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Position Statement of JANIC in line with DAC Peer Review Content Guide 
 

Focus of this position paper 
· This paper underlines the fact that there are few opportunities for the civil societies in both Japan and 

recipient countries to be involved in the Japanese ODA policy. 

· This paper attempts to avoid individual detailed matters of development, but focuses more on the 
general trend of the Japanese ODA, and the relationships between civil societies and the ODA. 

· This paper highlights the stances of Japanese government which are often different from the ones in 
the international aid debates and NGO’s considerations.  

 

1. strategies and implementation of ODA  
 

1.1 Purpose of ODA 

Japan’s ODA is an instrument of Japanese diplomacy to realise the shortsighted national interest. As 
more emphasis is placed on the slogan of “public-private partnership” in recent years, aiming at 
promotion of the cooperation between ODA and private firms, the original purpose of ODA, with focus 
on the development of the recipient countries through poverty reduction, has been given the second 
priority. Au such, it is important that the narrowly focused national interest should not override the 
principles of the poverty reduction to achieve the goals in MDGs.   
 

1.2 Implementation Structure of ODA 

Aid has never been discussed in the legal context because Japan does not have the Act on foreign 
assistance. Besides, the ODA budget is allocated across to 13 relevant ministries and agencies, and 
thereby there is no specialised agency/ministry which manages and integrates the ODA policy and 
implementation. While JICA (Japan International Cooperation Agency) is positioned as the main 
implementing agency of the ODA loans and grant, MOFA (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) also partially 
implements grant aid. As a result, the effective coordination between the ODA grant and loans has not 
been realised. In addition, JICA is not fully delegated authority in the decision making process on the 
ODA policy, and thus is strongly influenced by the conflicting of interests among relevant government 
agencies and diplomatic policies due to the unclear division of roles between JICA and MOFA.  
 

2. Overall ODA Policy and Civil Society  
 

2.1 Involvement of Japanese civil society in ODA policy 

Japanese civil societies have had several opportunities for expressing opinions to the government 
through the meetings such as “ODA general strategy meeting”, “Experts meeting on international 
cooperation” and “ODA policy conference”. However, more opportunities to deepen the dialogue 
should be given because the government ensures few reflections of NGOs’ views and proposals in the 
ODA policy. Exceptionally, at the time of the G8 summit and TICAD IV held in 2008, there was a 
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certain level of progress to enrich the dialogue between NGOs and the government.  
 

2.2 Involvement of civil society to evaluate ODA 

Despite the progress of evaluation efforts on ODA projects/programmes in cooperation with NGOs, 
such efforts tend to lose substance in recent years because of the lack of funds. 
 

2.3 Involvement of civil society in recipient countries to the Japanese ODA policy 

Civil societies in recipient countries cannot be involved directly in the policy making process of 
Japanese ODA policy and strategies such as the ODA Charter, the Mid-Term Policy on ODA, and the 
Country Assistance Programs. Regarding this matter, the Japanese government publicly expressed their 
negative stance about their direct participation in such process1. Meanwhile, at the filed level in 
recipient countries, whereas the “ODA taskforce” was established for better coordination between the 
Embassy and JICA office, in order to draw up the country aid programme through consultative 
meetings with the recipient governments, there is no formal dialogue between the Task Force and the 
civil societies working in the recipient countries. 
 

3. Volume and Distribution of ODA 
 

3.1 Volume of ODA: 

In response to the international agreement, in which donors are responsible for allocating 0.7 per cent of 
GNI for ODA, Japan decreased its volume by 40 per cent over the past 11 years, achieving only 0.18 
per cent in 2008. In discussing the pros and cons of increase of ODA, there is no broader participation 
by the citizens in the process of policy formulation and evaluation of ODA, and thus little support from 
majority of the citizens on this crucial matter. The Japanese government need to foster better 
understanding of this situation and prepare the ground for the increase of ODA volume.  
 
