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Japanese civil society in global governance: the case of 2015
UN World Conference on disaster risk reduction
Kamila Szczepanska

Department of East Asian Politics, Faculty of East Asian Studies, Ruhr University Bochum, Bochum, Germany

ABSTRACT
In 2015, the Hyogo Framework for Action on disaster risk reduction
(DRR) expired, necessitating the introduction of a new international
agreement. This article investigates the activities and achievements
of the Japan civil society organization coalition for the 2015 UN
World Conference on DRR (JCC2015) from the point of view of its
involvement in the shaping of the new Sendai Framework for
DRR. Although JCC2015 contributed to agenda setting and policy
development processes and managed to secure recognition for its
position on nuclear risk at a regional level, its participation did not
translate into impact on the Sendai Framework to the extent it
wished to achieve. The article’s findings testify to the on-going
and active inclusion of non-governmental stakeholders in the UN-
led global policy-making processes concerning reducing disaster
risk, but they also illustrate difficulties that actors who aim to
introduce new elements into the agenda need to tackle.
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Introduction

In 2015, the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005–2015 on disaster risk reduction
(DRR) expired, necessitating the introduction of a new international agreement. The con-
sultations and preparation for establishing an updated framework for DRR commenced in
March 2012 and lasted until March 2015, when a new document was approved during the
third UN World Conference on DRR (WCDRR) in Sendai, Japan (Sendai Framework for
DRR 2015–2030). The preparatory process included a meeting of the Global Platform for
DRR (Geneva, Switzerland in May 2013), the ministerial conferences, and regional plat-
forms’ gatherings (e.g. the sixth Asian Ministerial Conference on DRR [AMCDRR] in
Bangkok, Thailand in June 2014), and three (Intergovernmental) Preparatory Committee
Meetings (Geneva, Switzerland in July 2014 and November 2014, Sendai in March 2015)
(UN/ISDR, undated-b). The consultation process involved multiple stakeholders, includ-
ing civil society organizations (CSOs).

This article examines the activities and achievements of the Japan CSO Coalition for
2015 UN WCDRR (JCC2015) from the point of view of its involvement in shaping the
global framework for DRR. The article enquires, first, into what the transformative
intent of the JCC2015 was. Secondly, it asks how the coalition navigated the institutional
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apparatus involved in shaping DRR frameworks on regional and global levels, and the
actions it implemented to this end. Third, it considers to what extent JCC2015
managed to draw international attention to Japanese civil society’s perspective on
nuclear disasters and to influence global norm-making processes on DRR. Finally, the
article asks what challenges the JCC2015 and similar groups could face in their quest to
highlight the importance of nuclear risk outside of the DRR framework.

The article proposes that in this crucial period of transition, JCC2015 actively sought to
contribute to the establishment of the post-2015 framework on DRR. A significant area of
recommendations by Japanese civil society for the WCDRR concerned the matter of
nuclear disaster risk and stemmed from the experience of the 11 March 2011 triple disaster
and its aftermath. Despite JCC2015’s efforts, however, the new framework on DRR does
not reflect the coalition’s outlook on nuclear risks. Having said that, JCC2015’s activities
led to an introduction of its postulates into the regional DRR agenda. Furthermore, a
greater inclusion of man-made hazards within the scope of the new document has
offered a framework within which nuclear disasters can be accommodated to a greater
extent. Last, turning to the subject of putting JCC2015’s activism within a wider context
of advocating nuclear risks outside of the DRR framework, the article points out that
recent developments, such as the establishment of a new international climate change
agreement, and related discourse on the role of nuclear energy in decarbonization
efforts, can hinder the efforts of Japanese activists involved in global nuclear disaster
risk advocacy.

The role of civil society in shaping global normative frameworks

In this article, the understanding of global governance is based on Weiss and Thakur
(2010, p. 6):

The sum of laws, norms, policies, and institutions that define, constitute and mediate trans-
border relations among citizens, society, markets, and the state in international arena—the
wielders and objects of international public power.

This particular approach, which emphasizes laws, norms, and collective arrangements,
focuses on what Scholte (2014, p. 14) refers to as an institutional aspect of governance,
leaving out its structural aspect.1 Scholte’s (2014, p. 18) argument that neither institutions
nor structures of governance are ‘wholly self-perpetuating’ and ‘regulation is a matter of
agency’ draws attention to the issue of various actors’ contribution to and influence on
governance processes, including the production of legal and normative arrangements.
This article is concerned with the activities of CSOs and their involvement in shaping
global regulatory and normative frameworks, which is understood to be a manifestation
of ‘individuals’ capacity to achieve their goals and affect their environment’ (Hindmoor,
2010, p. 50). For this article, civil society is conceived as a ‘political space where associ-
ations of citizens […] seek to shape the rules that govern social relations’ (Scholte,
2014, p. 20).2

The increasing complexity of societies has meant a related multiplicity of interests and
demands within them, growing interdependence across the world, and the rise of (trans-
boundary) challenges which cannot be tackled by single states. This, in turn, has facilitated
the engagement of CSOs in ‘shaping norms, rules and policies […] [and their] growing
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influence and power […] [which] means that they have effectively entered the realm of
policy-making’ (Thakur & Weiss, 2012, p. 147). In relation to the UN, the subject of
CSOs’ engagement in and influence over shaping global regulatory frameworks has
acquired substantial academic coverage (e.g. McKeon, 2009; Weiss & Gordenker, 1996).

