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Preface

March 27, 1984. 10 p.m. This is when I first stepped off the train onto the snowy
platform ofOtaru Station. Although I had noway of knowing at the time, thismoment
marked the beginning of thirty-six years of fieldwork in Otaru.

I had entered university the previous April and immediately developed an interest
in urban sociology. My newfound interest was initially nothing more than a vague
curiosity that I could not expresswith any degree of coherence. This in itself was frus-
trating, but the larger problemwas that I had never personally experienced the various
issues at the heart of my urban sociology lectures. The emergence of a “resident-led
movement” was surely an event of major significance within a local community, but I
could not grasp the reality behind the term. Other terms—“class struggle,” “structural
functionalism”—also belonged to this distant world, well beyond my comprehen-
sion. Day after day, I attended these lectureswithout any sense of personal connection
or shared experience.

I made a plan to break this deadlock: I would travel to Kobe, and observe with my
own eyes a residents’ movement that had garnered national attention for challenging
a municipal government so intent upon development that it was often referred to
as “Kobe Co., Ltd.” I wanted to personally experience every step in the process by
which a sociological thesis is developed: I would first observe the field site with my
own eyes and ears, and slowly discern how these experiences could be abstracted
and woven together into a compelling thesis. I thought that if I could undergo this
process just once, I would be able to glean the reality behind the term “residents’
movement.” The entire university career of this intensely earnest nineteen-year-old
would hinge on the success of “Operation Kobe.”

I happened to mention this plan to my eldest brother, who told me “if that’s your
goal, perhaps you should take a look at Otaru, in Hokkaido, where everyone is up
in arms about the canal.” I had visited Otaru briefly as a junior high school student,
but had no real knowledge of the “canal controversy” that had divided the city. As
I listened to my brother, I realized that Kobe was not the only place where I could
achieve my goal of personally experiencing a local resident-led movement. In early
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spring I set out for Otaru. Sheer chance had led me to the city that would become
my fieldwork site for the next three decades.

On that cold March night, Yamaguchi Tamotsu was waiting for me in front of
Otaru Station. Yamaguchi, a key member of the campaign to save the Otaru canal,
drove me through the snow-covered streets of the city to the coffeehouse he owned
and operated. We passed through the shop to his narrow living quarters in the back.
Some hours later, empty beer cans littered the room and I heard the sound of the
morning newspaper delivery scooter. Yamaguchi had talked insatiably through the
night about the state of the preservation movement.

I had listened intently to Yamaguchi, who was passionate but also extremely
logical in his arguments. But I was puzzled. Why was Yamaguchi so insistent that
the canal be saved? Why was the Otaru canal so important to him? What was so
wrong with tearing down old structures and replacing them with new ones? Why did
Yamaguchi continue to participate in this preservation movement, when there wasn’t
a single yen in it for him? And why was the Otaru city government so obstinate in
refusing to make any change to the road construction plan that threatened the canal?

I didn’t have the answers to these questions, but I wanted them—no, I think I
needed to find them. Before my eyes was a man who was putting into practice,
with enormous conviction, the principles of community development, preservation,
and resident-led activism. Here was a man who was trying to do something for the
entire city, with no regard for personal benefit. I sensed that if I could understand
a man like Yamaguchi, who even as he clashed with his opponents was trying to
collectively protect and create something for the city of Otaru, I would be able to
finally discern the real significance of sociological inquiry. Why preserve? I had to
find the answer to this question through every possible means. Slowly but surely, my
research proceeded from that first nightlong conversation with Yamaguchi in 1984.
Otaru was my new field site, and I was soon a frequent visitor.

Yamaguchi’s coffee shopwas a commonmeeting place formembers of the preser-
vation movement, and I was offered free lodging whenever I came to town. There
I was able to focus on the subjective world of local activists, and interrogate their
reasons for seeking to save the canal and their motivations for joining the move-
ment. I gradually expanded the scope of my inquiry, from the people who visited
Yamaguchi’s coffee shop to their broader network, and from there, to the munic-
ipal government. In 1997, when I began teaching a social research practicum as a
young faculty member at Hosei University I added a fixed point observation survey
of Otaru’s historic canal district to the scope of my fieldwork. I still return to Otaru
to conduct this fixed point observation survey every year.

