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Introduction
1
 

The major goal of this chapter is to explain Japan’s failure to reform its long-term nuclear 

policy in a coherent and credible manner as late as three years after the Fukushima disaster. 

Studying this political failure is important not merely because the persistent uncertainty 

surrounding Japan’s nuclear future has been costly economically and psychologically, but also 

because the case reveals the stubborn political gridlock among the main political actors in 

Japan’s nuclear policymaking arena. By identifying the contrary political vectors that have 

combined to produce Japan’s nuclear policy gridlock, we can better anticipate possible future 

scenarios for policy change.   

The chapter is organized as follows. In the next section, I present a brief description of 

Japan’s long post-Fukushima nuclear policy disarray. After that, I contrast Japan’s continuing 

disorientation with the more decisive adjustments that many other states made to their long-term 

nuclear energy plans in response to the Fukushima disaster. Subsequently, I argue that Japan’s 

inability to coalesce around a new nuclear policy consensus was not merely the product of the 

unanticipated disaster. Japan’s post-Fukushima political gridlock was actually an enhanced 

version of the problems that had been clearly visible in the Japanese nuclear policymaking arena 

for decades prior to the accident. In particular, I point out the high number of institutionalized 

“veto players” in the Japanese nuclear policymaking arena as a key cause of the gridlock 
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phenomenon. In the chapter’s penultimate section, I assess the potential for significant nuclear 

policy change in the future, especially in light of the bankruptcy and government takeover of the 

Tokyo Electric Power Company (TEPCO). The final section summarizes and concludes.   

My point in highlighting Japan’s political failure since Fukushima is not to demand that 

the country’s policymakers adopt this or that alternative nuclear policy mix. Rather, the point is 

to better understand the sources of a lack of substantial nuclear policy change when most expert 

observers expected major change. The goal is analytical, not prescriptive.   

 

Japan’s nuclear policy disarray 

Social scientists often note that external shocks and natural disasters provide unparalleled 

opportunities for major policy change.
2
 Scholars of postwar Japanese politics have placed 

particular stress on the importance of shocks as stimuli for new policies.
3
 Accordingly, many 

observers expected that the Fukushima nuclear disaster of March 2011 would swiftly catalyze a 

major nuclear policy overhaul.
4
 After all, even before the disaster, Japan’s nuclear energy 

ambitions were considerably out of step with those of most of its developed country peers. For 

instance, the rest of the developed world had long since abandoned the idea of extracting 

plutonium from the waste products of spent uranium fuel and using it to power plutonium-based 

nuclear reactors—the so-called “plutonium economy.” Yet Japan had clung dearly to that dream 

for fifty years despite poor technical results, soaring costs and diplomatic frictions.
5
 Japan was 

already long overdue for a course correction.  

At first glance, a major Japanese nuclear policy change might appear to have occurred 

right after Fukushima. Japan had fifty-four operative nuclear power reactors at the time of the 

multiple explosions at Fukushima Dai-Ichi in March 2011. By contrast, after the accident, one by 



3 

 

one the fifty remaining reactors in the country were taken offline. By May 2012, for the first time 

since 1966 no nuclear power reactors were operating in the country.
6
 But appearances can be 

deceiving; this dramatic change in Japan’s nuclear behavior was not the result of a dramatic 

change in Japanese national policy. In fact, Japan’s descent to nuclear zero was the unintended 

consequence of a regulatory snafu.  

The Fukushima accident had revealed, in tragic fashion, that the existing nuclear safety 

standards were woefully inadequate. For example, the offsite emergency command posts were 

not equipped with air filters to keep out radioactive particles, so when the accident happened, the 

emergency response personnel themselves had to evacuate the premises.
7
 This and thousands of 

other safety items had to be reviewed in the aftermath of March 2011. In principle, new safety 

rules could have been developed without shutting down the undamaged reactors. But Japan’s 

antiquated safety regulations featured a standard technical requirement to shut down each reactor 

every thirteen months for an intensive top-to-bottom safety check and recertification.
8
 Therefore, 

as long as the safety rules were in turmoil—and they remained in turmoil until July 2013
9
—after 

a reactor went offline as scheduled, the government simply could not legally certify its fitness for 

a restart.  

The result was the gradual shutdown of Japan’s entire nuclear reactor fleet, which had 

previously been providing more than a quarter of the nation’s electricity. In an attempt to reverse 

the trend, the government hurriedly declared the safety of two reactors at the Oi power plant in 

Fukui prefecture and approved their restart in July 2012.
10

 But it had to use fancy legal footwork 

to do this, because the new nuclear safety rules were still not yet in place. The action caused a 

storm of protest—including tough criticism from the head of the Nuclear Safety Commission 

himself, and the largest street demonstrations that the country had seen in decades.
11

 As a result, 
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the government hesitated to repeat its questionable maneuvers. Even the two Oi reactors were 

allowed to go back offline after finishing their thirteen month operating period in September 

2013, thus returning the country once again to nuclear zero. The government was right to 

hesitate; in May 2014, the Fukui District Court ruled that the procedures employed in the 2012 

Oi plant restart had been illegal and even went so far as to cast doubt on the constitutional 

legitimacy of restarting any of Japan’s nuclear plants under any circumstance.
 12

 At the time of 

this writing, July 2014, all of Japan’s nuclear power reactors were still idle, and no restarts were 

expected until at least after the summer.
13

  

In short, the collapse of Japanese nuclear power production over the three years from 

2011-2014 was not the product of an external shock leading to a clear new national policy 

direction. Instead, the technological accident at Fukushima led to the subsequent political 

accident of an unintended, open-ended, nationwide nuclear shutdown.   

The acute question of whether or not to restart the reactors garnered most of the media 

attention, but longer-term nuclear policy questions also became bogged down in political 

wrangling and remained unresolved more than three years after the accident. Below I briefly 

describe the debates that took place in three key policy areas: nuclear safety regulations, Japan’s 

long-term energy mix, and investment in fuel cycle technologies.  

Nuclear safety regulations. The Fukushima accident exposed the woeful insufficiency of 

Japan’s old nuclear safety system. Soon after the accident, the Democratic Party of Japan 

(DPJ)-led government announced its intention to create a new Nuclear Regulation Authority 

(NRA) modeled on the well-respected US Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Practically everyone 

agreed that this was a good idea. The NRA law was widely expected to sail through the Diet. Not 

even the powerful Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry (METI), which had previously 
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been in charge of nuclear safety regulation, opposed the creation of a new nuclear safety czar 

outside its jurisdiction.
14

 But at the last minute, the opposition Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) 

attacked the government’s proposal on the grounds that the NRA needed to be an “Article 3 

organization”—a special status providing absolute independence. The LDP was seeking political 

advantage by tacking to the “left” of the DPJ on nuclear safety. The LDP ended up blocking the 

NRA law’s passage through the Diet for months until the DPJ finally gave in to its demands.
15

 

Due to this political struggle, it was not until September 2012 that the new agency could finally 

begin the hard work of crafting new Japanese nuclear safety regulations.
16

 The NRA finally 

produced its new safety regulations for commercial power plants in July 2013 and subsequently 

began assessing the reactors’ readiness one at a time— a process that could take several years to 

complete. The Diet’s failure to quickly pass the NRA law was a key reason why Japan’s entire 

nuclear reactor fleet went dark and stayed that way for such a long time.  

As of July 2014, the NRA was up and running, and the power companies had spent over 

2.2 trillion yen so far to fulfill its new safety requirements.
17

 Even so, one could not assume that 

the subsequent months and years would see steady progress toward the restart of Japan’s nuclear 

reactor fleet. One reason to avoid such an assumption was the institutional uncertainty about the 

new nuclear safety regime that was again being caused by the LDP. After returning to power in 

December 2012, the LDP and its allies conveniently forgot their prior insistence on absolute 

NRA independence and started lambasting it for not moving more swiftly to approve reactor 

restarts. Even more problematically, the politicians sought to curtail the regulator’s independence 

by aggressively trying to pack its top ranks with pro-nuclear advocates who had received 

significant sums of money from the EPCOs over the years.
18

 The LDP’s goal was obviously to 

speed up the restarts; but in so doing, it was also inviting more political conflict and thereby 
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hurting the chances for public acceptance of any restarts. It was also inviting intervention by the 

courts. The Fukui District Court’s order in the Oi case called into question the very possibility of 

certifying a nuclear plant’s safety in earthquake-prone Japan. If the NRA’s legal status of 

absolute independence were believed to have been compromised, the courts could weigh in even 

more strongly against any renewed operation of Japan’s nuclear estate.       

Japan’s long-term energy mix. The second area of policy confusion and uncertainty was 

with regard to Japan’s future energy mix. To supply its short-term energy needs in the face of the 

shutdown of the entire nuclear fleet in 2012, Japan turned heavily to strict conservation and 

imports of vast amounts of old-school fossil fuels.
19

 These emergency measures kept the lights 

on. But the imports sent Japan’s trade balance into deficit, and no one thought that a massive 

increase in the country’s fossil fuel dependence was a good idea. Japan therefore needed to 

decide on a rational long-term energy plan, and notably on the relative role to be played by fossil 

fuels, renewables, and nuclear. But as of July 2014, it still had not done so.  