Meanwhile, Japan acquires a high reputation from both recipient countries and the international 
community for meticulous attitude that the funds it initially pledged are disbursed on a timely basis. 
This kind of good record should continuously be maintained, whereas the further efforts to increase of 
ODA are also expected.  
 

3.2 Proportion of Loans and Grant:  
Japan’s ODA is characterised as high proportion of loans. In 2008, out of total bilateral aid expenditure, 
loans account for 49 per cent, and grant aid makes up 51 per cent. The share of loan is extremely high 
compared to other DAC member countries, of which average grant share is 89 per cent according to the 
DAC Chair’s report in 2007. For achieving the goals of MDGs, grant aid should be more increased by 

                                                   
1 The statement is made in the first Policy Consultation between NGO and MOFA held in July, 2009. For details see  
pp15-16 in the meeting minute at: http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/Gaiko/oda/shimin/oda_ngo/taiwa/pdfs/seikyo_09_1g.pdf 
(Japanese only). Another one is found in the CSO-MOFA dialogue on aid effectiveness held in July 2008. See page 2 in 
MOFA’s statement at:  http://www.janic.org/mt/img/activity/EnglishNGOMofa080718memo.pdf (English).  
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reducing the volume of loans.  
 

4. Policy Coherence for Development 
 

4.1 Toward Correct Understanding and CSO’s Involvement  

The governments try to make efforts for achieving policy coherence in ODA through the various 
coordinating meetings such as “Overseas Economic Cooperation Meeting (Cabinet level)”, “ODA 
Related Ministries and Agencies Liaison Council (Director General level), and ODA Chief Secretary 
Meeting (Director level). DAC’s interpretation on policy coherence is to ensure “Policy Coherence for 
Development”, taking for granted that the different ministries and agencies coordinate in terms of 
policy and implementation of development. Rather, it questions whether domestic policies outside of 
development policy consider and concur with the principles of development or poverty reduction 
strategies in recipient countries, and should be consistent with ODA policy as such. Yet, it does not 
seem that this meaning is understood widely and adequately among all Japanese ministries and agencies. 
In order to achieve poverty reduction and the goals of MDGs, it is, therefore, important to look at the 
broader areas, on top of development policy, such as agriculture, trade, investment, national security, 
environment, migration, for identifying the major impediments and taking measure to reduce them. In 
addition, not being allowed to participate in these coordinating meetings above, CSOs have very limited 
opportunities to make statements on policy coherence. Against this backdrop, the public generally does 
not understand the objectives and proper meaning of policy coherence.  
 

5. Aid Effectiveness 
 
5.1 Dialogue between Japanese CSOs and the government: 

There were a few dialogues between Japanese CSOs and MOFA, and was some information provided 
to CSOs over the issues on aid effectiveness. Before the Accra HLF, there were three occasions of 
dialogue between CSOs and MOFA for exchanging a certain level of views, there has been no dialogue 
arranged afterwards despite CSO’s repeating request 2 . The information and views on the aid 
effectiveness that MOFA has provided to citizens has neither been enough to inform global debates of 
aid effectiveness, nor unclear about the credible rationales that Japanese government made a 
counterargument against the ideas of other DAC donors. Likewise, the government’s viewpoints are not 
as close as those of CSOs. 
 
MOFA provided us with its performance data for the volume of programme aid and General Budget 
Support (GBS) submitted to DAC at the dialogue with CSOs held in August 2008. CSOs are concerned 
that the those data reported to DAC could be overestimated due to a potentially confusing definition 
among GBS, Balance of Payment (BoP) Support, and Commodity Import Support (CIS)3. Also another 

                                                   
2 Finally CSOs and the government have come to an agreement to set up a consultation forum on aid effectiveness in July, 
2009. We are going to have dialogues a few times a year to exchange our views on this matter. 
3 In the past, there must have been a possible confusion about the information on GBS, BoP and CIS that Japanese 
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confusion was found in the interpretations between conventional project-type assistance in certain 
sector and genuine Sector Development Programme that strictly abides by the original concept and 
practice injecting cash, not converting to in-kind contribution. To avoid such ambiguous interpretations, 
we would like to request the Japanese government to double check those data, and if the government 
interpreted differently, we would also like to request them to recalculate and disclose them after 2000 
by following the definition of the DAC Creditors Reporting System (CRS).  
 
