

Preface


In the summer of 2017, I was studying shrimp farming in An Giang Province in southern Vietnam. The area is rural, about seven hours by car from Ho Chi Minh City. Raising shrimp for export is a booming source of cash for Vietnamese farmers, more and more of whom are trying their hand at shrimp cultivation in the hope of increasing their income.

One day, under a blazing sun, I asked one of these farmers how he disposed of the many shrimp who die from sickness. He answered without a moment's hesitation. "I just throw them in the river." I replied, "But doesn't that pollute the water?". The farmer said, "That's not my responsibility. It's the government's."
	Comment by Nele Noppe: If the farmer was a woman, “he” in this paragraph should be changed to “she”.
That answer was shocking in its blitheness. As a country, Vietnam is top of the class in environmental policy. Deforestation is a tremendous problem across all of Asia; along with China, Vietnam is one of only two countries in the region that have successfully increased their acreage of forest by planting trees. Judging by the words and actions of its government, Vietnam seems serious about protecting the environment to meet the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) set forth by the United Nations (UN). We might assume that once the government's fervor infects more of the population, the pollution caused by shrimp farming will get solved as well. However, my experience with the farmer taught me that such an assumption would be far too optimistic. A gaping chasm separates the upstream debates at the UN and in developed countries from the places in developing nations where people are striving to improve their daily lives. Superficial measures will not bridge that divide.
Up to now, environmental policies have mostly come in two different flavors. One approach has been to ply people with economic incentives. This involves nudging society in a more environmentally friendly direction by using market mechanisms to encourage the development of new technologies and lower pollution through taxation. The downside of this method is that it takes a long time to bear fruit—time that the natural environment under threat may not have. For example, creating cheap and environmentally friendly fertilizers does not bring immediate change, because farmers will not start using them simply because they exist. Also, is it even possible to reduce environmental impacts while keeping the pursuit of profit front and center? In short, the liberal approach comes with many uncertainties.
In the second approach, a powerful state enforces regulations. Developing countries often adopt this kind of environmental policy. To solve water pollution, for example, a country might tighten regulations on chemical use and wield police authority to monitor the release of substances into the environment strictly and punish offenders. However, such a top-down approach does not always inspire people to change their ways. Even when it does, the change may not be permanent. These environmental policies have no chance of success if the public does not trust the authority of the government. Many developing countries in Asia embraced developmentalism and, in that context, granted considerable power to the state. It should come as no surprise that these nations also had some success implementing environmental policies by giving a prominent role to that same state. 

Here is where we need to ask ourselves an important question. Is it even possible to apply either type of approach to environmental policy, with all the accompanying technologies and systems, to human societies? Any policy that aims to change the quality of the natural environment, whether it is by cleaning up the water and the air or by reducing carbon dioxide emissions, will inevitably impact the societies that live in that natural environment. However, we focus all our attention on changes in the natural environment. We spend far less time questioning how the process of implementing environmental policies impacts people. What is the effect on society of solutions to the disparate environmental issues that affect our water, our forests, our atmosphere, and our climate?	Comment by Nele Noppe: Because English is less tolerant of repetition than Japanese, I occasionally made adjustments to avoid too many repetitions close together. For example, I sometimes shortened “human societies” to “societies,” “environmental policies” to “policies.” And so on.

This book does not focus on how the natural environment impacts human societies. Instead, it shines a light on how human societies are affected by environmental policies that states implement to tackle what they deem threats to nature. As the effects of climate change and natural disasters become ever more severe, we will no doubt see an increase in top-down, "authoritarian" environmental policy initiatives. Problems like disasters and climate change are difficult to tackle on a local level. As the clock ticks, local communities will have to increase their dependence on the state to deal with the issues they face. After all, expertise on environmental policy is concentrated at the central government level, and local communities often have no opportunity to challenge the decisions taken by the central government even when they disagree with them.

Considering this state of affairs, we might float the following hypothesis. When environmental policies prove ineffective, could this be because the local communities that mediate between the state and individual citizens have lost their autonomy and, by extension, any motivation to protect their local environments and resources?

