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Abstract

This article discusses the identities and socioeconomic status of Indigenous people in a non-Indigenous environment, ways to statistically recognize Indigenous belonging, and ethnic policies in a Japanese context, specifically focusing on the Dogai Ainu; that is, the Ainu who left their originally inhabited land of Hokkaido and live elsewhere in Japan. The Japanese government’s 2010 socioeconomic survey on the Dogai Ainu demonstrated a socioeconomic gap between the Dogai Ainu and the majority of the Japanese. This survey also revealed the difficulty of conducting surveys on the Dogai Ainu since in a non-Indigenous environment many of them tend to conceal their ethnicity for fear of discrimination and hesitate to participate in surveys. Indigenous peoples in Anglophone countries are increasingly challenging the definition of Indigeneity as imposed by outsiders, and self-identification is becoming an essential component of recognizing Indigenous belonging to reflect the reality and diversity of Indigenous identities. Some countries such as US and Canada have also begun taking self-identification for enumeration in statistics. The case study of the Dogai Ainu, however, suggests that Indigenous belonging cannot always be recognized by self-identification and Indigenous policies may have to be implemented without comprehensive data. 
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Introduction

The increasing number of Indigenous people who live in a non-Indigenous environment, such as the city, has served to diversify Indigenous identities (Lawrence, 2004; Lobo, 2001; Peters, 2013; Sissons 2005). In North America, about half of all Indigenous people now live in cities and their identities can no longer be simply understood from an ideology that associates Indigeneity with land, nature, and tradition. Some Indigenous people live in an Indigenous environment when at home but may live as ‘general’ citizens outside the home, while others practice few Indigenous customs. Indeed, for some, Indigeneity accounts for nothing more than genealogy. Occasionally, policy makers, non-Indigenous people, and even Indigenous people themselves see living in the city as assimilation into the non-Indigenous population, and Indigenous people’s identities are rejected or even attacked on claims of inauthenticity (Lawrence, 2004; Sissons, 2005). In a non-Indigenous environment, Indigenous people sometimes cannot express their ethnicity without fear of discrimination and harassment. Furthermore, in a social environment where the non-Indigenous are the majority, Indigenous people are often dispersed and invisible, or lack a representative organization. Under such circumstances, the government and policy makers tend to miscount and misperceive urban Indigenous populations, which has recurrently resulted in ‘statistical genocide’, meaning that the government uses these incorrect population counts to justify reduced funding for social services for urban Indigenous populations (Lobo, 2001, page xii). The lack of exact numbers and data on areas in which these populations live has also negatively affected ‘analysing discrimination and guiding action’ (Ringelheim, 2011, page 1689).
To avoid this ‘statistical genocide’ and to reflect the reality of diversifying urban Indigenous identities, Indigenous peoples have claimed that self-identification is an important measure of defining one’s ethnicity (Lawrence 2004; Sissons 2005). Because outsiders do not always see the dynamics of urban Indigenous populations, Indigenous identities cannot be defined by anyone but urban Indigenous people themselves. Recent studies of ethnic minorities, including Indigenous peoples, have also confirmed that self-identification is key to surveys on ethnic minorities, and a lack of self-identification in surveys may affect the reliance of data and the credibility of surveys of stigmatized populations (Krizsán, 2012; Lobo, 2001; Ringelheim, 2011; Yamanouchi, 2010; Watson, 2014a).  To make survey date more credible, ethnic minorities are even encouraged to ‘come out’ (Ringelheim, 2011).  
Like other Indigenous peoples in a non-Indigenous environment, the Dogai Ainu, the Ainu who left their originally inhabited land of Hokkaido and live elsewhere in Japan, have experienced ‘statistical genocide’, the rejection of their Indigenous identity, and the lack of social welfare services, such as protections for life and employment, scholarships, and financial support for cultural promotion. While the population of the Ainu outside of Hokkaido began to increase in the 1960s and it is now estimated at 10,000 at most and 2,700 in Tokyo (Moriya, 2010), the exact population is unknown and data on where they live is lacking. The national government has not introduced any kind of ethnic social services. In Tokyo, while the Tokyo Metropolitan Government conducted socioeconomic status surveys on the Tokyo Ainu twice, wherein their hardships including higher unemployment rate, lower income, and less education level were recognized (Tokyo-to Kikaku Chosei Kyoku Chosabu, 1975; Tokyo-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu, 1989), no comprehensive social services have ever been offered. The Dogai Ainu have long remained off of the radar of policies at any administrative level. 
After the formal recognition of the Ainu as an Indigenous people of Japan on the 6th of June 2008, the national government began discussing new policies for the Ainu. In 2010, the Cabinet Secretariat established the Working Group for the Research on Living Conditions of the Dogai Ainu (hereafter the WGDA), and it conducted the first nation-wide socioeconomic status survey on this population to identify necessary social services and welfare measures. Although the results from the survey of 2010 were far from comprehensive, in particular in terms of methodology and number of participants, it demonstrated that there was still a gap in the socioeconomic status between the Ainu and other Japanese citizens. In light of these results, the WGDA suggested that the national government implement new ethnic policies targeting the Dogai Ainu (WGDA, 2011). 
The case of the Dogai Ainu, however, might suggest that some arguments made in the literature of Indigenous/ethnic studies need to be carefully examined. These arguments include: that self-identification is key to surveys on Indigenous peoples to recruit participants; that credible date is important for governments to implement ethnic policies; and that ethnic minorities are encouraged to ‘come out’ to make survey date more credible (e.g. Krizsán, 2012; Lawrence, 2004; Lobo, 2001; Ringelheim, 2011; Sissons, 2005; Yamanouchi, 2010; Watson, 2014a). In the case of the Dogai Ainu, however, the survey organizers came across the significant difficulty of obtaining consent to participate in the survey (WGDA, 2011, page 34). For fear of discrimination in Japan’s intolerant and discriminatory social environment, many Dogai Ainu do not reveal their ethnic background even to their family members (WGDA, 2011, page 34). As a result, even the approximate number of this stigmatized population is hardly known.
This article addresses identities politics and socioeconomic status of Indigenous people in a non-Indigenous environment, ways to statistically recognize Indigenous belonging, and ethnic policies in a Japanese context. Data for this article was obtained from the minutes, supplementary documents, and final report of the WGDA and other relevant committees under the Chief Cabinet Secretary, such as the Advisory Council for Future Ainu Policy (ACAFP) and the Committee on the Promotion of Ainu Policies (CPAP).1 As will be seen, minutes of these committees’ meetings and the 2010 survey results reveal the struggles of survey organizers, conflicts and confusions over the means of identification of Ainu ethnicity, and long-term hardships experienced by the Dogai Ainu. The minutes also reveal the views of participants as seen through the eyes of the survey organizers. Two WGDA committee members participated in anonymous interviews with the author in 2012. Due to restrictions in disclosing confidential information, the interviewees could do no more than clarify the content of published documents. 
At this point I wish to clarify the meaning and spelling of the term Dogai Ainu. When discussing Ainu populations and where they live, some points need to be noted. The literal translation of the Japanese word ‘Dogai Ainu’ is ‘the Ainu who live outside Hokkaido’, or more simply, ‘the Ainu outside Hokkaido’. The term ‘Dogai Ainu’ was simply created by the national government to implement new Indigenous policies targeting this specific population. As such, the Dogai Ainu do not have a recognized group identity, nor do they call themselves ‘Dogai Ainu’. Like other Indigenous peoples in a non-Indigenous environment, they have complex identities, although some Tokyo Ainu have gained social and political legitimacy since the 1970s. In this article, a macron above long vowels in Japanese words, including ‘o’ of the Dogai Ainu, is not used. This decision is made because English-speaking people can usually pronounce the word Dogai as [Do-u-ga-i] with this spelling, although there is disagreement over the spelling. 