Yet, it must be stated that the number of studies that analyse the subject of Japanese
CSOs’ involvement in and contribution to shaping global legal and normative frameworks
either within the UN system or through engagement with other global governance insti-
tutions and forums is rather limited. A study by Chan (2008), for instance, demonstrates
that internationally oriented civil society actors in Japan have actively engaged with the
UN, and strategically utilized the latter to initiate institutional change within the field
of human rights in their country. Additionally, both the presence and activism of Japanese
civil society actors are discussed in connection with global and regional human security
initiatives, including the movement to ban landmines, as well as the peace and anti-
nuclear movements (e.g. Kuroda, 2003; Mekata, 2000; Nakamura, 2008; Otsuka, 2008).
Last, the effort of Japanese CSOs to contribute their voice to discussions on collective
arrangements to solve global challenges has been noted in the literature on G8 summitry
(Dobson, 2008; Hajnal, 2008; Seaton, 2008).

Consequently, this article strives to add to the existing studies on internationally
oriented advocacy initiatives pursued by Japanese civil society actors. As such, it aims
to contribute to addressing the above-mentioned gap in literature by providing insights
into JCC2015’s international quest to promote Japanese CSOs’ domestic perspectives
and expertise on nuclear risks, and to secure the latter’s place in global discourses and nor-
mative frameworks on DRR. Thus, it heightens the visibility of Japanese CSOs in global
governance processes and lends itself to comparative purposes.

Second, the article adds to the extant academic debates on multiple aspects of the new
Sendai Framework,3 most significantly on the inclusion of non-governmental stakeholders
in UN-led global policy-making processes concerning DRR (Cumiskey, Hoang, Suzuki,
Pettigrew, & Herrgard, 2015; Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin, 2015). Furthermore, the
article’s findings contribute to exploration of the value of local communities’ expertise/
experiences in producing knowledge and constructing normative frameworks on DRR
under the UN’s auspices (Tozier de la Poterie & Baudoin, 2015; Weichselgartner &
Pigeon, 2015).

Research methods

The empirical material used for this article was gathered from documentary sources and
interviews. The former included official statements issued by JCC2015 between 2014 and
2015, together with records from proceedings of Global Platform, the sixth AMCDRR,
International PrepCom meetings and the WCDRR. Findings from documentary materials
are supplemented by information obtained from interviews with activists involved in
international advocacy.

Methodologically, the article draws on process tracing, which focuses on the unfolding
of events or situations over time (Collier, 2011, p. 824) to analyse material and to deter-
mine whether the activities of JCC2015 have contributed to the inclusion of nuclear risk in
debates leading to the WCDRR and within the scope of the Sendai Framework. First, the
article identifies the motivations behind the JCC2015 campaign and the basis for the
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coalition’s ‘transformative intent’, that is, its commitment to and active pursuit of its
chosen goal (Scholte, 2014, p. 23). Second, it traces the advocacy process and activities exe-
cuted by JCC2015, namely how the coalition acted in accordance with its transformative
intent. Here, the article investigates the astuteness of institutional engagement (Scholte,
2014, p. 24) of JCC2015, with relevant global and regional forums to secure the introduc-
tion of nuclear risks into the global DRR normative framework. Additionally, it enquires
whether the discursive argument on nuclear risk, which was adopted by JCC2015, reso-
nated with its target audiences. Third, a recent international conference on climate
change is analysed to demonstrate the challenges facing JCC2015 in their advocacy
work. On the basis of the findings, the article critically evaluates JCC2015 activities and
achievements in reference to wider debates on the involvement of non-governmental
actors in shaping global normative arrangements.

Japanese civil society and the quest to shape the Sendai Framework

According to one of the civil society activists involved in the JCC2015 campaign, an
important discovery that galvanized civil society actors to act occurred in 2013.

It all started out with a meeting in Geneva in 2013 on Global Platform for DRR. […] in 2013
it was quite significant as the Japanese government was to announce that this third UN
World Conference on DRR is going to take place in Sendai and [the] Japanese delegation
was there. When we had […] [a] discussion with Japanese delegates, we were […]
shocked, because what they said was [that] man-made disaster, like the one in Fukushima,
is not going to be on the table for discussion. They made it very, very clear. They did not
want to touch these […] issues because this framework is only for natural disasters, from
their perspective. (Interview, 24 November 2015)

Representatives of CSOs found the position of the Japanese government to be unaccep-
table, as in their opinion the Fukushima Daiichi incident and its aftermath were brought
about by ‘ignorance [of] disaster risks, especially cascading effects of various disasters’.
Hence, Japan is under obligation to pass this knowledge on to other countries and
make them aware of the significance of man-made4 disasters. After the 2013 Geneva
meeting, efforts to establish a broader coalition of CSOs were initiated, ultimately resulting
in bringing together over 100 organizations (Interview, 24 November 2015).

