koto ward was able to influence the policy-making
process through its threat of a blockade and the de facto veto power over the new landfills given Tokyo’s
over-dependence on the coastal landfill. This interest and power of Koto ward enabled IWWD to be quickly
adopted in the governmental policies.
OWOI was congruent with interests of other actors as well, or at least did not raise intense opposition
to it. The union recognised that investing in waste disposal facilities would help them resolve the
discrimination against cleaning workers and improve their working environment. The wards also had an
interest in facilitating the incinerators construction to promote the autonomy expansion. Thus, all of the
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major parties supported IWWD to facilitate the incinerator construction due to its ideational legitimacy and
its congruence with their interests.
This does not mean that IWWD did not raise any opposition however. IWWD met persistent
opposition from the neighbours around the incinerator projects in the implementation process. Although the
wards agreed on the projects in principle, the neighbours opposed them as they would disturb local
environments. However, this difficulty in the implementation had yet to affect the dominance of the idea in
the policies during this period. The impact of the feedback from the implementation will be detailed in the
next chapter.
The exogenous environments, i.e. the rapid economic growth and incinerationism, were centred on
the positive interaction between the variables for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. It was this
rapid growth of the economy that supported the interest and power of Koto ward. The economic boom
resulted in a huge increase of garbage production. The burden of waste disposal on Koto ward had been
accumulating under this growing amount of waste. At the same time, it was under the deepening landfill
crisis caused by the soaring waste production that the garbage blockade and the political veto of the new
landfills worked as bargaining chips in its negotiation with the TMG. Furthermore, IWWD was recognised
as a solution to the garbage crisis given the urgent necessity for more incinerators, resulting from the
interaction between the rapid waste growth and incinerationism as the policy paradigm in waste
management.
Thus, all of the four variables worked harmoniously for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward.
The exogenous environments were central in the interaction between them, as cognitive legitimacy, interests
and power of the claimant were significantly supported by rapid economic growth and incinerationism.
Accordingly, changes in these environments significantly affected the strength of IWWD as will be detailed
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in the following chapters.
On the other hand, the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was not reflected in the
relevant policies. This was mainly because this requirement was against the union’s interest. The union
quickly reacted to the idea and made sure that IWWD would not influence the devolution of waste
management to the individual ward. The union was able to make its claim heard by the TMG, because the
Minobe administration was a socialist government and hence could not ignore the claim and needed the
workers’ cooperation to tackle the garbage crisis. Furthermore, the national political environment provided
the opportunity for the union to prevent the devolution of waste management.
To make matters worse, devolving waste disposal to each ward was not cognitively convincing to
all of the parties, though it was normatively compelling. It was recognised that devolving waste management
to each ward would worsen the garbage crisis rather than solve it. The wards did not want the responsibility
of incineration to be forced on them, because for some it would be impossible to find an adequate site for an
incinerator and therefore incineration was better performed regionally rather than locally.
Taken together, the four variables worked positively for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward,
while the self-responsibility of each ward was against the interest of a powerful actor and recognised as
problem causing rather than problem solving. As a result, IWWD became influential for the siting of
incinerators but not for the devolution of waste management.
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4. Declining Influence of IWWD

The influence of In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) in siting policies declined through the latter half
of the 1970s and the idea was almost forgotten in the 1980s. The completion of One Ward One Incinerator
(OWOI) was postponed in 1974 and the principle was compromised in the 1976 revision. By the beginning
of the 1980s, the siting of incinerators went back to the old scheme in which facilities were sited in the
surrounding area of the 23 wards while the central part was excused. IWWD lost its dominance in the siting
policies. On the other hand, the idea of the institutional responsibility of each ward remained weak in
influence through this period. Although the devolution of waste management was discussed, the argument
was still mostly limited to collection and transportation. Even this partial devolution was not realised. To
sum up, the prominence of IWWD as an idea underpinning policy fell from the previous period.
This chapter explores what caused this decline of IWWD. The first section explains the impact of
the feedback from the implementation process which led to the 1974 revision, followed by an analysis of
the revision in 1976 (the second section) and the siting policies in the 1980s (the third section). Then, the
fourth section examines why the idea of the institutional responsibility of each ward was not influential in
this period.

1. Negative feedback from the implementation
Slowdown in the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1974
IWWD’s strength started weakening in the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1974126. While the Tokyo Midterm Plan 1972 schemed to site 13 new incinerators in the wards without sufficient incineration capacity by
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Tōkyōto Chūki Keikaku 1974 [東京都中期計画 1974 年]

79

1975, none of the 13 incinerator projects were scheduled to be completed in this three-year plan. As a result,
the total incineration capacity in 1976 was planned to be only 11,000 tonnes/day, whereas it was initially
projected to reach 17,500 tonnes/day by 1975 in the 1972 plan. Thus, compared to the previous period, the
1974 siting plan slowed down the incinerators siting and started receding from the OWOI policy. Although
this plan still held IWWD as the main principle in waste disposal and stated that this idea was taking root
among the citizens of Tokyo, it was obvious that IWWD became no more than an abstract goal for the future.

Difficulty in finding sites
The negative feedback from the implementation constrained the influence of IWWD in the Tokyo
Mid-term Plan 1974. As noted in the previous chapter, appropriate sites for the incinerators were difficult to
find, particularly in the central part of the 23 wards. Even if a ward was supportive of the project, it was
challenging to secure a proper site for it. Actually, the limited land availability hindered the progress of the
13 incinerators plan. In June 1972, the TMG explained in the assembly that there were promising candidate
sites in only five out of the 13 wards127. Half a year after the 13 incinerators plan was announced, no specific
candidate site had been publicly announced.
Even at the time when the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1974 was issued, only three new sites had been
officially publicised (see Figure 4-1). One was the Shinjuku plant which was announced in September 1973
on a piece of land owned by the TMG at Shinjuku Sub-Urban Centre where skyscrapers abounded and more
were to be built. Another was in Shibuya ward. Asked by the TMG to cooperate in finding a site, the ward
set up the Shibuya Citizen’s Committee128 to select a site for the project. In May 1974, the committee
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Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1972b)
Shibuya-ku Gomi Shori Taisaku Kumin no Kai [渋谷区ゴミ処理対策区民の会]. This committee consisted of the
ward government, the ward council and citizens’ groups (Shibuya-ku-gikai [Shibuya Ward Council], 1976).

80

decided on a part of Yoyogi Park as the candidate site. The other was in Meguro, decided in February 1974,
at the site of the National Industrial Laboratory which was planned to be relocated.
Figure 4-1. Location of incinerators and landfills in 1974129

Nonetheless, it was taking time for the projects in Shibuya and Meguro to be approved due to
necessary adjustments with other urban plans. The site in Yoyogi Park needed an alternate park site to make
up for the loss of the park space. The project in Meguro ward was also postponed because the site was not
available due to the relocation of the laboratory being delayed. As a result, after nearly three years since the
declaration of IWWD by Koto ward, only one site was secured for the 13 incinerators project. Limited land
availability was a fetter for the progress of IWWD.

Local resistance to the projects
Persistent local opposition was another obstacle for the advancement of the OWOI policy. Even if a
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Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
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ward agreed to a project, the neighbours around the site contested against it. Historically, almost all of the
incinerators sited in Tokyo more or less had met local resistance130. The 13 incinerators were no exception.
The project that attracted the most attention among the 13 incinerators was the one in Shinjuku which was
regarded as the symbol of IWWD, for the project was planned in one of the most developed urban areas of
Tokyo131. Governor Minobe stated that this project was meant to change the perception among the citizens
that garbage should be taken out of their communities and disposed of elsewhere, and challenge the view
that an incinerator could not be sited in developed urban areas132. If an incinerator could not be built in one
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There are records of local opposition to waste disposal facilities in the early 20th century. The Tokyo City
Government started searching for a prospective site for an incinerator from 1903. Nine candidate sites came up
in 10 years; but none of them were realised mainly due to opposition from neighbours around the candidate sites
(Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000). It took 26 years
since the government started looking for a site until the first incinerator in Tokyo City started operation in
Fukagawa. Another example was a conflict between Meguro and Shibuya, which were not a part of Tokyo City
then but merged in the city later. The Shibuya town constructed an incinerator in Meguro town. Right after it
started operation in 1927, the neighbours protested against pollution from the plant. Shibuya and Meguro tried
to settle the conflict with compensations and a condition that waste from Meguro would be disposed of by the
incinerator as well. However, the people in both of the towns were dissatisfied with the settlement and the
incinerator was abandoned in 1931 (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management], 2000).
Siting of waste disposal facilities caused a lot of conflict after World War II as well. An example is the incinerator
project in Yaguchi, Ota ward. This project was originally planned in 1939 and the land for it was already
purchased. After the disruption by World War II, the project was written in the Ten Years Incinerators
Construction Plan in 1956. This siting project met local opposition and took six years to be brought into operation
(Ōta-ku-gikai [Ota Ward Council], 2003). The dispute over the incinerator project in Kita ward is another wellknown example. Strong local protest rose right after the project was announced in 1961. The issue was brought
into court and the agreement on operation and pollution prevention was made according to the recommendation
of reconciliation from the court. It was not until 1968 that the plant started operation (Kita-ku-gikai [Kita Ward
Council], 1994).
Not only incinerators, but also relay stations were averted by neighbours. There were many relay stations
where garbage was transhipped from a small truck to big one, or toａship. Relay stations had been nuisances for
neighbours due to traffic problems, smells, spillover, and so forth, and thereby caused local protests (Tōkyō-to
Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000). In the garbage war, the
TMG planned to construct relay stations to reduce the number of garbage trucks driving through Koto ward.
However, they met opposition in Shinjuku, Shibuya, Ota, and Adachi.
131 Opposition to the 13 incinerator projects occurred in other places as well. For example, residents in Shibaura,
Minato ward, petitioned the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly against the project (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1972b). In Shibuya, there were protests from neighbours in the process of selecting a
candidate site (Shibuya-ku-gikai [Shibuya Ward Council], 1976). The project in Meguro went through intense
local opposition in the 1980s as explained later in this chapter (Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru
Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing Meguro Plant], 1993).
132 Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of Garbage War] (1973c)
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of the prime lands in Tokyo, stated the governor, it would have been impossible anywhere else in Tokyo133.
Thus, the TMG intended to prove that incinerators could be built even in a developed, congested area in
order to facilitate the incinerators siting in other places. However, opposition arose immediately from those
who had interests in the redevelopment of this area, such as local shopkeepers, residential associations and
big businesses.
Another project which met local opposition was Adachi, where the expansion of the existing
incinerator from 600 tonnes/day to 1200 tonnes/day went under negotiation when the garbage war broke
out134. The incinerator was originally planned in the 1939 siting plan. After the disruption by World War II,
the project was written in the Ten Years Incinerators Construction Plan in 1956 and the plant started operation
in 1964. The reconstruction and expansion was announced in 1970 to achieve AWI by 1975 as the
unexpected change in the quality of garbage damaged the plant135. However, this reconstruction plan met
resistance from the neighbours. Even after IWWD was declared, the locals continued pleading with the
Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly against the expansion and demanded the relocation of the incinerator136.
The most crucial conflict in this period was over the Suginami plant in Takaido, Suginami ward. The
Suginami plant was also one of the nine incinerators which were originally planned in 1939. In Takaido, the
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This was called the “Tokonoma theory” [床の間理論]. Tokonoma refers to a built-in recessed space in a
traditional Japanese style reception room, where artistic ornaments, such as a hanging scroll, pottery or flower
arrangements, are displayed. Minobe used the word as a metaphor for prime land in Tokyo.
134 In the same period, there was a conflict in Katsushika ward over the renovation and expansion of the existing
incinerator.
135 Back then, the increase of petrochemical products raised the burning temperature in incinerators and damaged
their capacity (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 1971).
136 Asahi Shimbun (1971b), Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of
Garbage War] (1971a), and Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1972a). After the intense protest, the
reconstruction was brought to an agreement in November 1972 with several conditions: limiting the amount of
disposed waste to less than 750 tonnes/day; building routes for garbage trucks; preventing traffic accidents:
setting a public space and wooded area surrounding the plant; building welfare facilities; setting an operation
committee on pollution prevention; and so forth (Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Headquarter of Garbage War], 1972a). The reconstruction started in 1974 and was completed in
1977.
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local opposition movement had prevented the siting ever since the plan was announced in 1966, while the
Suginami ward council repeatedly petitioned the TMG to construct an incinerator in the ward in the early
1960s137. As explained later in this chapter, this local protest in Suginami was powerful and became a
significant bottleneck in the overall progress of the incinerator siting projects.
The local opposition occurred mainly because the incinerator projects were against the neighbours’
interests. As IWWD aimed to redistribute to the other wards the burden of locally unwanted land uses which
had been concentrated in Koto ward, the idea was against the interests of those who were asked to share the
burden. Local citizens felt that incinerators would bring environmental degradation to the local community,
such as pollution from the plant and garbage trucks as well as traffic jams and accidents. Besides the
environmental concerns, an incinerator was regarded as a hindrance to local development, damaging the
image of a community and occupying land which could otherwise be used for other purposes beneficial to
local development. For example, in Suginami, besides the environmental concerns, the residents opposed
the incinerator because the project would occupy the land in front of the rail station which could be used for
community development138.
The incinerator projects were disliked not just by local citizens in general but also by businesses. For
instance, it was local and non-local businesses that intensely opposed the project in Shinjuku. Because the
redevelopment project had been planned in the area around the site, the incinerator was opposed not just by
local businesses such as shopkeepers, but also by big businesses with interests in the redevelopment project
such as mega banks, big real estate businesses, and the hotel industry139.

137

This invitation of an incinerator was initiated by the Suginami Cleaning Association, a local organisation which
was founded for the purpose of making a clean and sanitary local environment in response to the campaign
against flies and mosquitoes during the l950s (Shōyō Kinen Zaidan, 1983).
138 Naito (2005) and Shōyō Kinen Zaidan (1983)
139 They formed the Shinjuku New Urban Centre Development Association (Shinjuku Shin Toshin Kaihatsu
Kyōgikai [新宿新都心開発協議会]) which consisted of 12 big companies including ones from zaibatsu, industrial
and financial business conglomerates, such as Mitsui and Sumitomo (Asahi Shimbun, 1973b, 1973c; Mainichi
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Furthermore, IWWD did not resonate with the local residents although the TMG tried to justify the
projects with this idea of distributive equity. This was in part because, although IWWD justified siting an
incinerator in every ward, it did not tell where in a ward an incinerator should be sited or how a site should
be selected. For example, the opposition in Takaido criticised the project for the unfairness in the site
selection process by pointing out the flaw in the legal procedure of the project siting. It argued that Takaido
was chosen even though it was not the most suitable place in Suginami ward due to the site selecting process
unduly distorted by political power140141. Similarly, the opposition in Shinjuku also criticised the TMG for
the lack of dialogue and consultation with the local people before the plan was officially announced142. The
neighbours opposing the reconstruction in Adachi demanded to relocate the site elsewhere in the ward while
it admitted the legitimacy of IWWD143. Although the idea of siting incinerators in every ward was generally
recognised as normatively right, it allowed the locals to make counterarguments144.
Shimbun, 1973a, 1973c)
The origin of the incinerator project was in the 1939 siting plan as well. In this plan, the site was decided in
another place in the ward. As this siting plan was disrupted by the war, the TMG started over the site selection
for the project and chose Takaido from the 12 candidates. One of the claims made by the opposition movement
was that the decision of the site was legally ineffective, because the site in the 1939 plan was already legally
authorised back then and not cancelled yet. Furthermore, the movement suspected that Takaido was selected
not because the place was best suited for the incinerator, but because it was politically weak as none of the
representatives of the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly and the ward council lived there. The suspicion was raised
in the court that another place in the ward, Izumi-cho, was chosen before Takaido, but was withdrawn because
a high official of the TMG and influential members of the ward council lived there. There was even a rumour
that the wife of the high official said that an incinerator would never be allowed there (Naito, 2005; Shōyō Kinen
Zaidan, 1983).
141 The opposition suspected that the TMG intended to delegitimize the local movement by claiming IWWD (Naito,
2005; Shōyō Kinen Zaidan, 1983; Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management], 2000). The leader of the opposition viewed IWWD negatively as a mere slogan to disrupt the
opposition in Takaido and argued that political and economic activities such as waste disposal could not be
restricted to one ward (Yorimoto, 1977).
142 Kishimoto & Yorimoto (1976). The project in Shinjuku was announced rather hastily. The TMG had to show
Koto the progress and its determination for IWWD, as other projects were not expected to be materialised soon
(Kodama & Yokoyama, 1974).
143 When the incinerator was built, it was surrounded by rice fields. However, by the time the expansion was
planned, the neighbouring area had been urbanized rapidly; there were condominiums, schools and houses
densely surrounding the plant. The neighbours argued that there were spaces in the ward more suitable for the
incinerator, while agreeing to the idea of taking care of its own waste (Asahi Shimbun, 1971b). Actually, in the
protest against the expansion, they proposed an alternative site in the ward, Toneri (Mainichi Shimbun, 1971d).
However, this proposal was rejected by the council of the ward and the TMG (Mainichi Shimbun, 1971b, 1972b).
144 It is noteworthy, however, that the opposition movements made use of IWWD once they had to accept the
140
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Thus, the incinerator siting met local resistance; the TMG had to overcome opposition to achieve
OWOI. Generally speaking, the TMG was able to force their way through local opposition. Although the
institutional siting procedure provided opportunities for citizens to express their opinion in the process of the
urban planning decision, it was just a formality and did not offer them enough power to have the government
call off the project. Even if landowners disagreed, the TMG could exert eminent domain. Once a site was
officially announced, local opposition movements could not resist the projects siting forever.
It is another story if the government and/or the council of a ward objected to the siting of a project.
In the process of siting an incinerator, there was an opportunity for a ward to be consulted before the urban
planning decision. Also, the TMG usually sounded out the ward before the official announcement. Although

projects and negotiations started on the terms and conditions. As the TMG justified the incinerators siting with
IWWD, the opposition demanded the TMG to restrict the amount of waste disposed of by the incinerators to the
amount generated in that ward, or simply to exclude waste generated outside of the ward. In Suginami, through
the court reconciliation, only 600 tonnes/day were allowed in the incinerator although its capacity was 900
tonnes/day. On top of that, bringing in waste outside the ward was prohibited. In Adachi, the local people won
the condition that the plant should dispose of no more than 750 tonnes/day while its capacity was 1000
tonnes/day, although it was modified to 1000 tonnes/day later in 1990 as the amount of waste increased and the
Kita plant was out of operation for renovation then. (Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Headquarter of Garbage War], 1972a; Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management], 2000). Later, the neighbours in Meguro also won a similar agreement which
limited the amount of waste disposed of in the incinerator to the amount generated within the ward (Meguro
Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing Meguro
Plant], 1993; Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 1992). In
Nerima, the Hikarigaoka plant was allowed to operate only one of the two furnaces with 150 tonnes/day capacity
each. The operation of the two furnaces was allowed only 80 days a year at most, although this limitation on
operation was lifted in 1992 by request from the TMG to deal with the rapid increase of waste during the latter
half of 1980s (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 2000).
On the other hand, the TMG did not want these restrictions on the operation of the incinerators (Interview with
an official of Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Ward 31.10.2011). The TMG adopted IWWD because it thought that
this idea would help make garbage transportation more efficient and contribute to achieving AWI. However,
transport efficiency and AWI were not completely consistent with IWWD. Garbage transportation might be
inefficient if shipment of waste across the wards was prohibited because the nearest incinerator for a certain
area in a ward was not necessarily the one in the ward, given the intricate borderlines of the wards. Furthermore,
the priority of the TMG was to save landfills and to achieve AWI as soon as possible for that purpose. Therefore,
the TMG wanted to build incinerators as large as possible in given lands and incinerate as much waste as
possible regardless of where it was generated; the restrictions on capacity and operation of incinerators that
IWWD required were not preferable for the TMG. For instance, see Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai
Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing Meguro Plant] (1993) and Tōkyō-to Seisō
Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1992). However, the TMG had to
accept the conditions as the incinerators were built in the name of IWWD.
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this did not give a ward legal veto, the TMG could not ignore the opinion of an independent local
municipality, thereby providing a ward political veto power in siting projects. In fact, incinerator projects
were all stopped when the government and/or council of a ward expressed disagreement. As explained in
the previous chapter, the anti-garbage pollution movement in Koto was powerful as it was led by the
government and the council of the ward. The incinerator projects in Nakano and Arakawa in the 1970s were
withdrawn when the governments opposed them, as explained later in this chapter145. In other words, local
opposition movements could not stop the incinerator siting forever unless they had the support of their
respective government and/or council of the ward.
Nonetheless, the local opposition movements still managed to impede the progress of the incinerator
siting, which led to the revision of the siting plans in 1974. In particular, the local opposition in Takaido,
Suginami ward, hindered the advancement of the incinerator siting projects overall.

Suginami - bottleneck of IWWD
The local opposition to the Suginami plant was regarded as the bottleneck of IWWD. The TMG
recognised that, if the project in Suginami failed, no project would be successful as the determination of the
TMG to site incinerators in every ward would lose its credibility146; Suginami plant was the cornerstone
upon which the success of IWWD depended. The TMG had to resolve the Suginami issue before moving
on to the other projects in order to show its determination to achieve IWWD.
The opposition movement in Suginami was persistent because most of the concerned land was
owned by the core members of the opposition movement147. Furthermore, the landowners were solidly
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In the 1990s, the incinerator projects in Meguro, Setagaya, and Koto were cancelled as the wards disagreed
with them.
146 Shōyō Kinen Zaidan (1983)
147 It was owned by 16 individuals and 12 of them were core members of the movement (Yorimoto, 1977).
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united against the project as a half of them were of the same lineage148. Around 70% of the candidate site
was owned by the Naito family, who had been influential in this area. This solidarity of the landowners made
the movement tenacious. It is true that the TMG could have used eminent domain as the last resort to
expropriate the land. In fact, the governor once suggested the use of eminent domain right after the
declaration of the garbage war. However, he took it back confronting the criticism and promised not to use
it. The TMG was afraid that forcing their way through the opposition in Takaido would raise criticism of
authoritarianism and make the forthcoming projects in other wards more difficult149.
Instead, the TMG decided to start over the site selection process in the ward, as the opposition
criticised the project for its unfair procedure to select Takaido. In 1972, the TMG established the site selection
committee which consisted of the ward government, the ward council, and representatives of local
organisations such as shopkeepers association, parents and teachers association, consumer groups and the
like. This promise of not using the compulsory acquisition and the resultant start-over of the site selection
process delayed the project further.
The deadlock in Suginami irritated Koto ward. The ward imposed a garbage blockade twice to
resolve the situation. The opposition to a temporary relay station in Suginami triggered the first blockade at
the end of 1972. While the incinerator siting in Takaido had been stuck in a stalemate, the TMG planned to
set a temporary relay station at Wadabori park in the ward to deal with waste increase at the end of year150.
However, this relay station was opposed by local residents. The TMG cancelled the plan there as the
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For more details of the opposition movement, see Yorimoto (1977).
Asahi Shimbun (1972d) and Shōyō Kinen Zaidan (1983)
150 In Japan, it is an annual activity to do a deep house cleaning at the end of the year. Back then, temporary relay
stations were built in eight places in the 23 wards to deal with the increased amount of waste at the end of the
year. The station in Watabori, Suginami ward, was one of them. Facing the protest there, the station was sited
in another place in the area (Tōkyō-to Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of
Garbage War], 1972b, 1973c).
149
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construction was prevented by them151. Seeing this turn of events, Koto gave notice of blocking waste from
Suginami. The members of the Koto council checked and stopped the garbage trucks from Suginami at the
entrance of the 15th landfill. Although the blockade was lifted the next day, piles of garbage were left on the
streets of Suginami.
The second blockade occurred in May 1973. In April 1973, Koto demanded that the construction of
the new landfill at the inner seawall area be stopped because the project in Suginami did not make progress
and none of the 13 incinerators had come to agreement yet, despite the promise made when Koto ward
approved the new landfill siting. Koto accused the TMG of breaking the promise while also criticising
Suginami of “local egoism152”. The delay of the Suginami plant was regarded as the culprit which delayed
the achievement of All Waste Incineration (AWI). Facing pressure from Koto, the site selection committee
in Suginami had an emergency meeting. However, members of the local opposition movement in Takaido
stormed the meeting and prevented it from continuing. That was when Koto decided to put up a blockade
again. Waste from Suginami was refused for three days, and the ward was buried in piles of garbage once
more.
Governor Minobe visited Koto and asked to lift the blockade, promising to resolve the conflict in
Suginami by September 1973. The site selection committee decided on the site and chose Takaido again.
Given the result, the TMG resumed talks with the local opposition, but could not reach an agreement even
past the date promised with Koto. Koto sent an open letter to the TMG and demanded it to keep the promise
on the new landfill siting and to promote the 13 incinerators construction, the failure of which may result in
blockading the transportation of waste once more. Under pressure from Koto, Minobe could no longer
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Asahi Shimbun (1972c)
“Chiiki Ego [地域エゴ]” in Japanese. It is used pejoratively to refer to local opposition against a facility
recognised as necessary for everyone.
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continue the dialogue with the local opposition; he made up his mind to resume the process of eminent
domain.
The considerable public support also encouraged the TMG to use eminent domain. IWWD had
gained significant support from the citizens. Since the declaration of the garbage war, this issue attracted
much public attention and was intensively covered by the mass media 153 . The TMG put out an
advertisement in the major papers and asked for cooperation for IWWD154. According to the opinion poll
conducted by the TMG in November 1971, one and half months after the garbage war was declared, 61.4%
of the respondents supported IWWD155. This figure rose to 83.1% in December 1973 with only 4.9%
opposing the idea156. This widespread advocacy for IWWD made the opposition in Suginami look like
“local egoism”, or painted them as the “villain” who forced their dirty waste on Koto ward. The opinion poll
showed that while Koto’s refusal to accept waste from other wards was supported by 89.4%, the support for
the opposition in Suginami was only 17.8%157. The use of eminent domain on Suginami, which the TMG
once promised to never use, was also widely supported. The opinion poll conducted at the end of 1973
showed that more than 70% agreed with the use of land expropriation158. This public support encouraged
Minobe to decide to resume the process of this authoritarian measure159.
153

Teruyoshi Shibata (2001a, 2001b) analyses the role of media in the garbage war and points out the bias of major
newspapers favouring IWWD and its influence on public opinion.
154 On 15th February 1972. As titled “Waste from a community be disposed of in that community”, this
advertisement highlighted how much waste was generated and disposed of in each ward to illuminate the
inequity among the wards.
155 40.4% of the respondents showed strong support while 21% showed weak support (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government], 1971a).
156 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1973)
157 Shakai Chōsa Kenkyū Jo [Institute for Social Research] (1973). Even within Suginami, local groups supporting
the incinerator, such as the labour union, the cleaning association, the consumer group, the ladies association,
the residential association, the association of shopkeepers, and the parents and teachers association, gathered
and launched an organisation to promote the siting (Asahi Shimbun, 1973a).
158 IWWD accounted for 42.7% of the reasons for supporting the eminent domain, and local egoism for 15.9%
(Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1973).
159 Minobe stated in the new year address in the office that the necessity of incinerators, the resumption of the
process of the eminent domain and IWWD were widely supported, referring to the result of this survey (Tōkyōto Gomi Taisaku Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Headquarter of Garbage War], 1974a).
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Seeing Minobe’s determination to use eminent domain, the local opposition finally gave in. The
opposition showed its willingness to reconcile and the reconciliation process began in the Tokyo district
court in April 1974. The dispute in Suginami finally started working out a resolution160. However, it had
been already two and half years since IWWD and the 13 incinerators project were announced. Although the
TMG, together with the power of Koto ward and the wide public support, was able to force their way through
the opposition at last, the deadlock in Suginami had delayed the overall progress of IWWD.

In sum, what constrained the influence of IWWD in the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1974 was the
difficulty in putting the siting projects into practice. The governmental capacity to implement the idea of
distributive equity was undermined by the limited land availability. To make matters worse, these siting
projects were against the interests of the neighbours and businesses, thereby raising local resistance.
Moreover, IWWD was not persuasive enough to them, for this idea of distributive equity did not detail how
a site should be selected in a ward, even though it was eloquent on how incinerators should be distributed
among the wards. Although these local protests could not stop the projects forever, they, especially the one
in Suginami, hindered the advancement of the idea. The influence of IWWD declined due to the negative
feedback from the implementation process.