Challenges to understanding Indigenous identities in a non-Indigenous environment 

The issues and challenges of Indigenous peoples in a non-Indigenous environment, such as the city, have been discussed in various disciplines. The discussions span policies and governance (DeVerteuil and Wilson, 2010; Moore, Walker and Skelton, 2011; Peters, 2005; 2011a), homelessness (Peters, 2012), housing issues (Gagné, 2013; Walker, 2008; Walker and Barcham, 2010), health (Van Herk, Smith and Tedford Gold, 2012), settlement patterns (Forrest, Poulsen and Johnston, 2009; Starchenko and Peters, 2008), the lack of community and invisibility (Lawrence, 2004), women and the loss of legally recognized Indigenous rights (Lawrence 2004; Peters, 2004), and racism (Paradies and Cunningham, 2009). A key issue amongst these has been identity and the definition of ethnicity; that is, who constitutes an Indigenous person, and who makes that decision? (Lawrence, 2004; Lobo, 2001; Sissons 2005; Watson, 2010; Wilson and Peters, 2005; Yamanouchi, 2010) These questions are of primary importance to Indigenous peoples who have attempted to maintain the right to self-define and have challenged definitions imposed by non-Indigenous peoples. An example of this imposed definition is the discourse of Indigenous eco-ethnicity, which emphasizes the relationship between Indigenous peoples and ‘nature’ and ‘environment’ (Sissons, 2005, page 28). These questions of definition are also important for government officials and policy makers in deciding who can receive social service benefits and who can retain legally recognized Indigenous rights. Scholars have long discussed the definition of Indigenous ethnicity (and other ethnic minority groups) with little resolution. As Krizsán (2012, pages 1402-1403) points out, the two main approaches to defining such identities often clash: 

According to individual rights, the only legitimate way to identify members of minority groups entitled to positive action is through voluntary declaration of ethnic identity. But the representatives of group self-determination argue for the need to establish objective ethnic group criteria in order to limit scarce resources to only those who are “really” entitled. 