The importance of the Great East Japan Earthquake and subsequent nuclear crisis was
reflected in the first paragraph of the Call for Participation that was released in December
2013, which reads,

We, citizens of Japan, have learnt a great deal through our experiences of the East Japan Earth-
quake and Tsunami (EJET) in 2011. Specifically, we’ve learnt the strengths and weaknesses of
the following concepts: self-help,mutual-help, and public-help. Furthermore, we are acquiring
critical knowledge and first-hand experiences dealing with nuclear risks. How can we ensure
that lessons we learnt with so much sacrifice are communicated to the next generation? One
way of doing so, we believe, is to reflect these lessons in global policies and frameworks.
[…] sharing the experiences and lessons from nuclear risks is the responsibility of Japanese
civil society towards the world, which is a rare role that we are expected to play in the inter-
national community. Therefore, we have been proposing to include nuclear risks within dis-
aster risks, and people who live in nuclear risk zones be considered as ‘the most at risk and
marginalized people’, and clarification of accountability lines so that these people receive
necessary information before and after the disaster based on their rights. (JCC2015, 2013)
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In other words, the sharing of knowledge about nuclear risks and management of the
aftermath of nuclear disaster, which originated in the direct experience of the affected
communities in Japan, was a priority area for the JCC2015. The coalition became a
vehicle through which local knowledge of the afflicted communities could be incorporated
into a broader UN-backed DRR framework.

The document also points out that there is currently no international organization
responsible for tackling large-scale industrial disasters, such as nuclear disasters, and
there is therefore a need to create one. The above-mentioned aims and postulates were
couched in a broader discourse of building resilience and sustainability (JCC2015,
2013). JCC2015 was officially launched in January 2014. The group has since cooperated
with the Asian Disaster Reduction and Response Network (ADRRN), the Global Network
of Civil Society Organizations for Disaster Reduction (GNDR), and the Huairou Commis-
sion for the purpose of conducting advocacy activities.

As the matter of nuclear incidents was not on the agenda of consultations for the
establishment of the post-2015 framework, an important task facing the new coalition
was the promotion of this particular subject. Since significant decisions concerning the
formulation of a new document were to be reached in the process of negotiations
between UN member states prior to the actual conference taking place, JCC2015 tar-
geted preparatory meetings in Geneva and other relevant forums, such as the Asian
Ministerial Conference on DRR. This process was facilitated by the acquisition of the
status of ‘organizing partner’ for the WCDRR in April 2014. Furthermore, the coalition
liaised with the governmental committee tasked with organizing the conference pro-
ceedings (Horiuchi, 2014, pp. 4–5).

The Geneva process

As noted earlier, the preparations for the upcoming WCDRR were conducted during the
Global Platform for DRR and the Preparatory Process meetings.

The Global Platform for DRR, established in 2007, is organized on a biennial basis by
the UN Office for DRR (UNISDR) for the purposes of knowledge exchange and partner-
ship building in the area of DRR. The Global Platform has been a crucial forum on which
different stakeholders, including representatives of civil society, can discuss the implemen-
tation of the Hyogo Framework and their experiences of working on DRR. The fourth
session that took place between 19 and 23 of May 2013 was scheduled to include discus-
sion of the post-Hyogo Framework that would be put in place in 2015, when HFA was
scheduled to expire (UN/ISDR, 2013a).

As observed earlier, the issue of nuclear disaster did not feature on the agenda of the
Japanese government during the May meeting, and references to it appear in official
statements delivered by Japanese representatives only in a ubiquitously veiled manner
(see Kameoka, 2013a, 2013b). Similarly, the side events that were co-organized by the
Japan International Cooperation Agency and Japanese government were focused on
promoting sustainable development through DRR investment and on lessons regarding
recovery from mega disasters, respectively (UN/ISDR, 2013b, pp. 35, 44). Granted, the
nuclear disaster and its aftermath were mentioned in one of presentations, yet the latter
did not represent a deeper engagement with the topic of nuclear risks in regards to DRR
(Shiozaki, 2013).
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For the purposes of disseminating knowledge and highlighting the relevance of Japa-
nese experiences with the nuclear disaster and its aftermath, Japanese CSOs discussed
the lessons from the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear incident within the broader framework
of recommendations of the GNDR. The suggestions prepared by Japanese CSOs were
subsequently presented during the meeting of the Global Platform in May 2013.
These included a proposition to broaden the definition of ‘vulnerability’ so that it
encompassed ‘nuclear-power-related risks’. Hence, people who are in danger due to
the presence of nuclear power facilities would be recognized as ‘vulnerable commu-
nities’. Second, CSOs argued that the myth of ‘safety’5 surrounding nuclear power facili-
ties led to a failure to institutionalize a response system for victims of nuclear incidents,
which in turn led to ‘division and confusion among affected communities’. Here, CSOs
proposed paying greater attention to evaluating risks connected with the construction
and maintenance of such facilities, as well as enhancing the access to information of
citizens whose livelihoods could be impacted by the latter (Church World Service
[CWS] Japan, Japan NGO Center for International Cooperation [JANIC], & Peace
Boat, 2013). Representatives of CWSJ, JANIC, and Peace Boat presented Japanese
CSOs’ lessons from the Great East Japan Earthquake during the Ignite Stage side
events (UN/ISDR, 2013b, p. 47). They spoke about the lack of sufficient knowledge
about risks connected with nuclear power plants among residents of Fukushima, insuf-
ficient contingency plans for nuclear disasters, and the role of volunteers in recovery
processes.6

After the Global Platform proceedings ended, further discussions and negotiations on
the new DRR framework were conducted during sessions of the Intergovernmental Pre-
paratory Committee. The latter was established by a resolution of the UN General Assem-
bly in December 2013 (UN General Assembly, 2013). Cumulatively, there were three
sessions of the Preparatory Committee in July and November 2014, and in March 2015,
just before the main conference took place. JCC2015 participated in all three meetings
and belonged to the NGO Major Group (co-chair).7

