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NNEIGHBORHOODEIGHBORHOOD AASSOCIATIONSSOCIATION

•• Neighborhood AssociationNeighborhood Association
– jichikai, chonaikai, ku, burakukai, etc…

•• Exists across the country Exists across the country 
– In 1980

• 274,733 organizations

– The number of municipalities where NAs were 
organized in more than 90% of neighborhoods was 
3,164 (97% of the total)

– In 1992

• 298,488 organizations

MMEMBERSHIPEMBERSHIP

•• Participation unitParticipation unit
– Household basis (not individual basis)

•• DutiesDuties
– Payment of membership fee
– Provide labor to promote various activities

•• RightsRights
– Participation in decision making
– Benefit from various services

MMAJORAJOR AACTIVITIESCTIVITIES
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RRURALURAL VVILLAGESILLAGES

IN THEIN THE FFEUDALEUDAL PPERIOD  (ERIOD  (--1867)1867)

•• Villages in feudal periodVillages in feudal period
– Main taxation unit was the village

• Villagers were responsible collectively pay their taxes

– Largely self-managed and self-policed

• As long as they paid taxes

– Villagers were responsible for

• Entire infrastructure such as roads, paths, irrigation 
systems, and maintenance of common forestlands* F o r f u r t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n , r e a d S o r e n s e n , A n d r é ( 2 0 0 6 ) . C e n t r a l i z a t i o n , U r b a n P l a n n i n g ,G o v e r n a n c e , a n d C i t i z e n P a r t i c i p a t i o n i n J a p a n . i n H e i n , C a r o l a a n d P h i l i p p e P e l l e t i e r( E d s . ) C i t i e s , a u t o n o m y a n d d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n i n J a p a n . L o n d o n ; N e w Y o r k : R o u t l e d g e .

UURBANRBAN NNEIGHBORHOODSEIGHBORHOODS

IN THEIN THE FFEUDALEUDAL PPERIOD  (ERIOD  (--1867)1867)

•• Urban neighborhoodsUrban neighborhoods
– Associational activity developed along similar lines

• Residents were responsible for

– Organization

• Each neighborhood had its chief and was divided into five-
family groups

– Families in a same group shared responsibility for tax 

collection and misdemeanors
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RRECENT ECENT HHISTORYISTORY

•• At the end of 19At the end of 19thth centurycentury
–Municipal governments were established

• To take over tax collection, population register, 
policing, etc…

– Neighborhood associations

• Voluntarily established by local residents in 
response to a need for local public services

• The range of responsibilities undertaken by local 
neighborhoods on a voluntary basis continued to 
grow

RRECENT ECENT HHISTORY (CONT.)ISTORY (CONT.)

•• In 1940In 1940
– The Ministry of Home Affairs gave an order
• To establish Neighborhood Associations and their 
subunits which comprised of around 10 families

•• After 1947After 1947
– The order was abolished in 1947 by the Allied 
Force
• The order was considered to be the intrusive and 
antidemocratic institution controlled by the sate

– However,
• NAs were gradually reestablished by residents

AATTITUDES TOWARDTTITUDES TOWARD

NNEIGHBORHOODEIGHBORHOOD AASSOCIATIONSSSOCIATIONS

•• Local governmentsLocal governments
– Expect that they benefit from NAs by involving them 

into administrative processes

• Some public officials even consider it a legitimate 
processes for policy making

•• ResidentsResidents
– Many of them do not question the legitimacy of NAs as 

mechanisms of representation

CCASEASE SSTUDIESTUDIES

CCASEASE 1 1 

PPLANNING IN LANNING IN HHATOYAMAATOYAMA, S, SAITAMAAITAMA

Population: 17,978 
Area: 25.7 km2

PPLANNINGLANNING IN IN HHATOYAMA, ATOYAMA, SSAITAMAAITAMA

Southern Hatoyama
- Development has been promoted

Northern Hatoyama
- Development has been restricted
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1. Designate the Revitalization Area

NNORTHERNORTHERN HHATOYAMA ATOYAMA 

RREVITALIZATON EVITALIZATON CCOUNCILOUNCIL
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2. Identify relevant NAs

3. Allocate representatives to the NAs
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CCOMPOSITION OF THEOMPOSITION OF THE NHRCNHRC

