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Purpose of my research

As represented by Neil Gilbert, Nigel Parton, and Marit Skivenes (eds.) "Child Protection Systems:
International Trends and Orientations” (2011, Oxford University Press) and Kenneth Burns, Tarja
P&s6, Marit Skivenes. (eds.) "Child welfare removals by the state: A cross-country analysis of
decision-making systems* (2016, Oxford University Press), the International comparative studies in
the field of child welfare and protection have recently been published. These results have been
used to strengthen the strongpoints and improve the weaknesses of each country's child welfare
and protection measures. However, despite that Japan is a member of the Summit of the
Developed Nations "Group of seven", Japanese child welfare and protection measures are rarely
taken up in international comparative studies.

One of the reasons is that Japanese researchers have hardly ever communicated the status of
child welfare and protection in Japan to overseas researchers and practitioners in English.

Moreover, the difficulty of understanding Japanese child welfare and protection system, which has
achieved its own development, and the difficulty of the Japanese language itself, makes it
impossible for overseas researchers to place Japanese child welfare and protection as research
targets.

Although | am not good at English, | am a Japanese child welfare researcher with experience in
child welfare and protection in Japan. Under the guidance of Professor Tarja Psé who has a
extensive knowledge of international comparative studies and qualitative research on child welfare
and protection, | conducted this basic comparative research to make the Japanese child welfare
and protection system the subject of an international comparative research.

Previous Research

1. Previous research on Japanese child welfare and protection by overseas researchers

It seemed that Edward J. Flanagan's report (1947), which surveyed the post-war Japanese child welfare
facilities and Alice K. Carroll's report (1949-1950), which reported the post-war Japanese child guidance center,
are the oldest previous researches on Japanese child welfare and protection by overseas researchers.

However, Roger Goodman’s “Children of the Japanese state” (2000, Oxford University Press) is positioned as
the first of contemporary research result by overseas researchers. Moreover, Roger Goodman wrote “The State of
Japanese Welfare, Welfare and the Japanese State” in Seeleib-Kaiser, M.(ed.)” Welfare state transformations”
(2008, Palgrave MacMillan).

Kathryn Goldfarb’s “Japan” in John Dixon and Penelope Welbourne (eds.) “Child Protection and Child Welfare: A
Global Appraisal of Cultures, Policy and Practice (Child Welfare Outcomes)” (2013, Jessica Kingsley Publishers)
is seemed that this article is the first reference to introduce the status of child welfare and protection in Japan as
the international comparative studies.

Michael King's “Child guidance centres in Japan: regional variation in policy implementation and the family-
bond” (2017, The PHD thesis of the University of Oxford, Economic and Social Research Council) was not written
to compare the situation of child welfare in Japan and abroad, but described the results of participant observations
on child welfare social work at two child guidance centers in Japan. Therefore, King’s PHD thesis is very useful
research for this study.

Previous Research

2. Previous research on Japanese child welfare and protection by a Japanese researcher in English

Although the Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare provides policy information in English on the
internet, it is not sufficient in quantity and is only directly translated and not easily understood by overseas
researchers. Although there are plenty of English studies regarding the situation of children, including those by
Japanese researchers and psychologists, there is little research on child welfare and protection policies, and so
on.

Mari Saimura’s article: “A Study of Social Work in Local Governments Regarding Child Abuse Prevention in
Japan, in Japanese journal of social services, No.4, (2006), is only one article written by a Japanese researcher.
She tried to explain Japanese child welfare and protection policies and systems in English. However, that is also a
direct translation and is not easily understood by overseas researchers.

3. Previous research on Finnish child welfare and protection by Japanese researchers in Japanese
A small number of Japanese researchers have studied Finnish child welfare and protection and have published
in Japanese. The following two are representative articles:

=Chino Yabunaga 2017 Finrando ni okeru jidouhogo: fuhensyugitekina fukushiseidoka niokeru ydhogonizu heno
taiou (Child Protection in a Universal Welfare State:

The Case of Finland, Lastensuojelu) in National Institute of population and social security research(eds.) Journal
of social security research. Vol.2, No.2-3: pp.216-232.