The government did recognize that its 2010 plan to raise the nuclear portion in Japan’s 

electricity mix to 50% by 2030 had become impossible.
20

 But what portion would be possible 

and desirable for nuclear? And what other energies would make up the difference? 

Many voices argued that Japan needed to increase its reliance on renewable energies such 

as solar and wind power, which represented only two percent of Japan’s electricity production 

prior to the disaster (10 percent if one includes large-scale hydro power).
21

 Although the 

electrical power companies and heavy industry were skeptical of these technologies, in 

September 2011 DPJ Prime Minister Naoto Kan coerced the Diet to pass a new feed-in tariff 

subsidy system for new renewables by making the law’s passage a condition for his stepping 
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down from power.
22

 The new system came into effect in July 2012, and soon thereafter solar 

panels and wind turbines were popping up all over the country.  

Japan’s post-Fukushima embrace of renewables has been hailed as a textbook example of 

shock-induced policy change.
23

 With the creation of the feed-in-tariff system, Kan certainly 

made his mark on Japanese energy policy. But the key question of whether the increased future 

reliance on renewables would come at the expense of nuclear power or fossil fuels was actually 

left unresolved. It remained unresolved even after the return to power of the LDP in December 

2012. This persistent lack of clarity can be seen in the vapid new “Strategic Energy Plan” 

released by METI in April 2014, which broke precedent by failing to assign numerical targets for 

the future level of reliance on different energy sources as had been done for decades. The 

document did offer a statement that in the future the use of nuclear energy would be “lowered to 

the extent possible,” but what that might mean in practice was anybody’s guess.
24

 It did not even 

necessarily mean that the government was accepting that the role of nuclear in Japan’s future 

energy mix would be less than it had been before Fukushima—only that it would be less than 

what the government’s pre-2011 projections had anticipated. 

Such waffling as late as mid-2014 reflected the fact that the political class had become 

deeply divided over the long-term future of nuclear power.  

Kan produced the first major breach in the formerly pro-nuclear elite consensus in July 

2011, when he called for Japan to plan its complete exit from nuclear power. The prime 

minister’s statement was reported by worldwide media as the inevitable denouement of the 

Fukushima accident.
25

 But domestically Kan was pilloried for his stance, not only by the LDP 

and heavy industry but even within his own party, and he ended up weakly declaring a few days 

later that it was merely his “personal view.”
26
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The idea of a nuclear phaseout did not die after Kan was replaced by the DPJ politician 

Yoshihiko Noda, however. On September 14, 2012, Noda’s Energy and Environment 

Council—comprised of the most powerful cabinet ministers in the government—at least 

rhetorically embraced the nuclear phaseout option in a decision that it presented as definitive. 

The council pledged that Japan should arrive at zero nuclear power generation prior to the year 

2040. But it also declared that, in the meantime, Japan should operate existing reactors at full 

power, resume building the planned reactors whose construction had been approved prior to the 

disaster, and even continue to pursue commercial reprocessing to extract plutonium from spent 

reactor fuel.
27

 In other words, the plan was for Japan’s nuclear operations to return to their 

pre-accident path, but everything would once again come to a screeching halt in about 

twenty-five years’ time. This idea was attacked from all sides as self-contradictory and 

unrealistic. Then remarkably, less than a week after the council’s decision had been unveiled, the 

full cabinet failed to endorse its own top ministers’ stance.
28

 Noda continued to insist that 

nuclear zero by 2040 was the government’s policy, but his credibility was in tatters. 

The return to power of the LDP and Shinzo Abe after the December 2012 national 

elections was widely believed to herald the return of old-time nuclear boosterism, even though 

the party had been vague about its nuclear plans during the campaign. After returning to power, 

however, Abe and his government continued to avoid getting too specific about its nuclear 

intentions.
29

 As noted above, the government did not even dare to put a number on the country’s 

future level of reliance on nuclear power in its April 2014 “Strategic Energy Plan.”  

Why did the LDP—and above all this LDP, under Abe’s bull-in-a-china-closet style of 

leadership—tread so gingerly around the nuclear issue? In part, the LDP’s cautiousness was due 

to the continuing massive unpopularity of nuclear power in public opinion, as demonstrated in 
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survey after survey. For instance, in exit polls at the time of the December 2012 national Diet 

elections, 79 percent of respondents favored either a gradual or immediate complete nuclear 

phaseout, whereas only 15 percent opposed it.
30

 And the LDP found it very hard to change this 

dynamic in the face of a steady stream of reports of the haplessness of TEPCO in its attempts to 

deal with contaminated water and other ongoing problems at the Fukushima Dai-Ichi nuclear site. 

Abe’s implausible claim that Fukushima was “under control” at his speech to the International 

Olympic Committee in October 2013 greatly undermined his credibility on the issue.
31

  

But the Abe government’s lack of clarity about the future of nuclear in Japan’s energy 

mix was not just due to fear of the reaction of mass opinion. There were also major fissures over 

Japan’s nuclear direction within the LDP. Most strikingly, Abe’s former mentor, ex-Prime 

Minister Junichiro Koizumi, developed an increasingly hard-line anti-nuclear position after a 

visit to Germany, the driver of the global movement for a renewable energy-based economy. 

Koizumi went public with his views beginning in August 2013. Taking his campaign a step 

further, in 2014 he drafted former Prime Minister Morihiro Hosokawa to run for Governor of 

Tokyo on an anti-nuclear platform against the LDP-backed independent Yoichi Masuzoe, who 

had tried to stake out a moderate position on the issue.
32

 Hosokawa lost, but his and Koizumi’s 

highly publicized stance destroyed the Abe team’s attempt to claim that the anti-nuclear camp 

was merely comprised of irresponsible leftists and the untutored masses. 

As of July 2014, it appeared that the Abe government was content to continue supporting 

nuclear in a wink-wink nudge-nudge way rather than detailing specific plans for Japan’s future 

energy mix. That may be good electoral politics, but the Japanese bureaucracy and big business 

do not appreciate such a high level of uncertainty.  
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Fuel cycle facilities. The nuclear fuel cycle was the third area of surprising lack of 

decisive policy change after Fukushima.  

When you burn uranium for energy in a nuclear reactor, as a byproduct you get 

plutonium, which actually contains more energy than the uranium you started with. The 

awareness of this strange and wonderful physical property led many states over the years to try to 

bring about a “plutonium economy” of cheap and inexhaustible energy. But the fuel cycle theory 

proved difficult to put in practice, and it was delicate diplomatically since plutonium is a key 

ingredient for nuclear weapons. So, one by one, most states dropped out of the game.
33

 Apart 

from Japan, the states that stuck with big fuel reprocessing and/or plutonium fast-breeder reactor 

plans after the 1980s were either nuclear weapon states (though not the United States) or states 

that were warming up to join the nuclear weapon club, notably India and North Korea.  

Japan maintained its almost unique commitment to building a purely civilian plutonium 

economy despite major technical problems and cost overruns.
34

 The construction costs alone for 

the Rokkasho reprocessing plant exceeded US$20 billion, and the plant was still not fully 

operational in 2011, two decades after the original estimated start date. Similarly, the Monju fast 

breeder reactor’s construction costs exceeded $12 billion, but it was also almost never in 

operation due to a serious 1995 sodium leak and then various other technical problems and 

accidents over the years.
35

 And the sorry saga of Japan’s uranium enrichment work was almost 

as unedifying. Yet the flow of state funding for these sensitive technologies was seemingly 

never-ending.  

In the aftermath of Fukushima, many observers believed that Japan would at the very 

least take the opportunity to shut down its white elephant fuel cycle projects. Not only had those 

projects provided precious little economic benefit in relation to their cost, but also an accident in 



11 

 

one of those facilities was both more likely and more dangerous than another accident in a 

conventional power reactor such as Fukushima Dai-Ichi. But the policy did not significantly 

change. Indeed, remarkably, at the same time that Japan’s reactors were being shut down one by 

one with little prospect of a quick restart —and with a decent chance that they would never 

return to service—in January 2012 Japan Nuclear Fuels, Ltd. (JNFL) actually moved to start up 

the Rokkasho reprocessing plant for a test run.
36

 The Princeton physicist and nuclear policy 

expert Frank von Hippel described Japan’s attempt to launch its reprocessing plant while not 

having any operating power reactors as being simply “crazy.”
37

 Yet even the DPJ government’s 

nuclear phaseout policy proposal of September 14, 2012 actually doubled down and explicitly 

endorsed this “crazy” policy course. Later, in April 2014 the LDP government reaffirmed 

Japan’s commitment to creating a complete fuel cycle, though also declaring that the Monju 

reactor would be modified to burn more plutonium than it breeds.
38

 Such modifications would 

be no easy task, especially given that the reactor had never worked properly in the first place. 

Moreover, shortly after the government’s decision to retool the reactor, the NRA revealed 

additional serious data falsification issues by Monju’s operator, the Japan Atomic Energy 

Agency (JAEA), casting doubt on the JAEA’s fitness to run any kind of nuclear facility.
39

        

In sum, considering together the four areas of reactor restarts, nuclear safety institutions, 

long-term energy mix, and fuel cycle technologies, the severe shock of Fukushima did not work 

as many observers had believed it would. With the partial exception of the creation of the NRA, 

the broad lines of Japanese nuclear policy had not significantly changed. Instead, they had 

become more blurry and ever more disconnected from the reality on the ground.  