•• NA1 to NA4NA1 to NA4
– 6 representatives each

• Incumbent and former 
heads

• NA5 to NA8
– 1 representative each

• Incumbent head

• Other
– Town councilors

• Those who lived in the 
Northern Hatoyama
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OORGANIZATIONALRGANIZATIONAL SSTRUCTURETRUCTURE OFOF

THETHE NHRCNHRC

CCASEASE 2 2 

PPLANNING IN LANNING IN HHATOYAMAATOYAMA, S, SAITAMAAITAMA

PPLANNINGLANNING IN IN IIIDE, IDE, YYAMAGATAAMAGATA

•• InceptionInception
– Planning Committee composed of 120 

residents (1972 to 1975)

• the 1st Comprehensive Plan

– Future task

• lead to community building efforts in 9 

administrative districts

•• Community building effortsCommunity building efforts
– Started from 1987 in the Tsubaki 

district

Population: 9,204 

Area: 329 km2, 9 administrative districts
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Study area

GENERAL ASSEMBLY

JNA BOARD

SSTRUCTURE OF TRUCTURE OF TTSUBAKISUBAKI

JJOINT OINT NNEIGHBORHOOD EIGHBORHOOD AASSOCIATION SSOCIATION 

5 to 10 households

40 to 100 households
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Planning CommitteeJNA Board

SSIMILARITIES INIMILARITIES IN

OORGANIZATIONAL RGANIZATIONAL SSTRUCTURETRUCTURE

•• MembershipMembership
– 16 members

•• CompositionComposition
– The head

• Elected by the General 

Assembly

– 15 representatives

• Each NA could send 1 to 2 

representatives

•• MembershipMembership
– 27 members

•• CompositionComposition
– The head

• Same person as that of 

the JNA Board

– 15 representatives

• Same persons as those of 

the JNA Board

– The other representatives

• Elected from each NA

(1)1987 to 1990

(9)1998 to 2001

(8)1998 to 2001

(2)1990 to 1992

(7)1995 to 1998

(5)1994 to 1997

(6)1995 to 1998

(4)1992 to 1994

(3)1991 to 1994

By 2001
• All districts prepared 

their own community 
building plan

Government
• Decided to incorporate 

all the plans into the 3rd

comprehensive plan

SSTRENDHTS AND TRENDHTS AND WWEAKNESSESEAKNESSES

OF OF NANA--BBASEDASED DDECISIONECISION--MMAKINGAKING

SSTRENGTHS OFTRENGTHS OF

NANA--BBASEDASED DDECISIONECISION--MMAKINGAKING

WWEAKNESS EAKNESS 11

PPARTIALARTIAL PPARTICIPATIONARTICIPATION

•• Partial participationPartial participation
– Decision-makers tend to be occupied by 
elderly men

• Voices of women and young people are not heard

•• ReasonReason
– NAs have household-basis participation 
system

• Every household can send only one person to a NA

– Usually, a household head (too often an elderly man) 
represents his family
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WWEAKNESS EAKNESS 22

IINSUFFICIENTNSUFFICIENT CCOMMUNICATIONOMMUNICATION

•• Representatives do not play expected Representatives do not play expected 
rolesroles
– Roles

• Articulate demands and concerns of residents

• Report back to residents about decisions 

•• ReasonReason
– Do not know what roles should play

– Difficult to understand and explain technical issues 
discussed in meetings

CCHANGESHANGES IN IN SSITUATIONSITUATIONS

SSURROUNDIGNGURROUNDIGNG NANASS

•• Weakening social tieWeakening social tie
– People are getting more 

indifferent to each other

• Especially in singly-

family housing areas and 

high-rise building areas

•• Decreasing Decreasing 

membershipmembership
– 36% of NAs located in 

urban areas experienced 
decrease in membership 
in the past decade

CCONCLUSIONSONCLUSIONS

BBELIEFELIEF

•• NAs are effectiveNAs are effective
– Mobilize member residents

– Enhance communication among residents

– Articulate demands and concerns of residents

CCONCLUSIONS (CONT.)ONCLUSIONS (CONT.)

RREALITYEALITY

•• NAs do not always promise the legitimacy NAs do not always promise the legitimacy 

of their decisionsof their decisions
– Poor communications among residents

– Partial participation

• Domination by elderly men

•• We need to pay special attentionWe need to pay special attention
– In employing NA-Based decision-making