In the course ofmy three decades of research, I have interviewed countless people,
and walked endlessly through the narrow streets of Otaru. My questions have deep-
ened and become more complex, but I have never grown tired of my subject matter.
This is because Japanese cities remain entirely indifferent to history, and enslaved to
the new. In the face of thewholesale destruction of historic districts and the unchecked
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construction of new buildings, my inquiry has kept its relevance.Why preserve? The
question that awaited me on that March night so long ago is the question I have
attempted to answer in this volume. It is my hope that this case study of a small port
city in northern Japan can nevertheless speak to the universal themes of cities and
preservation, change, and control.

Tokyo, Japan Saburo Horikawa
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Introduction

Abstract The Great East Japan Earthquake of 2011 wrought enormous and diverse
changes within Japanese society, and revealed that life cannot go on without a stable
form.Whatmechanismsmight allow us to control changes to thematerial “form” that
is the basis of our daily existence—be that one’s own house or the broader townscape?
This is the question that guides this book. Bearing in mind the lessons of March 11, I
address this question through an examination of the community development efforts
practiced by residents of Otaru, a once prosperous city on Japan’s northernmost
island of Hokkaido. This book asks: “who is affected by changes to urban space, and
how are they affected?” Local townscape preservation movements are one window
into these issues. The preservation campaign launched by residents of a small port
city in northern Japan offers a unique perspective on half a century of change within
Japanese society. It also illuminates the relationship between urban society and the
built environment, and suggests a sociological theorization of this relationship.

Keywords Townscape · Preservation · Social movement · Community
development · Sociology

Ten years have passed since the devastating March 11 earthquake, tsunami, and
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster. Since then, the survivors of this triple disaster
have fought to rebuild their lives. Yet they have also remained deeply attached to
photographs of their old homes. Amid the struggle of their daily lives, they seek
out old photographs that recall lost homes and communities. Photographs cannot
fill empty stomachs or alleviate the discomfort of cramped temporary housing units.
Why, then, are survivors so intent upon finding them? Perhaps they hope that these
images might allow them to heal, or at least soothe their troubled spirits. However,
this does not fully explain the intensity of their hunt for photographs of their family
and hometowns. What is the real significance of their relentless search?

This is a question with no ready answer. What I would like to consider here is the
fact that there is a shape to human activity. In otherwords, the society inwhichwe live
has a physical form, and changes to this physical form are capable of transforming
society.

xiii
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We tend to forget that while the images conjured up by the word “society” are
abstract, society itself is material. Human activities comprise society, and these activ-
ities are not conducted in a vacuum, but rather through earthly materials. Houses,
roads, clothing, food, tableware, musical instruments, buildings, railroads, harbors,
seawalls—none of these things can exist without a material form. In a very literal
sense, the March 11, 2011 earthquake and tsunami shook and destroyed the material
basis of Japanese society.

At the same time, the material components of society are social. Just as the
original apple was entirely different from the apples grown and consumed today,
material substances have been transformed by society’s tastes and inclinations, and
by the significance society confers on them. The original apples were modified for
the convenience of human society. Similarly, the forests that we often assume to be
unchanged since time immemorial are, in most cases, second growth—the result of
a decision made by society at a particular juncture in history. A beautiful forest is
not necessarily a “natural” landscape. It would be more accurate to describe it as a
“landscape with socially-assigned meaning.”

Thus, society is material, but materials are equally social in nature. Conse-
quently, when an earthquake, tsunami, or nuclear disaster fatally alters the mate-
rial foundation, society can no longer survive in its old form and must submit to
the inevitability of drastic change. Society and materials exert reciprocal influences
upon each other: societal changes transform the material world, while the effects of
these transformations return to reverberate through society.

It is because changes to physical space have such an enormous impact on people’s
daily lives and consciousness that people attempt to ward off these changes, or, when
this proves impossible, to compensate for them. When a tsunami has swept away
any trace of your home, or radioactive contamination has forever condemned your
hometown, the sense of loss must be overwhelming. Imagine a feeling of helpless-
ness so strong that it makes you uncertain of who you are, or where you belong. Or
the desolation you would feel if the people who populated your daily life suddenly
disappeared, without so much as a goodbye. Or a feeling of utter isolation akin to
the sensation of walking alone through the soundless void of space. Japan’s rela-
tively quick resumption of nuclear power generation, meanwhile, must prompt a
very different sense of alienation among survivors, who can never hope to resume
their former lives. The hunt for old photographs is one manifestation of an effort to
restore what was lost. For it is not enough for humans to remain living organisms—
they must live embedded within the social relationships of their local community.
Otherwise, simply surviving the earthquake and tsunami would have been enough,
and there would be no need to sift through the rubble in search of images from the
pre-3/11 world.