On the surface, it appears that Asian countries have reinforced their environmental policies in terms of budgets, personnel, and legal frameworks to meet the challenges at hand. They have received support from international organizations to do this. However, it may well be that as states bolstered their environmental policies, they also expanded the reach of these policies. Environmental policies in Asian countries are no longer just about managing the environment; they are about managing entire human societies.

We have not given enough thought to the implications of this evolution. When myriad aspects of life in local communities end up getting micromanaged by the state as it pursues the great moral imperative of protecting the environment, people's relationship with nature can sour quickly. This is what this book means by "inversion." Inversion is what happens when the balance of dependency between the state and society changes as a result of environmental policies imposed on human societies. By "society," I mean the entirety of the communities that exist outside the state and that individuals can belong to, from ethnic groups to religions, business groups, companies, and schools. This change in balance has a perverse effect: it makes the natural environment even less sustainable than it was before. 	Comment by Nele Noppe: I have changed the division of paragraphs here and there to make the construction of paragraphs more suitable for an English text. Here, for example, I moved the last sentence of the previous paragraph to the front of this paragraph.
I first became aware of the existence of "inversion" in the 1990s, when I saw with my own eyes where minority communities were forcibly relocated from forested regions in rural Thailand in the name of protecting biodiversity. At the time, most of Thailand’s urban middle class did not question the adage that expelling minority populations from their homes was necessary to protect supposedly endangered forests. The inhabitants of rural villages lost faith in the forestry policies that seemed designed according to the logic of the urban classes. They tried to protect their livelihood by making clever use of legal loopholes and, in some cases, conspiring with local officials. Local communities ended up siding with those who advocated for more deforestation.
In Japan, where I live, everyone assumes that what is good for the environment must also be good for people. A typical example is the widely accepted idea that crops grown without chemical fertilizer are better for human health. However, in places all around the world, governments are imposing harsh environmental policies that local people experience as violence. This harshness is especially apparent when it comes to management of natural resources. Because policies that aim to affect nature do not target human societies directly, we rarely take an honest look at how societies actually experience environmental policies. The fact that few city-dwellers question the need to protect the environment at all costs reinforces our tendency to overlook the lived experiences of people who suffer as a result of environmental policies.	Comment by Nele Noppe: This is an example of a small addition I made to clarify the text for non-Japanese readers.
When we talk about policies that affect resources and the environment, the state is omnipresent and inescapable. No one, certainly not private companies or local communities, can take lawful action in this area except within the framework of the state and with the state's permission. The role of the state is especially decisive when it comes to developing those resources and protecting that environment. When I say "state," I mean an organization that has been authorized by a country's citizens to use force in a legitimate way. However, the purpose of the use of force by the state is shifting. Before, states used to wield force to enlarge and protect their territory. Today, states increasingly apply force to play a behind-the-scenes role in advancing economic interests. The reach of the state has extended beyond the economy to cover not only security but also the natural environment and the climate.
To be clear, I do not dispute the need to protect the environment. Nor do I claim that all environmental policies result in "inversion." Few of us would genuinely object to cleaner water and cleaner air, a stable climate with fewer disasters, and healthier soil and forests. Without government intervention in the form of subsidies, taxation, and regulations, no country would ever have lowered air pollution. What I do want to make clear is that any environmental policy inevitably places burdens on some people, and that this side of environmental policies gets much less attention than their more palatable aspects.
We need to be particularly vigilant in situations where entrusting a central government with solving environmental problems risks increasing existing disparities and inequality among people. Few oppose the concentration of power in the state when it is for the noble purpose of protecting the environment. That makes it all the easier to promote such concentration unintentionally. States are rarely inclined to relinquish power once they have it. Worse, they can take power they received to protect the environment and advance the sustainable use of resources, and use it for other ends. Such state overreach can have perverse effects, to the point of boosting the developments that caused the environmental problems to begin with.

