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Plan of Today’s Talk	

•  Overview of the JP MOPS 
– JP MOPS team 
– Survey questions 
– Timeline, Target, Response rates 
– Link to other data sets 
– Current situation and Future plan 

•  US MOPS and JP MOPS comparisons 
– Direct comparisons of management scores 
– Performance regressions 

 



Summary of JP-MOPS 	
•  JP MOPS is the Japanese version of Management 

and Organizational Practices Survey for 2015 

•  Official Japanese statistical survey 

•  Many survey questions in JP MOPS are identical to 
the ones in 2015 U.S. MOPS 

 
•  Nick Bloom (Stanford Univ.), Renata Lemos (World 

Bank), Ryo Kambayashi , Atsushi Ohyama, Cabinet 
Office Japan, U.S. Census Bureau 

 



Roles of JP-MOPS Team	

Bloom team 
•  Provide expertise of management surveys (Lemos, Buffington) 
•  Jointly craft survey questions carefully  
 
Kambayashi, Ohyama (JP-MOPS) 
•  Translation of MOPS into Japanese 
•  Design survey framework 
•  Plan and conduct data analyses 
 
Cabinet Office (ESRI) 
•  Provide founding for JP-MOPS (About 300,000 U.S. dollars) 
•  Government endorsement   



Timeline	

January 6, 2017 
Paper-based surveys were mailed out  

February 3, 2017 
Deadline 

February 28, 2017 
Extended deadline 

January 23 – February 3 
First Follow-up Telephone Calls (mfg:16,396 ) 

 
February 7 – February 21 

Second Follow-up Telephone Calls (mfg:11,346 )	
	

March 2016 – December 2016 
Start of project and preparations 



JP-MOPS: Official Statistics 	
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•  Must be approved by the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
and Communications 

•  A response is not required by law (not mandatory) 



JP and US MOPS Questionnaire 	
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Section A - Management Practices

 

 
1

 
In 2010 and 2015, what best describes what happened at this establishment when a problem in the production
process arose?

 
 
Examples: Finding a quality defect in a product or a piece of machinery breaking down.

 

 
Mark one box for each year

   
2010

  
2015

 
We fixed it but did not take further action 

 
......................

 
We fixed it and took action to make sure that it did not happen again 

 
.........

 
We fixed it and took action to make sure that it did not happen again, and had a
continuous improvement process to anticipate problems like these in advance 

 
.....

 
No action was taken 

 
................................

 
2

 
In 2010 and 2015, how many key performance indicators were monitored at this establishment?

 

 
Examples: Metrics on production, cost, waste, quality, inventory, energy, absenteeism and deliveries on time.

 

 
Mark one box for each year

   
2010

  
2015

 
1-2 key performance indicators 

 
...........................

 
3-9 key performance indicators 

 
...........................

 
10 or more key performance indicators 

 
........................

 
No key performance indicators

 
 
(If no key performance indicators in both years, SKIP to 6 ) 

 
..............

 
3

 
During 2010 and 2015, how frequently were the key performance indicators reviewed by managers at this
establishment?

 

 
Mark all that apply

 
 
A manager is someone who has employees directly reporting to them, with whom they meet on a regular basis, and
whose pay and promotion they may be involved with, e.g., Plant Manager, Human Resource Manager, Quality Manager.

 

  
2010

  
2015

 
Yearly 

 
.......................................

 
Quarterly 

 
......................................

 
Monthly 

 
......................................

 
Weekly 

 
.......................................

 
Daily 

 
........................................

 
Hourly or more frequently 

 
..............................

 
Never 

 
.......................................

JP MOPS	 U.S. MOPS	



Target	
•  Establishment-level survey 
–  Must be located in Japan as of July 1, 2014 (Economic 

Census for Business Frame) 
•  30 employees or more  
•  Reference years: 2015 and 2010  

 

Manufacturing	Food  Retail	Info. Serv.	
Meet 30 employees	 55,863	 3,573	 3,503	

Stratifying Sampling	 36,052	 NA	 NA	

Mailed out	 36,052	 3,573	 3,503	

Delivered 35,263	 6,514	



Response Rates	
•  Manufacturing: 31.6 % 
– 11,427 returned / 36,052 mailed 

•  Food and Drink Retail: 35.6 % 
– 1,273 returned / 3,573 mailed 

•  Information Technology Service: 26.7 % 
– 936 returned / 3,503 mailed 

 
 



Survey Questions (Manufacturing)	
 

US-MOPS	 JP-MOPS	

Survey questions	 # of Q	Note	 # of Q	

A. Management 
Practices	

16	 Identical	 16	

B. Organization	 7	 Identical	 7	

C. Data and Decision 
Making	

6	 Not Asked	 0	

D. Uncertainty	 8	 Employment, Shipment  
3 scenarios	

4	

E. Background 
Characteristics	

10	 College degree only	 2	



Survey Questions (Food Ret., Info. Serv.)	