However, no criteria satisfactorily identifies who exactly belongs to an Indigenous group, and any criteria will be contingent. Indigenous identities might be defined by ‘biological, cultural, political, and administrative conventions’ and any definition reveals ‘the dichotomy between inclusion and exclusion’ (Gonzales, 2001, page 176). Also, the boundaries of defining ethnicity are always uncertain and unfixed. In particular, many urban Indigenous people are of ‘mixed-blood’ and their cultural background and identities are not solely derived from Indigenous cultures rooted in the ‘rural’ because of increasing intermarriages with non-Indigenous people and changes in values (Lawrence, 2004; Sissons, 2005). Indigenous people sometimes live in Indigenous communities, while at other times they may live in a non-Indigenous environment. For some members, ‘Indigeneity’ implies solely the fact that they have an Indigenous ancestor (e.g. Coombes, Gombay, Johnson, and Shaw, 2011). In the city, ‘ethnic boundaries once taken for granted have become increasingly ambiguous and difficult to define’ (Gonzales, 2001, page 170), and outsiders do not always see the ‘dynamics that tie the community together and mark who is “in the community” and who is not’ (Lobo, 2001, page 81). 
These dynamics are one of the major reasons why Indigenous peoples have challenged the definition of Indigenous identities imposed by non-Indigenous people or bureaucrats, definitions that may destroy community building and their sense of belonging (Proulx, 2003, page 195). In a theoretical context, this is a conflict over the conceptions of Indigeneity; accordingly, ‘the political projections of Indigenous peoples often rely on essentialized differences and their projection to a global audience which yearns for “authentic” cultures’, while Indigenous identity is becoming multi-layered and incomplete (Coombes, Gombay, Johnson and Shaw, 2011, page 474; see also Cameron, de Leeuw and Greenwood, 2009). This is why Indigenous peoples and scholars have argued that self-identification is becoming an essential component of defining Indigenous identities, in order to reflect the realities of Indigenous peoples in various social environments and the increase of ‘mixed-blood’ (Lawrence 2004; Sissons 2005; Yamanouchi, 2010). The significance of self-identification to recognize Indigenous belonging has gradually been understood by governments and bureaucrats in some settler countries. In the US, the Bureau of the Census changed its enumeration procedures from ascription to self-identification as early as 1960. Canada began taking self-identification for enumeration in the 1996 national census. As a result, in these two countries, Indigenous populations have drastically increased by ‘ethnic switching [of] individuals changing their racial self-identification to American Indian [or other Indigenous groups]’ (Gonzales, 2001, page 170). Also, Article 3 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples to confirm the right to self-determination provides an international basis for this trend (UN, 2007).  
At the same time, the risks of relying solely on self-identification to recognize Indigenous belonging have also been pointed out. Self-identification, as a voluntary identification, may lead to over- or under-reporting (Ringelheim, 2011). Firstly, with regards to over-reporting, this trend has occurred as a result of ‘wannabes’, who try to appropriate Indigenous privileges. Not only do these people mislead government officials and affect Indigenous social services, they also make other Indigenous people fear that ‘their [Indigenous] tradition may fade away’ (Yamanouchi, 2010, page 289). Gonzales (2001, page 174) points out that when the US introduced federal aid programs targeting disadvantaged individuals able to locate an Indigenous ancestor in their family tree, some people started claiming Indigenous ancestry, ‘to take jobs intended for Indians and to write books claiming to be authorities on Indians’, which resulted in confusion and misrepresentation. It has also been reported that indiscriminately issuing Indigenous identity certificates has affected the credibility and assurance of Indigenous people’s status, and caused conflicts among Indigenous people over the authenticity of their identity. Genealogy, therefore, or having ‘Indigenous blood’, should be ‘seen as a necessary prerequisite for an individual to be considered [Indigenous]’ (Yamanouchi, 2010, page 295). Meanwhile, Lawrence argues that some sort of Indigenous family and life experience should construct an element of Indigenous identity so that non-Indigenous children adopted by an Indigenous family and raised in an Indigenous environment will not be excluded (2004, page 153). 
Secondly, under-reporting is ‘where people choose not to identify with a minority or ethnic group to which, from an external point of view, they seem to belong’ (Ringelheim, 2011, page 1689). This phenomenon is often observed ‘when a group is especially stigmatized and discriminated against, and when its members do not trust the state’s machinery, they may fear that reporting their affiliation with this group will put them at risk of discrimination’ (Ringelheim, 2011, page 1689; cf Brown and Scullion, 2010; Lawrence, 2004). Small and scattered populations are another factor in under-reporting, since members of a minority may lack an ‘ethnic’ experience in a non-Indigenous environment and may not associate with the group that they may be tied to. The main problem in under-reporting is that inaccuracies may affect the reliance of data and the credibility of surveys of stigmatized populations. The lack of exact numbers and data of areas in which these populations live may negatively affect ‘analysing discrimination and guiding action’ (Ringelheim, 2011, page 1689). Thus, as mentioned earlier, Indigenous peoples in a non-Indigenous environment, such as urban Indigenous peoples, have been victims of ‘statistical genocide’, that is, the lack of social services deriving from a lack of clear visible data (Lobo, 2001, page xii). For this reason, Ringelheim (2011) argues that members of an ethnic minority should be encouraged to self-identify in some way. Peters (2011b) also argues that Indigenous participation in policy making will make policies more effective.
The Dogai Ainu, as an Indigenous people who live away from their homeland of Hokkaido, have faced such challenges as statistical genocide, the lack of social welfare services, discrimination, and the rejection of their ethnic identity (WGDA, 2011). As a result, although historically there have been three official government surveys on the Dogai Ainu, under-reporting has been conspicuous in all three surveys. However, the identities of the Dogai Ainu and the tendency for under-reporting need to be understood from a slightly different perspective. In particular, I would like to reexamine the argument that Indigenous policies rely on comprehensive and credible data, and that Indigenous peoples should be encouraged to self-identify to avoid ‘statistical genocide’ (e.g. Ringelheim, 2011; Watson, 2014a). As will be seen in the following sections, in a Japanese social environment that is intolerant of ethnic minorities, many of the Dogai Ainu tend to conceal their ethnicity, sometimes even to family members. In the context of Japan, the occurrence of under-reporting brings into question the argument that self-identification is the most suitable way to recognize Indigenous belonging. In an environment where ethnic minorities have difficulty expressing their identities, under-reporting is not merely an issue affecting the reliability of data or the credibility of surveys to identify necessary social services. 