- Taiko Takahashi 2019 Finrando ni okeru kodomogyakutaino kainyd no seido ni kansuru ichikousatu (The system
of intervention to child abuse in Finland : Focused on family service orientation and child centered orientation) in
Hokkaido University Collection of Scholarly and Academic Papers: Journal of Education and Social Work, No.23:
pp.25-38.
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The difference between the welfare regimes of Finland and Japan

@Esping-Andersen described...

+ Finland “Nordic countries were a social-democratic welfare regime.”
(Esping-Andersen 1990 The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism)

- Japan

“Japan's welfare regime is characterized by familialism. That is, it is believed that most of the
welfare of citizens should come from family connections.”

(Esping-Andersen 2000 Preface for the Japanese edition of Social Foundations of Postindustrial
Economies)

“Japan's current welfare system equally combines the key elements of both the liberal and
conservative regimes, and it is still developing.”
(Esping-Andersen 2001 Preface for the Japanese edition of The Three Worlds of Welfare
Capitalism)

@Public social protection expenditure for children (% of GDP, without health)

Finland 3.2% (2013)

Japan 1.3% (2013)

Data from ILO “World Social Protection Report 2017-19”
https://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourcePDF.action ?ressource.ressourceld=54887

The difference between the welfare regimes and the child welfare models
of Finland and Japan

@Hetherington (2000) created a matrix based on Esping-Andersen's theory of the welfare state
regime and Niel Gilbert's two models (1997), and stated that there is a split between countries that
provide direct family support services by the state and those that provide family support services by
the third sector. Finland was described as the state of providing direct family support services.

Welfare regime _ . _
'Social-democratic' [Conservative' Liberal'
hild welfare system

state service Nordic
delivery Countries

Rachael Hetherington 2002 Learning From Difference: Comparing Child Welfare Systems, P.29
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/f83a/a026aa3bfa3cdaebb6882598dccbb176df3b.pdf

Holistic system:
‘Family service'
orientation

The difference of the welfare regimes and the child welfare models
between Finland and Japan
@ believe that the Japanese themselves have not found a welfare model that suits them.

Conservative' and
Wiz iEne Social-democratic'  |Conservative' Liberal' et
Child welfare system or

'Familialism’

state service Nordic
delivery Countries

Holistic system:
'Family service’
orientation

Neither

'Family service’
orientation

nor

'Child protection’
grientation

The brief history in child welfare between Finland and Japan

Child welfare-related laws were gradually being enacted, including the
enforcement of Child Abuse Prevention Act in 1933. However, there was no
public out-of-home placement systems in Japan until after WWII.

1945 WWII was over.

The Allied Powers sent a child welfare consultant; Alice K. Carroll to Japan
and she taught child welfare social work to Child Guidance Center officers.

1950

It seemed that Kempe et al.'s finding of the "battered child syndrome” in
1962 came at an adequate timing to Japan. However Japanese child
welfare officials at that time could not imagine that child abuse would be
a major social problem in Japan. Rapid economic growth at that time
had hindered the focus of child protection and child abuse problems.

=R
2000 Child Abuse Prevention Act was enforced.

@ Finland has made two drastic changes to the Child Welfare Act after the war. However, although
Japan has repeatedly made amendments, it has not made any fundamental changes to the CWA.

1983

Child Welfare Act (683/1983) was enacted.
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The “capacity / placement ratio” of Children’s Homes (Ex-Orphanage) in Japan
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@ |t seems that since 1993, Japan entered “the era of child abuse”.

Changes in the Number of Notifications on Child Abuse in Japanese CGCs

(number of cases) 159,5?50
180000 (Preliminary
2015.07.01. value)
L0000 2004.10. The national common
S}\‘I“f:‘:;'l?s:dthe 2013.12. phone number of the
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140000 prevention act, it e h s d to thi
$990 was clarified that Policeto'thierchild oreedioties
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interventions an:
separately Conventi || child abuse || C*tErY of i systems in DV cases.
s0000 | fromchild care |} ononthe || Prevention pzyc i
consultation. Rights of Act was Ry
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Report on Social Welfare Administration and Services in Japan

@ Japanese people lament the situation of child abuse in Japan, seeing the upward trend in this graph. However, as will be
described later, it can be understood that the current number of notifications seems to be too low compared to Finland

The comparison data of the total population and child population in 2018

Child Population (Percentage of total

Country [Population population, year)

Finland  5.5million 1.06million (19.3%, 2018) 31.12.2018

Japan 126.4million 18.88million (14.9%, 2018) 01.10.2018

Japanese data https://www.e-stat.go.jp/
Finnish data http://pxnet2.stat.fi/

@ The Japanese child population is 17.8 times that of Finland.