JCC2015 provided its assessment and opinions on pre-zero and zero drafts, published
in August and October 2014, respectively, for the new framework. For instance, JCC2015
expressed its appreciation for the multi-hazard approach demonstrated in the drafts, but
argued in favour of including the ‘cascading disaster’ concept in the new framework.
According to the group,

learning from the experiences in Japan and around the world, emphasis also needs to be
placed on how these hazards and risks interact with each other and that the idea of cascading
disasters is applied to this framework and disaster risk management. (JCC2015, 2014b, p. 1)8

The zero draft was made public before the second meeting of the Preparatory Committee
and served as a basis for further negotiations. Whilst JCC2015 evaluated positively the
inclusion of human-induced disasters in the draft,9 it expressed a conviction that
further efforts were required to build nuclear disasters into the global DRR framework.
The coalition indicated its commitment to publishing a booklet containing information
about what happened in Fukushima and how to evaluate risks connected with the exist-
ence of nuclear facilities in host communities. The experience of nuclear disaster also
influenced JCC2015 support for enhancing the role of citizens in DRR as providers of
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relevant ‘scientific’ information, for the purposes of risk assessment, and the position of
civil society in all phases of disaster preparedness and response (JCC2015, 2014c).

This particular element of JCC2015’s agenda aimed to empower citizens as stakeholders
capable of bringing meaningful input into DRR, and is linked to a broader matter of
knowledge production and transfer, and learning as well as implementation in DRR.
While addressing the pertinent problem of the role of knowledge in DRR, Weichselgartner
and Pigeon (2015, pp. 110–111) observe that the issue of who should participate in the
process of data collection and dissemination is not a straightforward one. Furthermore,
they underline the merit of ‘bridging gaps between bottom-up and top-down actions,
[and] between local and scientific knowledge’, since exclusion of various societal stake-
holders would run the risk of failing to tap into an important pool of relevant expertise.

When a draft of a new post-Hyogo framework was released in January 2015, it con-
tained the following passage

The present framework will apply to the risk of small scale and large scale, frequent and infre-
quent, sudden and slow onset disasters, caused by natural or man-made hazards, as well as
related environmental, technological and biological hazards and risks.

This was an improvement on the earlier version present in the pre-zero draft, which read
‘[T]he present framework applies to the risk of small and large-scale, frequent and infre-
quent, disasters caused by natural hazards and related environmental and technological
hazards and risks’ (UN/ISDR, 2014). JCC2015 welcomed this development, which was
understood to include within its scope ‘large-scale industrial disasters’ such as accidents
at the Fukushima and Chernobyl nuclear sites (JCC2015, 2015a).

The sixth AMCDRR

The matter of nuclear disaster risk featured prominently among contributions presented
by JCC2015 towards the sixth AMCDRR taking place in June 2014. JCC2015 focused on
the issues of (1) improved safety regulations in states where nuclear facilities are present,
(2) enhanced information access for communities that host them, and (3) clarifying
accountability and responsibility in the disaster management process of all stakeholders
engaged in the process of establishing and operating nuclear plants, including central
and local governments, as well as private entities that own these facilities (JCC2015,
2013/2014 [25 December 2013 and 18 June 2014]). In building the case for the above-men-
tioned recommendations, JCC2015 referred to the HFA Priority for Action 3, which pos-
tulated that one ‘use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and
resilience at all levels’, and further argued that,

Disasters can be substantially reduced if people are well informed and motivated towards a
culture of disaster prevention and resilience, which in turn requires the collection, compi-
lation and dissemination of relevant knowledge and information on hazards, vulnerabilities
and capacities. (UNISDR, undated-a)

Here again, the ‘safety myth’ in Japan, which had detrimental effects on the disaster pre-
paredness of the affected communities, was invoked. According to JCC2015, civil society
actors have an important role to play not only in dealing with the aftermath of nuclear
disaster, but also during pre-disaster phases, by participating in negotiations surrounding
‘risk assessment and analysis by the states’ and in monitoring processes. The relevance of
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the presented recommendations was buttressed by a reference to the increasing number of
nuclear facilities in states prone to natural disasters (JCC2015, 2013/2014 [12 December
2013 and 25 December 2013]).10 In this manner, JCC2015 advocated a greater inclusion
of citizens and local communities as providers of expertise, as noted earlier in the text, and
also promoted their empowerment in multiple stages of the DRR process.

Ultimately, JCC2015’s advocacy offensive was successful in securing recognition of its
proposals in the statement issued by CSOs during the AMCDRR, and more impor-
tantly, they are reflected in the final document of the ministerial conference. Section
2 of the CSO statement, which refers to the post-2015 priorities in regards to risk pre-
vention and reduction as well as building resilience, includes a ‘[C]all for increased rec-
ognition, cooperation and investments in prevention and reduction of “every day”,
small-scale disasters, including todays’ disasters and the disasters of tomorrow’. The
term ‘disasters of tomorrow’ is defined as including ‘cascading disasters caused within
and in proximity to high-risk facilities or areas, as well as slow onset events such as
sea level rise, ocean acidification, and glacial melt’ (AMCDRR, 2014b, p. 3). Although
nuclear plants are not explicitly mentioned here, the more general term ‘high-risk facili-
ties’ encompasses them. This is validated by the content of the final statement, which
advances the argument that,