The Dogai Ainu and the 2010 survey by the national government

The Ainu are an Indigenous people of Japan, who live mostly on the northern island of Hokkaido. Historically, the Ainu have experienced hardships and racism, like many other Indigenous peoples in different parts of the world. The Ainu have experienced long-term colonization by the Japanese, government policies of assimilation, community relocation, the spread of disease, decreasing population, and discrimination (Siddle, 1996; Walker, 2001). These historical hardships have significantly affected the socioeconomic status of the Ainu, regardless of where they live. According to the 2008 Hokkaido Ainu Living Conditions Survey, conducted by Hokkaido University’s Center for Ainu and Indigenous Studies, there is still a gap in socioeconomic status between the Ainu and the ethnic Japanese, in particular in household income, employment, and education (Onai, 2010). To improve their life conditions, the Hokkaido Prefectural Government has conducted socioeconomic status surveys on the Hokkaido Ainu every seventh year since 1972, and began the Hokkaido Utari Welfare Measures (Utari is an Ainu word meaning companion) in 1974. These measures include consultations and protections for life and employment, scholarships, housing loans, and financial support for cultural promotion (Onai, 2010; Tsunemoto, 2012). Similar Ainu welfare policies have also been provided by local municipalities in Hokkaido. On the contrary, despite the increasing number of the Ainu who live outside of Hokkaido, no such surveys or measures were provided by any governments outside Hokkaido, with two rare exceptions of socioeconomic surveys on the Tokyo Ainu in 1974 and 1988 (Tokyo-to Kikaku Chosei Kyoku Chosabu, 1975; Tokyo-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu, 1989). The Tsugaru Strait between Hokkaido and the main island of Honshu has functioned as a political boundary, and there has been a political distinction made between Ainu in and outside of Hokkaido in terms of Ainu welfare measures. 
The government’s formal recognition in 2008 of the Ainu as Japan’s Indigenous people and the following discussion on Indigenous policies brought a change. The Chief Cabinet Secretary organized the Advisory Council for Future Ainu Policy (hereafter the ACFAP) and, after interviews with Ainu individuals in Hokkaido and Tokyo, the ACFAP released a final report in July 2009 (ACFAP, 2009). This report stated: 

Support for the Ainu is required so that they can make a living on their own and pursue cultural promotion and inheritance activities regardless of their residences. A survey of the current living conditions of Ainu people outside Hokkaido needs to be conducted. (page 30, emphasis added)

Thus, the aforementioned Working Group for the Research on Living Conditions of the Dogai Ainu was established in March 2010. 
The WGDA committee members consisted of two faculty members of the Hokkaido University Center for Ainu and Indigenous Studies, a faculty member of Sapporo University, two board members of the Ainu Association of Hokkaido, and the leader of the Kanto Utari Kai, an, , , Ainu association in the metropolitan area established by Shizue Ukaji in 1973 (Ogasawara, 1990; Ukaji, 2011). Nine meetings were held between March 2010 and May 2011 to discuss feasible means and procedures to conduct a survey on the socioeconomic status of the Dogai Ainu, to analyse survey results, and to identify possible next steps to implement new welfare measures and social services (WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010). Due to the lack of a nation-wide Ainu association or official national statistics on the Ainu, potential survey participants were recruited through a snowballing methodology that drew on informal Ainu networks. This means that potential survey participants were introduced by members of the Ainu Association of Hokkaido, and other potential participants were introduced to members of the Association by these respondents (WGDA, 2011).What this methodology precluded were those Dogai Ainu who did not have any contact with other Dogai or Hokkaido Ainu. Also, due to time restrictions, the support of Ainu associations in the Kanto region was not sought (Cotterill, 2011). Staff members of the Cabinet Secretariat Office then called and requested each potential individual to participate in the survey (interviews with WGDA members by the author). Although initially the WGDA aimed to recruit 2,000 participants, only 241 households (318 individuals) agreed to participate.3 The questionnaire was mailed to participants in late December 2010, requesting that they be filled in and sent back in a month. Eventually the WGDA collected responses from 153 households, with a total of 210 individuals. Among 153 households, 91 households lived in the Tokyo metropolitan area (Prefectures of Tokyo, Chiba, Saitama, and Kanagawa) and 25% lived in Tokyo Prefecture. After the WGDA committee members analysed the responses, the final report was released in June 2011 (WGDA, 2011). 
Items investigated in the survey are shown in Table 1 and some significant disparities in socioeconomic status observed between the Dogai Ainu and the national average are shown in Table 2. In addition to significant gaps in the areas of education, income, and employment, as shown in Table 2, some key points are: the number of Dogai Ainu who dropped out of high school was six times higher than the national level; the number of Dogai Ainu who dropped out of high school for economic reasons was thirteen times higher than the national level; and 45.2% of the Dogai Ainu had answered that their low income was a serious issue (WGDA, 2011).  
Some disparities were also observed between the Dogai and Hokkaido Ainu. One was in experiences of Ainu cultural activities, such as the learning of language and history, dance, musical instruments, embroidery, carving, and participating in ceremonies. While 40.7% of the Hokkaido Ainu had such experiences, 34.8% of the Dogai Ainu had these experiences. Another disparity was observed in opportunities for consultations for life protection and education. In Hokkaido, most local governments appoint Seikatsu Sodan-in (life advisories) and the Prefectural Government appoints Kyoiku Sodan-in (education advisories), however, no local governments outside Hokkaido formally have such services. As a result, while 10% of the Hokkaido Ainu had previously consulted the government when an issue came up, a mere 3.3% of the Dogai Ainu considered consulting the government first. The majority of the Dogai Ainu (72.4%) consulted on issues with family members or relatives (WGDA, 2011). 
The final report concluded that there was a disparity in socioeconomic status between the Ainu and other Japanese citizens, and new ethnic policies targeting the Dogai Ainu would be necessary (WGDA, 2011). Based on this final report, and since 2012, the newly established Committee on the Promotion of Ainu Policies (Seisaku Suishin Sagyo Bukai, hereafter the CPAP) under the ACFAP has discussed the direction of new policies for the Dogai Ainu.