The meaning of “Child Guidance Centers” (CGCs) in Japan

Nowadays, the Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare has translated
Jidosodanjo ('R EZ 485 FT) as child guidance centers (CGCs). Japanese CGCs is the
child welfare offices placed at prefectural level, which has the authority for the out-of-
home placement of children.

In the English version of the Draft of the Japanese child welfare act in 5.8.1947 (used
for coordination with the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP) which
occupied post-war Japan, the equivalent word for Jidosodanjo was translated to “child
guidance station”.

Alice K. Carroll, who was sent from SCAP to conduct the Consultants and the Surveys
on child welfare in Japan from 1949 to 1950, uses the term “child welfare centres” firstly
in her report. (Tsunefumi Fujii, 2010, Kyaroru katudé houkokusyo to Jidésédanjo kaikaku
(Carroll's report and the revise of CGCs in Japan), Akashi-Shoten Publishers)

However, Alice K. Carroll wanted to develop Jidosddanjo into a specialized child
guidance clinic. Therefore, it seems that the word "Guidance" was used for Jidosodanjo
after her instruction.

@ The pursuit of the origin of “the translation of CGC” in Japan remains a further study. However, |
hope you understand that Japanese CGC plays a similar role as Finnish CWOs.
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Changes in the role of municipalities in the implementation of child and
family welfare support

The municipalities were positioned as the primary contact for consultation on child and
family welfare by the enforcement of the Revised Child Welfare Act in April 2005.

1) Obtain and comprehend information on the welfare of children and pregnant women
2) Provision of information on the welfare of children and pregnant women

3) Consultations, surveys and guidance on the welfare of children and pregnant women
4) For those requiring specialized support from 1) to 3), Request the Child Guidance
Center for assistance and advice.

5) In performing the work in 3), Request the judgment for the Child Guidance Center

@Before the enforcement of the revised act in 2005, the response to child and family support was
different for each municipality. However, the revised act had made it possible for children and
families to be supported at the local level. On the other hand, municipalities do not have enough
social workers specialized in child welfare and do not have the authority of out-of-home
placements.

In order to provide local support for children and families, Japan has set up consultation services
in municipalities. However, a dual structure has been created between CGCs (prefecture level) that
have the authority for out-of-home placements and municipalities that do not have it.

The difference of the government structure which have the authority
for out-of-home placements

Japan Finland

(Ex-Laani supervised

Kunta.)

Japanese Municipalities are not required to have specialized child welfare social workers such as CGCs. As an alternative, due to
the amendment in 2016 of the Child Welfare Law, it is mandatory to make efforts to assign a person who has a child welfare-related
qualification as the coordinator of the Regional council of countermeasures for children requiring aid (RCCCRA).

According to a survey as of April 2017 (F%29), RCCCRAs were installed in 1,735 municipalities (99.7% of municipalities
nationwide). In addition, 5,508 of (66.9%) qualified persons are assigned to RCCCRAs. However, it seems that some qualified
persons, such as teacher license holders, do not have a high insight into child welfare specialities.

The relationship between the CGCs and municipalities regarding child welfare

Consultation/notification
- Y

P o

-="" Referral, etc. | = = = Child protecti
Prefectures/ v E ild protection
i ‘H“_’— — ~| - 4ic
Childrenl “C ? tificati welfare offices Bisposition, etc.| _facilties
Famlles eation Gy | Entrustment to

t Referral/support, etc. Report, etc ~fuster parents,

-

Consultation/notification & (_::“d etc.
uidance
Centers S.
4 t Municipalities A
’ (coordinating 204 centers i

R According to a survey as of

organization of | Referral, etc. as of April 1, Tk
iz | Notfston o RagoaiConcl | b | ) 47 Jne 2010 (UL e