2. Oil shock and further decline of IWWD in the latter half of the 1970s
The 1976 revision
When the conflict in Suginami was resolved at last, the TMG could have proceeded with the 13
incinerators. However, the influence of IWWD declined further in the latter half of 1970s. The turning point

160

It was in 1978 that the construction started after more than 10 years of dispute.
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came in 1976 when the Waste Management Advisory Committee Report161 suggested a further withdrawal
from IWWD. In this report, the scheme to site incinerators in every ward was reconsidered. The report did
not deny the need for more incinerators, but the number was decreased to five or six plants by 1985 while,
as Figure 4-2 shows, there were still 12 wards left without an incinerator, excluding the Suginami plant.
Figure 4-2. Location of incinerators and landfills in 1978162

Accordingly, the report relaxed the OWOI policy and rather encouraged joint disposal by several wards. It
is true that joint disposal by several wards was not totally excluded as an option even in the previous period.
The TMG and Koto ward allowed for joint disposal by two or three wards as explained in the third chapter.
However, it had been regarded as just an exceptional measure. Although IWWD was still regarded as a
significant principle and the report stated that new incinerators should be sited preferentially in wards without
one, the OWOI policy was compromised.

161
162

Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1976)
Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
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Receiving this report, the siting policies receded from the idea of siting incinerators in every ward.
The Three Years Plan of Administration and Finance of Tokyo163 in 1976 budgeted only one project, the
Suginami plant. The Low Growth Society and Administration of Tokyo164 in 1978 showed that, after
Suginami, only six new incinerators were expected to be necessary by 1985165. These siting policies did not
show any roadmap to site incinerators in every ward. The influence of IWWD became much weaker in the
latter half of the 1970s.
Table 4-1. New incinerator projects proposed in the 1970s and the 1980s
Projects
※ Shinjuku Plant
※ Shibuya Plant

Announcement Year
Announced in 1973
Candidate site selected in 1974

Results
Abandoned by the end of the 1970s
Abandoned by the end of the 1970s
Construction started in 1988
※ Meguro Plant
Candidate site selected in 1974
and operation in 1991
※ Nakano Plant
Proposed in 1976
Withdrawn immediately
※ Arakawa Plant
Proposed in 1976
Withdrawn immediately
Hikarigaoka Plant in
Announced in 1977
Construction started in 1980
Nerima
(second incinerator in the ward)
and operation in 1983
Announced in 1982
Construction started in 1987
※ Ota Plant
(second incinerator in the ward)
and operation in 1990
Ariake Plant
Announced in 1985
Started construction in 1991
in Koto
(second incinerator in the ward)
and operation in 1995
※ Projects in the 13 wards
Shadowing denotes failed projects
In fact, the incinerator siting during this period did not live up to the ideal of IWWD anymore. Table
4-1 lists new incinerator projects proposed in the 1970s and the 1980s and their results. As this table shows,
none of the 13 incinerators project was realised in the latter half of the 1970s. The two symbolic projects
among the 13 incinerators siting plan, i.e. Shinjuku and Shibuya, were cancelled. The project in Shinjuku,
which Minobe planned as the symbol of IWWD in 1973, was virtually shelved by the beginning of 1976166.
The plan was given up and faded out of the scene by the end of the 1970s. The project in Shibuya, which
163

Tōkyō-to no Gyōzaisei Sankanen Keikaku [東京都の行財政三カ年計画] (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government], 1976b)
164 Teiseichō Shakai to Tosei [低成長社会と都政] (Tōkyō-to Seisaku Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office
of Policy], 1978)
165 Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1978)
166 Asahi Shimbun (1976c, 1976d) and Mainichi Shimbun (1976)
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Minobe once praised as a model example of IWWD as the site was selected cooperatively by the ward and
the citizens, was cancelled as well. Although the TMG made unofficial overtures to Nakano ward and
Arakawa ward in 1976, both of them were withdrawn immediately167. Most of the projects from the 13
incinerators plan failed and were abandoned by the time Minobe stepped down in 1979168.
Although the 1976 report recommended that new incinerators necessary for AWI should be built in
wards without one, the only project that reached an agreement in the latter half of 1970s was not from the
13 wards, but Hikarigaoka in Nerima ward where one incinerator was already in operation. The Hikarigaoka
plant was announced in 1977 and the construction started in 1980169. The TMG insisted that this plan was
consistent with IWWD as the Shakujii plant, the first incinerator in Nerima, was not sufficient to dispose of
all the waste in the ward. However, it was obvious that the TMG was receding from the OWOI policy.

Land availability and local opposition
Land availability and local opposition were partly responsible for the cancellation of some of these
projects. The project in Shibuya was cancelled partly because a suitable site was not available. As the
Shibuya plant was planned to occupy a part of Yoyogi Park and reduce the park area in the ward, the project
needed a replacement site for a park to make up for the loss. However, the prospected alternate site turned

167

Asahi Shimbun (1976a, 1976b), Mainichi Shimbun (1977a), Nakano Eki Shūhen Chiku Seibibu [Department
of Development of Surrounding Area of Nakano Station] (1991), and Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government]
(1976a)
168 As noted in the next section, only two of the 13 projects were realised: Meguro and Ota.
169 The project in Hikarigaoka did not go without a local protest either. Hikarigaoka plant was proposed in the site
of Grant Heights, houses for the U.S. Army and its families. During World War II, the lands were forcefully
taken from farmers to construct an airport. When the war ended, the U.S. Army came in. In the early 1960s,
the neighbours developed a movement and demanded the restoration of the land. The land was returned in
1972 and it was planned to construct there a new town of 12,000 houses with 42,000 residents. The incinerator
was proposed to deal with waste in this new town. However, the neighbours around the new town complained
that the proposed site was too close to the existing houses, being located at the edge of the new town. They did
not oppose to the necessity of the incinerator; they called for siting the plant in the centre of the new town. Seeing
the local protest, the ward council also sent a request to change the location of the incinerator. As a result, the
TMG decided to move the site towards the centre (Nerima-ku-gikai [Nerima Ward Council], 1991).
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out to be unavailable because it was reserved for the New National Theatre170.
The projects in Shinjuku, Nakano and Arakawa wards were prevented by local opposition. In
Shinjuku, local residents and businesses continued to reject the project. In Nakano, the proposal gave rise to
a strong objection from the locals, for the proposed site was where a prison was to be removed after a long
movement by the locals for its relocation171. The incinerator project was unacceptable to the local movement
which had devoted itself to the relocation of the prison for more than 20 years and had already drawn up a
blueprint to invite a high school or make a recreational park there. Given this course of events, the mayor
and the ward council, who once manifested the support for IWWD, showed a negative reaction to the
proposal to site an incinerator there. Arakawa followed a similar course172. In 1976, the TMG proposed an
incinerator project, together with a sewage treatment plant, at the site of chemical factories which were to be
relocated due to pollution problems173. By 1975, Arakawa ward had already drawn up a blueprint on the
development of the site including housing and an evacuation area in case of disaster. The ward council as
well as the local residents strongly opposed the proposal. Facing this local opposition, the incinerator plan
was withdrawn174.
Thus, none of the 13 incinerators materialised in the latter half of the 1970s. The siting of the
incinerators conflicted with the local interests in Shinjuku, Nakano and Arakawa. In Shibuya, the limited
land availability hindered the project although the locals were supportive of the project. However, local
opposition and land availability cannot fully explain why the TMG gave up on these projects without much
170

Asahi Shimbun (1980). This issue on the cancellation of the site in Yoyogi Park was raised in the 1990s again.
Asahi Shimbun (1976b)
172 Asahi Shimbun (1976a, 1977)
173 They are the factories of Asahi Denka Kogyo Kabushiki Gaisha (now known as ADEKA). In the factories,
inorganic mercury was used to produce caustic soda. Having gone through the disaster of Minamata Disease,
the poisoning by organic mercury in Kumamoto and Niigata prefectures, the Japanese government inspected
all factories which used mercury. By this inspection, it was found that Asahi Denka had discharged wastewater
containing mercury into the Sumida River. Being imposed restriction on the usage of underground water and
expansion of facilities, the company decided to relocate the factories (Arakawa-ku [Arakawa Ward], 1989).
174 While the incinerator was deleted from the picture, the sewage plant was built there.
171
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persistence and started disinvesting from the OWOI policy. The further decline of IWWD in the latter half
of the 1970s needs to be understood with reference to fundamental changes in the politics of waste
management.

Oil crisis and the consequent financial predicament
The 1973 oil crisis was a main cause of the change in the dominance of the idea in the latter half of
the 1970s. The oil crisis, triggered by the 1973 Arab–Israeli War and the oil embargo proclaimed by the
Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries, put tremendous pressure on the Japanese economy
and society. The soaring price of oil hit the Japanese economy which had been heavily dependent on the oil
imported from the Middle East. With the accelerating rate of inflation, the official interest rate was raised
and capital investment was restrained to control the inflation. Consumer spending dropped rapidly as the
Japanese government took policies to restrain the general demand. As a result, 1974 recorded a negative
economic growth for the first time since the end of World War II (see Figure 4-3). The Japanese post-war
rapid economic growth had come to an end.
Figure 4-3. GDP growth rate of Japan (1956-1999)175
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Second oil crisis

The oil crisis and the resultant economic slowdown led to a financial crisis176. The coffers of the
TMG had enjoyed a growth in tax revenue due to the long economic boom since 1965177. However, as the
oil crisis hit the economy, it became rapidly worse off and the budget deficit rose. The TMG’s revenue was
more dependent on corporation tax than the other municipalities and hence its finance was more sensitive to
economic fluctuations178. The tax income in 1975 dropped from the previous year for the first time in the
post World War II period179. The actual budget deficit reached 130 billion yen in 1974 and exceeded 200
billion yen in 1977180; the TMG was about to reach the limit in issuing local government bonds181. Governor
Minobe declared a “financial war”182 and pushed forward to reconstructing the finance of the TMG.
This financial crisis reduced TMG’s capacity for realising OWOI. Furthermore, incinerators were
becoming increasingly expensive due to tightened environmental regulation and technological advances183.
When its financial capability deteriorated under the economic downturn, the TMG could no longer afford
as many incinerators as IWWD required 184 . The financial crisis compelled the TMG to reconsider
governmental projects by reviewing their priority and demand for them. All governmental projects were
reassessed according to the degree of their necessity and urgency. As the waste growth slowed down under

176

Jinno (1995), Mochida (1995), and Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1994b)
This economic boom was called “Izanagi Keiki”.
178 Corporate inhabitant tax and corporate enterprise tax accounted for around 50% of the tax revenue of the TMG
(Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1994b).
179 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1976b)
180 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1994b)
181 If the rate of fiscal deficit to a standard fiscal scale (Hyōjun Zaisei Kibo [標準財政規模]) was over 5%, a
prefectural government was imposed restriction on issuing bonds unless they handed in a financial
reconstruction plan to the Ministry of Home Affairs (for city, town and village governments, the rate was over
20%) (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination],
1975).
182 The war was defined as the battle against the centralised budget structure through which local governments
were controlled by the central government (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1976b).
183 Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1971, 1994, 1995). For
example, the cost of the Suginami plant which was completed in 1982 was 2.5 times higher than the same-scale
plant in Setagaya built in 1969 even after inflation adjustment (Nakasugi, 1982).
184 The financial reconstruction also required wage cuts and undercut the very political foundation of the Minobe
administration which had been supported by the labour unions. The Minobe administration became a lame
duck in the second half of the 1970s.
177
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the economic downturn, siting incinerators in every ward was also increasingly seen as excessive.

Widening gap between IWWD and AWI
The oil crisis slowed down the pace of waste increase and undermined the ideational legitimacy of
IWWD as a problem-solving idea. Figure 4-4 shows the amount of waste generation in the 23 wards from
1960 to 1990. Before the first garbage crisis, the amount of waste in Tokyo had increased by around 12%
every year on average since 1960. However, in 1973, the amount fell below the previous year for the first
time since 1964. Although the amount started increasing again the next year, the pace of the increase slowed
down as the economy shifted from rapid growth to low growth; the average growth rate of waste from 1973
to 1978 dropped to around 3.7%.
Figure 4-4. Quantity of waste (1960 – 1990)185
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The TMG started to reconsider the incinerators siting plan when the slowdown of the waste growth
was confirmed in 1975. The TMG asked the Waste Management Advisory Committee to review the siting
plan with the assumption that the annual increase of waste would drop from 10% to 2-3%. The committee

185

Source: Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (2000)
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estimated that the amount of waste for incineration would slowly rise to around 12,000 tonnes/day by 1980
and to around 14,000 tonnes/day by 1985 at most186, and reported that an additional incineration capacity of
3,500 tonnes/day after the Suginami plant would be necessary to achieve AWI in 1985. This figure was far
below the estimations made before the oil crisis. Figure 4-5 compares the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1971 and
the 1976 report in their estimations of waste increase. In the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1971, the amount of waste
in 1985 was estimated to be 18,419 tonnes/day. Based on this estimation, the 13 incinerators plan in the early
1972 aimed at achieving more than 18,200 tonnes/day incineration capacity in total. Even the Tokyo Midterm Plan 1974, which modified the calculation formula downward187, estimated the amount of waste to be
13,500 tonnes/day in 1980.
Figure 4-5. Estimated quantity of waste for incineration in 1971 and 1976188
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The policy rationale for siting incinerators in every ward was undermined by this slowdown of waste
increase and the rate of waste generation in the future. As explained in the previous chapter, IWWD was
186

The report made the upper and lower estimations.
The TMG stated that the amount of waste in the previous plan was overrated because the calculation was
made based on the assumption that every garbage truck was loaded to 80% of its capacity although it was in
fact only 60-70% (Asahi Shimbun, 1974).
188 Source: Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination]
(1972) and Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1976)
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considered to be a policy solution given the enormous pressure to expand incineration capacity to achieve
AWI. The end of the rapid economic growth and the resultant slowdown of waste generation alleviated this
pressure quickly. Before the oil crisis, IWWD was appealing to the TMG because the amount of waste had
been anticipated to increase by 10% every year in the future and incineration capacity could not have kept
up with this growth without incinerators being built even in the central area of Tokyo. However, the
slowdown of the increase, and more importantly, the estimation that the amount would not grow in the future
as quickly as in the past, relieved this pressing need to expand incineration capacity. Rather, siting an
incinerator in every ward was considered excessive189, given the reduced growth of waste.
In other words, IWWD lost its cognitive legitimacy as a problem-solving idea due to the widening
gap between IWWD and AWI. As mentioned in chapter three, IWWD was always associated with AWI as
the primary policy goal in waste management. The OWOI policy had been supported as the amount of waste
was estimated to keep increasing rapidly and more incinerators had been anticipated to be necessary to
achieve AWI. However, as AWI was expected to be achieved without as many incinerators as IWWD
required, there was no reason for the government to adhere to the idea of siting incinerators in every ward190.
For the TMG, IWWD was not a goal but a policy instrument to achieve AWI. Under the slowdown of waste
growth, IWWD was increasingly regarded as problematic, rather than as a solution.
Thus, the advent of the low economic growth era after the oil crisis not only weakened the TMG in
the implementation of the OWOI policy, but also made IWWD less appealing to the TMG. The TMG could

189

After the oil crisis, IWWD was criticised in the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly. For instance, Yuji Otsuka
repeatedly argued that the incinerators siting plan based on IWWD was excessive and wasteful given the
declining amount of waste (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1973c, 1974a, 1974b, 1975a, 1975b,
1976b).
190 The TMG stated in the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly in 1976 that, when the garbage war started, incineration
capacity was not expected to keep up with the increase of waste without constructing as many as 13 incinerators
by 1980 and that was why it advocated IWWD. However, argued the TMG, constructing 13 incinerators by 1980
became unrealistic given the slowdown of waste increase (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1976a).
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no longer afford as many incinerators as this idea of distributive equity required under the deteriorating
financial condition. Moreover, siting incinerators in every ward was regarded as inefficient and excessive,
given the financial crisis and the slowdown of waste generation.

Weakening pressure from Koto
On the other hand, the pressure from Koto ward, which had championed IWWD, was eased in this
period. Since late 1974, the ward toned down its argument for IWWD. Although the negotiation over the
new landfill and other related issues continued, the ward no longer used the term “grave determination”
which carried a hint of another blockade of waste in the future. Even the argument for IWWD gradually
disappeared in the negotiation with the TMG. In fact, the last time IWWD was referred to in the negotiation
was in 1975 in relation to dumping sludge into the landfill in the inner bay area 191 . Even when the
incinerators siting was revised in 1976, Koto accepted it without making any persistent complaint192 .
Although the ward bulletin proclaimed in 1977 that the garbage war was not over and the incinerator
construction based on IWWD was yet to be achieved193, it was clear that Koto ward did not argue for IWWD
as persistently as it did in the previous period.
This was partly because the conflict in Suginami was finally resolved. The conflict in Suginami was
the biggest concern not only for the TMG, but also for Koto ward. Unless Suginami was settled, once said
the mayor of Koto, the ward would not stop protesting194. In other words, when the conflict in Suginami

191

In “Seisō Kōwan Mondai to Kōtō Ku [Waste and Harbour Issues and Koto Ward] which collected documents on
waste and harbour issues in the ward, the last document in the 1970s which (indirectly) referred to IWWD in
the negotiation with the TMG was the “On Problems of Dumping Residual Ashes from Sewage Sludge in Inner
Bay Landfill [下水処理場汚泥焼却残灰中央防波堤内側処分場投棄問題について]” (Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward], 1975). In
this document, Koto ward required the implementation of the conditions which were agreed upon when the
ward approved the landfill.
192 The mayor of Koto was a member of this advisory committee.
193 Kōtō-ku [Koto Ward] (1977)
194 Komatsuzaki, Shibata, and Mishiba (1971)
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started moving toward reconciliation in 1974, Koto had a reason to compromise and end the garbage war
which began with Koto’s revolt. In fact, right after the anti-incinerator movement in Suginami showed its
willingness to reconcile with the TMG in April 1974, the Koto ward council downsized, by more than half,
the Garbage Issues Special Committee which had been the headquarter of the garbage war195. When the
biggest concern of the garbage war was solved, Koto laid down its arms and started finding a way out of the
war.
Figure 4-6. Incineration capacity and rate (1968-1978)196
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More significantly, the goal that Koto ward pursued by arguing for IWWD was partly fulfilled. Koto
argued for IWWD so that the amount of waste into the landfills would be minimised by facilitating the
incinerator construction. As shown in Figure 4-6, the incineration rate went up dramatically during 19741977 because two new large incinerators which were planned before the garbage war197 and six plants under
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The number of the committee members was reduced from 23 to 10 (Mainichi Shimbun, 1974).
Source: Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1969), Tōkyō-to Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1972), Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1977), and Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste
Management Advisory Committee] (1976)
197 The Oi plant in Shinagawa ward and the Koto plant were newly built and started operation in 1973 and in
1974 respectively.
196
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renovation started operation one after another198. The unexpected decrease of waste production due to the
oil crisis also contributed to this rise in the incineration rate. The total incineration capacity expanded from
4,340 tonnes/day in 1971 to 6,437 tonnes/day in 1975, and to 11,101 tonnes/day in 1977. Accordingly, the
incineration rate also rose from 40.1% in 1972 to 61.8% in 1975. The rate reached 88.2% in 1977 when the
reconstruction of the Adachi plant and the Katsushika plant were completed.
In other words, Koto’s goal was to achieve AWI. As noted in the previous chapter, Koto considered
the delay of the incinerator construction as the culprit of the environmental degradation in the ward; its
protest originated in the campaign against the dumping of un-incinerated food scraps. Koto did not believe
that IWWD would be achieved, due to the difficulty in finding appropriate land in the hyper-congested
wards199. Nonetheless, Koto made use of the idea to facilitate the incinerator construction and reduce the
amount of un-incinerated waste into the landfill. Accordingly, its interest in IWWD became weaker when
the incineration rate increased and AWI was expected to be achieved without constructing incinerators in
every ward200.
Furthermore, Koto ward was losing its power to influence policy making. This was partly due to the
disagreement within the ward council. As noted in the previous chapter, Koto was powerful because this
protest movement was led by the local council. However, the council was not monolithic, even though the
members feigned nonpartisan cooperation for this issue. Even right after the garbage war broke out, the
council was politically divided into the conservatives who was keen to use this opportunity to drive the
socialist Minobe Administration into a corner and the progressive parties who did not feel like hounding the

198

The Tamagawa plant in Ota ward in 1973; the Itabashi plant in 1974; the Katsushika plant in 1976; and the
Adachi plant in 1977.
199 Yomiuri Shimbun (1971b)
200 The mayor of the ward stated in 1983 that garbage pollution was alleviated compared to the time of the first
garbage war as the incinerators siting made progress and AWI was almost achieved (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward
Council], 1983).
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governor too far201. When Koto sent the open letter to the TMG in September 1973 and asked for the
promises to be fulfilled, the political cracks within the Koto council began to surface, with some insisting on
an immediate blockade and others pursuing a political settlement. The council barely came to a decision
after more than 10 hours of discussion202.
Besides, as the waste generation slowed down, the garbage crisis dissipated and thereby undercut
the negotiating power of the ward. As noted in the previous chapter, Koto ward was powerful as it was able
to take advantage of the garbage crisis. When the garbage war broke out, waste management in Tokyo was
on the verge of falling apart. The TMG was desperate to secure new landfills to address the rapidly increasing
amount of waste. This situation provided the ward with the political opportunity to influence the siting
policies by making use of the de facto veto over the new landfill siting. However, since the 1973 oil crisis
reduced the waste increase, the sense of urgency in the garbage crisis started fading away.
This led to the settlement of the new landfill siting in the outer bay area, which then further weakened
the ward’s negotiating power. After giving up the extension of the 15th landfill, the TMG persuaded Koto
ward to have the new landfill sited in the inner bay area. However, this landfill was estimated to last only
until 1977; the TMG was seeking another landfill in the outer bay area. Although Koto had suspended its
approval for the project to pressure the TMG, Koto finally compromised and agreed to the landfill in
exchange for two pieces of land owned by the TMG as compensation in 1977203. The new landfill was
estimated to last until 1985 at the time, but later the estimated expiry year was extended to 1990 as waste
growth further slowed down after the second oil crisis in 1979. Koto lost its bargaining chip to negotiate
with the TMG.
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Osumi (1972)
Mainichi Shimbun (1973d) and Yomiuri Shimbun (1973)
Mainichi Shimbun (1977b, 1977c)
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In summary, the TMG reduced its support for the OWOI policy in the latter half of the 1970s not
only due to the local opposition and the limited land availability, but also due to its deteriorating financial
condition, the compromised cognitive legitimacy of the idea, and the eased pressure from Koto ward. The
oil crisis put an end to the rapid economic growth and damaged the financial capacity of the TMG; it could
no longer afford siting incinerators in every ward. At the same time, the slowing rate of waste production
due to the economic downturn undermined the cognitive legitimacy of IWWD as a problem-solving idea.
Furthermore, the pressure from Koto ward was eased as the interest and power of the ward waned. As a
result, the incinerator projects were abandoned rather easily and this weakened the influence of IWWD over
siting policies.

3. Siting policies during the 1980s
Siting policies: back to the old scheme
IWWD lost its strength further; the idea was no longer referred to in siting policies during the 1980s.
The incinerator siting went back to the previous scheme when Minobe left and the new governor, Suzuki,
came into office in 1979. In the late 1970s, IWWD was still referred to in the siting policies although it was
significantly compromised. However, even the word “In Ward Waste Disposal” disappeared from the policy
documents in the 1980s. In the My Town Tokyo204 in 1981, which was the three-year general plan, IWWD
was not even mentioned. While this plan stated that incinerators would be constructed to achieve AWI, only
three incinerator projects, Suginami, Hikarigaoka in Nerima, and Meguro, were scheduled in these three
years.
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Mai Taun Tōkyō 81 [マイタウン東京 81] (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Hōdō Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Office of Planning and Information], 1981)
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Even in the Tokyo Long-term Plan205 in 1982 which laid the grand design from 1980 to 1990, only
four new incinerators were earmarked for construction, while the reconstruction of three existing ones were
planned as their incineration capacity was decreasing due to aging206. Consequently, the siting framework
shown in this ten-year long-term plan was to leave 11 wards without an incinerator as Figure 4-7 shows.
This siting policy was generally succeeded by the Second Long-term Plan207 in 1986 which covered the
1986-1995 period. IWWD and OWOI were not even referred to in these plans, let alone the roadmap to site
incinerators in every ward. The incinerators siting retrograded to the old scheme in which garbage was to be
disposed of at incinerators in the suburbs and the reclaimed lands in the coastal area while the central part
was exempted.
Figure 4-7. Location of incinerators and landfills in 1982208
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Tōkyō-to Chōki Keikaku: Mai Taun Tōkyō 21 Seiki o Mezashite [東京都長期計画: マイタウン東京 21 世紀をめ
ざして] (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government], 1982)
206 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1982) and Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1982)
207 Dai Niji Tōkyō-to Chōki Keikaku [第二次東京都長期計画] (Tōkyō-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Office of Planning and Coordination], 1986)
208 Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
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Actually, the siting practice in this period did not show any intention to site incinerators in every
ward; only three new incinerators were agreed to during the 1980s besides Suginami and Hikarigaoka in
Nerima ward209. Two of them were sited in wards in the coastal area where an incinerator had already been
in operation: Ota ward and Koto ward. Ota ward was one of the 13 wards targeted by IWWD, as the existing
incinerator was recognised as insufficient to dispose of its own waste210. Another was Ariake in Koto ward.
This incinerator was planned to dispose of waste in the Coastal Sub-Urban Centre of Tokyo, a newly
developing district at the reclaimed land under the Suzuki administration211. The only incinerator sited in a
ward without one was Meguro plant, for which the site was already selected in 1974, but the project had
been postponed as the negotiation with the central government to acquire the site of the national laboratory
was being prolonged212.
Thus, IWWD was no longer reflected in the siting policies. Although new incinerators were planned
in two of the 13 wards, the other 11 wards were left without any incinerators or even attempts to build one
in this period. It was obvious that IWWD was no longer influential in governmental policies. It was not until
the 1990s that IWWD regained prominence in siting policies.