As of July 2014, it appeared that Japanese nuclear operations would likely rebound 

somewhat over the subsequent months and years. But without a coherent long-term policy, future 
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nuclear restarts and re-stops could also be expected to be highly inconsistent and politicized, and 

to routinely violate economic and technical rationality. This pattern was already clearly visible.   

Whatever the future may hold, the extended period of post-Fukushima nuclear policy 

rudderlessness is itself an important empirical puzzle that requires explanation. Why was 

Japanese nuclear policy not revamped in the wake of the Fukushima shock, as so many expert 

observers believed it would be? The question becomes even more acute when we realize that 

many other states did succeed in revamping their nuclear policies after Fukushima, even though 

the accident had happened in far-away Japan. 

 

Japan’s Nuclear Policy in International Comparison 

It is often helpful to use international comparisons to gauge how surprising or unsurprising a 

country’s policy choices may be. In the previous section of this chapter, I documented a very 

high level of policy confusion and uncertainty in the three years after Fukushima in Japan. But 

this response by Japan would be less surprising if most other relevant comparison countries had 

responded likewise. Below, I compare Japan’s nuclear policies pre- and post-Fukushima with 

those of eleven other rich democracies with significant nuclear operations. This is the right 

comparison group from a social-scientific perspective because of their similar political, social, 

and economic contexts. For our purposes here, how China or North Korea responded to 

Fukushima is much less relevant than how France or South Korea responded.  

In the 2000s, as the world was faced with high oil prices and the reality of 

hydrocarbon-caused climate change, many rich democracies began gingerly to return to the 

option of nuclear power after the long pause since the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear disaster in the 

Soviet Union.
40

 Like an old necktie sitting at the bottom of the closet, Japan’s longstanding 
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commitment to increasing its reliance on nuclear power was so out of date that it had come back 

in fashion. But then Fukushima came along and ruined the party.
41

  

As shown in Table 1 below, Fukushima had a major impact on the nuclear plans of 

Japan’s peer comparison group of rich democracies (defined as states with OECD membership) 

with a significant nuclear establishment (defined as states operating at least five nuclear power 

reactors as of December 31, 2012). Table 1 shows the evolution between March 2011 and July 

2014 of these countries’ long-term (15-25 year) projected reliance on nuclear power production 

as a proportion of their overall electricity needs. The table sorts the countries’ policies into three 

broad categories: “planned increase,” “planned neutral,” or “planned decrease or phaseout.” I 

define a “neutral” stance as an expected change of no more than 3% in the part of nuclear in the 

country’s electricity mix in comparison to the pre-2011 number. Note that given finite reactor 

lifetimes, in some cases countries that are coded as “neutral” were planning to build new reactors, 

but the effect of new nuclear plant construction would be simply to replace the power lost from 

older units that were slated for decommissioning.   
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Table 1: Rich and nuclearized democracies’ long-term plans for nuclear energy as a 

proportion of their total electricity needs, before Fukushima and after Fukushima 

 

 Planned decrease or phaseout Planned neutral 

(±3%)  

 

Planned increase 

Before Fukushima 

(March 2011) 

France (small decrease)
42

  

Germany (decrease)
43

  

 

Belgium
44

 

Canada
45

 

Spain
46

 

Sweden
47

 

Switzerland
48

 

United Kingdom
49

 

United States
50

 

 

Czech Republic
51

 

Japan
52

 

South Korea
53

 

 

After Fukushima 

(July 2014) 

Belgium (phaseout by 2025) 

France (major decrease) 

Germany (phaseout by 2022) 

Japan? 

Switzerland (phaseout by 2034) 

Canada 

Czech Republic 

Japan? 

South Korea 

Spain 

Sweden 

United Kingdom 

United States 

 

 

N.B. Italicized country name indicates a significant post-Fukushima policy shift. 

Source: Compiled by author. 

 

Table 1 provides very clear evidence of a major shift away from nuclear among Japan’s 

peer group countries in the wake of Fukushima. Putting aside the case of Japan, six of the eleven 

relevant comparison countries made clear decisions to rely much less on nuclear in the future 

than they had been planning to do prior to the accident, whereas five decided to maintain their 

prior expected levels. Of the six that decided to reduce their planned reliance, three decided for a 

complete nuclear phaseout, one decided to shift from a small reduction to a big reduction, and 

two decided to scrap planned increases. These were seismic policy shifts.
54

 The overall 

post-Fukushima downshift of nuclear expectations among Japan’s peer group was even more 

striking in light of the strong pre-2011 expectations of a coming nuclear “renaissance.” Of course, 
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Fukushima was not the only driver of the changed nuclear plans of Japan’s peer group, and in 

many cases the changes were controversial and not irreversible. But Fukushima was clearly a 

very strong force for change in all of these places, as it affected both the politics and the 

economics of nuclear power. If we put this global reaction together with the fact that Fukushima 

happened in Japan, Japan’s failure to clearly revise its nuclear plans in the aftermath of the 

accident was all the more surprising.  

The additional takeaway from this table is that whether or not the states decided to 

decrease their reliance on nuclear power after Fukushima, they typically made reasonably clear 

decisions on the matter. Long-term nuclear plans were legislated, calls for tender were issued or 

voided, reactors were ordered or decommissioned, and so forth. By contrast, over time Japan’s 

nuclear policy simply became harder and harder to make sense of.    

 

Veto Players and Japan’s Nuclear Policy Rudderlessness   

Why did Japanese policymakers fail to coalesce around a clear and credible long-term nuclear 

policy after the accident?  

Perhaps the most commonly offered hypothesis to explain Japan’s post-Fukushima policy 

disarray was that the country suddenly found itself with no good energy options. Oil and gas 

come from unstable parts of the world, have high price volatility and produce climate change; 

industrial-scale solar, wind, and other renewables are generally expensive and largely unproven 

as large-scale power sources; and nuclear energy is now perceived as being highly dangerous. 

Therefore the government simply did not know what to do. As a government source explained to 

the Asahi Shimbun in late August 2012, “I think the politicians are having trouble making up 

their minds.”
55
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Yet there was no shortage of people who leaped in with bright ideas about how to build a 

new energy policy framework in Japan. And politicians are used to being blindsided by 

unexpected events and impossible policy dilemmas. In fact, it is almost definitional to the 

profession of politician to make difficult choices quickly and authoritatively—or at least appear 

to be doing so.
56

 But this time, they simply waffled. Why? 

 The politicians were hamstrung less by a lack of good policy options as by a lack of 

good political options—and by their limited power to reshuffle the political deck. One major 

political problem caused by Fukushima was the serious difference of opinion about the value of 

nuclear energy that started to divide the majority of the Japanese power elite from the majority of 

ordinary citizens.
57

 The power elite, and notably the so-called “nuclear village” of big business, 

the electrical utilities and key government ministries, remained mostly in favor of continued 

heavy reliance on nuclear energy despite the disaster. But the mass public became increasingly 

anti-nuclear, not least because of its serious doubts about the competence and honesty of the 

“nuclear village.” By March 2012, 79.6% of the public moderately or strongly endorsed the idea 

of an eventual complete break with nuclear power, and its anti-nuclear spirit remained solid over 

the subsequent months.
58

 As noted above, anti-nuclear masses even went into the streets by the 

tens of thousands to make their voices heard—the first time in decades that Japan had seen such 

an outpouring of public sentiment on any issue.
59

 In a democracy, strongly held public views 

could not be ignored even if they were considered unrealistic by many elites.   

But the elite-mass nuclear policy standoff was by no means the whole story here. The 

strength of post-Fukushima public opinion surely caused much heartburn in the corridors of 

power but, in truth, it was merely one additional layer of difficulty for a policymaking process 

that even the insiders had long found to be incredibly frustrating. In an interview I conducted 
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before the Fukushima accident, one influential figure in the nuclear establishment told me that 

the major nuclear players had responded to increasing problems in the sector since the 1990s 

with “a lack of willingness to collaborate, and even occasionally forming a kind of circular firing 

squad.”
60

 And what was true before March 2011 was ever truer after it. Indeed, it may be 

precisely because the elites were already so deeply divided that public opinion was able to have 

such a big impact on the post-Fukushima policy debate. The prime minister and his cabinet were 

not capable of leading this squabbling group of actors; they were merely part of the squabble.  

The conventional wisdom is mistaken in suggesting that there ever was a cohesive 

“nuclear village” that knew what policies it wanted and how to push them through. Japanese 

nuclear policy was gridlocked long before Fukushima, largely because the nuclear village 

actually contained many distinctive, legally empowered actors— “veto players,” in the language 

of contemporary political science—with different viewpoints and mutual suspicions.
61

  

Veto players are individual or collective actors that have de facto institutionalized 

authority to unilaterally block major policy change. Many recent comparative politics studies 

agree that, to quote Andrew MacIntyre, “the wider the dispersal of veto authority, the greater the 

risk of policy rigidity.”
62

 This observation has special relevance for the Japanese nuclear 

policymaking arena. In Japan, veto authority over fundamental aspects of nuclear policy 

gradually dispersed very widely over the decades—and not just to different parts of the state, but 

also to the private, regional monopoly electrical utilities and the heavy manufacturers.
63

 This 

dispersion of power has been much more extensive in Japan than in most other countries. 