Ten years after the March 11 disasters, young volunteers continue to look for old
photographs within the rubble of the disaster area. They clean whatever they find,
and attempt to return the salvaged images to their owners. This is because people
live and remember through certain material forms: it is the familiar landscape of
our hometown that enables us to feel we are truly home. As social relationships
are expressed intensively within a certain form, the loss or transformation of this
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form signals an immediate change to these relationships. Relationships were perma-
nently severed when the earthquake and tsunami destroyed their material form. Yet
photographs preserve these forms, and the social relationships that lie embedded
within them. Having lost their homes and all other mementos of the deceased, “at
least a photograph” has become the final plea of those left behind.

The Great East Japan Earthquake wrought enormous changes within Japanese
society. These changes are diverse and wide-ranging. Given the inevitability of
change, whether natural or man-made, people have always hoped to welcome it
when it arrives. What was unexpectedly revealed by the 2011 earthquake was the
fact that life cannot go on without a stable form. What mechanisms might allow us
to control changes to the material “form” that represents the basis of our daily exis-
tence—be that one’s own house or the broader townscape? This is the question that
guides this book. Bearing in mind the lessons of March 11, I address this question
through an examination of the community development efforts practiced by residents
of the port city of Otaru. The guiding concern running through this book is “who is
affected by changes to urban space, and how are they affected?”

It is generally accepted that urban spaces must be regulated and controlled, rather
than abandoned to the chaos of unchecked change. However, the regulation of urban
space is far from straightforward. We have learned that livable urban spaces cannot
be achieved by the free market (“market failure”). Nor is there any guarantee that
government intervention in city planning will achieve something more satisfactory
(“government failure”). Despite all the indicators that attest to Japan’s status as an
economic superpower, the Japanese continue to live in cramped quarters frequently
derided as “rabbit hutches,” and city residents are often forced to walk along narrow
roads with no sidewalks, dodging passing cars as they go. Verdant parks are but a
distant dream for these city dwellers. As new apartment buildings and high-rise office
buildings reach closer to the sky each day, the desire for something as simple as a
sidewalk seems pathetically modest by comparison.

Given the reality of “market failure” and “government failure,” it is time to ask
what mechanisms might better control change within Japanese cities. It is easy to
casually opine on the “lack of livability” in Japanese cities. However, this is hardly
the sociological approach to the issue, to say the least. Social science demands that
we ask why Japanese cities are so poorly equipped to meets the needs of residents.
If Japan’s economic strength and talented bureaucrats cannot create livable cities
(or a sense of abundance and satisfaction among city residents), we can assume that
certain decision-making processes and structures prevent Japan’s ample resources
from being channeled into community and urban development. To understand the
current state of Japanese cities, we must begin by investigating the allocation of
resources, existing decision-making processes and structures, and the consciousness
and desires of local residents.

Local townscape preservation movements are one window into these issues. The
preservation campaign launched by residents of a small port city in northern Japan
offers a unique perspective on half a century of change within Japanese society.More
importantly, however, it illuminates the relationship between urban society and the
built environment, and suggests a sociological theorization of this relationship. The



xvi Introduction

residents ofOtaru rejectedmodern Japan’s tendency to abandon history in its constant
pursuit of the new, and raised their voices in defense of the historic Otaru townscape.
An analysis of their philosophy and practices carries enormous implications for a
rapidly globalizing and homogenizing world.
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Table 6.4 The issues presented by Myōen et al. (1993) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 269
Table 6.5 The survival rate of surveyed buildings: 1986/1992
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Chapter 1
Why Preserve?: Positioning the Issue
and Methods of Analysis

Abstract Cities change. Old townscapes are destroyed and replaced with shiny new
buildings. The cities of Japan are in a perpetual state of redevelopment. This process
is so self-evident that no one gives it a second thought. Yet some people argue that
old townscapes should be preserved. As cities change to meet the demands of a new
age, those who would prefer to save existing townscapes appear resistant to change.
Why would they attempt to protect old townscapes that are hardly convenient or
the most comfortable? This is the central concern of this chapter. What does the
act of preservation seek to achieve? What are the demands for preservation based
upon?Are these demands simply a reflection of individual taste?What type of people
participate in preservation movements? Are development and preservation always
in conflict, or is it possible to conceive of a different relationship between the two?
Most importantly, what do conflicts surrounding preservation reveal about society?
In this chapter, I address these questions and, through the use of a detailed case study,
undertake a sociological approach to the question of “why preserve?”