5.2 Ownership 

Japanese CSOs consider that the Japanese government should respect much of the agreed principle of 
ownership in AAA adopted in September 2008, with emphasis on democratic ownership including not 
only governments but also wider participation from populace. Considering this point of view, we have 
not yet seen our government to attempt making rules or setting up the space for dialogue with local 
CSOs in recipient countries, especially minority groups who are often excluded from participation in 
the Japanese ODA process. Historically, having placed more emphasis on the diplomatic aspect in 
bilateral aid, the Japanese government has not provided enough support to recipient governments for 
taking more democratic, accountable and transparent attitudes by involving their own citizens. Thus, we 
presume that the Japanese ODA made few efforts to nurture democratic ownership in partnership with 
civil societies and citizens in developing countries. 
 
5.3 Alignment 

· Untying aid 
As Japan is one of the developed countries that have a responsibility to achieve MDGs sooner, it is 
imperative for the government to take an active part in the discussion of promoting untying aid without 
any preconditions, specifically in the areas of grant aid and technical assistance. These types of aid are 
closely related to the implementation particularly in the LDCs. This issue should be raised and 
discussed at the open forum in consultation with CSOs. Since the Japanese government has not made 
public on the plan to further promote untying aid required by AAA 18 (b), we request the government 
to take a prompt action for developing such a plan to advance untying all types of aid including grant 
aid and technical assistance. 
 

· Predictability of Aid 
At present, applying the single year budget system, Japan’s ODA provides little predictability to the 
recipient countries. We believe that aid to LDCs should be provided with preferential treatment coupled 
with future budget planning, but it is not clear how much the Japanese government has made an effort 
to handle this issue. Meanwhile, after the Japan’s change of power in September 2009, the new ruling 
party has just announced its willingness to introduce the multi-year budget controlling system. 
                                                                                                                                                                 
government provided, because the volume for Non-Project Grant (virtually, CIS) was included in GBS. In addition, sector 
programme assistance, also known as Sector Wide Approaches (SWAPs) or Sector Development Programmes (SDPs) were 
confused with stand-alone project in a certain sector that has entirely different objectives and operations from those of SWAPs 
or SDPs. However, we learnt that the new classification by type of aid in the CRS updated in September 2009 helps clarify 
these misunderstanding and ambiguity.  
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Therefore, both of the ODA executing and implementation agencies should make the best use of such 
an opportunity, but as long as the single-year budget system still remains, the government should seek 
for the alternative efforts to ensure predictability in budgeting process particularly to LDCs, with at 
least three-year plan to incorporate into the Mid-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF). 
 
5.4 Harmonisation 

· Promotion of Programme Based Aid (PBA) and General Budget Support (GBS) 
In order to achieve the effective results of MDGs, supporting current budget deficit of recipient 
countries, whose public finance is usually severely strained, would possibly result in better outcome 
particularly in primary education and health sectors. The new institutional arrangement to support GBS 

newly set up in 2007, known as “the Grant Aid for Poverty Reduction Strategy”, is valued at true worth 
in Japan’s ODA, but it is not big enough, accounting for only 0.04% (600 million yen, about US$ 6 
million) out of total ODA volume by about 1.5 trillion yen or US$ 15 billion in the 2008 budget. Also it 
was clear that the government was not so positive to promote PBA and GBS from the dialogue that we 
have had4. The ODA White Paper reported that Japanese ODA has provided GBS through loans by 
US$ 443 million in 2007, but this is a questionable aid because such loans will extend the burden to 
future generation in recipient countries, and GBS is, in principle, supposed to support current budget 
which meets current needs, not future ones. Considering that it is not easy for developing countries to 
create economic growth in short and mid term by the interventions of private sectors, we call for such 
assistance in a way that proactively introduces PBA and GBS by grant aid for LDCs to prioritise the 
achievement of MDGs by 2015. 
 