Moreover, because veto power on this issue began to disperse very early in Japan in comparison 

with other states, once the key actors became established as veto players, they were able to 

spread their tentacles far and wide across the entire policy sector. This provided them with an 
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early warning system against threats to their nuclear preferences or veto power. The gradual 

entrenchment of the nuclear veto players over time is a good example of what Paul Pierson has 

dubbed the “increasing returns” process of historical institutionalization.
64

 At the same time, the 

increasing complexity of the situation led the veto players to perceive an ever-greater potential 

for severe and unpredictable “negative externalities” as a result of any major policy reform.
65

 

The result of this institutional situation was, predictably, Japan’s amazing record of nuclear 

policy rigidity. 

We can count at least seven institutional actors that have traditionally been deeply 

embedded in the policymaking process to the extent of holding de facto veto power over major 

nuclear policy changes. Table 2 identifies the seven veto players, the source of their veto power, 

the amount of time since they definitively rose to veto player status in the nuclear policymaking 

arena, and their generic nuclear policy preferences. There are also other significant actors in the 

nuclear sector, for instance the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology, 

whose power is real but does not rise to the level of a veto over major nuclear policy reform.   
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Table 2: Japan’s nuclear policy veto players 

Actor Source of veto power Age of veto power Policy preferences 

Prime 

minister/governing 

party coalition 

Constitutional authority 

to pass legislation  

1950s- Achieve popular and 

sustainable policies in 

line with political views 

Upper house 

majority when 

divided government  

Constitutional authority 

to pass legislation  

Sporadic; most 

recently, 2010-13  

Achieve popular and 

sustainable policies in 

line with political views 

Regional monopoly 

electrical power 

companies (EPCOs) 

Traditionally, legal 

monopoly on electricity 

generation, transmission 

and distribution; own 

and operate most of 

Japan’s nuclear facilities 

incl. fuel cycle facilities          

1950s- Maximize power 

production with existing 

nuclear reactors; 

minimize own 

investment costs  

Atomic Energy 

Commission (AEC) 

Authority under Atomic 

Energy Basic Law to set 

long-term nuclear policy  

1950s- Promote peaceful use of 

nuclear power; achieve 

nuclear policy consensus 

Ministry of 

Economy, Trade, 

and Industry 

(METI) 

Authority under Energy 

Policy Basic Law to 

draft long-term energy 

policy and set retail 

electricity rates, pass out 

funds to localities, etc.  

1970s- Increase domestic 

energy production; build 

the “plutonium 

economy”; increase 

nuclear exports 

Prefectural 

governors 

Quasi-legal requirement 

to approve Nuclear 

Safety Agreement with 

plant operator  

1970s- Achieve sustainable and 

popular policies; get 

subsidies from national 

government and EPCOs 

Nuclear plant 

makers (e.g. 

Hitachi, Mitsubishi, 

Toshiba), backed by 

Keidanren 

Makers of most of 

Japan’s reactors; would 

also be key for reactor 

decommissioning          

1990s- 

(previously were in 

coalition with the 

EPCOs) 

Increase nuclear 

construction at home 

and abroad 

Source: Compiled by author. 
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In addition to the seven veto players listed in Table 2, note that the new nuclear safety 

agency, the NRA, acted as a major block on the government’s nuclear restart intention after its 

birth in 2012. I have not included the NRA in Table 2 because of the importance of historical 

institutionalization processes. In other words, however powerful it may seem on paper, a new 

organizational actor inevitably requires time to put down roots and become strong enough to 

consistently block others from taking steps that would be contrary to its self-perceived mission. 

Therefore, although as of July 2014 the NRA seemed to have all the characteristics of a veto 

player, it was necessary to wait and see whether those characteristics would persist. In addition, 

as noted previously, after the accident the courts started to make sporadic rulings on the nuclear 

issue. The courts certainly had the ability to become yet another veto player if they were to 

exercise their full constitutional powers. But again, as of July 2014 whether the judiciary would 

become fully engaged remained to be seen.
66

  

The final asterisk to Table 2 is that the AEC was reformed by new legislation in 2014 that 

essentially nullified its longstanding veto power. The AEC still existed, but it was a shadow of its 

former self.
67

 This is an extraordinary event from the perspective of veto players theory, and 

careful study will be required to determine how this fate could have befallen an institution that 

had wielded tremendous power in earlier decades. My off-the-record interviews indicate that the 

AEC was a willing participant in its own demise. In the aftermath of 2011, the AEC 

commissioners had found themselves unable to fulfill their mandate to bring the various nuclear 

players together, especially due to the expansion of the circle of active players and the hot glare 

of the media and elected politicians. As a result, they were more relieved than angered when 

their statutory role of setting long-term nuclear policy was hijacked by the DPJ government.   
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In general, what does the existence of multiple veto players mean for policy? If all 

players agree on a policy change, then it can happen. But the greater the number of veto players, 

the more unlikely such consensus becomes. Thus, not only recently but also in the past, serious 

initiatives to change Japan’s nuclear direction by one or another of these powerful actors have 

been consistently blocked or dramatically watered down by the others, in line with the 

expectations of historical institutionalist veto players theory. The result has been many decades 

of nuclear policy stasis. For instance: 

 Nuclear weapons. Numerous high-ranking Japanese politicians over the years 

have been tempted to seek the bomb. Political pressures in this direction were 

strongest in the 1950s and 1960s, prior to Japan’s accession to the Nuclear 

Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). But as Hiromi Arisawa, an original member of 

the AEC who served for seventeen years, told the Asahi newspaper upon his 

retirement in 1972, “We were pressed repeatedly for permission to do basic 

research on how to make an atomic bomb. They tried to persuade us to do so by 

saying that such research was permissible under the Constitution. Naturally, I 

always refused.”
68

 It would be hard to find a clearer indication of the AEC’s veto 

power than this. 

 Reprocessing. In the early 2000s, the nine EPCOs, along with neo-liberal forces 

in the Koizumi government and METI, pushed for a retreat from the costly and 

fruitless pursuit of the “plutonium economy.” The EPCOs were already skeptical 

of the economic benefits of spent fuel reprocessing when the Rokkasho project 

began in the 1970s, but they had bowed to the wishes of Mitsubishi Chemical, 

Sumitomo Chemical and other heavy manufacturers to create the JNFL 
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consortium to build the Rokkasho reprocessing plant.
69

 By the 2000s, however, 

the EPCOs turned clearly against making any more investments in Rokkasho. To 

fend off their attack, METI first quashed its internal neo-liberal dissenters who 

agreed with the EPCOs, and then it pushed the Diet to create a special 

“reprocessing fund” worth 12.7 trillion yen in May 2005. In this act, the 

government agreed to pay all existing debts and future costs associated with the 

Rokkasho facility, using special surcharges on electricity transmission and 

household consumption.
70

 The EPCOs ended up accepting this as a partial win 

and, against their better judgment, agreed to keep working on the project. 

 Nuclear power production. As noted above, Kan’s July 2011 attempted 

peremptory announcement of a nuclear power phaseout was overwhelmingly 

rejected by the other veto players, and he had to backtrack. Likewise, Noda’s 

more carefully deliberated phaseout plan met with the same ignominious fate. It 

failed even to gain the endorsement of Noda’s own cabinet. 

These serious attempts to overturn the existing order did not succeed, largely because of 

the fractionalized nature of the Japanese nuclear policymaking arena. It is also important to note 

that such serious attempts at major nuclear policy reform have historically been rare. Why has 

the traditional nuclear policy not been under more pressure, more often? This brings us to the 

second key historical institutionalist insight: the intertwining of different strands of nuclear 

policy over time. This intertwining has made it difficult for the veto players to figure out how to 

get the major changes that they would like to see in one core aspect of the policy without causing 

ripple effects that adversely affect their interests and power in other core aspects. In other words, 



23 

 

Japan’s nuclear policy rigidity has been a function not only of the large number of veto players, 

but also of the legacies of the deals that the veto players struck with each other in the past.  

The difficulty of bringing about change in the context of intertwined policy strands can 

be seen in the case of the white elephant Rokkasho reprocessing plant, which I highlighted 

earlier as one of the puzzling survivors of the Fukushima crisis. Prior to Fukushima, a METI 

bureaucrat informed me that even though METI had historically been strongly in favor of 

Rokkasho for energy security reasons, at some point most METI bureaucrats realized that the 

plutonium economy was never going to materialize. But they nevertheless kept funding the 

Rokkasho project, mainly because of Japan’s continuing inability to find a site to build a 

permanent nuclear waste storage facility.
71

 The existence of the Rokkasho facility, even in its 

unfinished condition, had become necessary to justify the national government’s promises to 

local and prefectural governments that the large quantity of spent fuel that was sitting in 

above-ground storage sites under their jurisdiction was merely there “temporarily” and would be 

taken off their hands once Rokkasho could be brought into operation. Otherwise they would no 

longer agree to host nuclear power reactors. Moreover, a large quantity of spent fuel has already 

been sent to Rokkasho itself, and it would be next to impossible to convince the local and 

prefectural governments to allow it to come back. Thus Japan arrived at the almost ridiculous 

situation that, because no permanent solution for stashing Japan’s nuclear waste could be found, 

it had to continue massive spending on an extremely expensive, still-inoperative fuel 

reprocessing plant that was not going to solve the problem of long-term waste disposal even after 

it entered into service.   

