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l. Introduction

This paper presents a broad analysis of the influence of civil society groups on public
policy and policy-making in Japan. We provide a macro-level overview based on statistical
analysis of the JIGS survey of Japanese interest groups. Such an approach naturally has its
strengths and limitations. As we discuss the particular methodology employed, we will
comment specifically on the limitations to our study. In general, however, a survey such as this
one can complement more detailed studies of particular policy areas. Moreover, a survey of a
very broad range of civil society actors across issues can provide perspective that is not
available through case studies—even excellent and thorough ones—Ilimited to a particular issue
area or type of group. Our aim in this paper is to provide such a comprehensive survey of the
involvement of civil society groups in policy-making in Japan.

A more detailed description of our methodology follows this introduction. After this,
we plunge into the substantive analysis of the paper. We focus on three main aspects. First, we
distinguish among the types of group that involve themselves in policy-making. These groups
are broken down in the JIGS survey by their predominant activity (e.g. agricultural groups or
sports groups, etc.) and their legal status. Second, we investigate the policy areas that interest
the JIGS organizations. We spend the bulk of our efforts, however, in probing how civil society
groups seek to influence. This includes the concrete activities and steps taken to influence
policy, and the political actors targeted for influence. We also include in this category specific
information such as whether the groups offered electoral support or provided post-retirement

jobs to bureaucrats, or whether they focused their efforts on politicians or bureaucrats. In the
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conclusion, we investigate the success the groups have in influencing policy-making and

politics.

1. Methodology: A note on the JIGS survey

The evidence is drawn from the JIGS survey of interest groups conducted by Yutaka
Tsujinaka. JIGS is an extensive survey of more than 1600 associations in Tokyo and also in
Ibaraki Prefecture, involving 36 questions and 260 sub-questions. The survey utilized random
sampling of telephone book directories (the NTT telephone book). Not all groups necessarily
have their own telephone line, but this method of sampling allows the research to include
groups that have not obtained legal status or do not even have their own office—in this way,
the JIGS data is more comprehensive than government data and catches many groups that
would otherwise be uncounted. The population of the JIGS survey is 23, 128 organizations
listed in the “unions and associations” section of the Nippon Telephone and
Telecommunications Town Page (shokugyoubetsu denwachou), Tokyo 1997 edition and
Ibaraki 1997 edition. There were 21,366 organizations in Tokyo and 1,762 in Ibaraki
Prefecture.

The JIGS team employed random sampling, and used the postal service to send out
questionnaires. Mailed questionnaires hold several advantages. For one thing, the cost is
relatively low compared to other forms of gathering data from organizations. In addition, using
such a method allows us to broaden the sample size far beyond what we could do with detailed
case studies, or even interviews; using these questionnaires, we are able to conduct large-N
research. One of the prime disadvantages to mailing survey questionnaires is that the rate of

response can be so low as to call the results into question. However, the JIGS survey enjoyed a
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very high return rate (40 percent average) and a very high response rate (more than 70 percent).
In this survey, the team sent questionnaires to 4,247 organizations (3,866 in Tokyo and 381 in
Ibaraki) and had 1,638 returns (1,438 from Tokyo and 197 from Ibaraki). The head of the
organization or the person in charge of administrative matters usually answered the
questionnaire. The valid return rate was 37.2 percent in Tokyo and 51.7 percent in Ibaraki. We
received responses from groups that make up 6.7 percent of all groups listed in telephone
directory in Tokyo and 11.2 percent in Ibaraki. These are quite large samples.*

The JIGS survey questions included questions specifically designed to reveal policy
influence and interest of the target groups. We will discuss precisely these results below.
Moreover, we can investigate these data along with a fairly detailed profile of the group,
including the type of group, its legal status, the size of group, etc.

Given the methodology just described, we feel confident that the JIGS results are fair
and representative of civil society groups in Japan—at least as defined by the parameters of the
survey. What kind of groups responded to the JIGS survey? In other words, who are the civil
society organizations whose influence on policy we are studying in this paper? We will address

these questions in the following section.

I1l.  Who? What kind of civil society organizations influence policy?
In this section, we provide an overview of these civil society organizations. This

analysis alone has great value for the study of civil society in Japan. However, we are

1 Tsujinaka has led surveys similar to JIGS in several other countries: Korea, US, Germany, China,
Russia, Turkey, and the Philippines during the 1997-2005 period. Occasionally, these will be
referenced below. For maximum comparability, the surveys are all similar in format and methodology
to the JIGS survey. Naturally, where necessary the surveys have also been tailored somewhat to local
conditions and response rates and patterns varied across countries. We will forebear going into detail
on the surveys of other countries, however, in the interests of space and also because they are not
central to our arguments below.
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interested in using it here as a base for a more sophisticated analysis of which groups attempt
to influence policy and how.