= il 2 SURRRE;S0C, * 205 centers the number of branches of
for Children as of May 10, 5
Requiring Aid) 2010 CGC is 26.
4

L4
Petiﬁog/rofe’nal. etc.

o[ ramiy|

Medical Institutions = Referral/notification, etc.
=

<

Relevant organizations

According to a survey as of
April 2017 (F%29) ,
RCCCRAs were installed in
1,735 municipalities (99.7% of
municipalities nationwide).

| Health centers }.
R

Council of Countermeasures for | _ = =
Children Requiring Aid

https://www.mhlw.go.ip/english/wp/wp-hw5/dl/23010709e.pdf

The number of CGCs / CWOs and Child welfare social workers

number of |[The number of Lcunbercl Ratio of child population to

CGCs / GC Branches pempsEny Shsies ir Social workers number of social workers
CWOs CGCs

Country

No data No No No
available data available data available data available

Japanese data https://www.mhlw.go.jp/content/11900000/000349860.pdf

Finnish data Finnish CWOs cooperate with departments other than child welfare and are sometimes commissioned
to NGOs. It is also possible to operate across municipalities. For these reasons, the competent authorities do not
maintain the above data.

Finland No data available
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The data of six representative municipalities in Finland

Liite 3 Lastensuojelun tietoja vuonna 2018

3A Lastensuojelun asiakkaat ja vastuusosiaalityontekijoiden lukumaara vuonna 2018

Lastensuojelun asiakkaat yhteensd vuoden aikana (0-17-v.) 5766 2835 3957 1914 2000 2429 18901
joista avohuollon palveluja saaneet lapset* 4660 2485 3823 1528 1659 2170 16325
joista sijoitettuna olleet lapset 1819 774 849 666 632 609 5349

Jilkihuollossa olleet nuoret vuoden aikana (18-20-v.) 921 358 272 257, 256 243] 2307

i 6 Sakkoiderrosvus %) S T

(0-17v.) 53 44 84 6,6 53 55 57

*Vantaan on mukana mukaisia palveluja saaneita lapsia.

Vastuusosiaalitydntekijat yhteensd 156 67 76 38, 40 56, 433
josta avohuollossa 100 51 60, 24 29| 44 308
josta sijaishuollossa 47 12 14 11 11 12 107
josta jalkihuoll (jos erikseen) 9 4 2 3 0 0 18/

https://www.hel.fi/hel2/tietokeskus/julkaisut

df/19 06 03 Kuusikko Lastensuojelu 2018.pdf

A comparison regarding the number of Child welfare social workers

+Helsinki city: The total population is about 600,000.
(The child population is about 100,000.)
— 156 child welfare social workers are working in CWOs.

for out-of-home placements) in Japan: The total population is about 600,000
(child population of about 100,000) @ 31.12.2019
— 23 child welfare social workers (including section manager and foster parents support
staff) in CGC and 12 social workers in Social Welfare Offices (including persons
without child welfare specialities)

@ Shizuoka City (government-ordinance-designated city; which has the authority

@ The number of Shizuoka city’s child welfare social worker is only 22.4% of
Helsinki city’s.

<As a reference>

+The Standards of Japan (From “Child Guidance Center Management Guidelines” (revised on
September 2016))

— Child welfare social workers are assigned to at least one person per 40,000 people. One or more
child psychologists are assigned to two child social workers.

Investigation

System and process Conducted by a Sociological Prefectural Council
of guidance and support Social worker assessment W for Child Welfare
activities at child guidance (CWA 12-2) (CWA27-1)
centers in Japan ; Opinion4  Opinion
Psychological inquiry statement
= assessment "
In-take Conference DeeiE Determi
: C°"5f“"a“°" to assess to on Support | | nation of
Notification receive the Medical ! policy Support
Referral | ] ] >l making [ ;
Viai . case or not assessment makmg content
* Via interview . f N
- Via (Decided by conrere confere (Decided by
el the chief of Temporary - nce the chief of
Ve CGC) | sheltered Behavioral R nce CGC)
! (CWA 33) assessment —
Protection / Provision of Support
Observation / Other types (Ongoing support to
Guidance children, parents, related
S of organizations, etc. )
assessment v