The question then arises, why is it that Japan has had so much trouble finding a 

permanent nuclear waste site? Despite generous state and corporate payments over the years, as 
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of July 2014 no amount of money had been sufficient to convince any to become the permanent 

dumping ground for Japan’s nuclear waste.
72

 Why not? The answer is complicated, but one 

important reason why the power elite has failed to overcome NIMBY (“Not In My Backyard”) 

sentiments on this question has been Japanese anti-nuclear activists’ effective mobilization of the 

public’s instinctive “nuclear fear,” in Spencer Weart’s resonant phrase.
73

  

Ironically, then, the actions of the anti-nuclear activists may be said to be partially 

responsible for the persistence of METI’s commitment to building the plutonium economy. Why 

has the anti-nuclear movement been so strenuous in its opposition to siting a permanent waste 

facility, even though such a facility would potentially hasten the closure of Rokkasho and 

thereby put an end to the costly and dangerous fuel cycle policy? Here we come to the third 

historical institutionalist insight. One of the leading anti-nuclear activists, Hideyuki Ban of the 

Citizens’ Nuclear Information Center, explained to me that although he has tried to convince 

fellow activists to be “more flexible” on the waste issue and other issues, the anti-nuclear 

movement itself is riven with internal divisions that keep it locked into a fundamentalist 

anti-nuclear position.
74

 Thus, the nuclear village’s veto player-driven gridlock is matched by an 

analogous institutionalized fractionalization among its anti-nuclear opponents, with the result 

that neither side can compromise with the other. And the bad blood created by this polarized 

situation leads to even more gridlock.   

 

The Fall of TEPCO and Japan’s Possible Nuclear Futures 

Recognizing the existence of longstanding, institutionalized gridlock at the top allows us to 

reframe the key puzzle that I highlighted at the outset of this chapter. If we want to understand 

why Japan failed to come up with a coherent set of policy reforms during the three years and 
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counting after Fukushima, then we need first to understand why it had been unable to reform its 

traditional nuclear policy for so many years prior to the accident. The answer, in short, is Japan’s 

entrenched nuclear veto players. This insight can also help us to better understand the kinds of 

potential structural changes that could finally open the door to major nuclear policy reform in the 

future.  

Before Fukushima, no institutionalized veto player had ever been disestablished from the 

nuclear policymaking arena. Once a veto player, always a veto player. If this tradition were to 

hold firm, then there would be little reason to project any other possible nuclear future for Japan 

than an unlimited extension of the present confusion. The potential addition of the NRA to the 

lineup of veto players seemed to foretell even more fractionalization and gridlock in the future. 

But Fukushima did shake the traditional veto players lineup to some extent. First, as noted above, 

in 2014 the AEC’s power was significantly downgraded. Second and potentially much more 

significant, in 2012 the government took over TEPCO. The post-Fukushima political and 

economic weakness of TEPCO and its sister EPCOs makes it somewhat more possible to 

imagine a future in which Japanese nuclear policy changes radically.  

TEPCO was by far the largest of the nine electrical power companies or EPCOs—private, 

vertically integrated, regional electrical utility monopolies—and was their unquestioned leader in 

their many political battles with MITI/METI.
75

 Under TEPCO’s leadership, the EPCOs had 

notably succeeded in preventing the implementation of retail electricity liberalization, thus 

bucking the strong liberalizing trend across most of the rest of the industrialized world.
76

 

However, the Fukushima accident caused the company to descend into virtual bankruptcy, and as 

a result the government gained a majority stake of voting shares in the company.
77

 TEPCO was 

still providing electricity, but it was certainly not in a position to fight mano a mano with the 
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government any more. The other EPCOs were not nationalized, and they continued to fight for 

their interests. But without the giant TEPCO to lead them, their influence in Tokyo’s corridors of 

power was much reduced. Indeed, in January 2013 a METI panel came out in favor of 

definitively breaking up the utilities and introducing true competition into the energy 

marketplace.
78

 The 1990s-era deregulation plan had risen from the ashes.   

The prospect of steamrolling a genuine deregulation of the electricity market over 

TEPCO’s dead body provided a glimmer of hope for those who wanted to see Japan exit from 

nuclear power.
79

 In a truly market-based energy sector, companies would likely be unable to 

finance any substantial new nuclear investments. Therefore, a genuine liberalization of the 

electricity market would essentially condemn Japan’s nuclear estate to obsolescence.  

In a doubly ironic twist, however, although the nationalization of TEPCO made 

liberalization (and, as a consequence, major nuclear policy change) more possible, it also 

undermined the desire of the politicians and METI bureaucrats to support the growth of a 

genuinely free market system in the energy sector. When TEPCO became government-owned, 

all of its gigantic and upward-spiraling financial liabilities became the government’s 

responsibility. Anticipating these costs, the Ministry of Finance had weighed in strongly against 

METI’s drive to achieve majority control of the company in the spring of 2012.
80

 But METI 

won, so the question then became how its “prize” would be paid for. The two basic options 

would be to raise taxes or to return TEPCO to profitability. Anyone would prefer the latter 

option. But TEPCO’s business model has always depended heavily on its monopoly status, and 

on its cash-cow nuclear reactor fleet.
81

 The same is also true of most of the other EPCOs, whose 

own financial situations went from rosy to critical in just a few months due to the nationwide 

nuclear shutdown.
82

 Therefore, the nationalization of TEPCO greatly complicated the 
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government’s calculations, paradoxically dimming its enthusiasm for the deregulation option at 

the very moment when its political power over the EPCOs was at its height. Table 3 summarizes 

how the government perceived its main policy dilemmas. 
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Table 3: How nationalizing TEPCO complicated the government’s policy calculations 

Issue Interest as the government 

only 

Interest as TEPCO’s largest 

shareholder 

Reactivation of reactors Prior to reactivation, require 

greatly increased safety and 

then seek consent of localities 

and prefectures 

To put balance sheet back in 

the black, at least seven 

reactors need to be reactivated 

as soon as possible 

Further electricity rate hikes Lower rates to encourage 

economic growth 

Big rate hikes necessary to 

avert bankruptcy 

Electricity system reform Separation of power 

generation and distribution 

businesses would encourage 

competition and limit EPCO 

power 

Go slow on deregulation. If 

competition intensifies and 

TEPCO loses customers, rate 

hikes become impossible and 

it goes bankrupt 

Paying for nuclear 

decommissioning and 

decontamination 

TEPCO must pay for 

everything 

The more TEPCO is made to 

pay, the closer it comes to 

bankruptcy, especially if its 

reactors remain offline 

Source: Adapted from Chiaki Toyoda and Takeyo Miyazaki, “Govt, ‘New TEPCO’ Face Thorny 

Path,” Daily Yomiuri, August 2, 2012, p. 7.    

 

In sum, from a veto players perspective the nationalization of TEPCO made it somewhat 

more possible for the government to ram through a thoroughgoing deregulation of the electricity 

sector, which would be expected in turn to result in a long-term decline in Japan’s nuclear energy 

reliance. But the nationalization also made the government less interested in achieving that goal. 

As a result, after the nationalization there was a marked slowdown in the government’s 

momentum toward deciding for such a big-bang change in Japan’s energy market. The return to 

power of the pro-big business LDP in December 2012 made the road to deregulation even more 

challenging. A step toward liberalization was taken in November 2013, with the passage of a law 
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foreseeing the creation of a genuine national electricity grid.
83

 But the hard work still lay ahead. 

To bring a genuine free market into existence, over 40 laws would have to be remaamended or 

written anew, over the determined objections of the EPCOs and their many allies within the 

LDP.
84

 Such a massive reform would be a tall order for any prime minister, let alone one who 

was also determined to revive the nuclear estate from its dormancy.   

 

Conclusion 

In the wake of the Fukushima shock, many observers expected a swift and major reform in 

Japanese nuclear policy—at least the end of the dream of the plutonium economy, and perhaps 

even a definitive decision to move stepwise toward nuclear zero. On two occasions during 2012, 

the international press confidently reported that such a definitive national decision had in fact 

been made and that Japan was going to exit from nuclear power production just as Germany, 

Switzerland and Belgium had decided to do. But in fact, there still had been no grand nuclear 

policy turnaround more than three years after the accident. There had not been a strong 

reaffirmation of the traditional nuclear policy either. There had been a nationwide nuclear 

shutdown, but it was unintentional. Most political and economic elites were scrambling to find a 

way to undo the shutdown, but without offering a clear picture of what would come next. In 

short, as of July 2014, the future of nuclear energy in Japan was as clear as mud.  

Japan’s nuclear policy was already incoherent before Fukushima, and after the accident it 

became even more so. The rise of anti-nuclear public opinion after Fukushima was an additional 

complication for an already extremely fractionalized policymaking arena. This chapter has 

highlighted the workings of three interlocking structural obstacles to building a newly credible 

and comprehensive nuclear policy after the devastating Fukushima nuclear accident: 
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 First, the difficulty of gaining agreement between a large number of 

well-entrenched and mutually distrustful veto players. 