Although the JIGS data is rich enough to profile the groups in a variety of detailed
manners, we will limit this section to an overview of the distribution of types of groups. In
other words, the data are broken down here by the predominant activity or area of the groups,
as self-reported. The definition of civil society, and the delineation of which groups are “in”
and which groups are “out”, is contested. Accordingly, we must also note that we included and
excluded some types of groups from the JIGS survey. School legal persons, social welfare legal
persons, and medical legal persons are excluded from the survey. Religious groups such as
churches and temples are also excluded, although associations that represent religious groups
are included, as are religious groups not involved in a religious mission (e.g. YMCA).
Cooperatives are also included in the survey.

There are two ways we used to classify organizations. The first way is by asking
the respondents to the JIGS survey (Q1) to pick up one of the 10 classifications created
by the survey team. Respondent are asked to identify themselves from the following: 1)
agricultural, 2) economic/business?, 3)labor, 4)educational, 5) administrative, 6)welfare,

7) professional, 8) political, 9) civil/citizens' (shimin) and 10) other. The second method
is to use the NTT phonebook classification. This classification scheme also has 10 types,
but they are slightly different from the JIGS (Q1) classifications. The NTT classifications
are 1) Unions and associations (in general), 2) academic and cultural, 3) fishermen’s
cooperatives, 4) economic (business, trade), 5) social welfare, 6) religious, 7) political, 8)

agricultural cooperatives, 9) forestry and fishery, 10) labor.

PT The reader should understand that “economic” organizations for NTT and the JIGS survey
include also business groups, trade associations, and the like.
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Table 1 and Figures 1 to 4 present this information below. Each shows the main
activity of a group, which we can consider as the "type" of group. Figure 1 is the most
comprehensive. Figure 1 reports the breakdown of the distribution of JIGS groups in
Japan.TP 3PT It also places this breakdown in comparative perspective, by providing
similar figures for the Russia, Korea, the US, and Germany. For Japan, the reader will
note a large “other” section. Figure 2 below breaks down the “other” section by activity
area as reported by the groups in the JIGS survey. Figures 3 and 4 use the NTT

classification.

*PT Organizations that self-reported “other” in Q1 of the JIGS survey were further asked to write
specifically what type of organization they are in the space provided in the questionnaire. The results
are reflected in Figure 2 with other types of organizations that did not fit within the 9 JIGS categories.
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Figurel:Comparison of Distribution of Groups in Five Countries by Type and %
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Figure 2 presents a look at the groups which did not fit into the 9 named categories
established in the JIGS survey questionnaire and reported themselves as “other” in Tokyo. In
this figure, we present a breakdown of these groups which did not report belonging to one of
the 9 categories across various categories of interest area. While 100 of the “other” groups out
of 417 did not respond, what stands out here is the large number of groups expressing interest
in commerce and industry (68), as well as the nearly as large number expressing interest in

non-profit activities (47). These figures are for Tokyo and Ibaraki combined.
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Figure 2: Distribution of Interest Areas of Groups (only groups in “other
category of JIGS survey Q1 classification) by Reporting Interest—Self-
Reported
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We turn now to an analysis of the groups that clearly fit into the categories of the NTT
phonebook. Table 1 shows the percentage of each type of group found in the population of
groups in Tokyo and Ibaraki, as well as the percentage of each type of group surveyed in
Tokyo and Ibaraki, and the percentage of each type of group which offered a valid response to
the JIGS survey, again separated for Tokyo and Ibaraki. The categorization is based on the
telephone classification. In addition, Table 1 shows that the JIGS survey is indeed
representative by comparing the distribution of groups that gave a valid response to the
population of groups. Figures 3 and 4 present this information graphically.

Table 1: Distribution of Types of Groups—Area of Predominant Interest Based on
NTT Phonebook Classification (Chosen by the Phone Number’s Owner)

Type Populatior Population| Surveyed | Surveyed | Valid Valid Res.

of Group Tokyo Ibaraki Tokyo Ibaraki Response | Ibaraki
Tokyo

Unions and 42.8 33.0 42.0 29.4 44.2 27.9

associations

Academic 14.9 24 14.4 3.1 14.1 4.1

& cultural

Fishermen’s | 0.3 2.6 0.6 3.1 0.3 3.0

cooperatives

Economic 20.0 15.2 195 12.6 194 14.7

(business,

trade)

Social 3.8 1.9 4.6 2.6 7.0 3.0

Welfare

Religious 2.0 4.0 2.0 3.1 1.1 1.0

Politics 3.0 3.2 2.9 3.7 1.8 3.0

Agricultural | 1.0 12.2 1.4 18.6 1.3 15.2

cooperatives

Forestry 3.1 15.1 3.2 13.1 24 17.3

& fishery

Labor 9.0 10.4 9.5 10.5 8.4 10.7

Real Number | 21,366 | 1,762 3,866 381 1,438 197