To prevent technological and cascading disasters (where one event causes another), it is
important that the vulnerabilities of key infrastructure (e.g. bridges, electricity, schools and
hospitals) are well understood and addressed. New critical infrastructure investment
decisions need to be risk-sensitive and to meet legal standards around risk levels. High-
risk sites (e.g. due to chemical, biological, nuclear hazards) require the most detailed and
regular assessment and management [italics added]. (AMCDRR, 2014a, p. 7)11

The UN WCDRR and the Sendai Framework 2015–2030

The March 2015 conference provided the last opportunity to appeal to the gathered offi-
cials and gain their understanding of JCC2015’s stand on nuclear risks in the global DRR
framework. Furthermore, the coalition prepared a number of events that took place in par-
allel to the WCDRR. The most important of these was a Global Conference on DRR for
Civil Society, held within the framework of a public forum of the main event. The civil
society-oriented forum provided a valuable opportunity to promote knowledge about
lessons from the 3/11 triple disaster, including nuclear hazards. An important instrument
in this process was a publication titled 10 lessons from Fukushima: Reducing risks and pro-
tecting communities from nuclear disasters.12 Alongside the civil society conference, study
tours to Fukushima and events in the People’s Pavilion constituted further openings for
popularizing JCC2015 message.13

During the proceedings of the WCDRR, Ohashi Maasaki, the co-chair of JCC2015,
delivered a short speech to the Ministerial Roundtable dealing with the issue of ‘Recon-
struction after disaster: Build back better’. In Ohashi’s (2015, p. 2) words, ‘[T]he inclusion
of nuclear disaster as a man-made hazard in the new framework is the most significant
progress in the era of global economy and environmental crisis’. In his speech, Ohashi
came back to the ‘safety myth’ that reigned in Japan before the Fukushima Daiichi
nuclear power plant disaster. He warned that for some governments the exporting of
nuclear power facilities is crucial to their economies, for which reason there is a danger
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of similar complacency concerning nuclear risks taking hold elsewhere. In Ohashi’s
opinion, the developing regions of Asia are especially vulnerable to industrial disasters,
including nuclear disasters. Lastly, the speech drew attention to the need for infor-
mation-sharing for disaster preparedness and response, highlighting the importance of
the Japanese experience.

Ultimately, however, unlike the final statement issued by the sixth AMCDRR, which
contained wording such as ‘high-risk sites’ and ‘nuclear hazards’, the final text of the
Sendai Framework is much more circumscribed in this respect. It contains references to
hazards ‘induced by human process’, including ‘technological hazards’ and ‘man-made
hazards’, but it does not use the terminology present in the regional statements (UN/
ISDR, 2015, pp. 9, 11). Furthermore, the concept of ‘cascading disaster’ proposed by
JCC2015 to be included in the new documents, alongside ‘multi-hazard’, is nowhere
present in the text of the Sendai Framework. Last, in regards to JCC2015’s proposal to
elevate the role of citizens as important actors in the provision of empirical information
on risk assessment, the final document speaks about the necessity of ensuring ‘the use
of traditional, indigenous and local knowledge and practices’, but this is done ‘to comp-
lement scientific knowledge in disaster risk assessment and the development and
implementation of policies, strategies, plans and programmes of specific sectors […]’
(UN/ISDR, 2015, p. 15).14 Furthermore, as Tozier de la Poterie and Baudoin (2015, p.
137) observe, an analysis of all three UN frameworks on DRR reveals a regression over
the decades in the way in which local communities are perceived and valued as partners
with relevant expertise for DRR, and there is an observable shift towards technology-based
expertise. This particular trend could have also impacted the ability of JCC2015 to secure
greater recognition for ordinary citizens’ expertise in the new DRR framework.

Referring to the achievements of the UNConference and establishment of the post-HFA
framework, JCC2015 generally applauded the shift towards greater inclusion of industrial
disasters, including nuclear disasters, into the Sendai Framework.15 Yet, the coalition was
still concerned that the ‘“safety myth” would again be created in order to expedite the
exporting and importing nuclear plants to developing nations by developed countries’,
insisting that lessons from previous nuclear disasters must be passed to communities in
the developing world. As a parting request, JCC2015 underlined the importance of ‘risk
assessment and disclosure of risk’ and promoting collaboration between different stake-
holders in order to augment risk reduction and risk preparedness (JCC2015, 2015b). As
stated by a member of CWSJ, the decision concerning the utilization of nuclear power
belongs to specific countries and communities, but ‘we are against the creation of the
safetymyth’, and, moreover, ‘[P]ro-active risk identification and risk disclosure to the com-
munities prior to the installation of such facilities is critical’ (Rowling, 2015).

The challenge of putting nuclear risk on the global agenda

The failure to explicitly include nuclear risk in the Sendai Framework raises the question of
how resonant the discursive argument adopted by JCC2015 was. Although, as mentioned
in the previous section, the new document does not contain references to industrial dis-
asters or nuclear disasters, the term ‘technological hazard’ used in the main body of the
text encompasses nuclear risks. In 2004, a UNISDR report argued that technological
hazard is,
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Danger associated with technological or industrial accidents, infrastructure failures or certain
human activities, which may cause the loss of life or injury, property damage, social and
economic disruption or environmental degradation, sometimes referred to as anthropogenic
hazards. Examples include industrial pollution, nuclear release and radioactivity, toxic waste,
dam failure, transport, industrial or technological accidents (explosions, fires, spills). (UN/
ISDR, 2004, p. 39)