Concealing ethnicity in an intolerant social environment 

The 2010 survey marked the first nation-wide socioeconomic status survey on the Ainu. The findings might not be particularly new, compared to other surveys on the Ainu previously conducted in or outside Hokkaido; however, in regard to identities and experiences of hardships of the Dogai Ainu, the most important outcome from the survey was an under-reporting. That is, the difficulties of obtaining consent to participate (WGDA, 2011, page 34). As was mentioned, although the WGDA initially targeted 2,000 individuals to participate, only 210 individuals responded to the survey. This fact may allow some to conclude that this survey was a failure and that another comprehensive survey with a more sophisticated recruiting methodology should be conducted (e.g. Cotterill, 2011; Watson, 2014a). Also, a more ‘unrushed’ method could have been used, given that the survey dealt with the delicate nature of undercounting and the personal context of identifying with Indigenous heritage. However, in the Japanese context, the fact that the 2010 survey only reached 318 individuals is not necessarily considered a failure. Rather, this fact should be carefully taken into consideration in the literature of surveys and policies on a small, scattered, and stigmatized population. Where there is no basic information on population numbers, ‘the selection of a representative sample [can be] a base for estimates of future requirements’ (Brown, Hunt and Niner, 2012, page 57), and ‘it is impossible to say with assurance whether improved access and higher numbers of interviews has achieved increased representativeness or introduced bias’ (Brown, Hunt and Niner, 2012, page 59). Indeed, the WGDA believes that the survey collected a representative sample and that the results are statistically reliable (WGDA minutes on 3 December 2010 and 28 January 2011, interviews with WGDA members by the author; see also Onai 2010). Also, since the primary purpose of the survey was to identify the necessity of new Indigenous policies, not to collect ‘accurate’ and comprehensive data on the Dogai Ainu, the WGDA confirms that the survey results are useful (WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010, interviews with WGDA members by the author; WGDA, 2011; Cotterill, 2011). 
WGDA minutes and the final report reveal the difficulties survey organizers faced in the process of elaborating survey methodologies. In regards to how to recruit participants, the WGDA consulted two individuals, Shizue Ukaji and Tomoko Yahata, who interviewed Tokyo Ainu in the surveys of 1974 and 1988 conducted by the Tokyo Metropolitan Government. In these previous surveys, 401 households (679 individuals) and 518 households (1,134 individuals) participated, respectively. The 1988 survey results confirmed that at least 2,700 Ainu were living in Tokyo, after complex calculations by Jiro Suzuki, who supervised the survey (Suzuki, 1990; Tokyo-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu, 1989). In WGDA meetings, both Ukaji and Yahata stated that conducting these kinds of surveys was a hard task. In particular, the lack of exact numbers and data on where the Tokyo Ainu lived made it difficult to find potential participants. Also, it was hard to convince those who had not expressed their ethnic background to family members to participate in the surveys and to convey to them the purpose and importance of the surveys (WGDA minutes on 16 April 2010). In regards to the 1974 survey, Ukaji stated: 

We had to rely on informal networks of Tokyo Ainu, as if we groped for our fellows in the dark. Also, we needed contributions from the Hokkaido Ainu to find potential participants of the survey. In this sense, at a glance, it seems that the survey only reached a small number of them; however, I think the fact that we had 401 households and 679 individual participants is important… The survey dealt with many touchy issues and we could not invade the privacy of the participants; therefore some potentially important questions were not asked of them. Furthermore, some of them did not fully confess their hardships and experiences, as if nothing had happened in their lives. Perhaps this is because those Ainu individuals have become so accustomed to enduring hardships and they would not feel anything about it… Still, their stories on hardships were too harsh to keep listening to and recording. We also did not have experience in conducting surveys, which led to insufficient survey results without comprehensive data to represent the reality of Tokyo Ainu’s life… These difficulties, of conducting a survey on the Tokyo Ainu, reflect the reality of Ainu issues… To conclude this report, I hope that readers will learn everything I stated here from between lines. (Urakawa (Ukaji), afterwords quoted in Ogasawara, 1990, 156-157, author’s translation)
 
Yahata stated that she was reluctant to contribute to the upcoming survey on the Dogai Ainu because of the stress she had experienced with the 1989 survey (WGDA minutes on 16 April 2010). The statement of a WGDA committee member (2011) captures the situation: 

