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Citizen Participation Can Make a Difference in Social Support Networks
A Case Study from Osaka, Japan
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Some definitions
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*Social safety net
*Social support networks
Community-based initiatives

*Areas & Neighborhoods
\Welfare Commissioners




What does the “gap” mean?
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What Community-based Initiatives Aim to Do
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I B:people who are identified |

a: people who need some sorts of support
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Community-based Social Work Program in Osaka
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<Guideline ver.2007>

Placing a Social Worker in each area (public school district)
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Roles of Community-based Social Workers:
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1. To approach individuals who are falling between the “gaps”
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2. To promote/develop services and programs through social
support networks
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3. To reflect local issues to the government’s programs/policy
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A Case Study
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Municipality B

*Population of approximately 270,000

*Typical commuter town

*14 community-based social workers are placed in 14
divided areas (each area has 2-3 neighborhoods)

*Each social worker is in charge of creating neighborhood-
level support networks

*The network consists of other helping professionals and
local residents, including Welfare Commissioners, and they
are supposed to hold meetings regularly @.

*However... - -




The progress of SSN meetings in 6yrs
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Already established 23 neighborhoods

Not yes established 9 neighborhoods

(as of August 2010)




Two Types of the meetings

200D Hhish A 7 =55 |

|
Individual case conferences
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I Community issues and consensus building
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Contents of the “meetings”
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Frequency (unit: neighborhood)

10) Contents of the meetings

and its frequency always onceln oncea only never
2-3 mtgs year once
( )neral Information ﬁ 2 1 2 2
b Individual Cases (new) (13 2 0 3 5
c. Individual Cases (continuous) 12 1 2 3 5
d. Issues in the neighborhood 10 \ 2 0 7 4
e. Lectures/Workshops 2 \ 1 7 8 5
f. Developing Resources 0 \ 0 0 9 14
| 11 of the\m are 3-year or older

2 our of 5 neighborhoods with less than 1 year, offer only “General Information”




Who sets the agenda?
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Social workers only 13

Pre-meeting 9
(steering committee etc.)

Local residents 1

7) Who sets the agenda
for the next meeting?

/

3 out of 5 neighborhoods with less than 1 year
have chosen this option




Challenges in formation of SSN
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*Local residents did not see the importance & benefits of
the network.

*“Too much burden on welfare commissioners”

*Local residents had disagreements on the membership of
the network.

Difficult to set the rule for handling of private information.
*Local residents initially concerned about the commercial
aspects of the meetings.

*Couldn’t build a stable relationship with point-person
since they rotate quite often.




Why the SSN weren’t formed
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Disagreements among local residents 7

13) Reasons why the SSN

1s not yet formed Too much burden on local residents §)

Local residents do not see the necessity 5

Concern about privacy issues 3

' No key-person 1

Community-based Social Workers try to build relationships with
local associations in addition to Welfare Commissioners.
They also try to participate in local events to show their presence.




How long does it take?
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14) When is the SSN anticipated Within a year 4
o~
to form?

Within two years 3

Nearly impossible 2




Key Findings
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Citizen participation cannot be achieved in one
night
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*Social support networks could evolve in various

forms
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*Networks need a mediator/coordinator to

function
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Policy Implications
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*Guideline needs to be flexible
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Citizen participation may not be so cheap
T RSMAZ LMY EFRSAEL

*Post “Japanese-style welfare state”?
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