Furthermore, the report noted that,

Although technological hazards have been part of society for hundreds of years, trends show
increasing impact. Specifically, in the energy, transportation and industrial sectors, technol-
ogy can carry associated risks that are not always understood. The adverse effects of some
technological disasters, both on society and on the environment, can considerably outlast
the impacts associated with natural disasters. (UN/ISDR, 2004, p. 44)

References to technological hazards do appear in the HFA, albeit in footnotes and not
in the main text (UN/ISDR, 2005, p. 1). The Sendai Framework uses the term more pro-
minently, including it in the main body of the document; more importantly it clearly spells
out man-made hazards as falling within the scope of a new global agreement on DRR.
Overall, the explicit recognition that disasters can be man-made, as was the case at the
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant, and the new-found focus on managing under-
lying risks factors and disaster prevention/preparedness offer space for a greater inclusion
of nuclear risks within a wider DRR agenda. It is probable that, for this reason, the
decision-makers did not feel the need to further single out and underline the particular
case of nuclear risk.

Furthermore, the resonance of the discursive argument could also be diminished by the
singularity of nuclear fallout experience. There are voices in the Japanese CSO community
expressing uncertainty about how global civil society relates to nuclear issues. According
to one activist, Japanese non-governmental actors are operating within a discursive field
that has already been established, and Japanese interests are not necessarily part of this
setup, which brings to the fore the matter of power play within the global civil society
arena. As an example, the matter of topics relating to the nuclear power was discussed:

Japanese civil society would like to work more on, for example, anti-nuclear power plants, or
anti-nuclear issues. But even if we raise this issue [in] global civil society arena, working on
the global development, they don’t react. […] We think that the anti-nuclear power plants
movement is necessary because we faced the Fukushima accident. And […] emerging
countries would like to develop more and more nuclear power plants without […] sufficient
capacity. [This] makes the situation more like a kind of domination by […] huge nuclear
power plant companies and also more domination of the countries, which have the sufficient
capacity to manage the nuclear issues like France or [..] UK or […] United States.

According to the interviewee, in a situation in which Japanese CSOs did not possess suffi-
cient human and financial resources to consistently advocate the inclusion of nuclear
issues into a global development agenda, the matter was dropped (Interview, 10 December
2015).

In such cases, the question seems to be then, how far, if at all, the greater recognition of
nuclear risks that was achieved within the global DRR framework can be channelled or
replicated in regional and global governance processes concerning international develop-
ment, or climate change for that matter.
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Regarding climate change, a number of Japanese CSOs, including the JCC2015, demon-
strated their opposition to nuclear energy in a joint statement released on the occasion of
the UN Climate Change Conference held in Paris (Conference of the Parties 21, 30
November–20 December 2015), in which they strongly objected to ‘the consideration of
including nuclear energy as a solution to climate change’. In the statement, the signatories
pointed out the environmental and societal costs of relying on nuclear energy and
appealed for the building of a sustainable energy system through ‘energy-saving, energy
efficiency and sustainable renewable energy’ (Human Rights Now, 22 September 2014).
The possibility of nuclear incidents and the production of radioactive waste, as well as
the detrimental impact on efforts to conserve and develop renewable energy sources,
were enumerated as factors that should lead to arresting the push towards expanding
the use of nuclear energy. The statement also underlined that the reliance on nuclear
energy in the states that currently operate nuclear power plants would result in the spread-
ing of this pattern of energy production to countries that do not possess such facilities,
which is an important area of concern for JCC2015 (Human Rights Now, 22 September
2014).

During COP21, the matter of nuclear energy was discussed as an option to mitigate
climate change, although some commentators pointed out that it did not feature promi-
nently on the meeting’s agenda (Bamat, 2015; Conca, 2015). The Nuclear Energy Agency,
a body within the OECD framework, for instance, ran several side events under the general
title, ‘Why the climate needs nuclear energy’. The International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), in turn, established a booth in the Exhibits Area (Bamat, 2015; Nuclear Energy
Agency, 2015). The voices of anti-nuclear energy groups, such as JCC2015, then needed
to compete with the opinions of nuclear energy advocates. The expansion of the role of
nuclear energy to alleviate climate change was advocated by members of the American
Nuclear Society, who were representing a ‘Nuclear for Climate’ initiative (Conca, 2015).
The latter organized a conference dealing with the question ‘Is nuclear energy part of
the solution in the fight against climate change?’ (Nuclear for Climate, 2015). Further-
more, a press conference in which four prominent climate scientists (James Hansen,
Kerry Emanuel, Ken Caldeira, and Tom Wigley) endorsed nuclear power as a low
carbon emissions energy option was organized at COP21. Their intervention constituted
a critique of international leaders and environmentalists who espouse an anti-nuclear
stance. In the opinion of these speakers, renewable power resources such as wind and
solar energy do not constitute a viable and feasible answer to the climate change
problem. They underlined that nuclear power could be pursued in a safe manner, and
‘with a relatively small environmental footprint’, and insisted it had to be included in dis-
cussions of solutions to climate change (Connor, 2015). The representative of IAEA
echoed this assessment, arguing that ‘[N]uclear energy is a low-carbon technology with
a huge potential […] and it’s a critical one for reaching the 2 degrees Celsius target’
(Bamat, 2015). The presence of IAEA at the conference was described as serving infor-
mation purposes and promoting the inclusion of nuclear energy ‘on equal footing’ with
renewables in the final document (Bamat, 2015). Overall, whereas groups such as
JCC2015 support phasing out nuclear energy, pro-nuclear advocates fight for a ‘“technol-
ogy neutral” approach to decarbonization’ (Gogan, 2015). One of the main aims of their
campaign is ‘urging the COP21 delegation to remove anti-nuclear language to ensure that
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in any agreement reached, “nations are free to pursue their clean energy commitments
without arbitrary limitations on the technological pathways they choose”’ (Gogan, 2015).