This time I joined the WGDA and as a committee member, I requested my compatriots in Tokyo and Kansai to participate in the survey, but they were mad. “A survey was conducted twenty years ago! And you are doing another one!? The government has done nothing for us since!” More than half of them left Hokkaido for the main land of Honshu at the age of nineteen or under. They did so to escape discrimination, or look for employment opportunities in Tokyo, because there was little chance in Hokkaido. They were mad at me, but I repeatedly asked them to participate in the survey. In the final report, we find the phrase “difficulty [of conducting survey]”. I believe it reflects our reality. In this big city, my fellow Ainu have denied their own ethnicity, and they have decided not to live as an Ainu and not to ask for help from their compatriots. That must have been really hard. (ACFAP minutes on 24 June, author’s translation)

These experiences, as reported by survey organizers, demonstrate that conducting a survey on a stigmatized population may be highly stressful for both interviewees and interviewers, even if an interviewer is their compatriot. Survey organizers also noted that both sides may need psychological care after the survey (WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010). 
The tendency to under-report ethnicity among the Dogai Ainu cannot be understood without discussing the social environment in which the Dogai Ainu live. The majority of the Japanese population is in general ignorant about ethnic minority groups. The majority is sometimes even unaware of the existence of such groups (Nakamura, 2007; Ogasawara, 1990). This is due to a lack of education, to the concept of an ethnically homogeneous Japanese nation that is strongly rooted in contemporary Japanese society, to the only minor differences in facial appearance between the ethnic Japanese and other ethnic minorities, to the highly Japanized lifestyle of ethnic minorities, and to their small populations (more than 98% of Japan’s population are of Japanese ethnicity). The contemporary Ainu also have Japanese names because of former government policies. Ethnic minorities can therefore hide their ethnicity if they do not ‘come out’ (Nakamura, 2007; 2014). In fact, a certain number of the Dogai Ainu admit that they left Hokkaido because they could expect to hide their ethnicity and be free from discrimination outside Hokkaido. They state that they have lived as a general Japanese citizen and never confessed their ethnic identity to anyone, including family members (Sekiguchi, 2007; WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010, 16 April 2011, 12 May 2011). However, when the majority does notice slight differences in physical appearance, they often make fun of the minorities or treat them in a disgusting way. Some Dogai Ainu testified that they did not want to go to a public bath or pool because they were fearful of exposing their ‘hairy’ body (Ogasawara, 1990). Another Dogai Ainu stated that she was questioned by a police officer when she was walking in downtown Tokyo because she was assumed to be a foreigner staying in the country illegally (WGDA minutes on 24 June 2011). When they explain their ethnic background, Dogai Ainu will experience additional discrimination as they do not typically look like the Ainu that the majority might imagine. In the majority’s imagination, ethnic minorities must have a distinctly unique lifestyle even in contemporary Japanese society (Nakamura 2007). For the Ainu, both private and public spaces are sites of fear and discrimination. 
The 2010 survey results revealed mixed attitudes of the Dogai Ainu with regards to ethnicity. Many of them reported that they were proud of Ainu culture and history. They believed that the Ainu language, culture, and history should be learnt by children and the younger generations. They also wished for increased opportunities to learn Ainu culture outside of Hokkaido. However, 20.5% of the Dogai Ainu interviewed answered that they had experienced discrimination based on their ethnicity. Some survey respondents did not confess their ethnicity to their partner (19.1%), to friends or neighbours (37.6%), or to their children (34.8%). The reason for this was mostly because they did not feel a strong association with Ainu ethnicity; however, some of them stated that the reason that they did not to do so was because other people did not know about the Ainu or they were fearful of discrimination (WGDA, 2011). An important note was that 40% of survey participants were unaware of the national government’s recent initiative to introduce new Ainu policies, or even the formal recognition of the Ainu as an Indigenous people of Japan. Merely 7.1% of survey participants were well aware of these changes in recent politics. As a result, as the final report stated, some Dogai Ainu did not initially understand why the national government would conduct a survey at this stage (WGDA, 2011). 
In fact, the situation surrounding the Dogai Ainu does not seem to have significantly changed since 1972, when Shizue Ukaji published her opinion piece in a nation-wide newspaper Asahi Shinbun. At the time, several Dogai Ainu criticized her for her calls to encourage the Ainu to speak up and to establish a formal Dogai Ainu network. They claimed that they did not want to recall their ethnicity and hoped to live ‘peacefully’ in an environment without discrimination (Ukaji, 2011). Ukaji admits that she was active as an Ainu because she did not experience harsh discrimination (Ogasawara, 1990, page 159). Also, despite continuous requests to implement Ainu welfare measures for the Tokyo Ainu, the Tokyo Metropolitan Government merely created an employment consultant position in Hello Work (the Japanese job centre) and nothing has been done on the national level (Ogasawara, 1990, page 6, 72, 159; Sekiguchi, 2010, page 176).  
Clearly, Japan’s intolerant social environment and the long-term negligence by the government have affected the way in which the Dogai Ainu self-identify. Also, the scattered and very small size of this population have been additional negative factors. Without social services, ethnic policies, and legally recognized Indigenous rights, being an Ainu in contemporary Japanese society is disadvantageous (interviews with WGDA members by the author), and they tend to conceal their ethnic background. Importantly, in the Japanese context, self-identification is not always a good means to recognize an Indigenous belonging. 