If it is hard for local communities to regain control over problem-solving once they have ceded this control to the state, our only option may be to prevent problems from occurring in the first place. This book argues that we need to solve environmental challenges not by continuously tweaking and applying environmental policies, but by keeping the challenges from arising at all. We can do this by transforming the concept of developmentalism that prizes economic growth and technological solutions over all else. Completely repudiating capitalism and globalization because they lie at the root of environmental problems is unlikely to be productive. Instead, I propose that we need to develop practical ways to counter the "inversion" of environmental policies while continuing to promote economic development.
I will use this book to look for clues toward such practices, focusing on the experiences of my own country. What is the point of using insights gained in Japan in a book about developing countries in Asia? In the 1950s, when Japan was in the throes of both post-war reconstruction and economic growth, the nation embarked on an extensive process of trial and error as it struggled to balance causing pollution with enabling its citizens to live prosperous lives. I believe these experiences helped Japan develop an understanding of how to ask the right questions about environmental policies. Such understanding could prove critically important to preventing inversion of environmental policies in developing countries. 
The concept of "inversion" resonates in today's Japan as well. Japanese citizens were taught to be proud of their country's advances in nuclear power, which was billed as both safe and less polluting than alternative sources of energy. After the Great East Japan Earthquake and the resulting disaster at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant, however, nuclear power faced a torrent of criticism. People railed not so much against the disputable economic viability of nuclear power or the environmental risks associated with it; instead, they focused their ire on the fact that the negative externalities of nuclear power fell entirely on local communities dependent on government subsidies. Such subsidies undoubtedly improved the welfare of communities that agreed to host nuclear power stations. Roads were built, schools improved, and employment opportunities created. However, as disaster exposed the risks of nuclear power generation, the communities surrounding the nuclear power plant in Fukushima Prefecture lost every last shred of their autonomy.	Comment by Nele Noppe: As another example of changes I can make to the text to make it easier to understand for non-Japanese readers, I made some small additions to this paragraph to clarify the circumstances surrounding the Fukushima disaster and the debate around nuclear power in Japan.
Regions depleted of people can never be made to switch to renewable energy. The people living near the Fukushima Daiichi plant were promised safety and environmentally friendly energy. What they got was pollution and forced evacuation. What can we learn from this inversion? Organized opposition against nuclear power has existed in Fukushima Prefecture since the 1970s, many decades before the disaster. Why did this opposition fail to attract enough attention?
Environmental problems are mirrors that reflect the state of a society. I want to take a long and careful look into these mirrors. How have our societies changed themselves in their attempts to solve environmental problems and achieve sustainable communities? This book tries to help in three ways. Its first contribution is the creation of a theoretical outlook. I will propose a framework to bridge the conflict between development, meaning short-term policies to improve welfare, and protection of the environment, meaning long-term maintenance of our ecosystem. It is no easy task to consider complex changes in our natural environment alongside the equally complicated interests of human societies. This book lays a foundation for how to think about environmental policy as a genuine sociological issue. I do this by analyzing the discourse around the management of natural resources and by conducting a comparative historical analysis.	Comment by Nele Noppe: What is being compared in this historical analysis? To have a good English sentence, we should say “…a comparative historical analysis of [topics].”
The second contribution of this book is extensive fieldwork that shines a light on how inversion happens in reality. How have states' attempts to interfere with the natural environment become inverted in East Asian countries? We will look at three examples to see how people confront that inversion: irrigation water in Indonesia, land use in Thailand, and the fishing industry in Cambodia. We will pay particular attention to how governments seeking to implement environmental policies switch tactics when they experience pushback from society, and how fiercely citizens can oppose the strategies of governments.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The third and final contribution of this book consists of policy recommendations derived from the experience of Japan. To understand how people deal with inversion by the state, we will delve into the rich intellectual heritage left by Japan's experiences as a developing country throughout the 1950s to the 1970s. It goes without saying that the policy debates countries hold and the solutions they implement can vary greatly depending on the relevant national context. However, the way people become aware of problems related to environmental policies is much the same in any country. Solving environmental problems is never easy. This book looks at the experiences of Japan for ways to avoid causing the problems in the first place.
The global focus on climate change and the increasingly frequent disasters that accompany it has created a sense of crisis. In these circumstances, it is easy to convince ourselves that there can be only one realistic solution to this or that environmental problem and that we have no choice but to let states take the lead in debating these solutions. The role of sociologists is to create opportunities to let steam off this pressure cooker of discourse. We have to make room for people in local communities to have their voices heard on the solutions that would be right for them. The state's power to influence the natural environment differs from its power to interfere in military matters or the economy. It is both more dormant and less visible. That makes it doubly important to go out into the field and listen to what people have to say before we launch into policy discussions.