Keywords Townscape · Preservation · Otaru · Control of change

1.1 Why Preserve? Positioning the Issue

Cities change. Old townscapes are destroyed and replaced with shiny new buildings.
The cities of Japan are in a perpetual state of redevelopment. This process is so
self-evident that no one gives it a second thought.

Yet some people argue that old townscapes should be preserved. As cities change
tomeet the demands of a newage, thosewhowould prefer to save existing townscapes
appear resistant to change. Why would they attempt to protect old townscapes that
are hardly convenient or the most comfortable? This is the central concern of this
volume.

What does the act of preservation seek to achieve? What are the demands for
preservation based upon? Are these demands simply a reflection of individual taste?
What type of person participates in preservation movements? Are development and
preservation always in conflict, or is it possible to conceive of a different relationship
between the two?Most importantly,what do conflicts surroundingpreservation reveal
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2 1 Why Preserve?: Positioning the Issue and Methods of Analysis

about society? These are the questions that have shaped my research. Through the
use of a detailed case study, I adopt a sociological approach to the question of “why
preserve?”

In the spring of 1984, my interest in such questions led me to begin my research
on the subject of urban “preservation.” The core concern guiding my research can
be summarized in a single question: How do society control and shape “changes” to
the urban environment?

This question demands further explanation. When urban landscapes are trans-
formed by redevelopment, the entire city does not change uniformly. Nor does all
change elicit strong resistance. People who join preservation movements do not set
out to prevent any and all change to their environment. They do not completely
refute the necessity of change, but rather distinguish between “places that ought to
be preserved” and “placed that ought to be torn down and redeveloped” (or “places
where redevelopment is an acceptable option”). Their approach to the question of
change, and the nature of that change, is governed by their perceptions. Sometimes
distinctions are made according to clear standards, but in other cases they stem from
non-explicit norms. In either case, the meaning ascribed to a particular urban envi-
ronment by its residents or administrative authorities is not monolithic but rather
replete with gradations: people may deem changes to certain places unacceptable,
but tolerate sweeping changes in other areas.

How are such distinctions made? How is change controlled, and by whom?
No single entity wields unambiguous control over change. Individual landscapes
are produced or demolished through the conflict between governmental authorities,
social movements, and other varied sectors and actors. Taking up the subject of cities
and preservation can thus be distilled into the single question: “How does society
control changes within cities?” (Horikawa 2010a). This book can be described as a
sociological investigation into changes to the urban environment.1

This description must be qualified, however, through a discussion of four specific
aspects of my approach to this subject. These four points could equally be described
as the distinguishing characteristics of my research.

First, we must not take up the issue of “preservation” as a type of political indi-
cator. Approaching changes to the urban landscape and the preservation movements
opposing these changes as an occasional political phenomenon only leads to the
labeling and exclusion of factors from analysis (for instance, preservationists could
simply be equated with left-wing activists). While the social control of change is in
itself a political phenomenon, using political party support (or affiliation) to subsume
or exclude factors simply renders our original question impossible to answer. In this
book, I ask how changes to the urban environment, which occur in response tomarket
trends and may also involve party politics, are controlled by civil society. Posing
the question in this way allows us to better comprehend the reality of preservation
movements that do not conform to the conventional schema of political analysis,

1If we follow the use of the term “function” to describe the elucidation of certain mathematical
principles from the course of change (rather than the simple observation of change), thenmy research
might be described as a “study of cityscape functions.”



1.1 Why Preserve? Positioning the Issue 3

such as “conservatives versus progressives,” or “old residents versus new residents”
(Horikawa 1998b).