209

The Suginami plant and the Hikarigaoka plant (Nerima) were under construction. They started operation in
1982 and in 1983 respectively.
210 Although Ota ward opposed the institutional responsibility of each ward in siting an incinerator, it welcomed
the construction of an incinerator in the ward by the TMG. In 1973, the mayor of the ward already showed its
willingness to invite an incinerator to the coastal area of the ward for IWWD (Ōta-ku-gikai [Ota Ward Council],
1973). Since then, the ward had urged the TMG to site an incinerator at the reclaimed land in the ward, Keihin
Island. Although there were technical conditions to clear, such as the quality of the ground and the height
limitation due to the airport nearby, the project was announced in 1982. While some opposition was raised by
workers and owners of factories at the island, the incinerator started construction in 1987 (Tsugawa, 1993).
211 The Coastal Sub-Urban Centre was a project to construct a new business district in response to the
internationalisation and the advent of information society. Although this incinerator was the second one in Koto
ward, no opposition was raised, for the incinerator was meant to self-sufficiently take care of waste generated in
this centre. The plant was not accepting waste from outside the area, although this restriction was lifted later.
Environmental Assessment was conducted and the project was approved in Urban Planning Decision in 1990.
The construction started in 1991.
212 Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing
Meguro Plant] (1993)
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The 1979 oil crisis
Behind this further decline of IWWD was the 1979 oil crisis and the further slowdown of waste
production. The 1979 oil crisis, which was triggered by the Iranian Revolution, damaged the Japanese
economy which was recovering from the impact of the first oil crisis. Although the impact of the second oil
crisis on the Japanese economy and society was moderate compared with the first one213, the average annual
economic growth rate from 1980-1984 dropped to around 3% from around 4.5% during the 1975-1979
period.
The second oil crisis and the resultant economic change restrained the growth of waste in Japan. In
1979, the amount of waste generation was reduced by nearly 10% from the previous year; the annual
generation of waste which was 4.4 million tonnes in 1978 dropped to less than 4 million tonnes in 1979.
During the early half of the 1980s, the amount decreased gradually to 3.8 million in 1984. This downward
trend was reflected in the estimation of future garbage increase in the plans made in the early 1980s. For
instance, the Long-term Plan in 1982 estimated that the amount of waste would only slightly grow to 4.13
million tonnes in 2000 from 4.02 million tonnes in 1980. The necessity to site an incinerator in every ward
declined along with this slowing garbage growth. Given this estimation, the TMG assumed that AWI would
be achieved by 1995 with the construction of only five more incinerators including Suginami and
Hikarigaoka214. The OWOI policy was thought to be even more excessive considering the incineration
capacity which the TMG calculated was necessary for AWI.
On the other hand, the financial condition of the TMG was recovering from the crisis in the 1980s.
Governor Suzuki who came into office in 1979 immediately readjusted the finance by conducting a
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Komine (2011)
Suginami, Hikarigaoka in Nerima, Meguro, Ota and one undecided (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government], 1982; Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1982).
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thorough restructuring of the expenditure and revenue215. The budget deficit, which had been expanding in
the second half of the 1970s, was eliminated by as early as 1981. Increasing tax revenues due to the stable
economic growth in the early 1980s helped the recovery, although growth was much lower than the rapid
economic growth up to 1973. However, this recovery did not give rise to IWWD because the financial
improvement was achieved by cutting investment on infrastructure projects as well as personnel and wages.
Governmental projects were strictly assessed by the fiscal efficiency and the necessity of the projects. As the
amount of waste stayed constant and AWI was expected to be achieved with the several new incinerator
projects, there was no room for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward to regain prominence in the
siting policies.

Siting conflict in Meguro
It is worth mentioning here the conflict in Meguro ward, as it illustrates the declining cognitive
legitimacy of IWWD. In the early half of the 1970s, IWWD was still recognised as legitimate in general.
Although its normative argument was compromised due to its lack of concern with procedures to select a
site in a ward, the idea that incinerators should be sited in every ward was generally supported as the need
for more incinerators was acknowledged. However, in the conflict in Meguro, the legitimacy of the idea was
rejected by the opposition movement.
The opposition denounced the appropriateness of IWWD in two ways. One was that siting
incinerators in every ward was excessive given the current and the estimated future amount of waste. The
opposition movement argued that OWOI was no longer justifiable because AWI would be achieved without
siting incinerators in every ward, as the amount of waste was not increasing then and in the estimated
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Jinno (1995) and Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1994b)
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future216. While the TMG still tried to justify the project with IWWD, the opposition pointed out that OWOI
was no longer reasonable in this situation, questioning the very necessity of a new incinerator in its ward217.
The other was a denial of the idea that constructing more incinerators could solve garbage problems.
The opposition argued against the notion that more incinerators had to be built as waste was increasing.
Instead, it emphasised the importance of the reduction and recycling of waste 218 . In other words, it
challenged the policy paradigm which had been dominant in waste disposal, i.e. incinerationism. As IWWD
was associated with this policy paradigm, it was challenged by this anti-incinerationism. As detailed in the
next chapter, anti-incinerationism spread among local opposition in the 1990s.

Bubble economy
It is also noteworthy here that the amount of waste started increasing again in the latter half of the
1980s. Although the amount of waste in Tokyo slightly decreased after the second oil crisis in 1979, the
bubble economy in the late 1980s pushed it up again. The Bank of Japan reduced the official bank rate in
response to the sudden appreciation of the Japanese Yen after the Plaza Accord in 1985. The expansionary
monetary policy led to the influx of huge speculative money into Japanese stocks, bonds and the real estate
market. The Nikkei Stock Index hit its highest point in history in 1989. Furthermore, the economy in Tokyo
during this period grew more than the national average. As Figure 4-8 shows, the average annual growth

216

Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing
Meguro Plant] (1993)
217 The opposition also argued that the TMG padded the amount of waste by using three types of calculation
formula. “Seisō-ton [清掃トン]”, literally meaning “cleaning-ton”, was the way to estimate the amount of waste
by the load capacity of a truck. “Jūryō-ton [重量トン]”, “weight-ton”, estimated the quantity by weighing a truck
loaded with waste. “Jitsuryō-ton [実量トン]”, “actual weight-ton”, measured the weight of waste by cranes in a
plant. The opposition was against “Seisō-ton” in that it overestimated the amount (Meguro Seisō Kōjō no
Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing Meguro Plant], 1993).
218 Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai [Association of Local Residents Opposing
Meguro Plant] (1993)
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rate in Tokyo recorded 6.9% in the latter half of the 1980s, while the national average was 4.5%219.
Figure 4-8. GDP growth rate of Tokyo (1976-1992)220
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The amount of waste started increasing again along with this economic boom. In Tokyo, the amount,
which was constant around 3.8 million tonnes during the first half of the 1980s, had grown by 5.6% annually
on average since 1985, and reached 4.9 million tonnes in 1989221. As the garbage production in Tokyo was
sensitive to economic fluctuations, the booming economic activities were accelerating waste generation,
especially paper waste due to the rapid spread of office automation and the plummeting price of used paper.
From 1984 to 1989, the amount of garbage in Tokyo increased by nearly 30%, while that of the national
average was around 16%222.
However, this sudden increase of waste had yet to bring back the influence of IWWD on the siting
policies, although the increase of waste along with the booming economy was acknowledged. The Second
Long-term Plan issued in 1986 referred to this trend of garbage increase; but the waste growth was
underestimated in this policy, forecasting that the amount would stay flat until 2000. Even My Town Tokyo
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Tōkyō-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1990)
Source: Naikakufu [Cabinet Office Government of Japan] (2014c)
221 Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1990a)
222 Haikibutsu Gakkai (2003) and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management] (2000)
220
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in 1989 did not mention IWWD, although the rapid growth of garbage was recognised as a serious problem.
The revival of the idea of distributive equity had to wait until the protest from Koto ward in the 1990s which
was triggered by the new landfill siting.

In short, the idea of siting incinerators in every ward lost its influence in the siting policies due to the
waning cognitive legitimacy of the idea. The policies in the 1980s did not show any intension to site
incinerators in every ward. The decreasing amount of waste after the second oil crisis cast doubt on the
policy rationale of constructing more incinerators. Although the amount of garbage started growing again in
the second half of the 1980s due to the bubble economy, the policies had not yet responded to the change. It
was not until the 1990s that IWWD regained some prominence in siting policies.

4. The devolution and self-responsibility of each ward
Arguments on the devolution
On the other hand, the influence of the idea of the institutional responsibility of each ward in waste
disposal stayed weak in this period. As explained in the previous chapter, IWWD raised the issue on the
institutional responsibility of each ward in waste disposal. However, this idea was downplayed through the
latter half of the 1970s and the 1980s.
The devolution of waste management was brought up in some governmental reports which
concerned the financial reconstruction and/or the autonomy system reform. For instance, the devolution of
waste management was mentioned in the report by the Tokyo Administration and Finance Urgent Project
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Team223 in 1975. The Tokyo Financial Reform Advisory Committee224 proposed devolution as well. In
1984, the Tokyo Administrative System Investigative Committee225, as an advisory committee of the TMG,
issued the report on institutional reform of Tokyo, in which waste management was referred to as one of the
administrative services which should be devolved from the TMG to each ward.
The devolution of waste management was discussed by the 23 wards as well. The 23 wards were
dissatisfied with the autonomy reform in 1974, which restored the public election of the ward mayor but did
not grant them the status of a normal local municipality. They consequently set up the Special Wards
Administration Investigation Committee226 to look into further autonomy expansion. The committee had
been investigating the Special Wards System since 1974 and its fifth report in 1981 recommended that waste
management should be devolved to each ward227. In 1986, the TMG and the wards came to an agreement
on the “Basic Principle of Tokyo-Wards System Reform228” which mentioned waste management as one of
the services which should be handed over to the wards229.
However, most of these reports concerned only the devolution of collection and transportation; the
institutional responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was not considered. The only exception was the
Tokyo Administration and Finance Reform Committee which proposed the devolution of not only
collection and transportation but also waste disposal although not landfilling. Yet, this report also did not call

223

Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Kinkyū Taisaku Purojekuto Chīmu [東京都行財政緊急対策プロジェクトチーム] (Tōkyō-to
Kikaku Chōsei Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] 1975)
224 Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Kaizen Iinkai [東京都行財政改善委員会] (Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Kaizen Iinkai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Administration and Finance Reform Committee], 1975)
225 Toseido Chōsa Kai [都制度調査会] (Toseido Chōsa Kai [Tokyo Administrative System Investigative Committee],
1984)
226 Tokubetsu-ku-sei Chōsakai [特別区政調査会]
227 Tokubetsu-ku-sei Chōsakai [Special Wards Administration Investigative Committee] (1981)
228 Toku Seido Kaikaku no Kihon Hōkō [都区度改革の基本方向] (Toku Seido Kentō Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System
Investigative Committee], 1986)
229 In 1981, the TMG and the wards launched a joint research body to study how to manage collection and
transportation if devolved to the wards (Seisō Jigyō Ikan Mondai Kyōgikai [Council of Waste Management
Devolution], 1984).
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for the self-sufficient disposal of waste by each ward, but regional disposal by a local government
association230 or joint disposal by several wards. The proposal of the report was that the 23 wards should
have the legal responsibility for waste disposal, while a regional organisation should perform these services
regionally.
Thus, while the devolution of waste management was discussed in the political context of the
autonomy expansion movement of the 23 wards, the argument was almost limited to collection and
transportation; the influence of the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was still
weak in this period.

Weak cognitive legitimacy and the conflict with the union’s interests
The idea that each ward should be institutionally more responsible for its own waste was prevented
from influencing the siting policies mainly because the idea was not regarded as cognitively legitimate. As
explained in the previous chapter, devolving the responsibility in waste disposal was recognised as
unrealistic and all parties believed that waste disposal would be better performed regionally by the TMG
rather than locally by each ward, given the uneven distribution of disposal facilities. This weak cognitive
legitimacy limited the argument on the devolution to collection and transportation; no party seriously
advocated the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal.
In addition, even the devolution of collection and transportation was hard to realise despite the
recommendations of these reports, for it was against the organisational interests of the Tokyo Cleaning
Workers Union. As explained in the previous chapter, the union opposed any devolution of waste

230

A local government association (Ichibu Jimu Kumiai [一部事務組合]) consists of a number of municipalities and
jointly conducts administrative services which are too difficult or too inefficient to be carried out by a single
municipal government. It is often formed for fire services, waste disposal, cremation and so forth.
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management as it would divide and weaken its organisation. The union denounced the devolution as merely
a means to cut down the cost of waste management facing the financial crisis and contended that it would
not expand the autonomy of the wards.
Every time the governmental consultative committees recommended devolution, the union
immediately took action to prevent it. When it was discovered that the devolution was discussed in the Tokyo
Administration and Finance Urgent Project Team in 1975, the union talked to the Bureau of Waste
Management of Tokyo and made it admit that waste management was difficult to be performed individually
by a ward due to the insufficient waste facilities, the difficulty to develop appropriate waste disposal
technologies by a ward, and the uneven distribution of the cleaning staff231. When the devolution was
discussed in the latter half of 1970s, the union visited the mayors, the political parties, and the unions of the
wards in 1977 to make a petition against the institutional reform232. The union continued opposing the
devolution throughout the 1980s. It organised the One Million Leaflets Distribution campaign in 1979 as a
response to the intermediate report of the Tokyo Finance Reconstruction Committee which recommended
devolving waste management immediately. In 1985, the One Million Signature campaign was launched in
response to the “Basic Principle of Tokyo-Wards System Reform”. As the Local Autonomy System
Investigation Committee233 was discussing the autonomy reform given the agreement between the TMG
and the 23 wards, the union escalated its activities against the devolution. It appealed to representatives of
the National Diet and the local assemblies, the mayors of the wards, residential associations and so forth, by
informing them of the problems with the devolution234.
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Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1981)
Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1981)
233 Chihō Seido Chōsa Kai [地方制度調査会]
234 Furthermore, the wards did not unanimously support the partial devolution; some of them were reluctant, or
rather negative, to accepting even the responsibility in collection and transportation although the Special Wards
Administration Investigation Committee, a consultant committee of the Association of Ward Mayors, reported
that collection and transportation should be devolved. When the union visited each of the 23 wards in 1977,
232

115

Thus, the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in incineration was hardly influential in this
period, while the devolution of waste management was referred to in the governmental reports of the TMG
and the 23 wards. Institutional change in waste management was still limited to collection and transportation,
and self-sufficient incineration was not heard from any of the parties during this period due to the weak
cognitive legitimacy. Even partial devolution met obstinate opposition from the union. It was not until the
1990s that the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal became the centre of the entire autonomy
system reform.

Conclusion
The decline of IWWD in 1974 was due to negative feedback concerning its implementation. The
difficulty in putting the idea into practice adversely affected its influence on the siting policy. Siting
incinerators in every ward was difficult to implement because the the TMG lacked sufficient power due to
the limited land availability and strong local opposition. The incinerator projects were against the interests
of the locals while IWWD was normatively not sufficient to persuade them otherwise. Although the TMG,
assisted by the power of Koto ward and wide public support due to normative legitimacy, was able to
overcome the local opposition in the end, the progress of the siting projects did not proceed as planned.
Confronting the difficulty in the implementation, the TMG had to revise the siting policy.
To make matters worse, the power of the TMG and ideational legitimacy of IWWD were weakened
due to the low economic growth caused by the oil crises. When the conflict in Suginami ward was finally

some of them (i.e. Chuo, Bunkyo, Meguro, Ota, Suginami, Kita, Nerima, and Katsushika) showed lukewarm,
or rather negative, attitudes to the devolution while others firmly advocated it (Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo
Cleaning Workers Union], 1981). They thought that the devolution was premature given the insufficient and
uneven distribution of facilities necessary for waste management to be performed by each ward. Furthermore,
as the TMG advocated the devolution in part for the financial reconstruction, there was a suspicion among the
wards that waste management would be devolved without handing over enough revenue to the wards.

116

resolved, the TMG could have advanced the OWOI policy. However, by that time, the TMG’s motive and
power for implementing IWWD had been compromised. The financial conditions deteriorated amidst the
economic downturn; the TMG could no longer afford as many incinerator projects as IWWD required.
IWWD’s ideational legitimacy also declined in comparison to the previous period. IWWD was perceived
as a problem-solving idea only when it was assumed that the amount of waste would keep increasing rapidly
and AWI could not be achieved unless incinerators were constructed in every ward. Accordingly, as the rate
of waste generation slowed down due to the low economic growth, siting incinerators in every ward was
increasingly recognised as excessive when compared to the capacity necessary for AWI.
The interest and the power of the Koto ward, the original claimant, also became weaker in this period.
Koto’s interest was in minimising the amount of waste coming into the landfills by facilitating incinerator
construction. When the waste growth slowed down and some incinerators planned before the first garbage
war started operation, the goal that Koto ward pursued by claiming IWWD was largely fulfilled. Koto ward
was losing its motivation to adhere to IWWD. Furthermore, the diverging interests in the ward council as
well as the fading garbage crisis disempowered this claimant. As a result, the pressure exerted by Koto ward
to push IWWD alleviated quickly.
Thus, compared with the previous period, the ideational legitimacy as well as the interest and power
of carriers declined and worked negatively for IWWD. Exogenous environments played a critical role in the
negative interaction between the explanatory variables. The economic downturns triggered by the oil crises
damaged the financial capacity of the TMG to achieve IWWD, undermined the ideational legitimacy and
weakened the interest and power of Koto ward. In other words, IWWD was a product of the rapid economic
growth. As explained in chapter three, the soaring amount of garbage amidst the rapid economic growth and
the resultant landfill crisis gave Koto ward both the motivation to advocate IWWD and the power to
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influence policies. IWWD’s ideational legitimacy and financial feasibility was also dependent on the
assumption that the economy would keep increasing rapidly along with the amount of waste and
government revenue. Accordingly, IWWD’s prominence fell when the era of rapid economic growth came
to an end.
Yet, the bubble economy and the resultant garbage growth did not bring back the dominance of
IWWD in the latter half of the 1980s. This shows that there was a time gap between the change in the
economic condition and its impact on the prominence of IWWD. The response to the exogenous change
was rather slow and took time to be reflected in the relevant policies. In addition, the change in external
environments is not sufficient for an idea of distributive equity to be influential on the relevant policies; a
powerful claimant is necessary. In fact, it was not until Koto ward resumed its campaign in the 1990s that
the influence of IWWD was revived.
On the other hand, the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal was not
influential on the movement for the devolution. Although the devolution of waste management was
discussed, the argument was mostly limited to collection and transportation; no major parties seriously
considered the idea that a ward should take the institutional responsibility of its own waste disposal. It was
the shared recognition by all the actors that waste disposal needed to be regionally managed and that the
local disposal by each ward was not practically feasible; the cognitive legitimacy of the idea was weak.
Furthermore, even a partial devolution was prevented by the union whose interest was against this
institutional change.
Nonetheless, the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal appeared in the policy agenda
and became influential in the 1990s. The next chapter explains why this was the case despite this lack of
concern in the 1980s.

118

5. The Revival of IWWD in the 1990s

Despite its weak influence in the second period, In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) regained
prominence in the 1990s. As explained in the previous chapters, the incinerator siting of Tokyo had been
based on a scheme which intended to locate incinerators in the suburb area along the belt lines and at the
coastal reclaimed lands; the central part had been excluded from the siting of incinerators. Although IWWD
changed this siting scheme in the first garbage war, the incinerator siting plan went back to the old scheme
as IWWD lost its prominence. However, IWWD revived and became influential once again in the 1990s.
The incinerators siting regained its momentum to go beyond the old scheme once again. Moreover, the idea
of the self-responsibility of each ward in waste disposal, which had not been reflected in the policies even in
the early 1970s, became influential as well. The two components of IWWD started working together; the
influence of the idea of distributive equity reached its climax in the 1990s.
This chapter looks into what revitalised the influence of this idea of distributive equity in this period.
The sudden growth of waste in the latter half of the 1980s as a result of the bubble economy prepared
favourable environments for the revival of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. Furthermore, the
politics of the autonomy system reform in the 23 wards generated a driving force for the self-responsibility
of each ward in waste disposal, which led to further advancement of the One Ward One Incinerator (OWOI)
policy.

1. Rising influence of IWWD in the 1990s
Revival of One Ward One Incinerator policy
The influence of OWOI on siting policies revived in the 1990s. The turning point came when the
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Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee issued a report in 1990, which recommended that new
incinerators with a capacity of disposing of 3,400 tonnes/day should be built by 2000 and the siting of them
should be based on IWWD235. The report endorsed IWWD and stated that this idea would contribute to the
responsibility of emitters, the fairness among communities, and efficiency in garbage transportation. While
the difficulty in finding land for incinerators in the hyper-urbanised area was acknowledged, the report
argued that the wards having no incinerator should make an effort to secure land even if it was only suitable
for a small plant. It also required prioritising incinerator construction in the use of land owned by the TMG,
the sites of national institutions and private companies, reclaimed land in the coastal area and large-scale
development projects.
IWWD was substantively reflected in the Incinerator Construction Plan236 in 1991. Receiving the
report, the TMG announced its incinerators siting plan in October 1991, which projected to construct 10
new incinerators by 2011. This 20-year plan emphasised IWWD as a fundamental principle in the siting of
incinerators and basically targeted wards without incinerators. As Figure 5-1 shows, there were 11 wards
left without an incinerator back then237. Although two of the 10 projects (the third incinerator in Setagaya
and the incinerator vessel to be harboured at the current landfill next to Koto) were considered as an
emergency measure to achieve All Waste Incineration (AWI) as soon as possible238 and planned in the
wards in which incinerators were sited, the other eight projects were located in wards without an incinerator:
Toshima, Chiyoda, Chuo, Minato, Shibuya, Arakawa, Nakano and Sumida. Twenty wards out of the 23
would have at least one incinerator by 2011, if the projects would proceed as planned. While no concrete
plan was drawn for the other three wards, i.e. Shinjuku, Taito and Bunkyo, the TMG promised that they
235

Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1990a)
Seisō Kōjō Kensetsu Keikaku [清掃工場建設計画] (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management], 1991c)
237 Chiyoda, Chuo, Minato, Sumida, Taito, Arakawa, Bunkyo, Shinjuku, Shibuya, Nakano and Toshima
238 The TMG expected these two projects to be realised soon.
236
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would be kept in view in case of unpredictable socio-economic changes in the future. Thus, IWWD
substantially influenced the siting of incinerators in the 1991 plan.
Figure 5-1. Location of incinerators and landfills in 1991239

The incinerators siting was further accelerated through the first half of the 1990s (see Table 5-1). In
1994, the candidate site for the project in Shinjuku, which was not specified in the 1991 siting plan, was
announced. The Shinjuku plant was scheduled to start construction in 2002 and operation in 2006. On top
of that, the TMG announced the advancement of the schedule for the projects in Nakano and Arakawa,
which were originally planned to start construction in 2004 and in 2007 respectively240, to the same schedule
as Shinjuku. The Chuo plant was also to become operational one year earlier than what was stated in the
1991 siting plan. This acceleration was closely related to the development of the political situation around
the autonomy expansion movement.
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Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
Tosei Shimpō (1994a)
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Table 5-1. Schedule of incinerators construction in 1991 and 1994241
Projects
Sumida
Setagaya
Incinerator Vessel
Minato
Toshima
Shibuya
Chuo
Chiyoda
Nakano
Arakawa
Shinjuku
Taito
Bunkyo

1991 siting plan
Construction Operation
1993
1996
1993
1996
1993
1996
1994
1998
1994
1998
1994
1998
1997
2001
1997
2002
2004
2008
2007
2011
not specified
not specified
not specified

1994 advancement
Construction Operation

2000
2006
2002
2006
2002
2006
2002
Searching for a site
Searching for a site

Rising influence of IWWD in devolution policy
IWWD became a dominant idea in the devolution of waste management as well. As noted earlier,
the autonomy of the 23 wards had been limited compared with normal local municipalities under the Special
Wards System. The 23 wards had initiated the autonomy expansion movement in 1947. The devolution of
waste management services had been one of the most significant, and the most controversial, agenda in this
political movement. However, the propositions and arguments over the devolution had been limited to
collection and transportation of waste; the idea that each ward should be institutionally responsible for waste
disposal was hardly influential throughout the 1970s and the 1980s. Nonetheless, in the 1990s, IWWD
became the centre of focus in the devolution and incorporated into policies on institutional reform.
IWWD became a basic principle of the devolution policy. In 1994, the TMG and the 23 wards came
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Toku Kyōgikai [Tokyo-Wards Council] and Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform
Promotion Committee] (1994), Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform Promotion
Committee] (1994), Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] and Tōkyō-to [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government] (1994), and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of
Waste Management] (1991c)
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to an agreement and prescribed the basic policy in the Outline of Tokyo-Wards System Reform in 1994 (the
1994 agreement)242. In this agreement, IWWD was defined as an idea that a ward should be responsible for
and self-sufficiently perform all of the waste management services in the ward from collection,
transportation, intermediate treatment (including incineration and others), to final disposal (landfilling). The
1994 agreement scheduled to devolve the legal responsibility in waste management to each ward in 2000.
The regional disposal approach was to be replaced by the self-sufficient incineration system by each ward
via an intermediate system, i.e. the block incineration system in which the 23 wards would be divided into
several blocks and incineration would be performed jointly within a block until enough incinerators for the
self-sufficient incineration system were constructed. The roadmap to the self-sufficient incineration system
was explicitly reflected in the policy for the first time.

2. Koto’s campaign for IWWD
Landfill crisis and Koto’s claim for IWWD
The revival of the strength of IWWD was triggered by the protest of Koto ward to the siting of a
new landfill in Tokyo Bay. Koto started advocating IWWD again when the ward was asked to accept a new
landfill next to the outer seawall landfill which had been operational since 1977 (see Figure 5-2). As
explained in the previous chapter, the bubble economy in the latter half of the 1980s stimulated waste
production which had remained almost constant at around 3.8 million tonnes/year during the early 1980s.
Waste generation had grown by 5.6% every year on average since 1985 and reached 4.9 million tonnes in
1989. This drastic growth of waste brought about the landfill crisis once again in the early 1990s.
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Toku seido Kaikaku ni Kansuru Matome [都区制度改革に関するまとめ] (Toku Kyōgikai [Tokyo-Wards Council]
& Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform Promotion Committee], 1994)
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Figure 5-2. Candidate site for new off-shore landfill243

The outer seawall landfill, which Koto agreed to in 1977 in exchange for the lands owned by the
TMG, was estimated to reach its capacity earlier than expected, given this increased amount of waste244. In
1981, the landfill was estimated to last only until 1985245, but it was extended to 1990 in 1982246 and to
1995 in 1987247, reflecting the low waste growth during the early half of the 1980s. However, the 1990
interim report by the Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee248 anticipated that the landfill would
become full in two years and 10 months249. Waste management in Tokyo was falling into a crisis again. As
the day of the depletion of the existing landfill was approaching, the TMG had to construct a new landfill as
soon as possible.
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Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1990a)
245 Tōkyō-to Kikaku Hōdō Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Information] (1981)
246 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1982)
247 Tōkyō-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1987)
248 Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1990a)
249 On the other hand, the Phoenix Project, a cross-jurisdictional landfill project in Tokyo Bay jointly utilised by
prefectures and cities, had made no progress and was not expected to be completed on schedule. The Phoenix
Project, based on the Act on Bay Area Marine and Environment Consolidation Centres（Kōiki Rinkai Kankyō
Sentā Hō [広域臨海環境整備センター法]）in 1981, aimed at constructing huge landfills in Tokyo Bay and Osaka
Bay to deal with waste from the metropolitan areas. While the project was materialised in the Osaka Bay area,
the one in Tokyo Bay failed due to disagreement among the prefectures and cities involved.
244
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Facing the landfill crisis, the TMG consulted the Harbour Advisory Committee250 about a new
landfill in 1989. When the committee started examining three candidate sites251, Koto ward sent an opinion
letter to the governor of Tokyo, which demanded close consultation with the ward on site selection and
requested considering the fair distribution of the waste disposal burden among the 23 wards252. Nonetheless,
in early 1991, the committee submitted an interim report253 which recommended the outside area of the
current landfill. This decision angered the ward and brought about the second garbage war. At the end of the
first garbage war, Koto accepted the outer seawall landfill in 1977 after a long negotiation with the TMG.
Siting the new landfill meant that people of the ward would have to continue suffering the burden of waste
disposal.
The ward immediately launched a campaign against the new landfill. Koto demanded the TMG to
keep the promises it made with the ward in the first garbage war, i.e. IWWD and dispersed dumping254. As
argued in the previous chapters, although IWWD was adopted by the TMG as a fundamental principle in
waste management policies, this idea of distributive equity had hardly been realised and lost its influence in
the policies during the 1980s. Koto complained that the number of wards with incinerators increased by only
two, Meguro and Suginami, in the past 20 years, leaving the 11 wards without even plans to site an
incinerator. Furthermore, AWI, the goal for which the ward championed IWWD, had not been achieved yet;
around 20% of the waste for incineration was not incinerated and sent directly to the landfill. Given the
situation, Koto launched a protest campaign against the new landfill. In this campaign, IWWD once again
became the slogan to highlight the disproportionate burden that Koto suffered. In other words, the ward’s
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Tōkyō-to Kōwan Shingikai [東京都港湾審議会]
The other two were at off-shore sites in Kasai and Haneda.
252 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1989a)
253 Tōkyō-to Kōwan Shingikai Kaimen Shobunjō Kentō Bukai [Tokyo Harbour Advisory Committee Working
Group of Coastal Landfill] (1991a)
254 In the first garbage war, Koto required new landfills at off-shore sites in Haneda and Kasai to disperse the
burden of landfills.
251
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interest in this idea of distributive equity, which once declined in the second period, grew in influence due
to the impact of the bubble economy and the resultant landfill crisis.