 Second, the difficulty of changing course in light of the complex legacy of past 

policy compromises among the veto players. 

 Third, the existence of a similarly fractionalized situation in the anti-nuclear 

camp, leading to extremism and rigidity on that side as well, and ultimately a 

polarized pro- versus anti-nuclear debate that further undermines momentum for 

policy reform. 

The fact that Japanese policymakers had achieved so little reform in the nuclear policy 

arena by July 2014 did not mean that reform was impossible. In this chapter I have outlined the 

most likely potential pathway for major nuclear policy change, which goes through electricity 

market liberalization. Such a pathway became much more conceivable after the nationalization 

of TEPCO. However, whether or how the government would take advantage of its slightly 

greater room for policy maneuver remains to be seen. 

How Japan will deal with its nuclear issues in the coming decades is anyone’s guess. But 

what can be said with certainty is that future political debates will carry deep scars from the long 

post-Fukushima period of political confusion, indecision, and recrimination. Japan’s nuclear 

policy meltdown has dealt a severe blow not merely to Japan’s economy and environment, but 

also and most troubling of all, to the credibility of the country’s fundamental political 

institutions.  

                                                

1. Thanks to Anne Allison, Joonhong Ahn, Frank Baldwin, Christina Davis, Toshihiro Higuchi, 

Kohta Juraku, Rieko Kage, Naoaki Kashiwabara, Bill Keller, Ellis Krauss, John Mueller, 

Gregory Noble, Atsushi Sadamatsu, Paul Scalise, Masa Takubo, Frank von Hippel, Masaru 



31 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

Yarime, and participants at the Possible Futures Japan conference for their close readings of 

earlier drafts of this chapter. Thanks also to participants at seminars at Temple University 

Japan, the University of Tokyo, and at the Association for Asian Studies annual conference in 

Toronto for their comments and questions. Special thanks to Professor Satoru Tanaka for 

hosting me at the University of Tokyo while I was conducting this research. Funding was 

provided by the Mellon Foundation New Directions fellowship program and the Japan 

Foundation Center for Global Partnership.   

2. See, e.g., Thomas A. Birkland, Lessons of Disaster: Policy Change after Catastrophic Events 

(Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2007); Bryan D. Jones and Frank R. 

Baumgartner, The Politics of Attention: How Government Prioritizes Problems (Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 2005); Frank R. Baumgartner, “Taking Advantage of ‘Crisis,’” 

Paper presented to the workshop “Politics in Times of Crisis,” Heidelberg, Germany, 

December 2009, available at 

http://www.unc.edu/~fbaum/papers/Baumgartner_Crisis_Dec_2009.pdf ; Jeffrey W. Legro, 

“The Transformation of Policy Ideas,” American Journal of Political Science Vol. 44, No. 3 

(July 2000), pp. 419-432; David A. Welch, Painful Choices: A Theory of Foreign Policy 

Change (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005).  

3. See esp. Kent E. Calder, “Japanese Foreign Economic Policy Formation: Explaining the 

Reactive State,” World Politics Vol. 40, No. 4 (July 1988), pp. 517-541; Kent E. Calder, 

Crisis and Compensation: Public Policy and Political Stability in Japan (Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 1991);Richard J. Samuels, 3.11: Disaster and Change in Japan 

(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2013). . 

http://www.unc.edu/~fbaum/papers/Baumgartner_Crisis_Dec_2009.pdf


32 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

4. In his recent book, the American Japanologist Richard Samuels bravely fesses up to his own 

“outsized expectations and claims” about the likely effect of Fukushima on Japanese policies 

in the aftermath of the disaster. At the time, Samuels believed that Japanese politics would 

undergo a dramatic transformation on a par with what occurred in the United States after 

September 11, 2001. Samuels, 3.11, pp. xii-xiii.  

5. Masafumi Takubo, “Wake Up, Stop Dreaming: Reassessing Japan’s Plutonium Reprocessing 

Program,” Nonproliferation Review Vol. 15, No. 1 (November 2008). 

6. Chico Harlan, “Japan to Shut Off its Last Reactor,” Washington Post, May 4, 2012, p. A9, 

accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

7. Phred Dvorak and Mitsuru Obe, “Panel Finds Japan Was Unprepared for Nuclear Disaster,” 

Wall Street Journal, December 27, 2011, available at 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203391104577121872005287232.html . 

8. 2009 legislation had allowed operators to apply to increase this to 18 months, but as of 

March 2011 most reactors were still on the 13 month schedule. See “Nuclear Power in Japan,” 

World Nuclear Association fact sheet updated September 2012, available at 

http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf79.html . 

9. Nuclear Regulation Authority, “Enforcement of the New Regulatory Requirements for 

Commercial Nuclear Power Reactors,” July 8, 2013, available at 

http://www.nsr.go.jp/english/e_news/data/13/0912.pdf .  

10. “Irresponsible Reactor Startup,” Japan Times, July 6, 2012, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

11. Kazuaki Nagata, “Oi Reactors Pass Stress Tests, Safety Panel Says,” Japan Times, March 24, 

2012, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203391104577121872005287232.html
http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf79.html
http://www.nsr.go.jp/english/e_news/data/13/0912.pdf


33 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

12. Mari Iwata, “Japan Court Blocks Reactor Restarts,” Wall Street Journal, May 21, 2014, 

available at 

http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748?m

g=reno64-wsj&url=http%3A%2F%2Fonline.wsj.com%2Farticle%2FSB1000142405270230

3480304579575544126260748.html    

13. “Japan to Experience Nuclear-Free Summer,” Asahi Shimbun, June 25, 2014, available at 

http://ajw.asahi.com/article/0311disaster/fukushima/AJ201406250047 .  

14. Author interview with METI official, February 8, 2012. 

15. “Opposition’s N-Safety Plan to be OK’d by Govt, DPJ,” Yomiuri Shimbun, May 13, 2012, 

available at http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120512002930.htm . 

16. James Conca, “Fukushima Slugfest—Japan’s New Nuclear Regulation Authority,” Forbes, 

October 9, 2012, available at 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/10/09/fukushima-slugfest-japans-new-nuclear-

regulation-authority/ . 

17. “Nuclear Safety Expenditures Top ¥2 Trillion,” Japan Times, July 5, 2014, available at 

http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/07/05/national/nuclear-safety-expenditures-top-%C2

%A52-trillion/#.U80qDxDzmmw . 

18. Mari Saito and Kentaro Hamata, “Independence of Japan’s Nuclear Regulator Questioned 

After Shakeup,” Reuters, June 10, 2014, available at 

http://uk.reuters.com/article/2014/06/10/japan-nuclear-regulator-idUKL4N0OR16X2014061

0 .  

http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748?mg=reno64-wsj&url=http%3A%2F%2Fonline.wsj.com%2Farticle%2FSB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748.html
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748?mg=reno64-wsj&url=http%3A%2F%2Fonline.wsj.com%2Farticle%2FSB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748.html
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748?mg=reno64-wsj&url=http%3A%2F%2Fonline.wsj.com%2Farticle%2FSB10001424052702303480304579575544126260748.html
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/0311disaster/fukushima/AJ201406250047
http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T120512002930.htm
http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/10/09/fukushima-slugfest-japans-new-nuclear-regulation-authority/
http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/10/09/fukushima-slugfest-japans-new-nuclear-regulation-authority/
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/07/05/national/nuclear-safety-expenditures-top-%C2%A52-trillion/#.U80qDxDzmmw
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/07/05/national/nuclear-safety-expenditures-top-%C2%A52-trillion/#.U80qDxDzmmw
http://uk.reuters.com/article/2014/06/10/japan-nuclear-regulator-idUKL4N0OR16X20140610
http://uk.reuters.com/article/2014/06/10/japan-nuclear-regulator-idUKL4N0OR16X20140610


34 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

19. “Japan’s 2012 LNG Imports at Record High on Nuclear Woes,” Reuters, January 23, 2013, 

available at 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/01/24/energy-japan-mof-idUSL4N0AT00Y20130124 . 

20. “METI Decides on Basic Energy Plan through 2030: Raise Energy Self-Sufficiency to 70%,” 

Atoms in Japan, June 14, 2010, available at 

http://www.jaif.or.jp/english/aij/member/2010/2010-06-14b.pdf . 

21. International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of the IEA Countries: Japan 2008 Review 

(Paris: IEA, 2008), p. 150.  

22. “Feed-in Tariff Scheme for Renewable Energy,” presentation of the Ministry of Economy, 

Trade and Industry, July 17, 2012, available at 

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/policy/energy_environment/renewable/pdf/summary201207.p

df  

23. Joern Huenteler, Tobias S. Schmidt, and Norichika Kanie, “Japan’s Post-Fukushima 

Challenge: Implications from the German Experience on Renewable Energy Policy,” Energy 

Policy Vol. 45 (June 2012), pp. 6-11. 

24. METI, “Strategic Energy Plan,” April 2014, available at 

http://www.enecho.meti.go.jp/en/category/others/basic_plan/pdf/4th_strategic_energy_plan.p

df . 