· Division of Labour (DoL) 
The Japanese government is not so positive in supporting DoL, because of their belief that DoL may 
create the situation that particular donors control and dominate particular sectors and recipient countries. 
Meanwhile, the current Japanese public finance does not allow the government to easily increase the 
ODA volume for covering all sectors/areas in all recipient countries. Therefore, the Japanese 
government must realistically recognise the domestic situation, and cooperate and coordinate with other 
donors for more efficient aid delivery by applying the principles of “Selectivity and Focus”. Especially 
since LDCs have limited capacities in coordinating to receive aids, the Japanese government must 
actively contribute to reduce the aid transaction costs by engaging in DoL. Furthermore, for the aid to 
LDCs in particular, the Japanese government should take a leading role in promoting DoL by involving 
all other donors such as emerging donors.  
 
 

                                                   
4 We also thought this from the data that the government submitted. As explained in the footnote 2, it is impossible to grasp 
the detailed information of PBA assistance under the Non Project Grant Aid in the White Paper issued by MOFA. In terms of 
improving the accountability of Japanese ODA, JANIC request the government to disclose the detailed information regarding 
PBA that was actually substituted by the Non Project Grant Aid including Debt Relief after 2000. This intends to clarify 
whether or how it includes cash aid or in-kind aid, off-budget or on-budget support, genuine and undeniable PBA such as 
SWAPs or SDPs, or stand-alone project assistance.  
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5.5 Accountability 

Neither Japanese nor recipient government has mechanism to ensure the mutual accountability on the 
outcome of aid to their constituencies. In fact, there remains an issue that the CSOs of both Japanese 
and recipient countries are not necessarily able to participate in the joint evaluation process in the 
Japan’s ODA. In terms of enhancement of accountability, this issue must continuously be addressed and 
discussed. 
 

6.  Collaboration between Japanese Government and NGOs, and Its Support Measures 
 

6.1 Japan’s ODA support for NGO activities 

The ODA budget to support NGOs accounts for only 0.9 per cent out of total ODA. The small portion 
for NGO support simply illustrates that NGO is not regarded as the core partner by the government in 
implementing development assistance. With an average budget proportion of 1.9 per cent in the DAC 
countries, the Japanese ODA budget to NGO is far less than others. 
 

6.2 Japan’s ODA and NGO capacity building 

Although the Japanese government supports the area of NGO’s capacity building, there are limited 
opportunities of personnel exchanges between NGOs and governmental agencies, and accordingly only 
a handful of NGO staff have been hired as the expert in an ODA programme and project. Similarly, the 
support for capacity building of NGOs and civil societies in recipient countries is very limited.     
 

6.3 Public support for ODA 

Several opinion polls5 revealed that the areas of ODA which Japanese public feels the need to support 
include health and medical service (52.9%), poverty reduction (52.6%) and infectious diseases (42.9%), 
whereas less support is reported in the promotion of a large-scale economical infrastructure (27.9%) 
that the Japanese government actively contributes. More interestingly, it showed that 16.2 % of the 
respondents regarded infrastructure building as unnecessary, but poverty reduction (7.7%), health and 
medical service (5%) and infectious disease (3.7%) were found to be less unnecessary than 
infrastructure. Thus, this survey results tell us that the Japanese public does not always support the 
ODA policy which prioritises the commercial profits for the Japanese firms. Despite the government’s 
efforts by the various advertising campaign, the public is not fully supportive of its policy and aid style. 
Also, the opinion poll about the foreign policy conducted by the Cabinet Office in 2008 revealed that 65 
per cent of respondents fall in one of these categories of “keep the ODA volume”, ”decrease the ODA 
volume” or “stop the ODA”. In other words, the majority of the public is not so positive to increase the 
ODA. 

                                                   
5 Survey conducted by APIC(Association for Promotion of International Cooperation)  
For details, see at:: http://www.apic.or.jp/plaza/info/pdf/odareport.pdf (Japanese version). 