Garbage blockade and the political veto over landfill
In this campaign, the ward again took advantage of the de facto veto power over the new landfill. To
site a landfill in the sea, it was necessary to hear the opinions of the mayors of the concerned local
governments in the process of Environmental Impact Assessment255. The process of issuing the license to
landfilling in public waters also involved the hearing of mayors’ opinions based on resolutions by the local
councils256. Although the consent of the concerned wards was not a legal requirement, their opinions were
one of the significant factors in the project approval process. For the TMG, the new landfill was the most
urgent matter and any delay of the project could have led to a serious garbage crisis. In this situation, this
opinion hearing in the new landfill siting process effectively served as a bargaining chip for Koto ward to
exert its influence on the policy-making process.
Furthermore, Koto threatened the TMG and other wards to block waste being sent to the current
landfill as it did in the first garbage war. Remembering what happened in Suginami in the first garbage war,
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Experiencing serious pollution through the 1950s and the 1960s, environmental assessment had been
conducted by ministries and governmental offices for large-scale projects since the early 1970s. After an attempt
to legislate environmental assessment failed in 1983, the Environmental Impact Assessment Guideline was
decided by the cabinet of the government in 1984. At the national level, environmental assessment had been
implemented according to this guideline until the enactment of the Environment Impact Assessment Act in
1997. On the other hand, some prefectures and cities had institutionalized environmental assessment by
making local ordinances or guidelines since the 1970s. In Tokyo, the Tokyo Environmental Impact Assessment
Ordinance passed the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly in 1980 after the failed attempt by Governor Minobe at the
end of the 1970s. The new landfill was assessed according to the national guideline and the local ordinance
(Setsuritsu Nijūgo Shūnen Kinen Jigyō Zikkō Iinkai Kankyō Asesumento Shi Shippitsu Shō Iinkai [Histrory of
Environmental Assessment Sub Committee in 25th Anniversary Memorial Project Implementation
Committee], 2003).
256 The Act on Reclamation of Publicly-owned Water Surface was amended in 1973 and the regulation on
reclaiming public water was tightened. The amendment required hearing the opinion of the mayor of concerned
local municipalities and the resolution of the local council in the process of issuing the license.
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the prospect of a blockade was frightening not just for the TMG but also for the rest of the 23 wards, and in
particular, for the 11 wards without any incinerators257. Thus, by taking advantage of the decision-making
process of the landfill siting and the threat of a blockade, Koto was able to make the TMG and the other
wards take its concerns seriously.
Actually, the 1991 siting plan was made as a result of this pressure from Koto. In the protest against
the new landfill, Koto ward criticised the TMG for its lack of a long-term perspective on waste management
and the tendency to easily rely on landfill disposal258. When the Harbour Advisory Committee was about to
submit the interim report, the mayor of Koto and the members of the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly from
the ward insisted that Koto ward would not agree on the new landfill unless a long-term vision on waste
management was shown259. In order to persuade the ward, the TMG started making long-term waste
management schemes, one of which resulted in the 1991 siting plan showing a 20-year prospect with 10
new incinerators scheduled to be built by 2011260.
Koto continued pressuring the TMG and the other wards. Before the 1991 plan was made public,
Koto visited the other 23 wards and handed to the mayors and the chairpersons a letter which complained
that IWWD was not being achieved and asked for their cooperation on the siting of incinerators in their
jurisdiction261. The de facto veto over the new landfill was utilised to influence the policy making. When the
Harbour Advisory Committee was about to submit the final report on the new landfill in August 1991, the
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For example, see Shinjuku-ku-gikai [Shinjuku Ward Coucil] (1991b, 1991c)
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1989b, 1989c)
259 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991b). Furthermore, the ward sent an open letter to the members of the
Harbour Advisory Committee and complained of the burden that Koto had suffered and denounced its myopic
view on waste disposal and IWWD (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 1991c).
260 The others were the Long-term Vision of Waste Management (Haikibutsutō no Shori Shobun no Chōkiteki
Tembō ni tsuite [廃棄物の処理処分の長期的展望について]) (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government Bureau of Waste Management], 1991b) and Waste Reduction Action Plan (Gomi Genryōka Kōdō
Keikaku [ごみ減量化行動計画]) (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management], 1991a).
261 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991a) and Tosei Shimpō (1991b)
258

127

mayor of Koto stated in the committee that the new landfill would not be constructed if he refused, as his
opinion must be heard in the process of issuing the license for the landfill262. As a result, the final report was
suspended until Koto was fully consulted on the issue263, which troubled the TMG as the capacity of the
existing landfill would soon be reached. In August 1991, officers of the Koto government and all of the
council members went to the TMG and threatened it with a blockade of the garbage trucks264. It was under
this pressure from Koto that the incinerators siting plan was created.
Koto’s campaign continued even after the 1991 siting plan was announced. Not satisfied with this
plan, the ward sent to the TMG another opinion letter which demanded the following: the cancellation of
the incinerator vessel to be harboured at the current landfill; incinerator projects for the three wards without
concrete plans; and a guarantee that incinerators would be built as planned in the eight wards265. Dissatisfied
with the ambiguous reply from the TMG, the ward refused to hold the Harbour Advisory Committee266 to
issue the final report on the new landfill, thereby further delaying the siting process of the new landfill.
On top of that, Koto warned the TMG of the potential blocking of waste from Shinjuku ward and
Ginza in Chuo ward at the end of November 1991267. Shinjuku was targeted not just because no concrete
plan was shown for the ward in the 1991 siting plan, but also because the siting plan in Shinjuku during the
first garbage war was cancelled in part due to local opposition, even though the ward had one of the busiest
commercial streets which produced huge amounts of food scraps. Ginza, which was in Chuo ward but close
to the incinerator project in Chiyoda ward, became the target because the shopkeepers association and
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Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991b)
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1992a)
264 Asahi Shimbun (1991a, 1991b)
265 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991d)
266 It was customary to have a meeting between the TMG and the ward（Toku Kyōgikai [都区協議会]）and make
an agreement with the ward before holding the Harbour Advisory Committee (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1991a).
267 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991e)
263
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businesses there had strongly opposed the siting project in Chiyoda arguing that it was not acceptable to
have an incinerator at the entrance of Tokyo, next to the Tokyo Rail Station268. Koto contended that that was
not tolerable for those who had long suffered garbage trucks driving through the ward, and announced the
blockade to make people in Chuo ward realise that their waste was taken care of by the sacrifice of Koto
ward269.
The Harbour Advisory Committee meeting was finally held and the blockade was cancelled after
Governor Suzuki visited Koto and apologised for the disproportionate burdens imposed on the ward. He
promised to firmly proceed with the 1991 incinerators siting plan and to make the utmost effort to construct
incinerators in the three wards for which a concrete project was not shown in the plan. At the end of 1991,
the Harbour Advisory Committee submitted the final report which recommended that the new landfill was
to be sited outside of the outer seawall area, but on condition that the concerned wards, i.e. Chuo, Minato,
Shinagawa, Ota, and Koto, be fully consulted over the issue. The siting process of the new landfill started
moving forward, but was yet to be approved by Koto or the other four wards.
Koto continued to call for the realisation of IWWD and suspended the agreement on the new landfill
siting. When consulted over the landfill in April 1992, the ward demanded the fulfilment of the seven
requests which included making concrete plans for the three wards without an incinerator building project,
constructing the incinerators in the eight wards as planned, and cancelling the incinerator vessel270. It was
not until the end of 1995 that Koto finally agreed on the new landfill when the governor271 visited the ward
and apologised for the burden imposed on the ward for years, manifesting his determination to solve the
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Asahi Shimbun (1991c)
Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1991e)
270 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1992b). The other requests were the following: reduction of the number of
garbage trucks passing through the ward; advancement of reduction and recycling; facilitation of the
construction of intermediate facilities for waste not for incineration; and measures to reduce the surplus soil
being sent to the landfill.
271 The governor back then was Yukio Aoshima, who won the election in 1995 after Suzuki stepped down.
269
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garbage problems. The TMG promised to construct incinerators, even if only small ones, in the remaining
two wards for which an incinerator construction plan was not made yet, i.e. Taito and Bunkyo272. In addition,
the government vowed to reconsider the incinerator vessel project and to offer a block-by-block negotiation
of the new landfill by which the ward would be consulted every time a new block of the landfill would start
operation273. Koto ward agreed on the new landfill in general “taking into consideration the well-being of
the whole citizenry of Tokyo”274, while maintaining that it was “a tough decision”, as accepting the new
landfill meant that the sacrifice of the people in the southern part of the ward had to continue for the
foreseeable future275.
Thus, the campaign by Koto played a major role in increasing the influence of IWWD on the 1991
siting plan. Koto took advantage of the new landfill project and the garbage blockade to influence the policy
making. The persistent protest by the ward made the TMG and the other wards commit to IWWD and
accelerate the siting projects.

3. Readoption by TMG
Restored consistency with AWI
In the meantime, IWWD became appealing to the TMG. The idea was recognised as a solution to
the garbage crisis once again, for the increased amount of waste and the landfill crisis caused by the bubble
economy produced an urgent necessity to construct more incinerators. IWWD was readopted by the TMG
not only because of the interest and power of Koto ward, but also due to the restored cognitive legitimacy
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Shinjuku had found a site for an incinerator by that time.
The landfill consisted of seven blocks from A to G, which would be reclaimed in turn (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward
Council], 1996; Tosei Shimpō, 1995).
274 Another reason why the ward had to agree on the siting project was that starting operation of the new landfill
was a condition for the devolution of waste management imposed through the negotiation with the union (Kōtōku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 1998).
275 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (1996)
273
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of the idea that incinerators be sited in every ward.
The TMG advocated IWWD again to achieve AWI, which had been one of its primary policy goals
in waste management. In the first garbage war, the TMG made use of IWWD to facilitate the incinerators
siting for this policy goal, but abandoned this idea when it thought that AWI could be achieved without
constructing as many incinerators as IWWD required. The Tokyo Long-term Plan in 1982 estimated that
AWI would be achieved by 1995 with the construction of only five new incinerators in addition to the
renovation of the old ones. The incinerators siting had gone back to the old scheme in which siting
incinerators in the central area of Tokyo was considered unnecessary, let alone constructing one in every
ward. However, the drastic increase of waste during the latter half of the 1980s made it impossible to achieve
AWI with this siting scheme. The amount of waste reached 4.9 million tonnes/year in 1989 while the Second
Long-term Plan in 1986 estimated that the annual waste generation would remain at around 4 million
tonnes/year until 2000. To achieve AWI, the TMG could no longer afford to leave the central area exempted
from incinerators.
The immediate need for more incinerators was exacerbated by the deepening landfill crisis. As noted
above, the sudden increase of waste resulted in the landfill capacity being consumed more quickly than
expected. As the landfill was the final destination of the waste, the depletion of it meant the failure of the
entire waste management system. In the history of waste management in Tokyo, AWI had been held as a
primary policy goal because it could reduce the volume of garbage entering the landfills. However, given
the sudden increase of waste, around 20% of waste for incineration was still not being incinerated and
brought directly to the landfills. The TMG had to achieve AWI as soon as possible to save the landfills and
avoid the disruption of its waste management system.
Furthermore, the completion of AWI became a prerequisite for the new landfill siting plan. Facing
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the increased waste and the landfill crisis, the TMG consulted with the Tokyo Waste Management Advisory
Committee. The committee’s interim report in 1990 stated that untreated waste, both waste for incineration
and not for incineration, should not be allowed in the new, and probably the last, landfill. The Long-term
Vision of Waste Management276, which was one of the three policies put forward as a response to Koto’s
request of a long-term vision, also stated that untreated waste would not be acceptable in the new landfill.
This provision was incorporated into the final report of the Harbour Advisory Committee277 as well.
Achieving AWI before the new landfill started operation became a pressing policy goal.
Moreover, learning a lesson from the disruptive increase of waste caused by the booming economy,
AWI was required in a more strict sense in order to unfailingly incinerate all waste for incineration in the
future. Having 30% margins was recommended to cope with the seasonal fluctuation of the amount of waste
as well as troubles, regular inspections, and overhauls of incinerators. This strict requirement, which was
called the stable incineration system, necessitated more incinerators than AWI originally required.
Thus, IWWD regained its prominence as a problem-solving idea due to the sudden increase of waste
and the landfill crisis. The TMG considered that AWI could not be achieved without constructing as many
incinerators as this idea of distributive equity required. The rise of IWWD in this period was supported not
only by the interests and power of Koto ward, but also by its revived cognitive legitimacy.

The bursting of the bubble and its consequent impact
It is noteworthy that the bubble economy had already ended by the time the 1991 siting plan was
announced. The bubble economy, which boomed in the late 1980s, burst in 1989 and Japan had entered a
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Haikibutsutō no Shori Shobun no Chōkiteki Tembō ni tsuite [廃棄物等の処理処分の長期的展望について]
(Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 1991b)
277 Tōkyō-to Kōwan Shingikai Kaimen Shobunjō Kentō Bukai [Tokyo Harbour Advisory Committee Working
Group of Coastal Landfill] (1991b)
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long recession. To cool down the overheated economy, the Bank of Japan implemented a monetary
tightening policy of raising the official interest rate. The transaction volume of assets was regulated to restrain
property prices. These policies put an end to the economic boom. The Nikkei Stock Average crashed below
20,000 yen in 1990 after it hit a record high of 38,915 yen at the end of 1989. In Tokyo, the economic growth
rate sharply dropped to -0.8% on average during the 1991 to 1995 period278. Given this sudden economic
change, the amount of garbage also started decreasing after reaching a peak of 4.9 million tonnes/year in
1989 as shown in Figure 5-3.
Figure 5-3. Quantity of waste and GDP growth (1980-1999)279
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Nonetheless, this economic downturn and the resultant decrease of waste did not affect the siting
policies so much during the early half of the 1990s. This was in part because the TMG estimated that the
quantity of waste would increase in the next 25 years. Although the actual amount of waste started
decreasing after 1989, the 1991 siting plan was still based on the estimation that the amount would slightly
increase from 4.81 million tonnes/year in 1990 to 5.21 million tonnes/year in 2015. Given this estimation,
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Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014c)
Source: Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014c), Tōkyō Nijūsan-ku Seisō Ichibu Jimu Kumiai
[Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Wards] (2006), and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government
Bureau of Waste Management] (2000)
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more incinerators were believed to be necessary to achieve AWI. The effect of the economic change on the
expectations of policy makers was not strong enough to invalidate the idea that incinerators should be sited
in every ward.
Similarly, although the bursting of the bubble economy started aggravating the financial condition
of Tokyo, it had yet to make a considerable impact upon the incinerators siting policy in the early 1990s.
The TMG’s finance, which deteriorated after the 1973 oil crisis, was reconstructed immediately under the
Suzuki administration during the 1980s280. In addition, the bubble economy increased the tax revenue
dramatically. While the end of the booming economy started damaging the financial environment, it had not
yet affected the siting plan in the early 1990s.
It is true that there was concern for the financial feasibility of the 1991 siting plan281. The incinerators
project was estimated to cost 720 billion yen over a 20-year period282. Even though the asset bubble burst in
1989, property prices were still extremely high, especially in the centre of Tokyo. The cost of the land
purchase in Toshima, Shibuya and Minato was estimated to be 190 billion yen, which would amount to
2.5% of the TMG’s total budget in 1993283.
Nonetheless, the implementation of the 1991 siting plan was not in doubt during this period.
Although the tax revenue decreased by nearly a trillion yen from 1991 to 1994, the TMG could maintain
the budget level by issuing government bonds and using the huge government reserve funds which were
raised in the 1980s in preparation for economic fluctuation284. The optimistic prospect that the economy
would recover also helped this expensive project. When the plan was outlined in 1991, the economy of
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Jinno (1995)
Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1991b)
282 Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c)
283 Tosei Shimpō (1991c)
284 Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Kaikaku Suishin Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Administration and
Finance Reform] (1996)
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Tokyo was anticipated to grow by more than 4% annually until 2000285. Furthermore, the project was one
of the governor’s public promises and believed to be urgent. It was not until 1997 that the deteriorating
financial condition led to the revision of the incinerators siting plan.

Sustainable Waste Management
It is also worth mentioning that a new paradigmatic policy idea of waste management was emerging
in this period, i.e. Sustainable Waste Management (SWM). This policy paradigm was to extend the scope
of waste management to the process of waste production and introduce up-stream measures such as
reduction, reuse, and recycling (3Rs), in contrast to incinerationism which concerned only the processes
after waste was produced. Until the early half of the 1980s, waste management had focused on building
disposal facilities such as incinerators and landfills to deal with the growing amount of waste. Under
incinerationism, constructing more incinerators had been encouraged to catch up with the growth of waste
amidst rapid economic growth. However, facing the difficulty in constructing incinerators and the depletion
of landfill space, depending solely on “the end of the pipe” measures was increasingly being considered
unsustainable. That was when SWM rose to prominence as a new policy paradigm. More emphasis was
placed on reducing the amount of waste to be disposed of, as this new policy paradigm became influential
in Japan. Actually, from the 1990s to the early 2000s, the Japanese waste management system was
drastically changed and many new pieces of legislation were passed286. The TMG also incorporated this
285
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Tōkyō-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1990)
The Waste Management and Public Cleaning Act (Haikibutsu no Shori oyobi Seiō ni Kansuru Hōritsu [廃棄物
の処理及び清掃に関する法律] was amended in 1991 and 1997. Previously, the purpose of this act had been to
properly dispose of waste without causing pollution. However, these amendments emphasised the promotion of
waste reduction and recycling. The Act on the Promotion of Effective Utilization of Resources (Shigen no Yūkō
na Riyō no Sokushin ni Kansuru Hōritsu [資源の有効な利用の促進に関する法律]) was issued in 1991.
Responding to the amendment in 1991 and the enactment of the act, the TMG established a new ordinance on
waste disposal and utilisation of recyclable resources (Tōkyō-to Haikibutsu no Shori oyobi Sairiyō ni Kansuru
Jōrei [東京都廃棄物の処理及び再利用に関する条例]). This ordinance introduced the idea of restraining waste
generation in production, distribution and consumption as a basic principle. The plans in waste management in
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idea into its policies and started making systematic efforts to reduce the amount of waste.
This rise of SWM worked negatively against IWWD, which was intimately connected with
incinerationism, for this new rising idea undermined the validity of expanding incineration capacity. Firstly,
SWM provided an alternative to expanding incineration capacity to solve waste problems. Although
incineration was still the dominant technology for waste disposal, it was no longer seen as the only way to
solve waste problems. Rather, incineration was relegated to the bottom of the waste management
hierarchy287 under the new policy paradigm. Secondly, SWM became the theoretical backbone for the antiincineration movements. This idea allowed local opposition and environmental movements to cast doubt on
the very need for more incinerators and damaged the cognitive legitimacy of IWWD, which was closely
connected with constructing more incinerators as a conventional end-of-pipe policy. Thirdly, the
advancement of SWM not only reduced the actual amount of waste, but also lowered the estimation of waste
generation for the future. After reaching its peak in 1989, the actual amount of waste kept decreasing due to
the advancement of the 3Rs, combined with the impact of the economic recession. Further development of
waste reduction methods was set as a policy goal and incorporated into the calculation of the amount of
waste generation in the future. Thus, the rise of SMW in waste management gradually made new
incinerators less necessary.
In other words, the rise of SWM meant that another idea of distributive equity was becoming
influential: source reduction. This addressed the root causes that necessitated LULUs, rather than the distribution
of them. While the advocates of IWWD had taken for granted the necessity of more incinerators and focused on
how to distribute them, source reduction would ultimately make having more incinerators unnecessary. This new

this period, such as the Third Tokyo Long-term Plan in 1990, the Long-term Vision of Waste Management in
1991, and the Waste Reduction Action Plan in 1991, were grounded on the same idea.
287 In this hierarchy, disposal comes after the 3Rs.
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idea of distributive equity was becoming prevalent among the key actors in the 1990s. The effect of the 3Rs was
incorporated in the calculations of the future waste quantity in governmental policies. Opposition movements
against the incinerator projects utilised the idea of source reduction to argue against IWWD288. The advent of
source reduction in siting policies damaged the ideational legitimacy of IWWD and led to its decline.

However, IWWD became influential in the 1990s again despite the rising influence of SMW and
the idea of source reduction. This was because the expected impact of SMW on waste reduction was still
not enough to reduce the actual necessity for more incinerators. The TMG took into account the effect of
waste reduction measures in its estimation of future waste growth in the 1991 siting plan. It was calculated
that the potential amount of waste would increase by 2% every year based on the garbage growth trend in
the past 10 years289.
Figure 5-4. Estimation of waste growth in the 1991 siting plan290
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As Figure 5-4 shows, without the source reduction measures, the amount of waste was anticipated to grow
to 6.15 million tonnes in 1996, 6.44 million tonnes in 2000 and 7.03 million tonnes in 2015; the waste
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This point is explained in the next chapter.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c) and Tōkyōto Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1990b)
290 Source: Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c)
289
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reduction measures, which aimed to reduce waste by 23% in 2000, was expected to restrain this potential
waste increase. However, even taking into account this waste reduction effect, the amount was expected to
increase to 5.21 million tonnes in 2015. The TMG still believed that more incinerators were necessary to
achieve AWI.
Rather, IWWD and SMW were working together to save the precious landfill space. As noted earlier,
what made IWWD appealing to the TMG was the urgent need to construct more incinerators to achieve
AWI and reduce the amount of waste entering into the landfills. Although SMW was becoming influential
and incinerationism relatively less influential in waste management policies, the source reduction effort and
the construction of more incinerators coexisted in governmental policies during this period, for both of them
were meant to save landfill capacity given that 20% of waste for incineration was still not being incinerated.
Thus, the TMG pushed forward with both the 3Rs and AWI in order to save landfills. It was not until 1997
that the contradiction between SMW and IWWD surfaced.

4. IWWD in the politics of autonomy reform
The union’s strategy on the devolution
Not only the idea of siting incinerators in every ward, but also the self-responsibility of each ward in
incineration became influential in this period. As explained in the previous chapters, the intervention of the
Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union had prevented this requirement of IWWD from influencing the waste
management policies from the 1970s to the 1980s. In the 1990s, however, the same intervention by the union
engendered a political driving force for the idea of self-responsibility of each ward.
The autonomy expansion movement was reaching its climax in the 1990s. Since the third
amendment of the Local Autonomy Act in 1974, which restored the public election for the ward mayor, the
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23 wards had continued this political movement. Expectations for reform rose as Governor Suzuki came
into office in 1979, because he publicly committed himself to autonomy reform. Suzuki, as a former
administrative vice minister, was influential at the Ministry of Home Affairs291 which had jurisdiction over
the relevant laws. In 1986, the TMG and the 23 wards came to an agreement on the autonomy reform and
jointly issued the Basic Policy of Tokyo-Wards System Reform which aimed at positioning each ward as a
normal local municipality, devolving authority and administrative services to each ward, and enhancing its
financial autonomy292. With this agreement, the TMG and the 23 wards petitioned the central government
to amend the Local Autonomy Act.
The devolution of waste management became the largest political concern in this movement. To
amend the Local Autonomy Act, the TMG and the 23 wards had to persuade the Ministry of Home Affairs
(MOH). However, the MOH was reluctant to support the autonomy reform and imposed conditions293. The
22nd Local Government System Research Council294, an advisory committee of the central government,
issued a report which agreed that the 23 wards would become basic local municipalities, but on a condition
that waste management be devolved to each ward at the same time295. The fate of the whole autonomy
expansion hinged on the devolution of waste management.
To make matters worse for the TMG and the 23 wards, the Tokyo Cleaning Works Union was
granted a political veto over the devolution of waste management; the MOH required the consent of the
concerned parties over the devolution issue. The TMG and the 23 wards had to make an agreement with the
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The Ministry of Home Affairs was promoted from the Office of Home Affairs in 1960, but merged into the
Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications in the central government reform in 2001.
292 Toku Seido Kentō Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Investigative Committee] (1986)
293 Miyake (2006) and Narita (1998)
294 Dai Nijūniji Chihō Seido Chōsakai [第二十二次地方制度調査]
295 Dai Nijūniji Chihō Seido Chōsakai [The Twenty-second Local Autonomy System Examination Committee]
(1990)
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Tokyo Labour Union296, of which the Tokyo Cleaning Works Union was an influential sub organisation.
The cleaning union organised around 10,000 workers in the beginning of the 1990s, which accounted for
around 20% of the Tokyo Labour Union297. Although the Tokyo Labour Union generally agreed with the
autonomy expansion of the 23 wards, it could not accept the devolution of waste management as the
cleaning workers had persistently opposed such a development. Thus, to accomplish the entire autonomy
reform, the TMG and the 23 wards had to persuade the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union.
IWWD was reflected in the policies through the negotiation between the union and the TMG298. In
the negotiating process, the union claimed IWWD as a basic principle of the devolution. As noted earlier,
the union had been firmly opposed to the devolution as it was against their interest. The devolution would
divide the organisation into 23 sub entities and thereby weaken its organisational power. Even the devolution
of collection and transportation was not acceptable for the union as these sections had the largest number of
workers. It was the union’s opposition that had prevented IWWD from becoming influential, as it feared
that the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward would facilitate the devolution. Paradoxically, the union
rather persistently called for IWWD to be embedded in the devolution during the 1990s, although the
realisation of this idea was against its organisational interest.
The union insisted that devolving only collection and transportation (partial devolution) would not
enhance the autonomy of the 23 wards. Before the negotiation with the union started, the TMG and the 23
wards intended to devolve only collection and transportation. The wards and the TMG argued that even if it
was partial, the devolution would enable each ward to design the collection and transportation by itself in a
way uniquely tailored to the ward, thereby making each ward more autonomous. The union argued against
296

The other party was the private businesses which were commissioned waste transportation services.
Miyake (2006). The cleaning union was also well united through its history of fighting against poor work
environment and discrimination against cleaning workers.
298 Tokyo Labour Union (1993a, 1993b, 1993c, 1993d), Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union]
(1999), Tōkyō Tokusyokuin Rōdōkumiai [Workers Union of Tokyo Metropolitan and Wards Government] (1995)
297
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this view by insisting that how to perform the collection and transportation was completely dependent on
how disposal facilities were operated. Given the shortage and uneven distribution of waste disposal facilities,
contended the union, a centralised management of the destination of waste would be necessary, and a ward
could not decide how to collect and transport the waste by itself unless disposal was performed selfsufficiently. The union, therefore, insisted that if the 23 wards wanted to become basic local municipalities,
each ward should self-sufficiently perform this task and be responsible for not only collection and
transportation but all of the waste management processes including incineration and final disposal.
Behind this claim by the union was its strategic intention to stop the devolution. Given the difficulty
to site an incinerator in every ward, self-sufficient incineration by each ward was supposedly unachievable.
The union intended to prevent the devolution by making IWWD a prerequisite for this institutional reform,
arguing that the devolution should be shelved until a self-sufficient disposal system was established for each
ward to be responsible for its own waste management299. In other words, the union challenged the TMG
and the wards to realise IWWD first if the wards wanted to become a full-fledged local autonomy.