[y

Report results /
Reconsideration of Support policy

Termination and/or
Change of Support

(Conference for Receiving,
Decision, Support policy)

Support contents on Child guidance centers and Related articles
1. In-home services
(1) Guidance without welfare placement (Child Welfare Act 12.1)
a. Advice and guidance
b. Continuing guidance
c. Mediation to other organization
(2) Guidance with welfare placement
a. Guidance by Child welfare social worker (Child Welfare Law 26.1.2, Child Welfare Act 27.1.2)
b. Guidance by Child committee (Child Welfare Law 26.1.2, Child Welfare Act 27.1.2)
c. Guidance by Children and Families Support Center (Child Welfare Law 26.1.2, Child Welfare Act 27.1.2)
d. Guidance by Social worker for Intellectual disabilities, Guidance by social welfare supervisor (Child Welfare Act 27.1.2)
(3) Admonition and pledge measures (Child Welfare Act 27.1.1)

2. Placement into child welfare facilities (Child Welfare Act 27.1.3) / Consignment for designated medical institutions (Child
Welfare Act 27.2)
3. Placement into Foster family (Child Welfare Act 27.1.3)
4. Support Measures for Child Independence Living (Child Welfare Act 27.7)
5. Consignment and notification for welfare office (Child Welfare Act 26.1.3, 63-4.63-5)
6. Consignment for Family court (Child Welfare Act 27.1.4, 27-3)
7. Petition for Domestic Affairs Trial to family court
a. Approval of involuntary care orders(Child Welfare Act 28.1, 28.2)
b. Request for declaration of loss of custody (Child Welfare Act 33-6)
c. Request for guardian appointment (Child Welfare Act 33-7)
d. Request for guardian dismissal (Child Welfare Act 33-8)

450



o WAL A BE O [ L2 B 3 B SRR E

ETEN

System and process of guidance and support activities at CWOs in Finland

Yhteydenotto sosiaalihuoltoon
tuen tarpeen arvioimiseksi
(Ls1 25 a §)

Lastensuojeluilmoitus (Lsl 25 §)
Muulla tavoin esiin tullut
lastensuojelun tarve

Ei lastensuojelun  Tarve muihin  Kiireellisen
eika sosiaalihuolion sosiaalihuoito- tuen tarve
asiakkuutta lain mukaisiin

palveluihin

Il

ensuojelutoimiin /
tarve lastensuojelulain
mukaisiin palveluihin

Kun sosiaalihuollon asiakaskirjaan
merkitasn tiedoksi, etts sosiaali-
huollon jarjestamiselle ei ole
perusteita, asiakkuus paattyy

https://www.hel.fi/hel2/tietokeskus/julkaisut/pdf/19 06 03 Kuusikko Lastensuojelu 2018.pdf

System and process
of guidance and support

activities at CWOs
in Finland

* Social
welfare 1, l»
notifications An
Z:;essment assessme
the need for mealidie
support need for
(CWA25a) services,

which
+ Child includes
welfare an
notification s
(cwA2s) analysis
of the

) Thg need need for
for child .
protection child .
that brought protectio
by other ways n

* Application

~,| Needs for urgent

child protection /
Needs for child
welfare services

Family services

Needs for urgent
support

Needs for other
services under
the Social Service
Act

Services under
the Child
Welfare Act

* Family services
without child protection

|| clients (home service,

family work, etc.)

* Children with special
needs

No needs for child
protection or
social welfare

When a social
care client is
registered in
the case
records as no
needs or
inappropriate
for organizing
social care,
the
relationship
ends

Services under the Child Welfare Act in Finland

Emergency
placement
In-home services
in addition to general family
services 2
* Support in resolving the problem Garelorden

of the child and family

* Financial and other types of
support v

+ Care and therapy services

* Enhanced family work

* Family rehabilitation

* Placement as an in-home service

Substitute care

/ Urgent protection as an in-home
service

Data regarding Child welfare notifications in 2018 (SFR{304F[E)

+ Finland

145,880 notifications (for 78,875 Children) / 1,060,000(Child population in Finland)=7.26 %