 
US-MOPS	 JP-MOPS	

Survey questions	 # of Q	Note	 # of Q	

A. Management 
Practices	

16	 Identical	 16	

B. Organization	 7	 Identical	 7	

C. Data and Decision 
Making	

6	 Modified  
Frequency of used and 
influenced  

2	

D. Uncertainty	 8	 Not Asked	 4	

E. Background 
Characteristics	

10	 College degree and 
No. of Employees	

3	

Innovation, 
Competition	

4	



Uncertainty Question in JP MOPS	

Uncertainty Question (Value of shipments)   
•  Looking ahead to the 2018 calendar year, what is the 

approximate value of products shipped you would anticipate 
for this establishment in the following scenarios (highest, 
medium, lowest), and what likelihood do you assign to each 
scenario? 
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Subjective	probabilities	
Values	of	product	

shipments	
3	scenarios	

Highest,	Medium,	Lowest	



Systematic Forecast	

•  Subjective forecast about future growth rates of value 
of shipment is positively associated with management 
score 

•  The range (standard deviation) of subjective forecast is 
negatively associated with management score (also past 
employment growth) 

 
 
 

Number 	 Percentage  
(all)	

Percentage  
(respondents)	

Responded (A)	 9,720	 86.2	

Three scenarios (B)	 9,356	 82.0	 96.3 (B/A)	

Sum to 100% (C)	 8,607	 75.5	 92.0 (C/B)	

Correct order (D)	 9,092	 80.0	 97.2 (D/B)	



Innovation and Competition Questions	
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Q.30 : How many competitors were your establishment aware of 
in 2015? 	

Q.31: Between 2010 and 2015, how often did your establishment 
conduct the following types of innovation? 	



Merged with Other Japanese Data Sets	

 

JP-MOPS	

Census of Manufacture Economic Census 
	

Basic Survey of 
Japanese Business 

Structure and Activities 

Basic Survey on Wage 
Structure 

	

Basic Survey on 
Overseas Business 

Activities 
Tokyo Shoko Research 

database 



Current Situation and Future Plan	

Current situation  
•  Ohyama and Kambayashi have done preliminary 

analysis 
•  Kambayashi: Extension to Labor Aspects 
–   Within-establishment gender gap diminishes with 

management score   
– University-graduate premium is boosted as a 

management score of establishment gets higher 

•  Planning for 2nd wave JP-MOPS for 2020 
(Research grant application has been already 
submitted) 

 



Summary Statistics	
Table 1: US MOPS 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Table 2: JP MOPS 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Note: Ohlmcher created the tables and figure in the slides for US MOPS and Ohyama did so for JP 
MOPS. 

Mean S.D. Percentile 
Number of 
Observations 

10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 
Management Score 0.691 0.134 0.506 0.613 0.710 0.788 0.849 24,000 
Decentralization Score 0.381 0.180 0.167 0.250 0.375 0.481 0.625 11,000 

Mean S.D. Percentile 
Number of 
Observations 

10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 
Management Score 0.545 0.149 0.340 0.444 0.556 0.654 0.730 9,560 
Decentralization Score 0.336 0.193 0.083 0.208 0.333 0.458 0.583 2,949 



Management Score Distribution	

 
Figure 1: US MOPS                                   Figure 2:  JP MOPS 

 

Distribution of Structured Management Score

Management Score
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Figure 7: Management score distribution (At least 11 questions answered) 

 

Figure 8: Cumulative distribution (At least 11 questions answered) 
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Management Score by Question	

US MOPS JP MOPS	

Mean Std. 
Err Mean	

Std. 
Err 

Management of a Problem (Q1) 0.902 0.001 0.860 0.004 
KPI (Q2, Q5) 0.744 0.002 0.699 0.003 
Monitoring Frequency (Q3,Q4) 0.586 0.001 0.527 0.002 
Target Setting (Q6,Q7,Q8) 0.769 0.001 0.641 0.002 
Bonuses (Q9,Q10,Q11,Q12) 0.476 0.002 0.706 0.003 
Promotion (Q13,Q14) 0.878 0.002 0.791 0.002 
Dismissal of Under-Performers (Q15,Q16) 0.618 0.002 0.236 0.002 



Management Score and Labor Productivity	

Dependent Variable: Log(VA/EMP) 

US MOPS JP MOPS 

I II III I II III 

Management score 1.170*** 0.640*** 0.454*** 1.060*** 0.979*** 0.525*** 

(0.054) (0.042) (0.041) (0.071) (0.065) (0.066) 

Log (Capital/Emp) 0.204*** 0.160*** 

(0.007) (0.009) 

Log (Emp) -0.010 0.124*** 

(0.008) (0.014) 

Observations 24,000 24,000 24,000 8,299 8,299 7,222 

Number of Firms (Clusters) 14,000 14,000 14,000 7,210 7,210 6,260 

Fixed Effects None Industry Industry None Industry  Industry  

Region and Education Effects No No Yes No No Yes 



Management Score and Decentralized Score 
(Ordered Probit)	

Dependent Variable: Decentralized Score  (0:centralized, 0.5 neutral, 1: decentralized) 

Hiring Pay 
New 

Product Pricing Advertising Investment 
Management score -0.137 0.747*** -0.233** -0.576*** -0.607*** 1.315*** 

(0.107) (0.103) (0.100) (0.100) (0.106) (0.094) 
Observations 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Dependent Variable: Decentralized Score  (0:centralized, 0.5 neutral, 1: decentralized) 

Hiring Pay 
New 

Product Pricing Advertising Investment 
Management score -0.480*** 0.037 -0.389** -0.440*** -0.532*** 0.832*** 
　	 (0.156) (0.159) (0.157) (0.153) (0.159) (0.155) 
Observations 2,949 2,949 2,949 2,949 2,949 　2,949 

Table 5: US MOPS 
 
 
 
 

Table 6: JP MOPS 

 



Conclusion	

•  2015 JP MOPS closely followed 2015 US 
MOPS 

•  Several comparison studies regarding U.S. and 
Japan can be pursued 

•  We plan to run the second wave of JP MOPS 
for 2020 

 