IWWD as a principle of the devolution
IWWD was adopted as a fundamental principle of the devolution through the negotiation between
the union and the TMG. In April 1993, the union and the TMG came to a common understanding on how
waste management should be, in which IWWD was adopted as a basic principle300. In 1994, they issued the
Concrete Way of Waste Management301 in which IWWD was defined as a principle that required each
ward to be responsible for all of the waste management processes and to self-sufficiently perform them.
299

Toku Kyōgikai [Tokyo-Wards Council] & Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform
Promotion Committee] (1994)
300 Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1993)
301 Seisō Jigyō no Gutaiteki Arikata ni tsuite [清掃事業の具体的あり方について] (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government], 1994a)
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IWWD was accepted by the 23 wards as well. In line with the negotiation with the union, the TMG
and the 23 wards made a new agreement on the devolution in 1994 and issued the Outline of Tokyo-Wards
System Reform (the 1994 agreement). This agreement also held IWWD as a significant principle and
schemed to devolve the legal responsibility for all of the waste management services including not only
collection and transportation, but also the treatment of bulky garbage, waste not for incineration, human
waste, and final disposal.
However, it was obvious to all that it was impossible to fulfil this ideal, given the unavailability of
landfills in the inland area and unevenly distributed waste disposal facilities across the wards. Consequently,
while IWWD was agreed upon in principle, conflict arose over how strictly this principle should be applied
in practice, i.e. who should be legally responsible for which waste services and how they were to be
performed. As a result of the negotiation, the argument was focused on the self-sufficient incineration again,
despite the broad definition of IWWD which covered all waste-related services. Disposal processes other
than incineration were excluded from the application of this idea of self-sufficient waste disposal; final
disposal was to be entrusted to the TMG, and the bulky garbage, waste not for incineration, and human
waste were to be disposed of jointly by local government associations formed by the 23 wards302. On the
other hand, incineration was agreed to be self-sufficiently performed by each ward.
The focus of this negotiation was on the timing of the devolution. As siting incinerators in every
ward was necessary to realise the self-sufficient incineration, the union required a clear roadmap and a
guarantee that all the necessary incinerators for IWWD would be constructed. The union insisted that the
facilities for IWWD should be built before the legal responsibility was devolved. For the union, imposing
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The 1994 agreement stated that the construction of intermediate treatment facilities for bulky waste and waste
not for incineration in every ward would be considered in the future. However, it was no more than a
consideration in the future; they were to be disposed of regionally for the time being.
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tougher conditions was desirable to stop the devolution. On the other hand, the TMG argued that the
institutional reform should come first to encourage IWWD. The TMG could not wait until OWOI was
achieved as Governor Suzuki made a public commitment to realise the autonomy reform in 1995303. The
TMG and the 23 wards did not like IWWD becoming an obstacle for the autonomy reform304; they tried to
find a point of compromise to pull off the reform before achieving the OWOI policy.
The 1994 agreement between the TMG and the 23 wards was based on the devolution-first argument.
This agreement planned to implement the block incineration system as an interim measure. In this interim
system, until enough incinerators for IWWD were ready, the waste from wards without incinerators was to
be disposed of in neighbouring wards with spare capacity by making a disposal pact between them. The
legal responsibility in incineration would be devolved when enough incinerators for the block incineration
were established, that is, when incinerators in Sumida, Minato, Toshima and Shibuya commenced operation.
However, the union was dissatisfied with this agreement and demanded a tougher condition which
could guarantee the accomplishment of IWWD, for its latent goal was to prevent the devolution. To persuade
the union, the TMG had to show its determination to realise IWWD. The schedules for Nakano, Arakawa,
and Chuo plants were moved forward as a result of this political negotiation. The union demanded further
advancement of the incinerators siting schedule: Chuo plant to start operation by the end of 2000; Chiyoda
plant to be under construction by the time of the devolution; the lands to be acquired, agreements with the
neighbours to be made, and an Environmental Impact Assessment to be in progress by 1999 in Shinjuku,
Arakawa, and Nakano305. In the end, the TMG and the 23 wards had to accept this difficult condition to
accomplish the autonomy reform. The TMG promised that the devolution would be postponed if this
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Miyake (2006)
Even the mayor of Koto ward was apprehensive that imposing IWWD as a condition for the devolution would
make the autonomy reform difficult to attain (Murohashi, 1998).
305 Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] & Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government] (1994)
304
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condition were not fulfilled.
Thus, the self-responsibility of each ward became the political focus of the devolution because of the
negotiation with the union. Although the self-responsibility of each ward was against its interests, the union
persistently called for IWWD in the devolution from its strategic intention to stop the devolution process.
Being granted political veto by the MOH, the union was able to make the TMG and the 23 wards accept
IWWD as a prerequisite for the devolution. As a result, the self-responsibility of each ward was adopted as
a principle of the devolution policies, which also reinforced the idea of siting an incinerator in every ward.
The influence of IWWD increased in the early 1990s not only due to the pressure from Koto ward, but also
due to the politics of autonomy system reform.

The wards and the autonomy expansion
On the other hand, the 23 wards were more prepared to accept IWWD in both the incinerators siting
and the self-responsibility of each ward than they had been in the previous periods, due to the heightened
expectations for the autonomy reform and the goal to acquire the legal status as basic local municipalities.
They thought that this might be the last chance for them to become basic local municipalities306. For this
political goal, the wards needed to manifest the willingness to accept the responsibility of waste management
to show their determination to the MOH. Even before the negotiation with the union began, the 23 wards
already unofficially told the TMG in 1990 that they would accept the responsibility of incineration if required
for the autonomy reform307. The autonomy reform gave the wards the motivation to accept IWWD.
In fact, some wards without incinerators showed more positive attitudes towards IWWD even before
the 1991 siting plan was announced. In Toshima, the negotiation over the land for the incinerator was already

306
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Tokubetsu-ku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Hombu [Special Wards System Reform Promotion Office] (1993)
Tosei Shimpō (1994b)
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under progress308 with the cooperation of the ward309. In Nakano, before IWWD was re-adopted by the
TMG, the united associations of shopkeepers sent to the government and the council of the ward310 a
petition that requested for an incinerator to be built in front of the Nakano Station311. This petition stated that
having an incinerator was necessary because some wards implied their ownership over incinerators in their
wards and the second garbage war was about to break out given the increase of waste generation312. Thus,
the ward decided to ask the TMG to build an incinerator in the ward313. Sumida ward also had been
requesting the TMG to site an incinerator in the ward as it was necessary to take a certain degree of
responsibility for waste disposal as an independent local autonomy314. In Chuo ward, a local organisation
for the redevelopment of the area petitioned to site an incinerator in the ward, as having an incinerator in the
ward would make the collection and transportation more efficient if waste management was devolved to the
ward315. The mayor of Chuo also stated in the council that an incinerator should be sited in the ward in light
of IWWD316. In the council of Minato ward, there was the argument that an incinerator should be sited for
the devolution; the mayor mentioned that the invitation of an incinerator would be considered, as the ward
should become as autonomous as a city317.
This does not mean that all of the wards were supportive of IWWD. At first, the reaction of the 11
wards without an incinerator was diverse. While some of them showed a positive stance, the mayor of
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Toshima Shimbun (1991) and Toshima-ku-gikai [Toshima Ward Council] (1991b)
Toshima ward even insisted that the capacity of the proposed incinerator was too small to dispose of all the
waste for incineration in the ward and asked the TMG to expand the capacity from 300 tonnes/day to 400
tonnes/day (Toshima-ku-gikai [Toshima Ward Council], 1991a, 1992).
310 In the end of 1989 and the beginning of 1990 respectively.
311 Nakano Eki Shūhen Chiku Seibibu [Department of Development of Surrounding Area of Nakano Station]
(1995). The Police Academy in front of the Nakano Station was to be relocated and an incinerator construction
was proposed as a part of the redevelopment project there.
312 Nakano-ku-gikai [Nakano Ward Council] (1990a)
313 Nakano-ku-gikai [Nakano Ward Council] (1990b)
314 Sumida-ku-gikai [Sumida Ward Council] (1991) and Tosei Shimpō (1991e)
315 Tsukishima Chiku Saikaihatsu Taisaku Kyōgikai [Association of Redevelopment of Tsukishima District] (1990).
316 Chūō-ku-gikai [Chuo Ward Coucil] (1991)
317 For instance, see a statement of Takiko Otaki (Minato-ku-gikai [Minato Ward Council], 1990).
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Shinjuku showed a negative attitude towards IWWD. He claimed that the ward had a sewage treatment
plant, which disposed of sewage from seven wards, and argued that waste treatment and disposal should be
performed regionally and that every ward should share different burdens 318 . Bunkyo and Taito 319
complained of the difficulty to find lands for the incinerators while they agreed on IWWD and promised to
cooperate if a concrete plan would be formulated320. The mayor of Chiyoda stated that the proposed site for
an underground plant in the ward was not suitable considering the traffic problems, environmental issues
and urban planning design in the central area of Tokyo321. Even after the plan was officially announced in
1991, the ward kept a cautious, ambiguous attitude to the project as the proposed underground incinerator
was still under financial and technological examination.
However, these wards became rather desperate in searching for an incinerator site, as IWWD was
further incorporated into the autonomy expansion reform through the negotiation with the union. The 23
wards published the Third Action Plan322 in October 1993 and the Basic Way of Waste Management in the
23 wards323 in April 1994, in order to facilitate the reform. In those documents, the wards stated that they
adopted IWWD as a basic principle in waste management and showed their resolution to accept the
responsibility as would-be basic local municipalities. On top of that, at the beginning of 1994, the mayors of
the 23 wards passed a resolution for the construction of necessary facilities for the devolution324. After the
1994 agreement with the TMG was made, the 23 wards issued the Practical Action Plan325 to show their
318

Shinjuku-ku-gikai [Shinjuku Ward Coucil] (1991a)
Neighbourhood associations in Taito also proposed to invite an incinerator in 1992 (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1994b, 1994c; Ueno Chiku Chōkai Rengō Kai [League of Neighbourhood Associations
in Ueno], 1992).
320 Taitō-ku-gikai (1991) and Tosei Shimpō (1991a)
321 Chiyoda-ku-gikai [Chiyoda Ward Council] (1990)
322 Dai Sanji Kōdō Keikaku [第三次行動計画] (Tokubetsu-ku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Hombu [Special Wards
System Reform Promotion Office], 1993)
323 Tokubetsu-ku ni okeru Seisō Jigyō no Kihonteki Arikata [特別区における清掃事業の基本的あり方] (Tokubetsuku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Special Wards System Reform Promotion Committee], 1994)
324 Tokubetsu-ku-chō Kai [Association of Special Ward Mayors] (1994)
325 Gutaiteki Kōdō Keikaku [具体的行動計画]. This plan introduced a roadmap to achieve IWWD in which OWOI
319
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determination and the roadmap toward achieving IWWD in order to persuade the union. This plan included
the schedule for incinerators in Shinjuku, Bunkyo and Taito, where no siting plans were included in the 1991
siting plan, and also moved forward the schedules in Nakano and Arakawa.
Thus, the autonomy expansion reform enhanced the 23 wards’ willingness to host incinerators. In
fact, even Shinjuku, who had been negative at first, became desperate to find a site for an incinerator. The
Shinjuku ward council urged the ward government and the TMG to secure a site immediately in response
to the negotiation with the union over the devolution as well as pressure from Koto. The council passed a
resolution at the end of 1993, which asked for promoting the incinerator siting in Shinjuku326. The ward
government also started to find possible sites for an incinerator and handed over to the TMG a list of more
than 20 candidate sites327.
In brief, the heightened expectations for autonomy expansion made the wards more willing to accept
the self-responsibility and the incinerators siting which IWWD required. Through the union’s intervention,
the devolution of incineration turned into a prerequisite for autonomy reform as their long-cherished political
goal. This made the wards without an incinerator more eager to host an incinerator. Besides pressure from
Koto ward, it was the politics of the autonomy reform that made IWWD influential in waste management
policies in this period.

Conclusion
The dominance of IWWD rose once again in the 1990s. IWWD became influential not only in the
incinerator siting policies, but also in the institutional reform of waste management. The rising influence of
was to be achieved by 2011, with completion in Chiyoda in 2002, Shinjuku, Nakano and Arakawa in 2006, and
Taito and Bunkyo in 2011 (Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform Promotion
Committee], 1994).
326 Shinjuku-ku Shimbun (1993)
327 The site was selected in 1994.

147

the self-responsibility of each ward in the devolution policies further accelerated the incinerators siting. The
dominance of IWWD reached its climax when the two engines of this idea were working together.
The pressure from Koto ward, which once had weakened in the previous period, became strong once
again as the interest and power of the ward revived as a result of the increased production of waste in the
latter half of the 1980s. The new landfill project under the deepening garbage crisis provided the opportunity
for Koto to influence waste management policies. The revival of IWWD in this period was championed by
the strengthened interest and power of Koto ward.
The ideational legitimacy of OWOI also became more influential than in the second period. Given
the increased amount of waste, the TMG needed more incinerators than planned in the 1980s to achieve
AWI. This urgent necessity for new incinerators was further heightened through the quick depletion of the
existent landfill and the policy goal of not bringing un-treated waste into the new landfill. IWWD became
cognitively appealing to the TMG once again as a policy solution to the problem.
The economic situation, as an exogenous environment, played a central role in strengthening the
idea of siting incinerators in every ward. Some of the changes in the other variables mentioned above were
caused by the bubble economy. Koto’s interest in IWWD revived with the increased waste generation
through the economic boom, while the resultant quick depletion of landfills and the urgent need of a new
landfill empowered the ward in the policy-making process. IWWD was recognised by the TMG as a policy
solution in part due to the increased amount of garbage resulting from the economic boom. The huge
budgetary funds accumulated during the period of economic prosperity made the incinerator projects in the
1991 affordable. The economic boom in the late 1980s created a favourable environment for IWWD once
again.
It is true that the prominence of IWWD could have been undermined by the bubble burst in the
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1990s and the rise of Sustainable Waste Management as the new policy paradigm. However, these
exogenous changes had not yet fully impacted IWWD, given the estimation that the amount of waste would
keep increasing in the future with the rather optimistic prospect of an economic recovery. In other words,
there was a time gap between the changes in the exogenous environments and the decline of the idea in the
policies. It was not until 1997 that the impact of the economic downturn and the advancement of SWM
significantly affected the dominance of IWWD.
The interest and power of the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union engendered the political engine for
the rise of the idea that each ward should be institutionally responsible for disposing of its waste. In the 1970s
and the 1980s, the union’s interest and power had prevented IWWD from influencing the devolution. In the
1990s, however, the union persistently called for IWWD in the devolution from its strategic intention to stop
this institutional change; the union tried to frustrate the devolution by adopting IWWD as a tough condition
on this institutional reform, as siting incinerators in every ward was expected to be very difficult to
accomplish. The union was able to make the TMG and the 23 wards accept IWWD as a prerequisite for this
institutional reform as it was granted by the MOH a political veto power over the devolution and the entire
autonomy reform of the 23 wards.
In a sense, the union took advantage of the ambivalence in the ideational legitimacy of IWWD; it
was recognised as normatively compelling but cognitively not convincing. The self-responsibility of each
ward was normatively compelling as the autonomy expansion movement reached its culmination in this
period. The more autonomous and independent the 23 wards were trying to become, the more normatively
legitimate the argument became that a ward should take care of its own waste by itself. This heightened
normative resonance with the autonomy of the 23 wards made IWWD undeniable for the 23 wards as well
as the TMG. On the other hand, devolving waste disposal to each ward was not convincing to all parties; it
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was recognised as problem-causing rather than problem-solving. The union called for IWWD knowing that
it was cognitively problematic but normatively irrefutable. The strategy of the union to prevent the
devolution was facilitated by this ambivalence in ideational legitimacy.
Taken together, the political drive for the institutional responsibility of each ward was produced
through the interaction between the ambivalence in the ideational legitimacy, the conflicting interests among
the key actors, the power of the union, and the irresolute attitude of the MOH to the autonomy reform as an
exogenous political environment. The MOH required the devolution of waste management and the
agreement of the concerned parties as conditions for autonomy reform, which had been the political goal for
the 23 wards and the TMG. The union’s interest in frustrating the devolution, interplaying with the
ambivalence in ideational legitimacy and the veto granted in the political process of the autonomy reform,
resulted in the strategy of preventing the devolution by calling for IWWD. This strategy worked not only
because the 23 wards and the TMG had to persuade the union to achieve their political goal of devolution,
but also because IWWD was normatively irrefutable as they advocated the autonomy of the wards. The idea
of the self-responsibility of each ward became influential in the devolution policies through this interaction
of the variables, although all of the parties doubted its policy rationale.
Thus, the dominance of IWWD came to a climax in this period. The influence of OWOI revived
through the interaction between the variables centred on the economic conditions. The idea of the selfresponsibility of each ward also became influential through the complicated interaction of the four variables
and further accelerated the incinerator siting policy. Yet, this dominance did not last for long. The next
chapter elucidates the decline of IWWD in the latter half of the 1990s and its abandonment in the 2000s.
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6. Decline and Abandonment of IWWD

The dominance of In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) started declining in 1997 after it reached what
would be its culmination in the early half of the 1990s. The goal for incinerator siting, which was planned in
1991 and accelerated through the previous period, was revised downwards. Furthermore, in 1998, the shift
to the self-sufficient incineration system was rescheduled. The influence of the idea of distributive equity
further declined in the 21st century. In 2003, the 23 wards, who were in charge of waste management since
the devolution reform in 2000, concluded that there was no need for new incinerators. At the same time,
they also abandoned the shift to the self-sufficient incineration system in which each ward was to perform
incineration of its own waste.
This chapter explains this decline and abandonment of IWWD in the fourth period. The decreasing
amount of waste undermined the cognitive legitimacy of IWWD as a policy solution and also alleviated the
pressure from Koto ward. The financial crisis damaged the feasibility of the One Ward One Incinerator
(OWOI) policy. The long economic recession, the advancement of the 3Rs under Sustainable Waste
Management (SWM) and the dioxin crisis created a disadvantageous environment for the idea of siting
incinerators in every ward. This decline of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward led to the decline in
the policy of the self-responsibility of each ward.

1. One Ward One Incinerator in decline
Revision of the 1991 siting plan in 1997
The dominance of IWWD in siting policies started declining in 1997. The TMG revised the
incinerators siting plan and started retreating from IWWD, postponing the achievement of the OWOI policy
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to a future date. The 1991 incinerators siting plan projected that 20 wards would have at least one incinerator
by 2011, although the plan did not propose any practical siting projects for the other three wards. This
schedule was accelerated through the pressure from Koto and the negotiation with the union over the
devolution reform. The site in Shinjuku, which had been not specified in the 1991 plan, was finally selected
in 1994. The schedule for Nakano and Arakawa was moved forward to ensure completion by 2006. The
TMG also promised to the union that the incinerators siting would be implemented on schedule, stating that
the Chiyoda project was to start construction, and the environmental assessments would be underway in
Shinjuku, Nakano, and Arakawa by the time of the devolution of waste management in 2000. Until 1996,
the TMG maintained this schedule, stating in the Assembly that negotiations were underway in Nakano,
Shinjuku and Arakawa to start construction by 2002328, while the project in Chiyoda, the underground
incinerator, was being reconsidered.
Table 6-1. Schedule of the incinerator projects329
Projects

1991 siting plan
Construction Operation

Sumida
Setagaya
Incinerator Vessel
Minato
Toshima
Shibuya
Chuo
Chiyoda
Nakano
Arakawa
Shinjuku
Taito
Bunkyo

1993
1996
1993
1996
1993
1996
1994
1998
1994
1998
1994
1998
1997
2001
1997
2002
2004
2008
2007
2011
not specified
not specified
not specified

328
329

Advancement by 1994
Construction Operation

2000
2006
2002
2006
2002
2006
2002
Searching for a site
Searching for a site

1997 revision
Construction
Operation
started in 1994
cancelled
cancelled
started in 1995
started in 1995
1998
1998
2015 (Site not specified)
2010
2010
2010
2012 (Site not specified)
2012 (Site not specified)

1997

1998
1999
2001
2001
2018
2013
2013
2013
2015
2015

Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly] (1996)
Toku Kyōgikai [Tokyo-Wards Council] & Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform
Promotion Committee] (1994), Toku Seido Kaikaku Suishin Iinkai [Tokyo-Wards System Reform Promotion
Committee] (1994), Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] & Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan
Government] (1994), and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste
Management] (1991c, 1997c)
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The turning point came in 1997 when the TMG issued two policy drafts330 to revise the 1991 siting
plan. These drafts reconsidered the projects after the Chuo plant as shown in Table 6-1. The lands for Nakano,
Arakawa and Shinjuku would be used for recycling-related facilities for the time being and the incinerators
would be rescheduled to a time that would be dependent on the prevailing trend of waste growth.
Figure 6-1. Location of incinerators and landfills in 1997 revision331

These revisions were incorporated into the Tokyo Slim Plan 21332 released at the end of 1997. In
this plan, the completion of the OWOI policy was postponed further. Even though the Shibuya and Chuo
plants were to be completed, the revision virtually shelved the projects for the remaining six wards (see
Figure 6-1). The Tokyo Slim Plan 21 still referred to IWWD as its basic principle and stated that OWOI
would be achieved by around 2018 if socio-economic conditions would remain unchanged, with projects
330

Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1997a, 1997b)
Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
332 Tōkyō Surimu Puran 21 [東京スリムプラ 21] (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau
of Waste Management], 1997c). This was a general long-term waste management plan which was required by
the Waste Disposal & Public Cleaning Act.
331
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being completed in Shinjuku, Nakano and Arakawa in 2013, Bunkyo and Taito in 2015, and Chiyoda in
2018. However, compared to the 1991 siting plan, the progress of incinerators siting had obviously slowed
down.

What weakened the influence of IWWD?
The siting plan was revised neither because of limited land availability nor local opposition. In the
1970s, the limited land availability and persistent local opposition made the implementation difficult and led
to the revision in the Tokyo Mid-term Plan 1974. On the other hand, the declining influence of OWOI in the
latter half of the 1990s cannot be well explained by land unavailability and local opposition.
This does not mean sites for incinerators were easier to find in this period. While the 1991 siting plan
announced the specific candidate sites for eight projects out of the 11 wards without an incinerator, the other
three wards, i.e. Shinjuku, Taito, and Bunkyo, were left without any candidate sites. While Shinjuku
somehow managed to find a site in 1994, lands were not secured in Taito and Bunkyo, despite efforts by the
TMG and the pressure from Koto and the union. In Chiyoda, the underground project was proposed because
of the difficulty to find a site above ground; no new candidate site was suggested after the reconsideration
of the underground project in 1994 due to technological and cost problems. As a result, three wards, i.e.
Chiyoda, Taito and Bunkyo, were left without any candidate sites. Thus, the difficulty in securing sites was
still a constraint on realising OWOI in the 1990s.
However, the three projects in Nakano, Shinjuku, and Arakawa were postponed, and cancelled later
in 2003, even though the land acquisition for them was confirmed after gaining consent from the landowners.
In Shinjuku, it was agreed in 1994 that a part of national land would be purchased for the incinerator project.
The candidate site in Nakano was also a part of the National Police Academy which was earmarked to be
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relocated. Although there had been issues on the specifications of the plant, the land acquisition was
scheduled. In Arakawa, the negotiation over the land was proceeding with the cooperative attitude of a
private company which owned the land. The 1997 revision put off the incinerator projects there, and the
lands were to be used as garbage stockyards for the time being. Thus, the difficulty in finding lands is not a
sufficient explanation for the slowdown of the incinerators siting projects.
Local opposition did not significantly disturb the progress of the OWOI policy either. This is in
contrast to the first garbage war in which local resistance to the projects prevented the progress of IWWD.
This does not mean that there was no local opposition to the incinerator projects in the 1990s. Local
opposition movements against the incinerators arose more or less at most of the proposed sites333. There
were protests against the incinerators in Chuo, Shibuya, Toshima, Minato and Shinjuku wards. Even Nakano,
where the ward and the neighbours association invited the siting of an incinerator, met local opposition.
However, the delay of the projects caused by these local protests was not sufficient to affect the strength of
IWWD.

Local protests and IWWD
The siting projects were protested in part because they were against the interests of the locals. Traffic
problems were a main concern as hundreds of garbage trucks would drive through a community once an
incinerator was sited. The fear of environmental pollution from a plant was also prevalent among the local
opposition. Negative impact on community development was another common reason, especially in Chuo,
Toshima, Shibuya and Shinjuku, where those who had interests in the development of the areas, such as
shopkeepers and local businesses, opposed the projects.

333

The only exception was Sumida. Although the ward and the ward council once intervened and stopped the
siting process due to issues over conditions for the incinerator, no strong opposition occurred from the neighbours.
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The projects were challenged from the viewpoint of procedural fairness as well. The lack of
sufficient consultation with the neighbours was often mentioned in the conflicts. The locals around the
project in Shinjuku accused the TMG of not having enough consultation with them. In Chuo and Toshima,
the siting process was denounced as undemocratic and ignoring the local people. In Shibuya, the site
selecting process was criticised, for the proposed site was different from the one in Yoyogi Park which was
initially chosen voluntarily by the citizens committee in the first garbage war. The local opposition claimed
that the site selection process for Yoyogi Park was suitable and consensual, and denounced the site proposed
by the TMG.
Some projects were opposed in light of IWWD. In Setagaya, the project was accused of being
inconsistent with IWWD334, for there were already two incinerators in the ward. The opposition movements
argued that the amount of garbage in Setagaya was only two thirds of the capacity of the two incinerators
already existing in the ward and hence there was no need for a third one in light of IWWD. The opposition
collected more than 24,000 signatures and petitioned against the project335. Facing this rise of protest, the
mayor of the ward also declared his opposition to the project in November 1992336. Another example was
the incinerator vessel at the site of the existing landfill next to Koto ward. As noted in the previous chapter,
the ward intensely opposed this project in the campaign against the new landfill siting. In Koto ward, there
were already two incinerators in operation which treated waste from the surrounding wards. For Koto,
334

This project was planned in Setagaya as it met opposition in Meguro. The interim report from the Tokyo Waste
Management Advisory Committee in 1990 recommended utilising lands owned by the TMG such as the sites of
the Tokyo Metropolitan University in Meguro and Setagaya (Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste
Management Advisory Committee], 1990a). However, right after the report was published, a protest arose in
Meguro where one incinerator, which was agreed upon after intense opposition in the 1980s, was already under
construction. The ward council passed the resolution against siting another incinerator in the ward, contending
that no more incinerators were acceptable from the perspective of IWWD (Meguro-ku-gikai [Meguro Ward
Coucil], 1990; Tosei Shimpō, 1990, 1991d). Facing the opposition from the ward, the TMG decided to choose the
other site, the university in Setagaya ward, and this project was included in the 1991 siting plan (Setagaya-kugikai [Setagaya Ward Council], 1991).
335 Fukuwatari (1992), Ichishima (1992), and Mita (1992)
336 Setagaya-ku-gikai [Setagaya Ward Council] (1992)
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accepting another burden was out of the question in light of IWWD. In fact, in order to achieve All Waste
Incineration (AWI) as soon as possible, these projects were planned at the sites where the TMG believed the
projects would proceed quickly without considering IWWD.
IWWD worked negatively on the incinerator siting in Shibuya as well. The TMG proposed an
incinerator of only 200 tonnes/day capacity because of the limited space at the proposed site, while the
amount of waste in Shibuya was around 500 tonnes/day337. Some of those opposing the project, therefore,
argued that the proposed site was inappropriate and not large enough to accomplish IWWD in Shibuya. This
issue of the capacity was linked to the problem of the site selection process noted above. While the site
proposed by the TMG was too small for IWWD, argued the local opposition, the one in Yoyogi Park was
large enough to construct an incinerator which could deal with all waste for incineration in the ward. In these
cases, the idea of distributive equity provided the legitimacy to the resistance movements rather than to the
projects.

Anti-incineration movements
Furthermore, the emergence of anti-incinerationism, an idea which denied the very necessity of
incinerators, challenged the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. Anti-incinerationism attacked
incinerationism, which had been the paradigmatic idea in waste management, by challenging its
technological belief in incineration. Incineration had initially been regarded as the best way to dispose of
waste due to sanitation concerns and later due to the shortage of landfill space. In contrast, antiincinerationism was based on the technological disbelief in and strong aversion to incineration.
Anti-incinerationism criticised incinerationism for its end-of-pipe centred waste management.