+ Japan

544,006 notifications (but children numbers are unknown) /18,880,000
(Child population in Japan)

=2.88%

& Finnish Child welfare notification is about 2.5 times more
than that of Japan.
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Data regarding Emergency placements in 2018 (FR{30EE)

Finland
4,390 Children / 1,060,000(Child population in Finland) = 0.41 %

+ Japan
Emergency placement in CGC's temporary shelters 26,177 Children
Emergency placement in the child welfare institutions and foster homes
26,276 Children
Total 52,453 Children / 18,880,000
(Child population in Japan)
=0.27%

@ Finnish emergency placement is about 1.5 times more
than that of Japan.

Numbers of children (0-17 years of age) in care
Children placed out-|Number of children per 1,000 children Number of children per 1,000 children

Country | Year of-home and per [and the proportion of children in and the proportion of children in
1,000 children  [involuntary care of all children in care (%) |oluntary care of all children in care (%)

Finland 2012  10365(9.6) 1.8 (19%) 7.8(81%) v

Note1:The Finnish number includes both voluntary care orders and removals as part of in-home services. In both types the child
enters the care based on consent. The voluntary removal by a care order, however, may not be term inated by the parents' or child's
decesion only.

Note2: "2017" is the year of information disclosure by the Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare in Japan.

Note3:The number of "Children placed out-of-home and per 1,000 children" in Japan includes those aged 18 and over.
Note4:"Number of children per 1,000 children and the proportion of children in involuntary care of all children in care (%) " in Japan
uses as a data source the number of final states of the Family courts in a single year. Under Japanese law, involuntary care is
scheduled to be renewed every two years. Therefore, the final numbers for 2017 and 2016 are summed up here.

Finnish data is cited from Kenneth Burns, Tarja P6s6, Marit Skivenes, Removals of children by the child welfare system-—Variations
and differences across countries, in Kenneth Burns, Tarja P6s6, Marit Skivenes. (eds.) "Child welfare removals by the state: A cross-
country analysis of decision-making systems* (2016, Oxford University Press), P.227.

@First of all, the ratio of the number of Children placed out-of-home / 1,000 children is about 14 times
higher in Finland. This seems to be the result of lack of intervention in Japan. The actual number of the
involuntary care order cannot be simply compared because the data acquisition methods are different.
However, the number of involuntary care orders is clearly low.

Data regarding the number of out-of-home placements in 2018 (ER{30EE)

Children aged 0-17 [<as a reference>
Children
: 17 placed outside the
ountry ” i i home as a Percentage of to
{ . percentage of the of out-of-home
population of the placement divided by
lsame age population under 18

Finland 18544 7721 1954 7173 1696 15884

@ Japan’s placement data includes the number of children between the ages from
18 to 20. However, the reference value is divided by the population under the age
of 18 to make the denominator uniform. From these reference values, it can be
understood that the proportion of children subject to the population of children is
extremely low in Japan. Another characteristic of Japan is that more than 80% of
children are placed into residential care.

Out-Of-Home Care System in Japan
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The Current State of Out-of-home placements in Japan:
The number of facilities, foster parents, children in Out-of-home placements

A childcare system and public responsibility that takes measures to confirm safety and provide care for a child without guardian or a child for whom the custody of his/her
guardian is found inappropriate. About 45,000 children who are in need of Out-of-home placements.

Nurnber of foster || Number of foster Number of )

Foster L\ ronts snrusted porarte roristorea| perents cumenty | TUmese Family Taking care of children at foster
parents  to take care of children at home (households) _|/°°king after childre (persons) homes FEi ) Rl
(households )
11.730 4,245 5424

Classification _Foster parents 9592 3,326 4,134 Number of homes 347
(foster parents may - Specialized foster parents 702 196 221
involve multiple ~ Adoptive foster parents 3781 299 209 [ Chib et
registrations)  Kinship foster parents 560 543 700 RRiSHR b

Therapeutic

Institution for 5 |  Residential school for
Orphanage) Emotionally antisocial Children
Disturbed Children

gausSLppoiacily Self-reliant assistance
for Mothersand |~

homes
children 2 g

Children’s Homes (Ex-

Facilities Infant's Homes

2) 2)