Determining how an Indigenous belonging is statistically recognized 

How, then, is an Ainu belonging statistically recognized? In almost all surveys on the Ainu, including the socioeconomic surveys on the Hokkaido Ainu conducted by the Hokkaido Prefectural Government every seventh year, those who conceal their Ainu ethnicity, even if their Ainu ethnicity may be verified by a credible document, are not asked to participate in the survey in order to protect their privacy (WGDA, 2011). Inevitably, this tendency makes it impossible to count the exact number of the Ainu population and makes survey results far less comprehensive. The 2010 survey followed this policy, as the WGDA did not prioritize the need for greater sample data or more comprehensive survey results (cf Tsunemoto, 2010).
In surveys on the Hokkaido Ainu by the Hokkaido Prefectural Government, potential participants are ‘those of Ainu descent as well as those living with descendants of the Ainu through marriage, adoption and so forth in local communities, and counted only those who identify themselves as Ainu’ (The Ainu Association of Hokkaido, n.d.). In these surveys, family members of Japanese ethnicity (e.g. spouses and adopted children of non-Ainu ethnicity) are not excluded, as long as they live under the same livelihood. Also, the confirmation of their Ainu ethnicity with a credible document is not required. The 1988 Tokyo survey also used the same definition (Tokyo-to Kikaku Shingi Shitsu, 1989).  
However, for the 2010 Dogai Ainu survey, the WDGA decided to exclude family members who were not ethnically Ainu. The WGDA also considered requesting potential participants to submit a credible document (e.g. koseki, the Japanese family registration system, see Chapman, 2011) with which to prove their ethnicity in order to make the survey results more ‘Ainu-focused’ and ‘reliable’ (WGDA minutes on 3 December 2010). The Koseki system was initially introduced by the national government in 1871. The first koseki, called Jinshin-koseki, registered those of Ainu ethnicity as Kyu-Dojin (former savage). Although Jinshin-koseki is considered to be the only document where the national government formally registered Ainu ethnicity at an individual level, it has legally been discarded and the remaining documents are kept strictly confidential, as one’s health status, criminal history, and former caste were recorded. The subsequent koseki did not register one’s ethnicity; however, individuals with an Ainu name can still be found in old koseki and one can trace genealogy. Due to this reason, koseki is currently used to identify the eligibility for membership in the Ainu Association of Hokkaido and qualification for welfare measures by the Hokkaido Prefectural Government. Although the credibility of some old koseki needs to be examined, the WGDA estimated that roughly 90% of the Dogai Ainu can prove their ethnicity by tracking their genealogy with koseki (WGDA minutes on 28 January 2011; CPAP minutes on 19 April 2013).
For some WGDA members, asking to verify Ainu ethnicity with a credible document to participate in a survey was a reasonable request. This was to reduce the risk of attacks against Ainu individuals (WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010). According to Tsunemoto (2011, pages 44-45, author’s translation), ‘there is no nation-wide understanding on Ainu issues in Japan and the government will need clear means and verifications to convince Japanese citizens about Ainu policies and their eligibility’. In fact, since the formal recognition of the Ainu as an Indigenous people of Japan, several nationalist politicians, writers, and cartoonists have attacked the Ainu for their ‘deceptive Indigeneity’ and for the ‘privileges’ that they enjoy, including welfare policies by the Hokkaido Prefectural Government that are intended to enhance their quality of life (e.g. Kobayashi, 2009; Matoba, 2009; 2012). Some nationalists argue that there are no such people as the ‘ethnic Ainu’ because the contemporary Ainu do not live as they used to, all the while ignoring the history of colonization and the fact that contemporary ethnic Japanese do not live as they used to. Given that there is a risk of harassment by those nationalists and non-Indigenous Japanese citizens when new Ainu policies are implemented, simply relying on self-identification to confirm ethnicity can be considered too risky; the eligibility for possible new Ainu social services and welfare measures would have to be examined by a third party with a credible document (interviews with WGDA members by the author). This method might reduce the risk of attacks against individual recipients by nationalists or by the general public for their ‘deceptive claims’ (WGDA minutes on 11 March 2010). 
Eventually, however, the WGDA confirmed that potential participants of the survey would be members of the Ainu aged fifteen years and over who had migrated from Hokkaido to another part of Japan after 1868, or their descendants. The ethnicity of participants was to be confirmed by asking whether or not their father or mother had ‘Ainu blood’, and the confirmation of their ethnicity with a document would not be required (WGDA minutes on 16 April 2010; WGDA, 2011, page 2). This decision was made because some committee members were in disagreement on asking participants to submit a credible document. These members argued that it was not possible for all individuals to verify their ethnicity with a document, and that it would also be inappropriate to request them to do so. They also argued that the majority of the Japanese would not have to verify their ethnicity with a document. These members expressed the view that the disadvantages the Ainu face in contemporary society were created by previous, ‘inappropriate’ policies by the government; therefore the government should not demand the Ainu prove their ethnicity for the survey or even for prospective social services (WGDA minutes on 28 January 2011). 
The Indigenous (and ethnic) studies literature has argued that self-identification should be taken to reflect the complex identities of Indigenous populations, especially those who live in a non-Indigenous environment, such as the city. The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples also sees self-identification as an essential element to define Indigenous identity (UN, 2007). It has also been argued that reliable data will be obtained by increasing the number of participants in surveys, which will lead to good policies and social services. For these reasons, members of an ethnic minority should be encouraged to self-identify in some way. Also as some suggests, ‘involving minorities’ representatives in the organization of population censuses and raising awareness among minorities about antidiscrimination efforts’ would be effective (Ringelheim 2011, page 1689; see also Hermanin, 2011; Peters, 2012). However, the case of the Dogai Ainu might question these arguments. Under certain circumstances, members of an ethnic minority do not feel comfortable in self-identifying. Also, it must be noted that just because there is a tendency for under-reporting, this does not suggest that ethnic policies, welfare measures, and social services are unnecessary. It cannot always be assumed that comprehensive data is necessary for policy makers to implement new Indigenous policies. 