Second, we must address the issue of “preservation” from the perspective of
society. To be sure, matters of underlying system are absolutely essential, as the
classification of urban space in Japan is determined by the legislative system in the
form of the City Planning Act and the Building Standards Act. However, framing
the issue of urban preservation in purely legalistic terms limits our capacity for
understanding: problems can only be explained as the result of “imperfect laws,”
while “appropriate development” would be deemed “a legal act, and the exercise
of legitimate authority prescribed by the law.” We cannot ignore the impact of the
legal system on real urban spaces—indeed, to do so would be exceedingly reckless.
However, the legality of a particular form of urban development does not necessarily
signify its relevance to residents. Indeed, the real question here is why so many
legal forms of urban development meet with repeated opposition from residents.
We must avoid stunting the question by adopting a narrow legal focus (Horikawa
2001). While the legal framework is a major factor in social decisions, it does not
explain everything. The sites of conflict between the forces of preservation and
redevelopment indicate the necessity of approaching the question from the level
of society. Indeed, my refusal to compartmentalize the preservation issue as a legal
one and my consideration of the issue within the context of civil society can be
described as another distinctive feature of this research (Horikawa 2010a).

The third point pertains to the relationship between the individual and society.
Many readersmight questionwhether the issue of urban preservation is not really just
a matter of personal preference. If you were to ask someone whether they preferred
an old brick warehouse covered in ivy or a solid and lustrous black minka (a tradi-
tional Japanese-style residence), her answer would be a reflection of individual taste.
However, during local conflicts surrounding the issue of preservation, one cannot
easily persuade others of the significance of preservation by appealing to personal
preference. This is even more true within bureaucratic organizations, where justi-
fying a position in such terms is to be avoided at all costs. Indeed, I suspect that it
is precisely because the issue of preservation has been presented not as a matter of
individual preference, but rather as one in need of the consent or rejection of the local
community, that movements for preservation have spread across Japan like wildfire2

(Kankō Shigen Hogo Zaidan, ed. 1981; Zenkoku Machinami Hozon Renmei, ed.
1999).

Yet one frequently encounters a completely different discourse on the subject,
expressed in such statements as: “scenery is subject to diverse assessments and there
can be no unequivocal evaluation of its merit.” There are many variations on this
theme: “There is no uniform appraisal of a landscape,” or, “as of yet there is no
consensus onhow to evaluate a particular landscape.” From this point of view, treating
movements seeking the preservation of old townscapes as a focus of the sociological
inquiry is not only difficult but ultimately meaningless. The lack of consensus on the
merit of a particular townscape confines the issue to “one of individual taste.”

2See also the cases compiled in Jurisuto, ed. (1976, 1977).



4 1 Why Preserve?: Positioning the Issue and Methods of Analysis

But is this truly the case? Here I would like to draw attention to the background
hypothesis informing this discourse.Underlying the argument that “scenery is subject
to diverse assessments and there can be no unequivocal evaluation of its merit”
is the assumption that “far from being objective, an assessment of a landscape is
exceedingly subjective, and therefore a matter of individual taste.” In this case, the
real issue should be the validity of the underlying premise. Let us consider a real
example of such an assertion:

People’s assessments of scenery, even with regard to the same place, will vary depending on
the person. One person may perceive a building to be beautiful, while another person may
deem the effect of the same building to be unpleasant.

Nakano et al. 2011: 325. Emphasis added.

Now replace the italicized word building in the above passage with the word
“policy,” or “prime minister.” One could also replace it with the word “fine art,” or
“Mr. A.” In any case, the authors’ meaning would still hold true. In other words, the
possibility of differing assessments and the difficulty of establishing an unequivocal
judgement is not specific to the question of the physical landscape. It is equally true
of a wide range of social phenomena. Indeed, any attempt at the sociological analysis
of a subject will confront the same difficulty pertaining to the diversity of potential
assessments and the impossibility of an unambiguous conclusion; the issue of the
physical townscape must thus not be dismissed on this basis. On the contrary, it
confirms the fact that landscape preservation movements represent a viable focus for
sociological inquiry. Before dismissing preservation movements as “nothing more
than a matter of individual taste,” we must consider their significance at the societal
level. In fact, one could argue that it is precisely the structure of a society that
dismisses an important social issue as a mere “matter of individual preference” that
should be interrogated.