337

For instance, see Komatsu (1995), Matsunaga (1996), and Saito et al. (1996).
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Sustainable Waste Management (SWM), which was becoming increasingly influential on waste
management policies, provided the theoretical backbone for anti-incineration. SWM provided an alternative
to resolving the garbage crisis apart from expanding incineration. Instead of enlarging the end-of-pipe
disposal capacity, anti-incineration emphasised source reduction. Anti-incineration criticised the expansion
of incineration capacity for being against a recycling-oriented society, arguing that having large disposal
capacity would discourage reduction and recycling efforts. In the first garbage war, having enough
incineration capacity was believed to be the only solution to the garbage crisis. Even the local opposition
admitted the need of incinerators, though they did not welcome the projects in their communities. In contrast,
anti-incinerationism, inspired by SWM and source reduction, cast doubt on the very necessity of incinerators.
Furthermore, anti-incinerationism was based on a strong aversion to incineration as a source of
pollution. Some advocates of this idea even denounced incinerators as chemical substance producing
factories338. In particular, the dioxin crisis discredited incineration in the 1990s. Dioxin pollution from
incinerators was attracting much public attention in this period. Since the detection of dioxin from the ashes
of municipal incinerators was publicised in 1983, the fear of the toxic substance was spreading among
neighbours living around existing and proposed incinerator sites. Dioxin pollution was added to the
vocabulary of the local opposition and caused the sentiment against incinerators, often being associated with
the toxic substance sprayed during Vietnam War described as the worst poisoning in human history. For
those against incinerationism, the very existence of incinerators was no longer tolerable.
From the perspective of anti-incinerationism, IWWD was an idea which encouraged the
construction of unnecessary, pollutive incinerators. Anti-incinerationism movements condemned IWWD
for being tightly connected with constructing more incinerators339. In the early 1970s, IWWD was lionised

338
339

For instance, see Sugaya (1994).
For instance, see Haikibutsu o Kangaeru Shimin no Kai [Organisation of Citizens Concerning Waste Problems]
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as the shift from dumping-oriented disposal to incineration-oriented disposal was a pressing issue. For antiincinerationism, IWWD was an out-of-date idea tightly connected with incinerationism, which believed that
expanding the end-of-pipe disposal capacity could solve waste problems 340 . Thus, the rise of antiincinerationism among the neighbours, backed by SWM and the idea of source reduction, undermined the
ideational legitimacy of IWWD, which was tightly connected to the construction of a large number of
incinerators.

Local opposition and IWWD
However, these local protests did not significantly delay the siting of incinerators. Institutionally,
there were opportunities for citizens to express their opinions in the process of Decision of Urban Planning
and Environmental Impact Assessment; but they did not grant locals veto power to stop the siting of a project.
Although the conflicts were brought to the courts in Shibuya and Toshima, the judicial system did not favour
local opposition either341. These incinerators were eventually built regardless of local opposition. Most of

(1985-2008), Kajiyama et al. (2006), Meguro Seisō Kōjō no Kensetsu ni Hantai Suru Jimoto Yūshi no Kai
[Association of Local Residents Opposing Meguro Plant] (1993) and arguments against incinerators in ward
councils in the 1990s.
340 Some of anti-incinerationism movements in the 1990s proposed an alternative to conventional incinerators,
that is, Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF). RDF, which was made by crushing, drying, pressing, and solidifying garbage,
attracted attention during this period. Anti-incinerationism advocated a facility which contributed to recycling
in place of a conventional incinerator which just burned waste. Among recycling facilities, a RDF plant was often
proposed as a desirable alternative for disposing waste for incineration, because RDF was believed to be “a
dream technology” which could turn garbage into fuel without emitting pollutive substances. A RDF plant was
proposed in Toshima, Nakano and Minato (Muto, 1995; Sugaya, 1994; Toshima Shimbun, 1995a, 1995b). In
Minato, the ward council requested a RDF plant instead of a conventional incinerator responding to the petition
from its citizens (Minato-ku-gikai [Minato Ward Council], 1992). However, a RDF plant was rejected by the
TMG, although an experimental plant was accepted in Minato, as the council demanded it. The TMG thought
that the technology was still at the experimental stage (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly], 1994a,
1995).
341 Generally speaking, it is difficult, if not impossible, to stop governmental projects by the judicial system in Japan
(Kajiyama, 2004). As for waste disposal facilities in the 23 wards of Tokyo, there are cases which were brought
into the court; the Yaguchi plant in Ota ward in the 1950s, the Kita plant in the 1960s, the Suginami plant in
the 1970s, the Toshima plant in the 1990s, and the Shibuya plant in the 2000s. However, none of them were
stopped and the incinerators were built eventually.
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the opposition movements, which initially demanded the cancellation of the projects, soon turned to
negotiation on the terms and conditions as the construction was proceeding.
It is true that, in the 1970s, the persistent local opposition, especially the one in Suginami, prevented
the overall progress of the incinerator projects and led to the decline of IWWD. The power of the resistance
in Suginami during the 1970s was attributable to the ownership over the concerned land. In contrast, the
TMG avoided lands which were owned by many individuals in the 1991 siting plan. Learning the lesson
from the Suginami project in which the land was owned by many landlords, the TMG selected public lands
or private lands owned by corporations342. Actually, half of the proposed sites in the 1991 siting plan were
owned by the central government343 or by the TMG344. Although the others were private lands, they were
owned not by local residents but by private enterprises345. The land purchases were generally agreed upon
before the announcement of the plan, although the prices and other conditions were still to be negotiated346.
Not being in possession of the lands for the proposed sites, the opposition movements were not strong
enough to delay the projects.
This does not mean that stopping an incinerator project was totally impossible; it could be stopped
if a ward government and/or a ward council disagreed with it. An incinerator siting could not be successful
if a ward firmly opposed the project. In fact, there were two incinerator projects in the 1991 siting plan which
were cancelled because of local opposition: the project in Setagaya and the incinerator vessel harboured at
the existing landfill next to Koto ward. In both of them, the ward government and/or council protested
against the project. As a result, they were shelved and ultimately cancelled in the 1997 revision.

342

Shinjuku-ku-gikai [Shinjuku Ward Coucil] (1992)
Shinjuku and Nakano
344 Sumida, Setagaya, and Chiyoda
345 Minato, Toshima, Shibuya, and Arakawa
346 Responding to a question about the practicability of the incinerator projects, the TMG stated that general
agreements had already been made with landowners for all of the private lands (Tōkyō-to-gikai [Tokyo
Metropolitan Assembly], 1991b).
343
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Nonetheless, the local opposition and the resultant cancellations of these two projects did not
negatively affect the prominence of IWWD. As noted above, these two projects were planned as exceptions
to the principle of IWWD in order to achieve AWI immediately. As the two projects had been stuck in a
deadlock, the TMG had to move forward the schedules for the other projects to achieve AWI by the time
the new landfill started operation. Thus, these local protests accelerated the incinerators siting based on
IWWD rather than hindering it.

To sum up, the slowdown of the incinerators siting in the 1997 revision was neither because of scarce
land space for the projects nor the local opposition against them. The three projects in Nakano, Shinjuku,
and Arakawa were postponed even though the sites were secured for them. Despite the prevalence of local
protests, most of them were not able to stop the projects without support from the ward governments and/or
councils. Although the two projects were cancelled as the ward governments and/or councils opposed them,
these cancellations actually accelerated the progress of OWOI rather than delay it.

Prolonged recession and decreasing waste
To explain the slowdown of IWWD in the 1997 revision, it is necessary to take into account the
financial crisis of the TMG and the decreasing amount of waste. The bubble economy, which boomed in
the late 1980s, burst in 1989, and Japan fell into a long recession. This economic downturn caused the
deterioration of the finance of the TMG and the reduction of garbage. As explained in the previous chapter,
the effect of this economic change on the siting policies did not surface until 1997 due to the expectation that
the economy would recover soon and waste would keep increasing in the future. However, the impact of
the bubble burst gradually undermined the foundation of IWWD and finally led to the siting revision in 1997.
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The prolonged economic recession rapidly made the TMG’s financial condition worse off. Contrary
to the optimistic belief in 1991 that the economy of Tokyo would grow by more than 4% annually until
2000347, the economy suffered a long recession instead.
Figure 6-2. GDP growth rate of Tokyo (1991-2003)348
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Figure 6-2 shows the GDP growth rate of Tokyo from 1991 to 2003. The annual economic growth rate in
Tokyo recorded -0.8% between 1991 and 1995349. This economic downturn dealt a blow to the finance of
the TMG. As noted in the fourth chapter, the budget of the TMG was susceptible to economic fluctuations.
The tax revenue of Tokyo was reduced by nearly one trillion yen in the three years from 1992 to 1994350. It
was estimated that there would be a shortage of around 500 billion yen in the budget in 1997 while the
reserve funds, which had been accumulated in the 1980s, had dried up351.
The TMG had to cut down its investments in infrastructure to replenish its coffers. Its investment in
1998 was reduced to 70% of that in 1996, which was around half of what it was in 1992352. The incinerator
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Tōkyō-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Planning and Coordination] (1990)
Source: Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014d)
349 Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014c)
350 Nakamura (1998)
351 Tōkyō-to Gyōzaisei Kaikaku Suishin Hombu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Administration and
Finance Reform] (1996)
352 Nakamura (1998)
348
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projects were no longer an exception. The TMG could no longer afford as many incinerators as IWWD
required under this financial crisis. The revision of the 1991 siting plan was written in the Finance
Reconstruction Implementation Plan in 1997 353 . The TMG started withdrawing from IWWD in part
because the financial turmoil undercut the TMG’s capability of putting the OWOI policy into practice.
Furthermore, the actual amount of waste kept decreasing beyond the estimation made in 1991 and
thereby diminished the necessity for new incinerators. Figure 6-3 shows the gap between the actual amount
of waste and the amount estimated in 1991.
Figure 6-3. Comparison of waste growth estimation in 1991 and actual quantity of waste354
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The amount of waste generated in Tokyo was more sensitive to economic fluctuation than other
municipalities because waste from business activities accounted for a larger portion of its waste generation
in Tokyo than it did in other municipalities. The 1991 siting plan was based on the assumption that the
amount of waste would gradually increase in the foreseeable future. However, after it reached a peak of 4.90
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Zaisei Kenzenka Jisshi Iinkai [Finance Reconstruction Implementation Committee] (1997)
Source: Tōkyō Nijūsan-ku Seisō Ichibu Jimu Kumiai [Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Wards] (2006, 2013) and
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c)
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million tonnes in 1989, the quantity kept decreasing to 4.13 million tonnes in 1996, an amount much less
than the anticipated 4.99 million tonnes in the 1991 siting plan.
Moreover, the future amount of waste was anticipated to decline further taking into account the
downward revision of Tokyo’s prospected economic growth. Although the TMG still expected that the
economy would start to recover from 1997, the growth was estimated to be only 2.5% from 1996 to 2000,
and 2.75% from 2001 to 2005355. Thus, future waste production growth was expected to be similarly
constrained.
Furthermore, the advancement of waste reduction policies was expected. The siting policy was
revised based on the report by the Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee in 1997356. The report
strongly recommended a shift to a more sustainable socio-economic system from the one based on massproduction, mass-consumption and mass-disposal. While the report estimated that the amount of potential
waste would increase with the growth of real domestic production in Tokyo, this potential increase was
expected to be set off by the further advancement in waste reduction policies.
As a result, the report predicted that the amount of waste to be disposed of would keep declining
from 4.13 million tonnes in 1996 to 3.80 million tonnes in 2000, and down to 3.65 million tonnes in 2006
as Figure 6-4 indicates. Even though the amount was expected to increase from 2006, the growth rate was
estimated to be not so high in the long term. The 1991 siting plan was based on the assumption that the
amount of waste would be more than 5.00 million tonnes after 2000. The gap between the two estimations
was obvious. As the more pessimistic view on the economy and the advancement of waste reduction policies
were taken into consideration, the amount of waste in the future was expected to decrease in the medium
term and to not increase so much in the long run.

355
356

Tōkyō-to Seisaku Hōdō Shitsu Keikaku Bu [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Office of Policy Press] (1997)
Tōkyō-to Seisō Shingikai [Tokyo Waste Management Advisory Committee] (1997)
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Figure 6-4. Comparison of waste growth estimation in 1991 and in 1997357
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The decline in the actual and the prospected amount of waste made IWWD less convincing to the
TMG. As noted, the priority for the TMG was to achieve AWI in order to secure landfilling space as the
final destination of the garbage. However, as the actual amount of waste decreased beyond the expectation,
AWI was achieved for the first time when the Edogawa plant, which had been under renovation, resumed
operation in February 1997 (see Figure 6-5). As the amount of waste fell below that in the early 1980s, the
goal was attained before any of the new incinerators planned in 1991 were brought into operation358.
Although the two incinerator projects in Setagaya and Koto were cancelled, AWI was expected to be
accomplished with a 30% margin without building incinerators in Shinjuku, Arakawa, Nakano, Bunkyo,
Taito and Chiyoda wards.

357
358

Source: Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c, 1997c)
There were three urgent incinerator projects in the 1991 siting plan in order to achieve AWI as soon as possible:
the third plant in Setagaya, the incinerator vessel at the existing landfill, and the Sumida plant. However, the
first two projects were cancelled and the Sumida plant was still under construction in 1997.
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Figure 6-5. Incineration capacity and rate (1988-2007)359
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The incineration capacity was recognised as sufficient even when taking into account the planned
reduction in the capacity of some of the existing incinerators. Responding to the tightened regulation on
dioxin emission360, the TMG planned to renovate six old incinerators built before 1975361. Their capacity
was to be reduced because larger space was needed to install the latest pollution prevention equipments. The
expected capacity reduction amounted to 3,100 tonnes/day 362 in total, which was equivalent to five
incinerators as large as the Suginami plant363. In spite of this capacity reduction on top of the cancellation of
the two projects, AWI was expected to be achieved without constructing an incinerator in every ward.
Thus, the decreasing amount of waste, resulting from the prolonged economic recession and the
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Source: Tōkyō Nijūsan-ku Seisō Ichibu Jimu Kumiai [Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Wards] (2013) and Tōkyōto Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1997a, 2000)
360 After the Guideline for Dioxin Prevention in 1990 (the old guideline), the Ministry of Welfare issued the
Guideline for Dioxin Prevention on Waste Disposal in 1997 (the new guideline). The renovation of the existing
incinerators was planned according to this new guideline.
361 The Oi plant, the Tamagawa plant, the Setagaya plant, the Itabashi plant, the Adachi plant and the Katsushika
plant
362 The incineration capacity was reduced as follows: the Oi plant from 1200 tonnes/day to 600 tonnes/day; the
Tamagawa plant from 600 tonnes/day to 300 tonnes/day; the Setagaya plant from 900 tonnes/day to 300
tonnes/day; the Itabashi plant from 1200 tonnes/day to 600 tonnes/day; the Adachi plant from 1000 tonnes/day
to 700 tonnes/day; and the Katsushika plant from 1200 tonnes/day to 500 tonnes/day (Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku
[Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management], 1997a).
363 The Suginami plant had three kilns, each of which could dispose of 300 tonnes/day, but one of them was a
backup and therefore not used.
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rising influence of SWM as the new policy paradigm, made new incinerators increasingly unnecessary and
led to the postponement of the projects in the six wards. The idea of siting incinerators in every ward became
less cognitively legitimate as the need to construct more incinerators was declining.

Weakened interest of Koto
In addition, Koto ward was losing its motivation to adhere to IWWD. As explained in the previous
chapter, the 1991 incinerators siting plan was formulated in response to pressure from Koto ward. The ward
requested siting incinerators in every ward in its campaign against the new landfill siting. However, the
pressure from the ward was alleviated in the latter half of the 1990s.
Actually, Koto ward did not make a strong protest to the revision of the incinerators siting in 1997.
When the TMG explained to the ward about the revision, the ward council criticised the revision for
interrupting the steady progress of IWWD, which was promised when the ward agreed to the new landfill
siting. However, the council accepted the revision with requests for the establishment of AWI, the
cancellation of the incinerator vessel project, and the imposition of a certain responsibility in waste
management on the wards where the incinerators projects were virtually shelved364.
Similarly, Koto ward did not persist in its protest when the ward was asked for an agreement over
the start of the B block of the landfill in 1998365. The new landfill siting was settled in 1995 when Governor
Aoshima visited the ward and apologised for the disproportionate burden which the ward had carried. To
persuade Koto ward, the TMG accepted the block-by-block negotiation in which consultation and
agreement with the ward would be required every time a new block would start operation. However, when

364
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Issues] (1998)
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asked for its agreement on starting B block, the ward accepted it even though the ward could have withheld
its consent. It was obvious that Koto ward no longer adhered to the goal of constructing an incinerator in
every ward, as compared to the previous period in which the ward persistently pressured the TMG and the
other wards to complete the incinerator projects.
This was because the ward became less interested in IWWD as AWI was achieved in 1997 and all
waste for incineration was expected to be incinerated with certainty in the foreseeable future without
constructing incinerators in every ward. This does not mean that Koto ward was satisfied with the
distribution of the burden of waste disposal; a large number of garbage trucks driving to the new landfill still
passed through the ward. However, the burden from the landfill would no longer be reduced by constructing
more incinerators once AWI was achieved. Although the incineration capacity in the ward was the largest
among the 23 wards, its interest in siting incinerators in every ward to redress the distributive inequity
became less strong. Consequently, the ward started finding another way to rectify the inequity as explained
later in this chapter.

In sum, the decline in the influence of IWWD was induced by the financial crisis, the undermined
ideational legitimacy, and the weakened interest of Koto ward. The prolonged economic recession, as a
change in exogenous environments, affected the TMG’s finance and the production of waste, which
undermined the governmental capacity of the TMG to construct the incinerators and the ideational
legitimacy of the idea as a policy solution. The rise of SWM as the new paradigm also damaged the policy
rationale of IWWD. The declining amount of waste and the resultant accomplishment of AWI made Koto
ward less persistent in its advocacy for IWWD. With the realisation of AWI and the decline in the amount
of waste, both the TMG and Koto ward weakened its advocacy for siting incinerators in every ward.
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2. Decline of the self-responsibility of each ward
Weakening influence of IWWD on the devolution
The influence of IWWD on the devolution also started diminishing along with its influence on the
incinerators siting. The shift to the self-sufficient incineration performed by each ward was further delayed.
While the legal responsibility of waste disposal was to be devolved to each ward in 2000 by the amendment
of the Local Autonomy Act in 1998, an issue arose as to what was an appropriate institutional system to
perform the incineration. As noted in the previous chapter, the 1994 agreement between the TMG and the
wards involved the block incineration system in which the 23 wards would be divided into several blocks
and incineration would be performed block by block. This was supposed to be the transitional measure until
enough incinerators for IWWD were built.
However, this policy was retrogressively modified in the Proposal to the Devolution of Waste
Management366 in 1998. The TMG, the union and the 23 wards agreed to adopt the regional incineration
system until 2005, in which incineration would be administrated jointly by the 23 wards by forming a local
government association. Although the shift to self-sufficient incineration by each ward was still scheduled,
with the block incineration system as a transitional measure, the realisation of it was postponed further.

Autonomy system reform in 1998
The decline of IWWD in the incinerators siting impacted its influence on the devolution. Responding
to the revision of the siting plan in 1997, the union claimed that the devolution must be shelved as the revised
siting plan breached the condition for the devolution agreed between the TMG and the union. Although the
plan still supported IWWD in principle, argued the union, the achievement of the idea was abandoned as no
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Seisō Jigyō no Ikan ni Kansuru Teian [清掃事業の移管に関する提案] (Tōkyō-to [Tokyo Metropolitan Government],
1998)
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clear roadmap for IWWD was shown in the policy, leaving OWOI unaccomplished for at least 20 years367.
The union concluded that the TMG was not willing to go beyond the block incineration system and insisted
that the devolution must be cancelled if IWWD were abandoned.
From the beginning, the union had preferred the regional disposal system (i.e. the status quo) to the
local disposal which IWWD required. The union nonetheless demanded IWWD to be accomplished, as a
condition for the devolution, to prevent this institutional reform from being achieved. Furthermore, the union
thought that IWWD became even more impracticable as siting incinerators in every ward would lead to
excessive incineration capacity and argued that a new way of waste management should be considered,
based on a regional perspective rather than IWWD368. Thus, the strategy of the union, which had once
engendered the political driving force for IWWD, now worked against the idea as the siting plan was revised.
The union tried to stop the devolution and maintain a regional waste management system. To amend
the Local Autonomy Act and attain autonomy reform, the TMG had to persuade the union as the Ministry
of Home Affairs (MOH) had insisted that the concerned parties must come to an agreement369. The TMG
proposed to the union the postponement of the date of the devolution, with which waste management would
be performed regionally by the TMG until a day provided by a law in the future. Later, the TMG suggested
devolving the legal responsibility of waste management to the 23 wards but entrusting the actual services to
the TMG to be performed regionally. Although the union agreed to these proposals which were intended to
virtually cancel the devolution, both of them were rejected by the MOH, who maintained that the devolution
should be achieved both in name and in reality if the 23 wards were to become basic local municipalities370.
On the other hand, the 23 wards were seeking a way around the agreement of the union to pull off
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the autonomy system reform. Previously, the 23 wards’ strategy relied on the political influence of Governor
Suzuki on the MOH as a former administrative vice minister of the ministry. However, this strategy failed
when Suzuki stepped down in 1995, and his successor, Nobuo Ishihara who was also a former administrative
vice minister of the MOH, lost the election to independent Yukio Aoshima. As the negotiation with the union
and the ministry ran into a deadlock, the 23 wards sought an alternative route to pull off the reform371; they
tried to persuade the ministry by making use of their influence on and connections with representatives in
the Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly and the National Diet372 through the Liberal Democratic Party of Tokyo.
This strategy succeeded and the ministry agreed to amend the act without the consent of the union. The
request was officially made by the TMG and the 23 wards to the ministry and the act was amended in May
1998. The legal responsibility of waste management was to be devolved to each ward in 2000.

The further postponement of self-sufficient incineration
The fight over IWWD continued even after the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act. It was
obvious that self-sufficient incineration was impossible for the time being, because it would take another 20
years to achieve OWOI even if the incinerators siting proceeded on schedule as planned in the Tokyo Slim
Plan 21. Consequently, an argument arose as to what would be the appropriate administrative form to
perform incineration, while the legal liability of waste management from collection to final disposal was to
be devolved to each ward in 2000. The battle further delayed the realisation of the self-responsibility of each
ward in waste disposal.
The union argued that all waste management services, ranging from collection-transportation to final
371
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Miyake (2006)
Centred in this political scene was the former minister of the Ministry of Home Affairs, Takashi Fukaya (Tōkyō
Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union], 1999). With the introduction of the single-seat electoral
district system as a result of the political reform in 1994, the representative of the National Diet needed the
support of the local members of the party and had to show more interest in local issues.
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disposal, should be performed by one regional governmental organisation such as a local government
association or a local government regional coalition373. Its biggest concern was that the organisation would
be divided and weakened if waste services were to be performed by each ward. Now that the once-promised
OWOI was withdrawn, argued the union, waste management should be performed regionally374. When the
TMG and the 23 wards came to an agreement and made the official request to the central government at the
end of 1997 without the consent of the union, the TMG promised to take a regional approach after the
devolution to appease its anger; the union demanded the TMG to keep this promise.
To keep this promise with the union, the TMG asked the wards to adopt some regional systems for
all the waste services including incineration. The 23 wards, however, at first insisted on taking the block
incineration system as a transitional measure for realising self-sufficient disposal by each ward as scheduled
in the 1994 agreement. In particular, the wards which persuaded locals to accept incinerators375 to further
the case of autonomy reform and IWWD during the 1990s were reluctant to adopt a regional incineration
system. The council of Koto ward was also concerned that the burden on the ward would continue if
incineration were to be administrated regionally376.
Nonetheless, they agreed on adopting the regional disposal system for the time being instead of
shifting to the block incineration system immediately. One reason was the temporary reduction of the
incineration capacity due to dioxin prevention. As already noted earlier in this chapter, some of the plants
would had to be renovated to put in place dioxin prevention mechanisms according to the new regulation
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A local governmental regional coalition consists of multiple local autonomies and jointly administrates
governmental services. This institution is similar to a local governmental association, but more flexible and able
to accept authorities and services from prefectures and the state.
374 Tōkyō Seisō Rōdōkumiai [Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union] (1997a)
375 Although the wards cooperated, the TMG was still institutionally responsible for the construction of
incinerators. Among the construction of necessary facilities required before the devolution, the 23 wards were
responsible for garages for garbage trucks.
376 Kusei Taisaku Tokubetsu Iinkai [Special Committee of Ward System] & Seisō Kōwan Rinkai Taisaku
Tokubetsu Iinkai [Special Committee of Waste Management , Harbour and Coastal Issues] (1998)

172

which was imposed in 1997. Until 2005, some of the incinerators would stop operation in turn to undergo
this renovation, thereby decreasing the total incineration capacity to just below 110% of the quantity of waste
for incineration377. Given this temporary reduction of incineration capacity, AWI was considered difficult to
keep achieving even under the block disposal system, as AWI under the block disposal system required
larger incineration capacity than under the regional disposal system. After examining the impact of the
dioxin prevention measures on incineration capacity, the 23 wards decided to adopt the regional disposal
system by forming a local government association until the renovation was completed in 2005, although the
23 wards would adhere to performing collection and transportation individually378. Although the shift to
IWWD, with block incineration as a transitional measure, was still scheduled to follow, the realisation of
self-sufficient incineration by each ward was further postponed.
Furthermore, the 23 wards did not seriously advocate the self-responsibility of each ward in
incineration in the first place. In the history of the autonomy expansion movement, they had demanded the
devolution of garbage collection and transportation but not its disposal. In the previous period, nonetheless,
they had to accept IWWD in order to persuade the union for the sake of their political goal (i.e. the autonomy
expansion). Even the mayor of Koto ward did not welcome IWWD being made a part of the devolution,
suspecting that the idea was exploited by the union to frustrate the reform379. When the autonomy expansion
reform was attained, there was no imminent political reason for them to maintain the self-responsibility of
each ward for its incineration.
In the end, none of the major actors supported IWWD seriously. What made the self-responsibility
of each ward in incineration an influential idea was the union’s strategic intention to prevent the devolution;
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the union’s interest had been in keeping the regional disposal system rather than IWWD from the beginning.
The TMG and the 23 wards accepted IWWD for the devolution because they needed to persuade the union
in order to attain their political goal. While waste management was finally devolved to the wards, the idea
that each ward should perform incineration self-sufficiently was losing its prominence in the relevant
policies.

3. Abandonment of IWWD and a move towards a new way to redress distributive inequity
Abandonment in 2003
The influence of IWWD continued to decline after 1997 and this idea of distributive equity was
finally abandoned in 2003. The abandonment of IWWD started with the cancellations of the incinerator
projects.
Figure 6-6. Location of incinerators and landfills in 2003380

The 1991 plan intended to site incinerators in every ward, although this was not explicitly set out for three
380

Adapted from a map of Tokyo by CraftMap (URL: http://www.craftmap.box-i.net/)
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wards, Shinjuku, Taito and Bunkyo. When the siting plan was revised in 1997, five projects were under
progress: Sumida, Toshima, Shibuya, Chuo and Minato. As a result, there were 21 incinerators located in 17
out of the 23 wards381 as of 2003, while the projects in the other six wards were postponed in the 1997
revision, as shown in Figure 6-6.
Table 6-2. Incinerator projects in the 1997 and the 2003 revisions382
Projects
Sumida
Setagaya
Incinerator Vessel
Minato
Toshima
Shibuya
Chuo
Chiyoda
Nakano
Arakawa
Shinjuku
Taito
Bunkyo

1997 revision
Construction
Operation
started in 1994
cancelled
cancelled
started in 1995
started in 1995
1998
1998
2015 (Site not specified)
2010
2010
2010
2012 (Site not specified)
2012 (Site not specified)

2003 revision

1997

in operation

1998
1999
2001
2001
2018
2013
2013
2013
2015
2015

in operation
in operation
in operation
in operation
cancelled
cancelled
cancelled
cancelled
cancelled
cancelled

The Tokyo Slim Plan 21, which is a revision of the 1991 siting plan, was taken over by the Clean
Association of Tokyo 23 Wards, the local association formed by the 23 wards to perform incineration
regionally after the devolution in 2000. Although the Municipal Waste Management Plan in 2000383 still
scheduled the construction of incinerators in Nakano, Shinjuku, and Arakawa, the association started
reconsidering these projects in 2001. In 2002, the association reported that no more incinerators were
necessary384. Receiving this report, the 23 wards began re-examining the appropriateness of OWOI and the
shift to self-sufficient incineration by each ward. In 2003, the mayors of the 23 wards came to the conclusion
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There are two incinerators in Koto, Setagaya, Nerima and Ota.
Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1997c)
383 Ippan Haikibutsu Shori Keikaku [一般廃棄物処理計画] (Tōkyō Nijūsan-ku Seisō Ichibu Jimu Kumiai [Clean
Association of Tokyo 23 Wards], 2000)
384 Tōkyō Nijūsan-ku Seisō Ichibu Jimu Kumiai [Clean Association of Tokyo 23 Wards] (2002)
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that new incinerators were no longer necessary385 and cancelled the projects in the six wards as shown in
Table 6-2.
This abandonment of the OWOI policy immediately led to the abandonment of the selfresponsibility of each ward in incineration. After waste management was devolved to the wards, they started
examining the shift from regional incineration to block incineration and to self-sufficient incineration as
planned in 1998. As a result, they concluded that the 23 wards would jointly be responsible for the
incineration and cooperatively perform the disposal, renouncing the agreements made in 1994 which set out
the roadmap to achieve the self-sufficient incineration system386. After studying the way the incineration
system should be, the 23 wards decided to continue the regional incineration system by the cleaning
association387; the shift to self-sufficient incineration was abandoned. IWWD lost its influence in terms of
both the siting of incinerators and the responsibility of each ward to incinerate its own waste.