Being Indigenous in a non-Indigenous environment

The situation surrounding the Dogai Ainu does not seem to have significantly changed since the 1970s. Although some works on the Dogai Ainu have been published (Cotterill, 2011; Kitahara, 2013; Ogasawara, 1990; Sekiguchi, 2007; Watson, 2010; 2014a; 2014b) and a documentary film was recently released (Moriya, 2010), their focus tends to be on those who publicly express their ethnic identity; that is, ‘those who live as an Ainu regardless of where they live’ (Moriya, 2010). The majority of the Dogai Ainu keep silent on their ethnicity. Recently, an Ainu activist stated that it was very difficult to find support for activities from those who do not ‘come out’, especially outside Hokkaido.4 Even in Hokkaido, the 2008 Hokkaido Ainu Living Conditions Survey by Hokkaido University demonstrated that there was a gap between activists and other individuals in the expression of their ethnic identity, and in their general interest towards Ainu issues (Onai, 2010). 
The example of the Dogai Ainu suggests that self-identification is not always the best foundation upon which to understand Indigenous identities, to recognize Indigenous belonging, and to implement ethnic policies. A WGDA committee member’s statement reveals the difficult social environment that faces Japan’s Ainu: 

This time, I asked about 30 individuals, mostly my relatives or acquaintances and their children, to participate in the survey. They left Hokkaido and moved to Honshu about 45 or 50 years ago, but most of them had not revealed their ethnic background to their family members. I expected this, to some extent, but it was still surprising. They claimed: “I had long lived as a Japanese. How can I now confess that I am of Ainu ethnicity?” I was really shocked, as if I had been punched, and it was hard for me to keep calling and asking them to participate in the survey. Another person stated: “I moved to Honshu and I’m not associated with the Ainu Association of Hokkaido at all, nor have I ever been cared by them”. I was also told that: “We are jealous of the Korean Japanese and Chinese Japanese because they have much better government support”; “The government really doesn’t do anything for us”; “Nothing has changed since the survey of some decades ago conducted by the Tokyo Metropolitan Government”. I was really surprised and learned that this is the reality. I kept telling them about the new Ainu policies and the importance of the survey, then finally they understood. Some of them said: “I see. Please let me know once the government has implemented new welfare measures on education, housing, and life support. Once such measures have been established I will tell my family about my ethnic background”. (CPAP minutes on 24 August 2010, author’s translation)

Perhaps under such circumstances, trying to refine survey results by having more participants is not a good idea. Rather, it is important for the government to promptly initiate social services that reach more individuals and to enhance an understanding on Indigenous issues among non-Indigenous citizens. These understandings have been gradually shared by ACFAP committee members. Also, the committee has begun to discuss the appropriateness of collecting ethnic data (CPAP minutes on 22 February 2013). Several members stated in CPAP meetings: 

We find no or very small demand for policies and welfare measures for the Ainu; this does not necessarily mean that the government does not have to do anything (CPAP Minutes on 22 February 2013, author’s translation).

[However] we no longer want surveys conducted. We get almost the same results from every survey [and find that the Ainu do not want to participate], because they do not want to ‘come out’, or do not expect something will happen after the survey, while surveys take much time and effort and cause stress on interviewers… [New Ainu policies] should begin immediately and we should widely advertise and encourage the Dogai Ainu to come to a job training program… New policies or welfare measures generally begin after demand has been found. Our administrative systems have long functioned in this way, but I would like to stress that Indigenous issues should be understood and treated in a different manner… We should adopt a new way to implement Indigenous policies, beyond the existing frameworks and structures. That is our task. (CPAP minutes on 18 April 2014, author’s translation)

This article has discussed a particular case of Indigenous identity in a particular context. However, the case study of the Dogai Ainu is suggestive for other statistically hidden and stigmatized Indigenous peoples who have been left out from the international trend, and it contributes to an expanding the Indigenous studies literature, which has largely been focused on Indigeneity in Anglophone countries. As the annex of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UN, 2007, page 4) states, ‘the situation of indigenous peoples varies from region to region and from country to country’, and governments and policy planners should consider the particular context in which each Indigenous people are situated. At least at the moment, the social environment surrounding the Dogai Ainu is not one on which self-identification is the most suitable way to recognize Indigenous belonging. 


Notes

1: They are available online. The minutes are edited and the identity of speakers is concealed. For WGDA, see: http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/ainusuishin/kaisai.html (accessed 17 June 2014). For ACFAP, see: http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/ainu/index.html (accessed 17 June 2014). For CPAP, see: http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/ainusuishin/index.html (accessed 17 June 2014)
2: Statement of Tadashi Kato, in ACFAP meeting, 7 September 2008 http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/singi/ainu/dai2/2gijigaiyou.pdf (accessed 17 June 2014)
3: Statement of Tomoko Kami, in Committee on Audit, House of Councillors, National Diet of Japan, 6 June 2011 http://www.kami-tomoko.jp/sitsumon/177/110606.html (accessed 17 June 2014)
4: Statement of Hideo Akibe, in panel discussion, Ainu Association of Hokkaido memorial event on the International Day of the World’s Indigenous People, Sapporo, 6 August  2011.
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