Ultimately, the final version of the Paris Agreement does not contain language
excluding nuclear energy from consideration as an instrument for mitigating climate
change. The agreement leaves decisions to the states as to what measures can be
taken to achieve the overarching goal of keeping the global temperature rise during
this century below two degrees Celsius. The governments are obliged to formulate
and submit proposals on their national climate action commitments (Nationally Deter-
mined Contributions, NDCs) (UNFCCC, 2015). In previous accords, the possibility of
falling back on nuclear energy for the purpose of achieving reduction of carbon emis-
sions was available, but limited. Under the conditions of the Kyoto Protocol (2008–
2012), nuclear energy could not be used as an option in two of the three flexibility
mechanisms, that is, Joint Implementation and Clean Development Mechanism, and
was permitted only in the case of emission trading (OECD, 2002, p. 8). The lack of
similar provisions in the new agreement stands in contrast to decisions made in
Bonn in 2001 (UNFCCC, 2001, p. 8).

Nuclear energy has been already included in NDCs in the case of countries such as China
and India. China, for instance, enumerated the developing of ‘nuclear power in safe and effi-
cient manner’ as a part of building a low carbon energy system, and pledged the strengthen-
ing of R&D into advanced nuclear power technologies (Department of Climate Change,
National Development and Reform of China, 2015, pp. 7, 13). The document submitted
by India indicates that the state ‘is promoting Nuclear Power as a safe, environmentally
benign and economically viable source to meet the increasing electricity needs of the
country’, and reveals plans to expand the number of nuclear plants in the future (Govern-
ment of India, 2015, p. 10). As for the USA, nuclear energy was an important component of
President Barack Obama’s Clean Energy Plan, announced in August 2015, which aimed to
reduce carbon emissions. According to the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA,
undated), the plan ‘ensures that zero carbon nuclear power will continue to play a prominent
and meaningful role in America’s energy mix’. Furthermore, under the CPP, ‘States can use
new nuclear generation to help meet their Clean Power Plan goals. This includes new
nuclear reactors that come on-line, including those under construction, and existing facilities
that expand their capacity’ (EPA, undated). Overall, then, in the case of countries that are the
main producers of carbon dioxide pollution, nuclear energy plays an important role in their
plans to decrease emissions.

All of the above-mentioned developments, as well as the rising interest of East Asian
countries in constructing nuclear facilities (World Nuclear Association, 2016) may
result in increasing difficulty in advocating a nuclear energy free world for groups such
as JCC2015. On the other hand however, risk assessment, disclosure, and preparedness,
which were strongly advocated by the coalition within the DRR framework, could
become increasingly important issues, if and when the number of nuclear facilities in
the developing world starts to grow.

Conclusion

This article has endeavoured to investigate the activities and achievements of JCC2015
from the point of view of its involvement in shaping a global framework for DRR.
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Principally, it has sought to determine whether the activities of JCC2015 have contributed
to the inclusion of nuclear risk in debates connected with the WCDRR and within the
scope of the Sendai Framework for DRR.

First, the article has demonstrated that JCC2015 embarked on this quest with a clear
transformative intent, that is, it aspired to channel experience, lessons, and knowledge
gained from the 3/11 triple disaster into a global framework on DRR, and to secure a
greater recognition of nuclear risks within the scope of the latter. In other words, it
aimed to transform the existing regional and global, regulatory and normative frameworks
pertaining to DRR. Second, the article has presented how JCC2015 navigated the insti-
tutional apparatus involved in shaping DRR frameworks on regional and global levels. In
the crucial period of transition, JCC2015 consistently voiced its views and promoted the
incorporation of nuclear risks into the new framework on the relevant forums (the
Global Platform for DRR, the Intergovernmental Preparatory Committee, the AMCDRR,
and the third UNWCDRR) and contributed to the drafting of the post-HFA document.
In light of the available evidence, JCC2015 proved itself to be able to astutely navigate the
existing institutional apparatus, through targeting relevant gatherings and establishing col-
laborative networks with other members of the international CSOs community in order to
buildmomentum for the Sendai conference. Third, the article evaluated the achievements of
JCC2015. JCC2015 enjoyed success at a regional level, where the final document issued by
theAMCDRRcontained a clear reference to nuclear hazards. As such, JCC2015managed to
influence regional discourse on DRR. By contrast, the Sendai Framework does not include
such explicit references. The document does not refer to industrial or nuclear disasters, and
does not incorporate the concept of cascading disasters advocated by JCC2015.On the other
hand, it does mention man-made hazards and technological hazards, within the scope of
which nuclear disasters can fit. Finally, the article attempted to place the outcome of
JCC2015 activismwithin a wider context of advocating nuclear risks outside of DRR frame-
work.Here, the negotiations and outcomes of the climate change conference in Paris and the
role of nuclear energy were used to illustrate potential difficulties that groups such as
JCC2015 may face if they decide to promote their message on other forums.