Decreasing waste and financial difficulty
One of the causes behind this further decline of IWWD was the decreasing amount of waste beyond
even the estimation made in 1997. Figure 6-7 indicates the actual amount of waste and the estimations in
1991, 1997 and 2002. The Tokyo Slim Plan 21 in 1997 was based on the estimation that the amount of waste
would decline from 4.13 million tonnes in 1996 to 3.80 tonnes in 2000, taking into account the economic
recession and the advancement of waste reduction policies. However, the actual amount of waste was
already reduced to 3.50 million tonnes by 2000.
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Figure 6-7. Actual quantity of waste and waste growth estimations in 1991, 1997 and 2002388
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The economic recovery was slower than expected. While the 1997 plan was based on the assumption
that the economy would grow annually by 2.25% from 1996 to 2000, and by 2.75% from 2001 to 2005, the
average annual economic growth rate from 1996 to 2003 was less than 1%389 as shown in Figure 6-2. Given
this dire economic situation, the revision estimated around 2% annual economic growth until 2015390.
The further advancement of waste reduction policies was also anticipated. SWM was becoming
increasingly influential in Japan and being institutionalised into legislations from the latter half of the 1990s
to the early 2000s. The Fundamental Law for Establishing a Sound Material-Cycle Society391, which
institutionalised the 3R and Expanded Producer Responsibility, was enacted in 2000. New legislations on
recycling of containers and packages, home appliances, food, and so forth, were put into effect one after
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and Tōkyō-to Seisō Kyoku [Tokyo Metropolitan Government Bureau of Waste Management] (1991c, 1997c,
2000)
389 Naikakufu [Government of Japan Cabinet Office] (2014d)
390 The report cited this figure from the Tōkyō Kōsō 2000 (Tōkyō-to Seisaku Hōdō Shitsu Keikaku Bu [Tokyo
Metropolitan Government Office of Policy Press], 2000).
391 Junkan Gata Shakai Keisei Suishin Kihon Hō [循環型社会形成推進基本法]
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another during this period. While the 2% annual economic growth until 2015 might potentially increase the
amount of waste, this potential increase was expected to be offset by further advancement in waste reduction
policies. As a result, the association made the estimation in 2002 that the quantity of waste would remain
almost constant in the foreseeable future392, in contrast to the 1997 siting plan which had anticipated that
waste would start growing from 2006.
This downward trend of waste growth widened the gap between IWWD and AWI in the 23 wards
as a whole. AWI had been achieved since 1997; there was already sufficient incineration capacity to
continually incinerate all waste to be incinerated. Rather, given the decreasing amount of waste, the existing
incineration capacity was already excessive. Even though the capacity of the six incinerators was reduced
due to dioxin prevention measures, the total capacity of the 21 incinerators in the 17 wards amounted to 3.67
million tonnes/year393, while the amount of waste for incineration was only 2.86 million tonnes in 2000394
and not expected to increase in the future. Even taking a 30% margin into account, new incinerators were
not necessary in regard to AWI in the 23 wards as a whole.
This then raised a dilemma between IWWD and AWI in the 23 wards as a whole. When waste
management was devolved to the 23 wards, they still assumed that each ward, as a basic local government,
should perform incineration self-sufficiently in the future. Although the 23 wards as a whole had sufficient
incineration capacity necessary for AWI, they needed to construct new incinerators in the wards without one
if they were to aim for self-sufficient incineration by each ward. They had to decide whether to pursue
IWWD even when the incineration capacity was more than enough for AWI in the 23 wards as a whole.
Moreover, there were also financial concerns. The finance of the 23 wards had been deteriorating
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since 1992395 as the economy did not recover even after the turn of the century. This poor financial condition
made the wards negative to the three projects in Nakano, Shinjuku and Arakawa. As their total cost was
estimated to be around 110 billion yen including land purchase396, the 23 wards had second thoughts on
whether to proceed with the projects as planned.
To make matters worse, there was little chance to gain the subsidy for the projects from the central
government. The central government was also experiencing a financial crisis and consequently cutting
subsidies for local governments. In addition, the Ministry of Health and Welfare, which had the jurisdiction
over waste management back then397, encouraged the idea of several local municipalities jointly utilising a
small number of large incinerators, to prevent dioxin pollution from incinerators. To restrain dioxin
production, waste needed to be incinerated steadily and continually at a high temperature, which was
difficult with small incinerators. As such, the ministry encouraged the decommission of small incinerators
and supported regional disposal with large incinerators shared by several local municipalities forming local
government associations or regional coalitions. Although all of the incinerators in the 23 wards were large
enough and met the criteria issued by the ministry, the subsidy for the new projects was not likely to be
approved when the ministry was driving for a regional, concentrated incineration system and there was
already sufficient incineration capacity in the 23 wards as a whole398. Without the subsidy from the national
government, the 23 wards had to pay for the cost of the incinerator projects by themselves.

Disagreement among the wards
Given the decreasing amount of waste and the ongoing financial difficulty, the 23 wards had to
395
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decide whether or not to cancel the three projects399. Although the 23 wards had been united in advocating
IWWD through the political battle for autonomy expansion in the 1990s, the resultant devolution ironically
exposed disharmony among them. In this argument on whether to proceed with OWOI, eight wards argued
for the projects and 10 against, while the rest were undecided400.
Those who insisted on new incinerators were the very three wards with projects under way, Shinjuku,
Nakano and Arakawa, as well as those who made efforts to site incinerators in the 1990s401. The three wards
requested the association and the other wards to purchase the lands as planned402. They thought that the sites
were the only lands available for incinerators in the three wards and it would be impossible for them to have
incinerators if this opportunity was missed.
They feared that not having an incinerator could make waste disposal in the wards insecure. Before
the devolution, the TMG had been the one responsible for incineration in the 23 wards of Tokyo; disposal
of waste in wards without incinerators was ensured in this regional incineration system. However, the legal
responsibility of waste management was devolved to the wards. Moreover, the shift to an independent, selfsufficient incineration system in the future was still scheduled. It was also anticipated that the ownership of
the incinerators would be transferred from the cleaning association to each ward where they were located.
This situation made the wards without an incinerator afraid that their waste might be refused by other wards
and be stranded if they were left without an incinerator in the self-sufficient waste disposal system403.
This anxiety was strong especially for Shinjuku, which was the target of the garbage blockade by
399

The site in Nakano ward was still owned by the national government. The national government asked the
cleaning association to purchase the land without delay. The site in Shinjuku ward was also rented from the
national government, and the association was asked to purchase the land as the rent contract expired in 2003.
400 Shinjuku-ku-gikai [Shinjuku Ward Coucil] (2002a)
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403 Tokubetsu-ku-chō Kai Jimu Kyoku [Secretariat of Association of Special Ward Mayors] (2006)
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Koto ward at the end of 1991404. As IWWD was influential among the 23 wards and the neighbours around
the incinerators, argued Shinjuku ward, some wards and neighbours seemed reluctant to accept waste
outside of the ward. In fact, several incinerators, such as the Suginami plant, the Hikarigaoka plant in the
Nerima ward, the Meguro plant, and the Minato plant, had imposed certain conditions to control waste
outside of the ward coming into the plants, such as accepting only the same amount of waste as the waste
generated inside the ward or simply restricting out-of-the-ward garbage405. In addition, some of the large
plants which had accepted waste outside of its ward were downsized due to dioxin prevention measures.
Given this situation, the three wards wanted a guarantee that their waste would not be refused: they called
for the shift to the self-sufficient incineration to be renounced if the lands purchase were to be cancelled.
On the other hand, other wards were reluctant to pay for the incinerators given their financial situation.
Before the devolution, the 23 wards did not have to pay for the incinerators, at least directly, because the
TMG had been the one who paid for the incinerators. However, after the administrative responsibility was
devolved to the 23 wards in 2000, they had to pay for the new projects by themselves. As they chose the
joint regional incineration system until 2006 by forming a local government association, the cost of the
incinerators was to be shared by the 23 wards. Without the subsidy from the central government, each ward
had to bear around 5 billion yen on average for the projects. Some of the wards, especially the ones which
had enough incinerators to deal with their own waste, were unwilling to take on the cost of the incinerators
for the other three wards.
Thus, the diverging interests among the 23 wards surfaced, given the declining necessity for the new
incinerators, the severe financial condition, and the institutional change as a result of the autonomy reform.
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Although the disagreement between the haves and the have-nots had existed below the surface even in the
1990s, they were united for the sake of the autonomy reform, as it was their common political goal. Once
this common goal was attained, however, the disharmony in relation to IWWD surfaced.
Even in Koto ward, there were doubts towards the idea of siting incinerators in every ward. In the
ward council, which had been the spearhead of the campaign for this idea of distributive equity, some started
arguing against the new incinerators siting406. It is true that there was concern that the cancellation of the
projects would lead to the failure of IWWD, which had been the ideational foundation of its claims for
distributive equity; the ward could not easily backtrack from the idea which the ward had advocated since
the early 1970s. However, the ward was reluctant to bear the cost of the incinerator projects under its severe
financial condition.
Furthermore, even in Koto ward, it was argued that OWOI was an out-of-date idea and more effort
should be placed on the reduction and recycling of waste to decrease the number of incinerators rather than
increase it. The recognition of the idea as a solution to the garbage problem was being undermined even in
its birthplace. As a result, the mayor of the ward rather took the initiative in cancelling the three projects407.
This argument over IWWD was settled by renouncing both OWOI and the shift to self-sufficient
incineration in each ward. In July 2003, the Association of Ward Mayors confirmed that the new incinerators
were no longer necessary, given the declining amount of waste production and the serious financial condition,
and decided that disposal would be carried out regionally by the joint responsibility of the 23 wards as a
whole, regardless of whether each ward had an incinerator or not408. The three incinerator projects were then
cancelled. The 23 wards also abandoned the 1994 agreement which showed the roadmap from the regional

406

Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (2001, 2002, 2003) and interview with a member of Koto ward council
(21.11.2011)
407 Interview with an official of Koto ward (18.11.2011).
408 Tokubetsu-ku-chō Kai [Association of Special Ward Mayors] (2003b)
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disposal to self-sufficient disposal via block incineration as the transitional system. The self-sufficient,
independent incineration, which was once promised through negotiation over the devolution, was given up
together with the realisation of OWOI.

Towards a new scheme of distributive equity
Although it was confirmed that the incineration system was being operated in a cooperative and
regional manner, distributive inequity still existed. As IWWD was abandoned, a new scheme for distributive
equity was required. It was pointed out that an imbalance existed in the distribution of incinerators and their
capacity409. While the six wards, Shinjuku, Nakano, Arakawa, Chiyoda, Taito and Bunkyo, were left without
an incinerator, there were 21 incinerators in 17 out of the 23 wards. Nevertheless, the incineration capacity
among the 17 wards ranged from 200 tonnes/day in Shibuya to 2,200 tonnes/day in Koto. Since the first
garbage war, IWWD had been regarded as the fundamental way to realise distributive equity among the 23
wards by siting incinerators in every ward. As the necessity to site new incinerators was rejected, they needed
a different scheme to redress the remaining inequity.
It was Koto ward which took the initiative to redress the inequity. Koto ward claimed that a
disproportionate burden was still being carried by the ward. There were two incinerators in Koto with 2,200
tonnes/day capacity which incinerated 21% of the waste for incineration being generated in the 23 wards410.
Of the waste incinerated in Koto, 74% came from outside of the ward. As the other big incinerators such as
the Adachi plant, the Katsushika plant, and the Oi plant in Shinagawa ward were scaled down for dioxin
prevention measures, the incineration capacity in Koto was remarkably large among the 23 wards411. Koto
409

Tokubetsu-ku-chō Kai Jichi Kenkyū Dai Ni Bunka Kai [Association of Special Ward Mayors the Second
Working Group of Autonomy Investigation] (2003)
410 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (2005)
411 When the TMG proposed in the early 1990s the renovation of the Koto plant, which was the biggest municipal
incinerator in Japan with 1,800 tonnes/day capacity, the TMG promised in the Koto council that the capacity of
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also maintained that more than one million garbage trucks came through the ward every year because, in the
ward and the reclaimed land next to the ward, there were many waste disposal facilities besides the two
incinerators, such as intermediate treatment facilities for waste not for incineration, a bulky garbage
treatment facility, and the landfill.
Koto ward once again launched a campaign to rectify the imbalance in the burden distribution of
waste management. Since 2003, how to balance the burden of waste disposal facilities had been discussed
in the meeting by the deputy mayors of the 23 wards. However, even in 2005, the meeting had not reached
a conclusion. Frustrated with not having made any progress for so long, the council of Koto started activities
to make the other wards understand the burden that Koto suffered. Starting with making a pamphlet412 to
illuminate the disproportionate burdens that the ward had borne, the Koto council launched a special
committee in 2006 to discuss the issue and make strategies to appeal to the other wards. The committee sent
a letter asking for the disproportionate burdens on Koto to be alleviated to the Association of Special Ward
Mayors, the Association of Special Ward Chairpersons, the meeting of the deputy mayors, and the cleaning
association. The letter referred to a “grave determination” which implicitly suggested stopping the operation
of an incinerator in the ward413.
With increasing protest from Koto, the 23 wards resumed the discussion over the equity issue at the
beginning of 2006. Receiving the letter from Koto ward, the head of the Association of Special Ward Mayors
and the cleaning association expressed their understanding and stated that the issue would be considered414.
In October 2006, the deputy mayor of Katsushika ward proposed a draft of a scheme to resolve the disparity,
including the levelling of the amount of waste incinerated among the plants, a further reduction of waste, the
the plant would preferentially be reduced if the 23 wards had more than sufficient incineration capacity (Kōtōku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 2005).
412 Gomi Mondai to Kōtō-ku [Waste Problems and Koto Ward] (Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council], 2005)
413 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (2006a)
414 Kōtō-ku-gikai [Koto Ward Council] (2006b) and Tosei Shimpō (2006)
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cancellation of the local pacts which limited the operation of the incinerators, and the introduction of
monetary compensation.
A new distributive equity policy was decided upon in 2008415. It was a combination of monetary
compensation and source reduction approach in which distributive equity was expected to be achieved by
reducing the amount of waste and incineration capacity rather than constructing new incinerators, along with
a monetary compensation scheme as a secondary measure. The purpose was to balance the amount of waste
incinerated among the 16 wards with incinerators, according to a certain criterion which was defined by the
amount of each ward’s own waste plus 15% of the average amount of waste in the 16 wards416. However,
the 16 wards had to accept more than the amount decided by this criterion because the current amount of
waste for incineration in the 23 wards exceeded the total amount of waste to be disposed of in the 16 wards
according to the criterion. Therefore, waste reduction by 20% in 10 years was set as a goal to achieve this
levelling.
At the same time, a monetary compensation scheme was introduced as a temporary measure. Of the
16 wards, ones which incinerate more than the criterion were compensated in proportion to the excessive
amount. The cost for the compensation was divided among the six wards without an incinerator, the ward
with an incinerator but not enough capacity for its own waste (Shibuya ward), and any ward among the 16
wards whose incineration amount did not reach the level determined by the criterion417.
This new policy was different from IWWD in three points. Firstly, this scheme was based on a joint
and regional incineration system, rather than the self-sufficient, independent disposal which IWWD required.
The 16 wards with incinerators were supposed to accept waste from other wards on top of their own waste.
415

Tokubetsu-ku-chō Kai Jimu Kyoku [Secretariat of Association of Special Ward Mayors] (2009)
Shibuya ward was not included because the plant there was too small.
417 The six wards paid in proportion to the amount of its own waste; Shibuya ward in proportion to the amount of
waste that was not incinerated on its own; the rest of the 16 wards in proportion to the difference between the
amount determined by the criterion and the amount actually incinerated there.
416
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Even wards that could take care of its own waste had to pay if it incinerated less than the amount of waste
determined by the criterion, that is, its own waste plus 15% of the average amount of waste in the 16 wards.
This scheme required the wards with incinerators to dispose of more than their own garbage, contrary to
IWWD.
Secondly, the new scheme was to lift the local pacts with neighbours which limited the amount of
waste being incinerated and/or waste moved across borders. Those local agreements were made as a result
of negotiation with the local residents over the incinerators siting. As these incinerators were planned in the
name of IWWD, the claims for putting the limitation on their operation were ideationally difficult to refute.
However, those pacts were regarded as the obstacle to the cooperative regional disposal and the levelling of
the incineration capacity among the wards.
Last, but not least, this new approach was based on different ideas of distributive equity: source
reduction and compensated equity. As the 23 wards confirmed that new incinerators were no longer
necessary, they had to consider a way to redress the distributive inequity without constructing more
incinerators. The central idea of this new scheme was the source reduction approach in which distributive
equity was to be achieved by reducing the amount of waste and incineration capacity in contrast to IWWD.
IWWD had always been connected with incinerationism and the need to construct more incinerators. When
new incinerators were no longer necessary, IWWD gave way to the new approach, which was centred on
source reduction along with compensation as a supplementary measure.

Conclusion
In this period, the changes in the four variables adversely affected the prominence of IWWD. As a
result of the interaction between these changes, the enthusiasm for IWWD evaporated quickly and the idea
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lost its influence on both the siting of incinerators and the institutional reform of waste management.
The cognitive legitimacy of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward became weaker as the
declining amount of waste production made OWOI excessive in relation to the capacity needed for AWI.
Even in Koto ward it was recognised that siting incinerators in every ward to rectify the disparity among the
wards was no longer reasonable. The idea of distributive equity also became less congruent with the interests
of the major stakeholders. Koto ward became less interested in OWOI as AWI had already been achieved
in 1997. While the three wards (i.e. Shinjuku, Nakano, and Arakawa) were afraid of being left without an
incinerator, others, including Koto ward, were not willing to pay the cost for them. The power of the TMG
and the 23 wards to implement OWOI was undermined as their financial positions were deteriorating. There
was little chance of acquiring the subsidy for the new incinerators, given that the incineration capacity on
the whole was more than enough for AWI.
These variables changed in relation with the changing exogenous environments. The decline in
waste generation, which undermined the recognition of IWWD as problem-solving and made Koto ward
less interested in the idea, was mainly due to the prolonged economic recession and the rise of SWM as a
new policy paradigm. The economic recession brought about the financial crisis and damaged the
governmental capacity to realise IWWD, and then brought forth a disagreement in interests among the 23
wards. The dioxin problem led to a national policy which advocated the implementation of a regional
disposal system. Unfortunately, there was only a slight chance of acquiring a national subsidy for the
incinerator projects, as there was more than enough incineration capacity for AWI. The idea of siting
incinerators in every ward lost its influence on policy as a result of the interaction between these changes in
the variables.
On the other hand, the decline of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward triggered the decline
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of the self-responsibility of each ward in incineration. The self-responsibility of each ward had been
recognised as problem-causing rather than problem-solving throughout the four periods. Paradoxically, it
was the interest and power of the union, interacting with the other variables, which engendered the political
momentum for IWWD in the early half of the 1990s. When the 1991 siting plan was reconsidered in the
1997 revision and the union insisted that all of the waste management services should be performed
regionally, no parties seriously advocated the idea that each ward should perform incineration independently.
As the 23 wards managed to overcome the union’s opposition to devolution and achieved
autonomy expansion, they no longer had a strong reason to adhere to the self-responsibility of each ward in
waste disposal. When the dioxin crisis as another change in exogenous environments resulted in the
tightened regulation and led to the temporary reduction of the incineration capacity, even the shift to the
block incineration system was recognised as problematic and was postponed. After the devolution reform,
the shift to the self-sufficient incineration system was abandoned together with the idea of siting incinerators
in every ward.
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7. Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter summarises the objective, the theoretical framework and the empirical
results of this study, followed by a section which discusses the implications.

1. Objective and theoretical framework
Objective and research question
The objective of this thesis is to explain the rise and fall of a particular idea of distributive equity in
policies of locally unwanted facility siting. Distributive equity is one of the most essential issues over siting
conflicts because locally unwanted facilities impose concentrated burdens on people living around them,
while the benefits from them are dispersed over the wider society. Furthermore, it is pointed out that these
facilities tend to be disproportionately concentrated in certain communities, especially those of the socially
and/or economically disadvantaged. Therefore, how to address distributive inequity is one of the most
crucial issues in siting conflicts.
This thesis looks into the fluctuating dominance of In Ward Waste Disposal (IWWD) in the 23 wards
of Tokyo as a case study. This idea of distributive equity means that waste in a ward should be disposed of
within the ward. Derived from this definition, IWWD consists of two different, but closely related
requirements: that an incinerator should be sited in every ward (siting incinerators in every ward), and that a
ward should be institutionally responsible in incineration of its own waste (the institutional responsibility of
each ward). The influence of this idea of distributive equity, measured as the degree to which these two
requirements were substantively reflected into the policies, fluctuated over time. The influence was strong
in the early 1970s (the first period: 1971-1973), but limited to the siting of incinerators in every ward; the
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institutional responsibility of each ward was not reflected in policies. Even the idea of siting incinerators in
every ward started losing influence in 1974, and continued in this downward trend well into the 1980s (the
second period: 1974-1989). The impact of this concept became strong in both of the requirements during
the early half of the 1990s (the third period: 1990-1996). Nonetheless, it started declining again and vanished
from governmental policies in 2003 (the fourth period: 1997-2003).
The research question of this thesis is what causes the changes in the degree of the influence of a
particular idea of distributive equity in siting policies. Why did IWWD become prominent in siting policies?
Why did a once-dominant idea lose its influence? By answering those questions, this thesis looks into the
causes and mechanisms behind the changes in the dominance of an idea.

Theoretical framework
Reviewing the literature on the politics of ideas, this thesis argues that the dominance of an idea of
distributive equity at any point of time is determined through four different types of variables (i.e. ideational
legitimacy, interests, power of claimants, and exogenous environments) and the interaction between them.
The dominance changes over time as these variables and the way they interact change from one period to
another. Applying this theoretical framework, the thesis explains what caused the changes in the degree of
the dominance of IWWD in the 23 wards.
This study considers that the characteristics of an idea affects its chances of dominating policies; its
dominance in the policies in part depends on whether an idea satisfies the underlying values which policy
makers and other relevant actors hold (normative legitimacy), and whether the idea provides robust solutions
to existing problems that they face (cognitive legitimacy). When an idea is recognised as being legitimate
normatively and/or cognitively, that idea is more likely to attract more support (or raise less opposition) and
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to be reflected in the policy. Interests are a significant part of the story of the rise and fall of an idea as well. As
the dominance of an idea of distributive equity leads to different patterns in the distribution of costs and
benefits among actors, interests come to the fore in the battle over distributive equity. The more an idea is
congruent with the interests of stakeholders, the more that idea attracts support, and the more likely it is to
become dominant in the policies. Power concerns the ability of the claimants of an idea to influence the
policy-making process and its outcomes. Even if an actor advocates an idea due to ideational legitimacy
and/or interests, the idea cannot be dominant if that actor is not able to make its opinion heard in the policymaking process and/or not capable of implementing the policies. The likelihood that an idea becomes
influential in the policy depends on the power of the carriers of that idea. Exogenous environments refer to
factors that are outside of the concerned political system. Not only factors within a political system, but also
those outside of that system affect the policy-making process and later the chances of an idea to become
dominant in the policies. These four variables are not independent of each other: rather, they interact with
one another in the policy-making processes. To explain the dominance of an idea of distributive equity, not
only each of the four variables, but also this interaction of the variables needs to be examined.
This thesis explains what caused these changes in the dominance of IWWD in the siting policies, by
comparing these variables and the interaction between them in the four periods of time. By taking into
account the various types of variables, this comprehensive framework makes it possible to recognise not
only ideational causes but also the power struggles between calculating actors as well as the impacts of
external events and environments. Furthermore, the diachronic comparison of the four periods of time
allows a comprehensive examination of the rise and fall of this idea.
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2. Summary of the empirical results
This section summarises the result of this case study as outlined in Table 7-1. It shows how each of
the four explaining variables affected the dominance of IWWD and then examines how they interacted with
one another.
Table 7-1. Changing dominance of IWWD and explaining variables
Dominance of IWWD

First period
(1971-1973)
Strong
but limited
Strong
+/+
+
+
+
Weak
+/-

 Siting incinerators in every ward
 Ideational legitimacy (Nor/Cog)
 Interests
 Power of claimants
 Exogenous environments
 Institutional responsibility of each ward
 Ideational legitimacy(Nor/Cog)
 Interests
 Power of claimants
 Exogenous environments
+: Worked positively for the dominance of IWWD
- : Worked negatively for the dominance of IWWD

Second period
(1974-1989)

Third period
(1990-1996)

Fourth period
(1997-2003)

Weak

Stronger

Weak

Strong
++/+
+
+
+
Strong
++/+
+
+

Weak
+/Weak
+/-

Weak
+/Weak
+/Nor: Normative
Cog: Cognitive

Ideational legitimacy
The ideational legitimacy of IWWD played a significant role in the rise and fall of this idea of
distributive equity. As the four empirical chapters of this thesis clearly showed, the dominance of IWWD in
the siting policies was significantly correlated to the degree to which IWWD was considered to be
cognitively and/or normatively legitimate (see Table 7-2). For the idea of siting incinerators in every ward,
the normative legitimacy had been strong through all of the four periods, while the cognitive legitimacy
fluctuated over time. For the self-responsibility of each ward, the normative legitimacy stayed strong while
the cognitive legitimacy was always weak. Taken together, the degree of the ideational legitimacy of IWWD
was relatively robust in the first and third periods, attracting more support and less opposition. In contrast, it
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was relatively weak in the second and the fourth periods, drawing less advocacy and more resistance.
Table 7-2. Ideational legitimacy and dominance of IWWD
The degree to which an idea is perceived as normatively and cognitively legitimate

 Siting incinerators in every ward
(Nor/Cog)

First period
(1971-1973)

Second period
(1974-1989)

Third period
(1990-1996)

Fourth period
(1997-2003)

+/+

+/-

++ / +

+/-

Normative

 Resonance with the efficiency
in garbage transportation and
autonomy of each ward

Cognitive

 Urgent necessity for more
incinerators

 Institutional responsibility of
each ward (Nor/Cog)

+/-

 Resonance with the
efficiency in garbage
transportation and
autonomy of each ward
 OWOI regarded as
excessive
+/-

 Resonance with the
efficiency in garbage
transportation and
autonomy of each ward
 Urgent necessity for more
incinerators
++ / -

 Resonance with the
efficiency in garbage
transportation and
autonomy of each ward
 OWOI regarded as
excessive
+/-

Normative

 Resonance with autonomy of  Resonance with autonomy  Resonance with autonomy  Resonance with autonomy
each ward
of each ward
of each ward
of each ward

Cognitive

 Regarded as impracticable

 Regarded as impracticable  Regarded as impracticable  Regarded as impracticable

The normative legitimacy of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward stayed robust over time due
to its congruence with the underlying values which the TMG and the 23 wards held: the efficiency in garbage
transportation and the autonomy of each ward, both of which were satisfied through the establishment of a
large number of small incinerators evenly distributed among the wards rather than having a small number
of large incinerators concentrated in a few places. In particular, IWWD was normatively compelling in the
1990s as the autonomy expansion movement reached its culmination in this period. This heightened
normative resonance with the autonomy of the 23 wards made IWWD undeniable for the TMG and the 23
wards.
In contrast, the cognitive legitimacy of One Ward One Incinerator (OWOI) waxed and waned over
time: strong in the first and third periods, but weak in the second and fourth periods. In the first and third
periods, IWWD was accepted by the TMG partly because it believed that this conceptual framework
provided a simple and clear roadmap to achieve All Waste Incineration (AWI) under the rapidly increasing
amount of waste. Although the practicability of siting incinerators in every ward was doubted from the

193

beginning due to limited land availability in some wards, the idea was expected to facilitate incinerators
construction. In the second and fourth periods, however, siting incinerators in every ward was regarded as
excessive when compared to the actual capacity needed for AWI due to the slowdown of the waste
production.
On the other hand, the idea that a ward should be institutionally responsible for disposal of its own
waste was not cognitively convincing to all of the parties throughout the four periods. Devolving waste
disposal authority to each ward was thought to worsen the garbage crisis rather than solve it. Because it was
considered hardly possible to find a site for incinerators in all of the 23 wards, making each ward
institutionally responsible for incineration was recognised as unreasonable. All of the parties, including Koto
ward, thought that incineration was better performed regionally rather than locally. Although the selfresponsibility of each ward in waste disposal was normatively irrefutable due to its resonance with the idea
of the autonomy of each ward, this lack of cognitive legitimacy made this idea less legitimate overall.