Finally, I focus on the relationship between society and the urban environment.We
lead our lives within a physical environment. Changes to this environment inevitably
produce changes to our way of living and our social relationships. This point—
namely, the material nature of society and the sociality of the material world—
is so self-evident as to be often overlooked, but we must consciously incorporate
it into our field of vision (Horikawa 2011; Wakabayashi 2012). Social life never
occurs in a vacuum. In the sense that it is led within the physical ordering of a
specific urban environment, society is material in nature. Meanwhile, in that we
transform nature according to our needs and thoughts, creating and deploying man-
made objects, physical objects have a social existence.3 Once constructed, buildings

3Those seeking a more complete explanation of the sociality of physical things may find helpful
the following passage from Satō Kenji: “Above the fortieth parallel north, where evergreen oak and
madake [timber] bamboo cannot grow, nor sweet potatoes, nor naked barley, forests are comprised
entirely of camellia trees; in places, these trees grow in abundance. The rare sight of these camellias
growing in such northern climes is a landscape that the Ministry of Home Affairs has designated
as a ‘natural monument’ for preservation. This landscape, however, is more correctly described as
a ‘historic monument,’ for it was created with what people transplanted to the area, or what they
permitted to remain” (Satō 1994: 171). Even the natural forest before our eyes does not exist there
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are incorporated as a new condition of our social existence, and our lifestyle changes
as a consequence. Society does not simply produce new objects, it is remade by these
objects in turn.4 What kind of changes to cooperative relationships are brought about
by changes to the physical urban environment?And conversely, howdo these changes
transform theurban environment?Our analysismust incorporate this “double-layered
relationship” (Horikawa 1998a). Therefore, I situate the issue within a specific space
and time, and attempt to grasp the interrelationship between the environment and
society. For we cannot hope to gain a complete picture of the preservation issue
unless we understand the particular environment that a preservation movement seeks
to protect. Specifically, I adopt and apply the method of fixed point observation of
architectural landscapes.5 Myuseof both perceptiondata obtained through traditional
sociological fieldwork and this hard data on actual changes to the physical landscape
is yet another distinguishing feature of this research. Repeated analysis of both survey
and environmental data makes it possible to describe the relationship between the
urban environment and society—but also illuminates the gaps within each approach.
I do not treat these gaps as problems to be resolved; rather, I seek to identify what
these very gaps might allow us to decode.6

As this overview should demonstrate, this book can be described as an inquiry
into the ways in which society controls changes to the urban environment, and into
townscape preservation as a means of “making cities what cities should be,” in
which I offer a sociological explication of how such movements seek to legitimize
the involvement of city residents in public spaces. My application of the tools and
perspectives of urban and environmental sociology signifies a fresh approach to the
issues of “townscape preservation” and “historic environment preservation,” which
are more commonly addressed within the fields of architecture and urban planning.

naturally, but as a result of the human “history of practice” (Satō 1994: 171). In this sense, even a
forest has an exceedingly social existence.
4I have previously discussed this as “the physical basis of the public sphere” (Horikawa 2011:
54–57). Wakabayashi Mikio offers a more refined version of the same argument: “The living bodies
of humans, all forms of consciousness or principles, and all acts, relationships, and groups exist
within, and have been held, formed, and molded by, a material environment, from the [first] natural
environment to the huge and complex artificial environment of the modern city…Cities do not exist
only as the actions, relationships, groupings or consciousness of its inhabitants, but also as such
physical “things” as castle walls, roads, buildings, modes of transportation, communication media,
which enable people to use these things and to be supported by them in turn….the material nature
of society and the sociality of physical objects is one indispensable perspective for Shakai(gaku) o
Yomu” (Wakabayashi 2012: 135).
5An overview of the fixed point observation method can be found in Chap. 3.
6Changes to the environment are not immediately reflected in human perception. Perceptions may
change after a delay, or prove extremely resistant to change.
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1.2 A Case Study of the Otaru Canal Preservation Issue

This book takes as its case study the preservation movement that unfolded in the city
of Otaru, on Japan’s northern island of Hokkaido. A detailed discussion of the Otaru
case begins in Chap. 3; here a brief summary of the city’s history will suffice to guide
our discussion. Otaru is a commercial port city that underwent rapid development
during the Meiji period (Fig. 1.1).

Located thirty kilometers northwest of Sapporo, Hokkaido’s administrative and
political center,Otaruwas formanyyears an important distribution hub and economic
center. In fact, the export of coal from the Otaru port led to such prosperity that
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Fig. 1.1 The geographic position of Otaru (Author’s illustration)