The campaign mounted by JCC2015 constitutes an important example of a struggle
over the shaping of collective arrangements on transboundary issues, in which Japanese
civil society actors have occupied the forefront position. By utilizing the case study of
JCC2015’s involvement in the establishment of the Sendai Framework, this article adds
to the existing academic discourse on the agency and capabilities of East Asian civil
society actors in participating in the UN-centred regional and global governance pro-
cesses, a subject that still remains understudied in the extant literature on the subject.

Second, whereas the article’s findings testify to the on-going and active inclusion of non-
governmental stakeholders in theUN-led global policy-making processes concerningDRR,
they also illustrate difficulties that actors who aim to either introduce new elements into the
DRR agenda, or to increase the prominence of the existing components, face. Although
JCC2015 contributed to the agenda setting and policy development processes, its partici-
pation did not translate into an impact of the extent it wished to achieve. This could have
been caused by a lack of sufficient resonance to the discursive argument on nuclear risk
that was advocated by the coalition, which, in the end, has been superseded by broader
terms such as ‘man-made disaster’ and ‘technological hazard’. Hence, the experience of
JCC2015 testifies to the enduring importance of strategic framing of the advocated issue.
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Third, the experience of JCC2015 is also relevant to a broader discussion within the
DRR community on the process of knowledge creation and the role of local/indigenous
communities in providing relevant expertise. Whereas JCC2015 argued in favour of the
enhancement of the role of citizens in DRR as providers of relevant ‘scientific’ information
for the purpose of risk assessment, this argument was confronted with and again super-
seded by the seeming shift towards ascribing greater importance to technology-based
expertise, as the Sendai Framework assigns a subordinate position to the bottom-up
knowledge-gathering initiatives.

Notes

1. According to Scholte (2014), the institutional aspect of governance ‘involves explicitly articu-
lated norms, standards, customs, and rules, as well as concrete organizations that formulate,
implement as well as enforce those codes’.

2. This definition may seem restrictive, inasmuch it excludes a number of civil society actors
whose activities are not deemed to have a political dimension and orientation towards
shaping regulatory and normative frameworks. This is especially relevant in the case of
Japan, in reference to which recent studies have indicated the de-politicization of civil
society sphere (e.g. Ogawa, 2010). Nevertheless, as the civil society actor, that is, JCC2015,
and its activities chosen for the purpose of this article have a clear political focus and have
aimed to contribute towards forming a new international binding framework on DRR, the
presented definition is considered appropriate for the task.

3. See a collection of articles in International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, Vol. 6(2), 2015
and Vol. 7(1) (2016).

4. A man-made or human-made disaster denotes a disaster in case of which human-induced
processes (environmental degradation and technological hazards) have contributed to its
occurrence. Conversely, natural disasters occur due to geological, hydrological, meteorologi-
cal, and biological factors (International Federation of Surveyors, 2006, p. 7).

5. The ‘safety myth’ describes a deeply seated view marked by a presumptuous belief that
nuclear power plants in Japan were operated in a completely safe manner according to
high technological standards, which led to omissions in their operational safety. The myth
was promoted and sustained by the so-called nuclear village, consisting of members of
business, parliament, academia, and mass media in Japan (Kingston, 2012a, 2012b).

6. The video from the event can be viewed on: http://www.preventionweb.net/globalplatform/
2013/programme/ignitestage/view/394.

7. See http://www.wcdrr.org/majorgroups/organizingpartners for an explanation of the term
major group.

8. A proposed revision of the original passage concerning Purpose, scope, outcome and goals in
the pre-zero draft submitted by JCC2015 (2014c, p. 1) reads

The present framework applies to the risk of small and large-scale, frequent and infre-
quent, disasters caused by natural, environmental and technological hazards and risks;
as how these hazards and risks interact with each other and the idea of cascading dis-
asters applies.

It is worth mentioning, though, that this appendix submitted by JCC2015 and containing
suggestions for revisions does not include any references to nuclear energy or nuclear
facilities.

9. On page 3 of the zero-draft one can find the following definition of hazard

A potentially damaging physical event, phenomenon, or human activity that may cause
the loss of life or injury, property damage, social and economic disruption, or
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environmental degradation. Hazards can include latent conditions that may represent
future threats and can have different origins: natural (geological, hydrometeorological,
and biological) or induced by human processes (environmental degradation and tech-
nological hazards).

10. Other recommendations of JCC2015 included (1) enhancing the role of children in building
resilience in communities, (2) enhancing efforts of local communities and volunteers in dis-
aster risk reduction, and (3) greater involvement of private companies in addressing DRR
and boosting cooperation between private sector and CSOs (JCC2015, 2013/2014 [18 June
2014]).

11. To put this in a wider perspective, the final document of the fifth AMCDRR issued in 2012
does not contain any references to high-risk facilities, nuclear plants or man-made disasters;
see Yogyakarta declaration on disaster risk reduction in Asia and the Pacific 2012.

12. Fukushima jū no kyōkun: genpatsu saigai kara hitobito o mamoru tame ni can be read at:
http://fukushimalessons.jp/en-booklet.html.

13. See http://jcc2015.net/en/conference/ for more information about events accompanying the
WCDRR in Sendai.

14. It has to be noted that this particular call for inclusion of local and traditional knowledge
while preparing policies, and so on was present on the broader agenda for advocating
greater focus on resilience in the post-HFA pushed forward by a number of CSOs. JANIC,
a significant member of JCC2015, was among these CSOs actors (GNDR, Act Alliance,
ADRRN, Huairo Commission, & JANIC, undated).

15. The original document, though, does not contain references to either of these terms, only
‘technological hazards’.
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