Interests
As Table 7-3 outlines, the degree to which IWWD was congruent with the interests of actors was
also relevant to the degree of the dominance of IWWD in the policies. In the first period, the interests for the
idea of siting incinerators in every ward were strong, while the idea of devolving the responsibility to each
ward was against the interests of the Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union. This is reflected in the strong but
limited influence of IWWD in this period. In the second period, even the interests for the idea of OWOI
became weaker, which had a negative impact on the dominance of this idea. In the third period, the interests
worked positively for both siting incinerators in every ward and devolving the responsibility to each ward.
This congruence with the interests supported the culmination of IWWD in this period. In the fourth period,
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however, the influence of IWWD fell when the interests for this idea became weaker once again. Thus, the
degree of the congruence with the interests of the actors constituted a significant part of the story of the rise
and fall of this idea of distributive equity.
Table 7-3. Interests and dominance of IWWD
The degree to which an idea fits with interests among actors, helping them achieve their goals

 For siting incinerators in
every ward

First period
(1971-1973)

Second period
(1974-1989)

Third period
(1990-1996)

Fourth period
(1997-2003)

+

-

+

-

 Koto ward’s interest weakened
 Koto ward’s strong interest
 Not against the interests of the 23
 Not against the interests of the 23
wards
wards
 Against interest of local
 Congruent with the union’s interest
residents/businesses
-

 For institutional
responsibility of each ward  Against the union’s interest

 Against the union’s interest

 Koto ward’s strong interest
 Congruence with the interests of
the 23 wards

 Koto ward’s interest weakened
 Disagreement between the 23
wards

+
 The union’s interest worked
positively for IWWD

 Disagreement between the 23
wards
 Against the union’s interest

In the first period, the idea of siting incinerators in every ward was congruent with, or at least not
against, the interests of the major stakeholders (i.e. Koto ward, Tokyo Cleaning Workers Union, and the rest
of the 23 wards). Koto ward, which had long suffered the pollution from the garbage dumping into the
coastal landfills, advocated this concept of distributive equity in order to reduce the disproportionate burdens
imposed on the ward by facilitating incinerators construction. The idea was congruent with the interests of
the union as it recognised that investing in waste disposal facilities would help them resolve the
discrimination against the cleaning workers and improve their working conditions. The other wards also had
interests in facilitating the incinerators construction to achieve their political goal, i.e. expanding the political
autonomy of them. The idea of siting incinerators in every ward attracted much support in part due to the
congruence with the interests of these stakeholders.
In the second period, there were changes in the interests of stakeholders. Firstly, the interests of the
residents and businesses around the proposed sites for the incinerator projects negatively impacted the
dominance of IWWD. They worried that the incinerators would bring environmental degradation to their
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local community and hinder local developments. The local opposition delayed the implementation of the
incinerator siting projects. Secondly, Koto ward became less interested in the idea as the goal that Koto ward
pursued by claiming IWWD was half-fulfilled when the waste growth slowed down and some incinerators
planned before the first garbage war were brought into operation.
On the other hand, the self-responsibility of each ward was against the interest of the union. Although
the union generally agreed with the idea of siting incinerators in every ward, it intensely opposed any idea
that a ward should be institutionally responsible for its own waste disposal. The union feared that the
devolution of waste management would weaken the power of the organisation as a whole, thereby
increasing the risk of worsening the working conditions for union members. This interest of the union
worked adversely for the idea of the institutional responsibility of each ward in the first and the second
periods.
In the third period, the congruence with the interests of stakeholders helped the rise of IWWD. Koto
called for IWWD once again to facilitate incinerators construction because un-incinerated waste was still
brought to the coastal landfill given the sharp increase of waste in the late 1980s. Having incinerators in their
turfs agreed with the interests of the rest of the 23 wards: promoting the devolution of waste management
and the autonomy reform. Furthermore, the union, which had intensely opposed the concept of
autonomy/self-responsibility of each ward in relation to waste disposal, nevertheless persistently called for
the institutional responsibility of each ward in this period. The union’s interest was in stopping any
devolution of waste management authority to the wards; it tried to prevent the devolution by making IWWD
a tough precondition on this institutional reform although the realisation of IWWD was against its interest.
This strategy to prevent the devolution engendered the political driving force for the rise of the idea of the
self-responsibility of each ward and thus pushed forward the OWOI policy.
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In spite of the enthusiasm in the 1990s, IWWD lost its congruence with the interests of the major
actors in the fourth period. Koto ward weakened its claim for IWWD as AWI had been achieved in 1997.
The union also stopped calling for IWWD when the strategy to stop the devolution by imposing IWWD
failed; it started explicitly arguing against any devolution. The 23 wards were no longer united in advocating
IWWD. The conflicting interests among the 23 wards surfaced once the autonomy reform was attained.
Nakano, Shinjuku, and Arakawa wards insisted on proceeding with the incinerator siting projects as planned,
for they were afraid of being left without an incinerator since the shift to the self-sufficient incineration
system was still scheduled. On the other hand, as the cost of incinerators was to be shared by the 23 wards
after the devolution in 2000, some of them, especially those who had incinerators in their wards, were
unwilling to pay the cost for the incinerators in the three wards. As the congruence with the self-interested
goals of the stakeholders waned, the prominence of this idea of distributive equity declined in the fourth
period.

Power of claimants
The degree of the power of claimants significantly affected the dominance of IWWD as summarised
in Table 7-4. In the first period, the rise of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward was backed by the
power of Koto ward, while the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward was obstructed by the political
influence of the union. In the second period, the inability of the TMG to put the idea into practice brought
negative feedback to the dominance of IWWD in the siting policies. Furthermore, the power of Koto ward
declined as the landfill crisis subsided. In the third period, the influence of IWWD rose to its peak, with Koto
ward and the union as the powerful claimants. The TMG was capable of implementing the OWOI policy
given the relatively weak local opposition and the robust financial condition. However, the power of Koto
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ward declined once again and the governmental financial capacity was undercut in the fourth period.
Table 7-4. Power of claimants and dominance of IWWD
The ability of carriers of an idea to influence policy processes and outcomes
First period
(1971-1973)

Second period
(1974-1989)

Third period
(1990-1996)

Fourth period
(1997-2003)

-

+

-

+

 For siting incinerators in every
ward
 Koto ward’s strong influence

 Koto ward’s influence
 Koto ward’s strong influence  Koto ward’s influence
weakened
 TMG able to implement as
weakened
 TMG not able to implement as
planned due to weak local
 TMG and the 23 wards not able
planned due to strong local
opposition and robust financial to implement as planned due to
opposition, limited land
capability
financial crisis
availability, and financial crisis

-

 For institutional responsibility
 Not able to overcome the
of each ward
union’s opposition

 Not able to overcome the
union’s opposition

+
 The union able to impose
IWWD on the devolution

 The 23 wards able to overcome
the union’s opposition
 The 23 wards’ inability to
implement the devolution

The existence of a powerful claimant, Koto ward, was a major reason why the idea of siting
incinerators in every ward became influential in the first and third periods. Koto ward was capable of
influencing the policy-making process in waste management by making use of the de facto veto power over
the new landfills and the threat of the blockade of waste. Because the delay in the new landfills siting and
the blockade of waste into the existing ones would have led to the collapse of the whole waste disposal
process, the strategy of taking the landfills as a ‘bargaining chip’ was effective in the negotiation with the
TMG. In other words, it was the garbage crisis in the early 1970s and the 1990s that provided the ward the
opportunity to make its claim heard in the policy-making process. Conversely, once the issue on the new
landfills siting was settled and the sense of emergency was fading away in the second and fourth periods,
the power of Koto ward became weaker.
The power of the union was a significant factor especially for the idea of devolving the responsibility
to each ward. In the first and second periods, it was the union which obstructed the idea of the selfresponsibility of each ward in waste disposal from influencing the policies. The union was able to make its
claim heard by the government, because, as a socialist local government, the Minobe administration could
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not ignore the claim from one of its most important supporters. On the other hand, in the third period, the
union persistently demanded that IWWD, both siting incinerators in every ward and the institutional
responsibility of each ward, be implemented as a precondition for the devolution in order to stop this
institutional change. The union was powerful enough to impose IWWD on the autonomy reform despite
the reluctance of the TMG and the 23 wards, for it was granted political veto power by the Ministry of Home
Affairs in the policy-making process of the entire autonomy reform. However, when the union started
explicitly protesting IWWD once again to stop the devolution as OWOI was compromised in the 1997
revision, the 23 wards managed to overcome the union’s opposition in 1998, which might have worked
positively for the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward.
The power of the governments (i.e. the TMG, and the 23 wards after the devolution in 2000) was
crucial for the dominance of IWWD as well. Even though IWWD was adopted in the siting policies in the
first and third periods, it had to be compromised in the second and fourth periods because the government
entities were not able to implement them as planned. In the second period, the inability of the TMG to
quickly resolve the local resistances to the incinerator projects led to the revision of the siting plan in 1974.
The scarce land availability and financial difficulty was detrimental to the governmental capacity as well.
Finding sites for the projects was difficult, especially in the hyper-congested central area of Tokyo. The
financial crises in the second and fourth periods undermined the governmental capacity to afford as many
incinerator projects as IWWD required. Thus, while IWWD was accepted by the governments, their limited
ability to put this idea into practice undermined the strength of this idea of distributive equity in the second
and fourth periods.
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Exogenous Environments
The environments outside of the political system of Tokyo had significant impacts on the dominance
of IWWD as shown in Table 7-5. The changes in the economy and the national policy contributed to changes
in the dominance of the idea of OWOI. In the first period, the rapid economic growth and incinerationism
as the policy paradigm worked for the rise of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward.
Table 7-5. Exogenous environments and dominance of IWWD
The degree to which an idea fits with environments outside of the concerned political arena

 For siting incinerators in
every ward
 For institutional
responsibility of a ward

First period
(1971-1973)

Second period
(1974-1989)

+

-

 Rapid economic growth(+)
 Incinerationism(+)

 Economic slowdown(-)
 Incinerationism(+)

 Influence of JSP(-)
JSP: Japanese Socialist Party

 Influence of JSP(-)

Third period
(1990-1996)
+

 Economic boom(+)
 Rise of SWM(-)
 Attitudes of MOH(+)
+
 Attitudes of MOH(+)

Fourth period
(1997-2003)
-

 Long economic recession(-)
 Rise of SWM(-)
 Dioxin disturbance(-)
 Attitudes of MOH(+)
 Dioxin disturbance(-)

MOH: Ministry of Home Affairs

In the second period, the slowdown of the economic growth inflicted negative impacts on the dominance of
the idea. On the other hand, the national politics in the local autonomy reform worked negatively for the
institutional responsibility of each ward in the first and second periods. In the third period, the economic
boom helped the resurrection of IWWD, while the rise of Sustainable Waste Management (SWM) gradually
undermined the dominance of the idea. Furthermore, the reluctance of MOH to the local autonomy system
of Tokyo made a favourable political environment for both siting incinerators in every ward and the selfresponsibility of each ward. In the fourth period, however, the combination of the prolonged economic
recession, the further advancement of SWM, and the dioxin crisis constituted the disadvantageous
environments for IWWD as a whole.
For the dominance of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward, the most significant environmental
factors were the economic conditions and the waste management policies at the national level. The strength
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of OWOI fluctuated along with the economic changes. When the economy boomed, the influence of
IWWD in the siting policies increased, and vice versa. In the first period, IWWD emerged and rose to
prominence under the rapid economic growth which Japan had enjoyed since the 1950s. In the second period,
however, its policy influence fell along with the shift to reduced economic growth resulting from the two oil
crises. Although the booming bubble economy in the latter half of the 1980s resurrected the influence of
IWWD in the third period, it started falling again during the economic recession after the bubble burst in the
fourth period. The rise and fall of the influence of IWWD synchronised with these economic fluctuations,
although there were certain time lags.
The national policy in waste management constituted another significant environment for IWWD.
As the Japanese political system was highly centralised, policies at the local level were strongly influenced
by national policies. In regard to the dominance of IWWD in Tokyo, the shift in the policy paradigm was
significant. In Japan, incinerationism had been dominant as the policy paradigm in waste management.
However, SWM became influential as a new paradigm in the 1990s.
Incinerationism provided a favourable ideational environment for the idea of siting incinerators in
every ward. This paradigm was characterised by the technological belief in incineration. The Japanese
government had strongly encouraged local municipalities to construct incinerators by providing subsidies
since the early 1960s. It was under this national policy to promote incineration that the TMG set AWI as the
primary policy goal in waste management. IWWD was always associated with the need for more
incinerators to achieve AWI; the dominance of IWWD was tightly connected with this policy paradigm
which necessitated more incinerators amidst the rapid increase of waste.
Accordingly, the change in the policy paradigm affected the dominance of IWWD. In the third
period, Japan experienced a paradigm shift in waste management; SWM was emerging as the new policy
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paradigm. This paradigmatic policy idea was to extend the scope of waste management to the process of
waste production, and it involved up-stream measures such as reduction, reuse, and recycling (3Rs), in
contrast to incinerationism which only concerned the processes after waste was produced. This rise of SWM
worked negatively for IWWD which was tightly connected with incinerationism, as it undermined the
necessity for more incinerators by reducing not only the actual amount of waste, but also lowering the
estimated amount in the future. Although the impact of this nation-wide shift in the policy paradigm was
still insufficient to set off the impact of the economic boom in the third period, it was gradually undercutting
the very basis of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward.
In addition, in the fourth period, the dioxin crisis and the resultant policy change at the national level
had negative impacts on both the dominance of siting incinerators in every ward and the institutional
responsibility of each ward. Firstly, as small incinerators were regarded as the major source of dioxin
pollution, the Ministry of Welfare encouraged a small number of large incinerators rather than a large
number of small incinerators. This policy change undercut the chance for the 23 wards to obtain the national
subsidy for the new incinerators. Secondly, some existing incinerators were renovated to satisfy the tightened
regulation for dioxin prevention issued by the Ministry of Welfare. This reduced the incineration capacity in
Tokyo temporarily and led to the postponement of the shift to the self-sufficient disposal system in the 1998
agreement. The dioxin crisis and the resultant changes in the national policies negatively influenced the
dominance of IWWD.
For the institutional responsibility of each ward, the national politics on the local autonomy reform
constituted the most significant environment outside of Tokyo, because devolving the authority of waste
management required the amendment of the Local Autonomy Act. Through the first and second periods, the
exogenous political environment worked negatively for the idea of the institutional responsibility of each ward to
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become influential. Although the Local Autonomy Act was amended in 1964 and 1974, the devolution of the
authority in waste management was not realised as the Japanese Socialist Party won the supplementary provision
which left waste related services in the hands of the TMG.

In the third and fourth periods, the attitude of the MOH towards the local system reform of Tokyo
made a significant political environment for IWWD. To achieve the local system reform, the TMG and the
23 wards had to persuade the MOH, who had the jurisdiction over the Local Autonomy Act. The ministry
imposed two conditions: the devolution of waste management to each ward and the agreement of the
concerned parties over the devolution. These conditions provided a favourable political environment in
which IWWD became dominant in the policies of waste management and devolution.

Interaction between the four variables
As detailed in the previous chapters, the empirical results demonstrate that the four explanatory
variables interacted with one another in the policy-making processes, and their interaction had significant
impacts on the influence of IWWD. One of the most notable features of the result is that all of the four
explanatory variables went up and down in synchronisation for the idea of siting incinerators in every ward,
which led to the clear rise and fall of IWWD. The interaction between the variables centred on the economic
conditions explains why the four variables changed in synchronisation.
The economic situation affected the ideational legitimacy of IWWD by influencing the production
of waste. IWWD was recognised as cognitively legitimate only when the amount of waste was rapidly
increasing and the growth was expected to continue in the future. Accordingly, when the growth of waste
slowed down or the growth was not expected in the future, the ideational legitimacy of IWWD became
weak. As the production of waste was closely related to economic conditions, the degree of the ideational
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legitimacy of IWWD went up and down along with the economic fluctuations.
Furthermore, the degree of the interest of Koto ward was significantly affected by the amount of
waste production. The rapid growth in the quantity of waste was one of the causes which made Koto ward
advocate IWWD. The increasing amount of waste under the booming economy resulted in the influx of unincinerated waste into the landfills next to Koto and caused environmental pollution. When the increase of
waste slowed down and AWI was expected to be achieved without constructing as many incinerators as
IWWD projected, the interests of the ward in this notion of distributive equity also declined.
The power of Koto ward and the governments was also partly dependent on economic situations.
The economic prosperity stimulated waste generation and produced the urgent necessity for the new landfills
over which Koto had de facto veto power in the first and third periods. When the crises abated in the second
and the fourth periods, the power of the ward in the negotiation with the TMG declined. The economic
situation also affected the governmental capacity to realise IWWD. While the financial capacity of the
governments was robust under the economic booms, the economic downturns damaged their tax revenue
and made the governments unable to proceed with the OWOI policy in the second and fourth periods.
Besides the interaction centred on the economic conditions, the four variables interacted in other
ways too. For instance, the cognitive legitimacy of the idea of siting incinerators in every ward was
influenced not only by the economic conditions and the resultant production of waste, but also by the policy
paradigms in waste management. The ideational legitimacy of the idea of siting an incinerator in every ward
was closely related to incinerationism, the long-held policy paradigm in waste disposal. Accordingly, the
rise of SWM as a new policy paradigm undermined the cognitive legitimacy of IWWD.
Another example is the dioxin problem and resultant national policy change affecting the cognitive
legitimacy of the self-responsibility of each ward and the financial power of the 23 wards. In the fourth
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period, the dioxin problem led to a temporary reduction in incineration capacity, which made it impractical
to shift to even the block incineration system as planned in the 1994 agreement; the dioxin crisis weakened
the cognitive legitimacy of devolving the institutional responsibility to each ward. The dioxin problem also
caused the national policy shift towards regional disposal, which affected the financial capability of the 23
wards to construct incinerators due to a reduced chance of obtaining national subsidy for new incinerators.
Furthermore, in the third period, the interest of the union interacted with the other variables and
resulted in the culmination of IWWD in its influence on policies. Contrary to the first and second periods,
the interest of the union worked positively for IWWD in the third period. The union imposed IWWD as a
precondition for the devolution from its strategic intention to make this institutional reform impossible to
attain. The union adopted this strategy because it was granted a political veto in the process of local
autonomy reform by the MOH and knew that IWWD was difficult to implement (weak cognitive
legitimacy) but at the same time normatively irrefutable (strong normative legitimacy). What engendered
the political driving force for IWWD in the third period was this interaction between the powerful interest
of the union, the ambivalence in the ideational legitimacy of the idea, and the politics over local autonomy
both inside and outside of Tokyo.

3. Implications and Discussions
Power conflicts of interests or ideational causes?
Pluralists and rationalists argue that interests and power of carriers are more decisive for the
dominance of an idea, while scholars in ideas and politics emphasise the importance of the characteristics of
an idea for its prominence, since they mobilise potential adherents and demobilise antagonists.The empirical
result demonstrates that it is necessary to grasp both the power struggles between interests and the
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characteristics of an idea.
This empirical study confirms the importance of a powerful claimant who has strong interests in an
idea and is able to influence the policy-making process. Compared with policy paradigms and worldviews,
IWWD is a policy idea which is high-profile at the low level of generality, open to everyday policy debates, and
therefore more subject to calculating, strategic behaviours for achieving self-interested goals. It was the claims

and campaigns of Koto ward for IWWD that made the policy makers take this idea seriously. IWWD would
not have been adopted into policies without the strong interest and power of Koto ward. The changing
dominance of the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward also demonstrates the significance of powerful
interests. The idea of the self-responsibility of each ward rose to predominance in the third period due to the
powerful interest of the union, although all of the actors, including the union, thought that waste disposal
was better performed regionally rather than locally.
Then, are ideas mere “hooks” for interests? Do the characteristics of the ideas not matter at all? The
empirical result of IWWD also illustrates the importance of the characteristics of the ideas (i.e.
normative/cognitive ideational legitimacy). OWOI became influential in the policies not only because Koto
had strong interest and power, but also because this idea of siting an incinerator in every ward was
ideationally appealing to the policy makers. If IWWD had not fitted with the values which underlay the
siting scheme of the TMG and/or had not been recognised as a good idea to solve the garbage problems,
IWWD would not have been adopted that quickly and influentially. The cognitive legitimacy was especially
crucial for the policy makers who were in charge of the urban management. It was this synergy between the
power and interest of Koto ward and the ideational legitimacy of IWWD that made this idea become quickly
adopted into the policies.
Similarly, the rise of the idea of the self-responsibility of each ward in the third period cannot be
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attributed to the interest and power of the union alone. It is true that the power and interest of the union made
IWWD dominant in policies despite the weak cognitive legitimacy of the idea. However, the selfresponsibility of each ward strongly resonated with the notion of the autonomy of the wards, which the 23
wards had pursued for long. Although devolving the responsibility in waste disposal was not regarded as a
good idea in the cognitive sense, this idea was normatively compelling for the 23 wards amidst the height
of the autonomy expansion movement. Furthermore, as noted above, the interest of the union worked
positively for IWWD in the third period as it interacted with the cognitively weak but normatively strong
ideational legitimacy of IWWD and the national political environment of local autonomy reform.
Thus, even though IWWD is a policy idea which is more likely to be subject to interests and power,
the dominance of this idea cannot be explained without considering the role of the normative/cognitive
characteristics of the idea. Politics is both powering and puzzling. To better understand the politics of ideas,
it is necessary to grasp both the power struggles between interests and the contents of an idea affecting the
chances of its success in policies.

Economic determinism?
As noted earlier, the economic factor played a central role in the interaction between the variables.
The economic booms caused IWWD to be perceived cognitively legitimate, strengthened its congruence
with the interest of Koto ward, empowered this claimant in the policy-making process, and improved the
financial capacity of the governments to implement the incinerator projects. Accordingly, the economic
downturns affected these variables in the opposite way, and thus undermined the dominance of IWWD in
the policies. The economic shifts account for a substantial portion of the changes in the dominance of IWWD,
triggering the changes in the other variables.
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Then, does this mean that the economy determines the dominance of an idea? This question requires
a careful consideration. Firstly, the influence of policy paradigms must be considered. The resonance with
ideas at higher levels of generality affects the chance for a policy idea at the lower levels of generality, such
as IWWD, to become influential in policies. The ideational legitimacy of the idea of siting an incinerator in
every ward was significantly dependent on incinerationism, the dominant policy paradigm in waste
management. It was through this interpretive framework that the soaring amount of waste under the
economic booms was translated into the urgent necessity for more incinerators and that OWOI was
perceived as a good idea to solve the waste problems. In contrast, SWM was to decouple the economic
growth and the production of waste, although the development of the 3Rs under this new policy paradigm
was not enough to set off the impact of the economic boom in the third period. SWM provided alternatives
to expanding incineration capacity to tackle the growth of waste. Thus, it depended on the policy paradigms
whether the economic growth led to the robust cognitive legitimacy of the notion of siting incinerators in
every ward. It was the interaction between the material and ideational factors which determined the cognitive
legitimacy of siting incinerators in every ward.
Secondly, for the self-responsibility of each ward, the changes were caused by the political factors around
the devolution and the local autonomy reform of the 23 wards. In the first and second periods, the interest and
power of the union played a decisive role in preventing this notion of IWWD from influencing the policies. In the

third period, to the contrary, the same interest and power boosted the dominance of the self-responsibility of
each ward. Interacting with cognitively weak but normatively strong ideational legitimacy, the interest of the
union resulted in the strategy of imposing IWWD as a precondition for the devolution to stop this
institutional reform. This strategy worked as the union was granted political veto in the political process of
the autonomy reform. Moreover, this rise of the self-responsibility of each ward led to the further acceleration
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of the OWOI policy. The influence of IWWD reached its culmination in this period not only because of the
economic booms, but also because of this political development of the autonomy reform.

To conclude, as the empirical result shows, it is important to take into account different types of variables
and to examine the interaction between them to explain the dominance of an idea and its change over time. The
changes in the dominance of IWWD cannot be explained by a single type of variable. While the interests and
power of the actors were indispensable for IWWD to rise to prominence, normative/cognitive ideational
legitimacy played a significant part as well. Without knowing how the economic changes affected the other
variables, the rise and fall of the dominance of IWWD cannot be understood. On the other hand, the economic
factors alone cannot explain the whole picture, either. The cognitive legitimacy of the idea was significantly
influenced by policy paradigms as well. The changes in the dominance of the self-responsibility of each ward
were caused by the interests and power of the union interacting with the ambivalent ideational legitimacy and the
political environments around the local autonomy reform of the 23 wards. The dominance of IWWD rose and
fell as a result of the complicated interaction between the characteristics of the idea, the interests and power of the
actors, and the economic, political and ideational environments.

Concluding remarks
This study makes significant contributions to a better understanding of the politics of siting and ideas.
While distributive equity is one of the most essential issues in siting conflicts, why a particular idea of distributive
equity becomes dominant in siting policies in a particular time and place has been understudied. On the other hand,
in spite of the recent attention to the politics of ideas, most of the researches in ideas and politics have tried to

prove the ideas’ causal influence on political phenomenon; why some ideas become dominant and why
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once-dominant ideas become uninfluential has been much less studied. By exploring the causes and
mechanisms behind the fluctuating dominance of IWWD, this study develops an understanding of the
politics of siting and idea.
Of course, this is just one case study on one particular idea and place; the result cannot simply be
generalised. As demonstrated through the empirical study, the dominance of IWWD was closely related to
the conditions and mechanisms particular to the 23 wards of Tokyo. For instance, there was the mechanism
unique to the 23 wards through which the economic changes affected the interest and power of Koto ward.
IWWD was normatively compelling because of the very political system in Tokyo in which the 23 wards
had pursued becoming as autonomous as normal municipalities. The empirical argument of the study is not
universally applicable.
Nonetheless, this study is significant in that it lays a foundation for further research in the politics of siting
and ideas. The thorough empirical study on IWWD provides a better understanding of siting politics in other

municipalities in Japan. IWWD has been regarded as a significant principle in waste management not only
in Tokyo but all over Japan; the siting politics in waste disposal facilities in Japan cannot be grasped without
comprehending the influence of this principle. By revealing the mechanisms through which the dominance
of IWWD changed over time in its birthplace, this study contributes to developing the knowledge of siting
politics in Japan.
Furthermore, this research provides comparative insights into the politics of siting and ideas of
distributive equity, not only with other municipalities in Japan, but also with other countries. Ideas similar to
IWWD are seen in other regions and countries. For instance, in Seoul, an idea that incinerators should be
sited in every ward was declared in 1990s. In the European Union, proximity principle, which requires that
waste be disposed of as close as practicable to the point of origin, has been recognised as a significant
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principle in waste management. By taking the comprehensive framework with diachronic comparison, this
study paves the way for further comparative researches in the politics of distributive equity in siting.
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