25. Chico Harlan, “Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan Calls for Phase-Out of Nuclear Power,” 

Washington Post, July 13, 2011, available at 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/japans-prime-minister-calls-for-phase-out-of-nuclear-

power/2011/07/13/gIQAXxUJCI_story.html .  

http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/01/24/energy-japan-mof-idUSL4N0AT00Y20130124
http://www.jaif.or.jp/english/aij/member/2010/2010-06-14b.pdf
http://www.meti.go.jp/english/policy/energy_environment/renewable/pdf/summary201207.pdf
http://www.meti.go.jp/english/policy/energy_environment/renewable/pdf/summary201207.pdf
http://www.enecho.meti.go.jp/en/category/others/basic_plan/pdf/4th_strategic_energy_plan.pdf
http://www.enecho.meti.go.jp/en/category/others/basic_plan/pdf/4th_strategic_energy_plan.pdf
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/japans-prime-minister-calls-for-phase-out-of-nuclear-power/2011/07/13/gIQAXxUJCI_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/japans-prime-minister-calls-for-phase-out-of-nuclear-power/2011/07/13/gIQAXxUJCI_story.html


35 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

26. “Kan: Nuclear Phaseout Comments ‘Personal’,” Nikkei Weekly, July 18, 2012, p. 1. Accessed 

on Lexis-Nexis. 

27. Hiroko Tabuchi, “Japan Sets End of 2030s to Phase Out Atom Power; Plan Would Let 

Industry Recoup Investments, but Tokyo Hints at Flexibility,” International Herald Tribune, 

September 15, 2012, p. 5, accessed on Lexis-Nexis; Hiroko Tabuchi, “Japan Says It Will 

Keep Working on Reactors,” International Herald Tribune, September 17, 2012, p. 19, 

accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

28. “The Endorsement that Wasn’t,” Japan Times, September 23, 2012, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

29. “LDP’s Vague Nuclear Energy Policy,” Japan Times, December 26, 2012, accessed on 

Lexis-Nexis. 

30. “Exit Poll: Anti-Nuclear Votes Spread Across the Board,” Asahi Shimbun, December 17, 

2012, available at http://ajw.asahi.com/article/0311disaster/fukushima/AJ201212170097 . 

Thanks to Ellis Krauss for bringing this article to my attention. 

31. “Survey: 76% Don’t Believe Fukushima Situation ‘Under Control’; Abe Support at 56%,” 

Asahi Shimbun, October 7, 2013, available at 

http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politics/AJ201310070064 . 

32. Takao Yamada, “Former PM Koizumi’s Anti-Nuclear Case Makes Sense,” Mainichi 

Shimbun, August 26, 2013, available at 

http://mainichi.jp/english/english/perspectives/news/20130826p2a00m0na008000c.html . 

33. Herbert Kitschelt, “Four Theories of Public Policy Making and Fast Breeder Reactor 

Development,” International Organization Vol. 40, No. 1 (Winter 1986), p. 98. 

http://ajw.asahi.com/article/0311disaster/fukushima/AJ201212170097
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politics/AJ201310070064
http://mainichi.jp/english/english/perspectives/news/20130826p2a00m0na008000c.html


36 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

34. Frans Berkhout, Tatsujiro Suzuki, and William Walker, “The Approaching Plutonium 

Surplus: A Japanese/European Predicament,” International Affairs Vol. 66, No. 3 (July 1990), 

pp. 523-543. 

35. Hiroko Tabuchi, “Japan Strains to Fix a Reactor Damaged Before Quake,” New York Times, 

June 17, 2011. 

36. “Furnace Fault Delays Tests at Spent Fuel Nuclear Plant,” Daily Yomiuri, February 5, 2012, p. 

2, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

37. “Eric Talmadge and Mari Yamaguchi, “Japan to Make More Plutonium Despite Big 

Stockpile,” Associated Press online, June 1, 2012, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

38. METI, “Strategic Energy Plan,” April 2014, esp. p. 54, available at 

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/press/2014/0411_02.html . 

39. “Falsified Inspections Suspected at Monju Fast-Breeder Reactor,” Japan Times, April 11, 

2014, available at 

http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/04/11/national/falsified-inspections-suspected-at-mo

nju-fast-breeder-reactor/#.U82xURDzmmw . 

40. Sharon Squassoni, Nuclear Energy: Rebirth or Resuscitation? (Washington, DC: Carnegie 

Endowment for International Peace, 2009), available at 

http://carnegieendowment.org/files/nuclear_energy_rebirth_resuscitation.pdf . 

41. See Charles D. Ferguson, “Nuclear Power’s Uncertain Future,” The National Interest, March 

15, 2012, available at 

http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/nuclear%27s-uncertain-future-6643 ; Frank Uekoetter, 

“Fukushima, Europe, and the Authoritarian Nature of Nuclear Technology,” Environmental 

History Vol. 17, No. 2 (April 2012), pp. 277-284.    

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/press/2014/0411_02.html
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/04/11/national/falsified-inspections-suspected-at-monju-fast-breeder-reactor/#.U82xURDzmmw
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/04/11/national/falsified-inspections-suspected-at-monju-fast-breeder-reactor/#.U82xURDzmmw
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/nuclear_energy_rebirth_resuscitation.pdf
http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/nuclear%27s-uncertain-future-6643


37 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

42. France now plans to decrease its reliance on nuclear from 75% of electricity to 50% by 2025. 

For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: France, 2009 Review (Paris: IEA, 2009); for the post-Fukushima policy, see 

Pierre Le Hir, “Une transition énergétique encore très fragile,” Le Monde, July 2, 2014, 

available at 

http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2014/07/02/la-transition-energetique-ne-fait-toujours-p

as-consensus_4449692_3244.html .    

43. Germany’s post-Fukushima policy shift is well described in International Energy Agency, 

Energiepolitik der IEA-Länder, Deutschland, Prüfung 2013 (Paris: IEA, 2013). 

44. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: Belgium, 2009 Review (Paris: IEA, 2009); for the post-Fukushima policy, see “Le 

gouvernement ‘bétonne’ la sortie du nucléaire,” LeVif.be, November 13, 2013, available at 

http://www.levif.be/info/actualite/belgique/le-gouvernement-betonne-la-sortie-du-nucleaire/a

rticle-4000449254356.htm . 

45. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: Canada, 2009 Review (Paris: IEA, 2009); for the post-Fukushima policy, see 

National Energy Board of Canada, “Canada’s Energy Future 2013: Energy Supply and 

Demand Projections to 2035,” November 2013, available at 

http://www.neb-one.gc.ca/clf-nsi/rnrgynfmtn/nrgyrprt/nrgyftr/2013/nrgftr2013-eng.pdf .    

46. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: Spain, 2009 Review (Paris: IEA, 2009); for the post-Fukushima policy, Elena G. 

Sevillano, “La Central de Garoña ya tiene una ley a medida para reabrir,” El País, February 

http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2014/07/02/la-transition-energetique-ne-fait-toujours-pas-consensus_4449692_3244.html
http://www.lemonde.fr/planete/article/2014/07/02/la-transition-energetique-ne-fait-toujours-pas-consensus_4449692_3244.html
http://www.levif.be/info/actualite/belgique/le-gouvernement-betonne-la-sortie-du-nucleaire/article-4000449254356.htm
http://www.levif.be/info/actualite/belgique/le-gouvernement-betonne-la-sortie-du-nucleaire/article-4000449254356.htm
http://www.neb-one.gc.ca/clf-nsi/rnrgynfmtn/nrgyrprt/nrgyftr/2013/nrgftr2013-eng.pdf


38 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

22, 2014, available at 

http://sociedad.elpais.com/sociedad/2014/02/21/actualidad/1392990332_049345.html .  

47. The pre- and post-Fukushima policies are well described in International Energy Agency, 

Energy Policies of IEA Countries: Sweden, 2013 Review (Paris: IEA, 2013). 

48. The pre- and post-Fukushima policies are well described in International Energy Agency, 

Energy Policies of IEA Countries: Switzerland, 2012 Review (Paris: IEA, 2012). 

49. There is rather more uncertainty about UK plans than most other countries because of its 

heavily market-driven approach to the energy sector. The current government has reduced the 

uncertainty by offering a large indirect subsidy for new nuclear build to replace older reactors 

that have been or will be decommissioned. The pre- and post-Fukushima policies are well 

described in Paul Bolton, “UK Energy Statistics,” House of Commons Library, September 9, 

2013, available at www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/sn03631.pdf . 

50. There is rather more uncertainty about US plans than most other countries because of its 

heavily market-driven approach to the energy sector. The pre- and post-Fukushima policies 

are well described in United States Energy Information Administration, “Long-term Outlook 

for Nuclear Generation Depends on Lifetime of Existing Capacity,” April 25, 2013, available 

at http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=10991 .    

51. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: Czech Republic, 2010 Review (Paris: IEA, 2010); for the post-Fukushima policy, 

see Ian Willoughby, “Czech Republic to Cease Being Major Energy Exporter and Import 

Instead, HN Reports,” Radio Praha, June 24, 2014, available at 

http://www.radio.cz/en/section/business/czech-republic-to-cease-being-major-energy-exporte

r-and-import-instead-hn-reports .    

http://sociedad.elpais.com/sociedad/2014/02/21/actualidad/1392990332_049345.html
http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/sn03631.pdf
http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=10991
http://www.radio.cz/en/section/business/czech-republic-to-cease-being-major-energy-exporter-and-import-instead-hn-reports
http://www.radio.cz/en/section/business/czech-republic-to-cease-being-major-energy-exporter-and-import-instead-hn-reports


39 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

52. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, “Strategic 

Energy Plan of Japan,” June 2010, available at 

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/press/data/pdf/20100618_08a.pdf ; for the post-Fukushima 

policy see METI, “Strategic Energy Plan,” April 2014.    

53. For the pre-Fukushima policy, see International Energy Agency, Energy Policies of IEA 

Countries: The Republic of Korea, 2012 Review (Paris: IEA, 2012); for the post-Fukushima 

policy, see Jane Chung, “South Korea Cuts Future Reliance on Nuclear Power, but New 

Plants Likely,” Reuters, January 14, 2014, available at 

http://uk.reuters.com/article/2014/01/14/uk-nuclear-korea-idUKBREA0D05K20140114 . 

54. It should be mentioned that Finland has continued to plan an increase in its nuclear reliance. 

Finland does not appear in Table 1 because it did not meet the threshold of five operating 

reactors as of 2012.     

55. “Noda Gives No Quarter in Meeting with Anti-Nuke Activists,” Asahi Shimbun, August 22, 

2012, available at http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politics/AJ201208220079 . 

56. Max Weber, “Politics as a Vocation,” in H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, eds. From Max 

Weber: Essays in Sociology, new edition with preface by Bryan S. Turner (Abingdon, Oxon, 

UK: Routledge, 1991), pp. 77-128. 

57. See, e.g., Daniel P. Aldrich, “Post-Crisis Japanese Nuclear Policy: From Top-Down 

Directives to Bottom-Up Activism,” Asia-Pacific Issues No. 103 (January 2012), available at 

http://www.eastwestcenter.org/sites/default/files/private/api103.pdf . 

58. “Japan’s Majority Favor Phasing Out Nuclear Power: Poll,” Reuters, March 18, 2012, 

available at 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/03/18/us-japan-nuclear-poll-idUSBRE82H01I20120318. 

http://www.meti.go.jp/english/press/data/pdf/20100618_08a.pdf
http://uk.reuters.com/article/2014/01/14/uk-nuclear-korea-idUKBREA0D05K20140114
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/behind_news/politics/AJ201208220079
http://www.eastwestcenter.org/sites/default/files/private/api103.pdf
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/03/18/us-japan-nuclear-poll-idUSBRE82H01I20120318


40 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

59. Johannis Nöggerath, Robert J. Geller, and Viacheslav K. Gusiakov, “Fukushima: The Myth 

of Safety, The Reality of Geoscience,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists Vol. 67, No. 5 

(September-October 2011), pp. 37-46. 

60. Author interview with Akira Omoto, member of the Atomic Energy Commission, quotation 

confirmed in email communication, May 31, 2012. 

61. Jacques E. C. Hymans, “Veto Players, Nuclear Energy, and Nonproliferation: Domestic 

Institutional Barriers to a Japanese Nuclear Bomb,” International Security Vol. 36, No. 2 

(Fall 2011), pp. 154-189. 

62. Andrew MacIntyre, “Institutions and Investors: The Politics of the Economic Crisis in 

Southeast Asia,” International Organization, Vol. 55, No. 1 (Winter 2001), p. 81. 

63. For a similar take on veto players analysis as applied to Asian developmental states, see 

Joseph J. St. Marie, Kenneth N. Hansen, and John P. Tuman, “The Asian Economic Crisis 

and Bureaucratic Development: A Veto Player Analysis,” International Relations of the 

Asia-Pacific Vol. 7, No. 1 (January 2007), pp. 1-22.    

64. Paul Pierson, Politics in Time: History, Institutions, and Social Analysis (Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press, 2004). 

65. Scott E. Page, “Path Dependence,” Quarterly Journal of Political Science Vol. 1, pp. 87-115. 

The relevance of negative externalities for historical institutional analysis of Japanese politics 

is underscored by Ellis Krauss and Robert Pekkanen, The Rise and Fall of Japan’s LDP: 

Political Party Organizations and Historical Institutions (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 

2010), pp. 27-28. Thanks to Ellis Krauss for bringing this to my attention. 



41 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

66. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs could also be noted as a veto player with respect to Japan’s 

obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, but not with respect to the civilian 

nuclear issues that are the focus of this chapter. 

67. “Law Enacted to Scale Down Functions of Atomic Energy Commission,” Kyodo News, June 

20, 2014, available at https://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2014/06/297188.html . 

68. Arisawa quoted in Selig S. Harrison, “Japan and Nuclear Weapons,” in Selig Harrison, ed., 

Japan’s Nuclear Future: The Plutonium Debate and East Asian Security (Washington, D.C.: 

Brookings Institution Press, 1993), p. 12. 

69. Author interview with Kazuhisa Mori, former head of the Japan Atomic Industrial Forum 

who brokered the deal, February 24, 2009. 

70. Tadahiro Katsuta and Tatsujiro Suzuki, “Japan’s Spent Fuel and Plutonium Management 

Challenges,” Research Report of the International Panel on Fissile Materials, September 

2006, p. 12, available at 

http://cybercemetery.unt.edu/archive/brc/20120621073056/http://brc.gov/sites/default/files/d

ocuments/katsuta_suzuki_report.pdf . 

71. Author interview with METI official, July 28, 2010. Ministry of Foreign Affairs official 

Kumao Kaneko also labeled the negotiations with governors as the “real reason” for the 

government’s continuing support for Rokkasho in ‘‘Rokkasho Saishori Kojo ha Kakubuso no 

Tame Deha Nai’’ (The Rokkasho Reprocessing Plant Is Not for Nuclear Armament), 

Enerugii (Energy), November 2005, p. 13, quoted in Takubo, “Wake Up, Stop Dreaming,” 

pp. 77-78. 

72. Daniel P. Aldrich, Site Fights: Divisive Facilities and Civil Society in Japan and the West 

(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2008). 

https://english.kyodonews.jp/news/2014/06/297188.html
http://cybercemetery.unt.edu/archive/brc/20120621073056/http:/brc.gov/sites/default/files/documents/katsuta_suzuki_report.pdf
http://cybercemetery.unt.edu/archive/brc/20120621073056/http:/brc.gov/sites/default/files/documents/katsuta_suzuki_report.pdf


42 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

73. Spencer R. Weart, The Rise of Nuclear Fear (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2012), 

esp. pp. 245-247. 

74. Author interview with Hideyuki Ban, Citizens’ Nuclear Information Center, February 17, 

2012. 

75. See Richard J. Samuels, The Business of the Japanese State: Energy Markets in Comparative 

and Historical Perspective (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987). 

76. Paul J. Scalise, “The Politics of Restructuring: Agendas and Uncertainty in Japan’s 

Electricity Deregulation,” D. Phil thesis, Oxford University, 2009. 

77.  “TEPCO To Be Nationalized July 25, Gov’t To Acquire Up To 75% Stake,” Japan 

Economic Newswire, May 21, 2012, accessed on Lexis-Nexis. 

78. “METI Panel Wants Utilities Monopolies to End by 2020,”Japan Times, February 10, 2013.   

79. See, e.g., Andrew DeWit, “Japan’s Remarkable Renewable Energy Drive—After Fukushima,” 

The Asia-Pacific Journal, Vol. 10, Issue 11, No. 10, March 11, 2012, available at 

http://www.japanfocus.org/-Andrew-DeWit/3721 . 

80. “If TEPCO Wants Bailout, It Must Accept Reality,” Asahi Shimbun, February 13, 2012, 

available at http://ajw.asahi.com/article/views/AJ201202130063 . 

81. Scalise, “The Politics of Restructuring,” esp. 213-214. 

82. Mia Stubbs, “Lights Dim for Japan’s Nuclear Utilities,” Reuters, April 4, 2012, available at 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/04/04/refile-japan-idUSL6E8F4AF120120404 .  

83. Aaron Sheldrick and Osamu Tsukimori, “Japan Passes Law to Launch Reform of Electricity 

Sector,” Reuters, November 13, 2013, available at 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/11/13/us-japan-power-deregulation-idUSBRE9AC08N2

0131113 . 

http://www.japanfocus.org/-Andrew-DeWit/3721
http://ajw.asahi.com/article/views/AJ201202130063
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/04/04/refile-japan-idUSL6E8F4AF120120404
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/11/13/us-japan-power-deregulation-idUSBRE9AC08N20131113
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/11/13/us-japan-power-deregulation-idUSBRE9AC08N20131113


43 

 

                                                                                                                                                       

84. “Japan Girding for Battle Royal over Power Market Deregulation,” Nikkei Asian Review, 

February 19, 2014, available at 

http://asia.nikkei.com/Politics-Economy/Policy-Politics/Japan-girding-for-battle-royal-over-p

ower-market-deregulation .  

http://asia.nikkei.com/Politics-Economy/Policy-Politics/Japan-girding-for-battle-royal-over-power-market-deregulation
http://asia.nikkei.com/Politics-Economy/Policy-Politics/Japan-girding-for-battle-royal-over-power-market-deregulation