. ~ Children with no guardian, Children who have already Females without a spouse ~ Children that had
. Infants (including  abused children, and other Children with mild  committed or are likely to or females in equivalent  completed their
Subjected  toddlers in the children in need of foster care  emotional g;f"ﬂ}mgmm" o ;f":aw ot mu’s‘;‘:eﬂy pulsory education
children  case of particular in terms of their environment  disturbance Bl ot s e W i icmile and left their foster
necessity) (infants are also included in the family environment or other custody homes, etc.
case of particular necessity) environmental reasons
NumRgzo! 140 605 46 58 227 154
Capacity 3,900 persons. 32,253 persons 1,892 persons 3,637 persons 4,648 households 1,012 persons
ﬁlrfn S} 2,706 persons 25,282persons 1,280 persons 1,309 persons 3,789 households 573 persons
of ABHANT B 4,921 17,883 1,309 1,838 1,904 687

2) Equal Employmen, Chidren and Familes Bureau, MHLW (as of October 1, 2017)
Community-based small-scale foster homes  2) 391 facilities

<As a reference>
Data regarding adoption in 2018 (ERK305EE)

+ Japan
Number of Special Adoption cases
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
3825 374 339 474 5138 542 495 616

@Civil law will be revised in April 2020 (related to special adoption)

+ Under 6 years old— Under 15 years old

+ Parents withdraw their consent before the family court's decision is finalized — Parental consent cannot be
withdrawn after 2 weeks

+ Adopting couple file petition with family court — In addition to the parent, the director of the Child Guidance
Center can also claim

@In Japan, there is a special adoption system aimed at improving the welfare of children, but in Finland there is
no distinction between special adoption and regular adoption. Japan plans to amend the Civil law to further
increase the number of special adoptions. The following are reference values:

Finland 273 adoptions / 1,060,000 (Child population in Finland)=0.025%
Japan 616 adoptions / 18,880,000 (Child population in Japan)=0.0032%

Comparison in Child Welfare Social Work and out-of-home placements between Japan and Finland

I T T S

= “Child Guidance Center Management Guidelines”
states that the status of parents as well as children
should be investigated. However, because CGCs and
" municipalities exist separately, there may be a
difficulties in utilizing various social resources
throughout prefectural and municipal level.

* CWOs are providing the assessment of the need
for social welfare services, including an analysis of
the need for child protection (palvelutarpeen arvio,
joka siséltaa lastensuojelutarpeen selvityksen) .

Intake and
Assessment

Investigation
and

making the
support plans

= Japanese CGC is independent of other social welfare
laws and municipal family support. For this reason,
constructing the support relationships and plans by
utilizing various social resources is not sufficient in the
CGC social work. And there is a tendency for emphasis
on child support over family support. As a result,
establishing a partnership with a family tends to be
difficult.

+ Based on the service needs assessment, Support
Making the Relationship will start if it is determined that the
support child's rearing environment is deteriorating, health
relationship or development is not sufficiently ensured, or that
there is a need for child protection support.

I T

= The Support Plan should specify the situation and
issues that will affect the child, the need to support
the child and family, the services to meet the needs,
and the timeframe for achieving the goal. The Support
Plan is reviewed at least once a year.

Reviewing the
support plans

* The timing of the review of the support plan is not
clearly defined by the act.

Decision making
for removing
children No.1
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» There is little recognition in Japan that out-of-
home placement is seen as part of family support.
Therefore, we will try to avoid out-of-home
placement as much as possible.

* On the other hand, once out-of-home placement
has been implemented, support for family
reunification is insufficient.

* Furthermore, as Michael King (2017) points out,
children and families often disagree with foster care
because of the belief that there is only “one family
bond”.

* By the enforcement of the Revised Child Welfare
Act in 2011, there were revisions on the following
two points.1)The custodian must not make
unreasonable claims if facility directors take
necessary measures for their child's welfare. 2) The
director of CGC has been authorized to take
necessary measures for the welfare of custody of
temporarily protected children. However, there is no
idea of sharing custody as in Finland.

3) Third type of removal is a "care order". A care order
decision should be considered only if the in-home
services are not relevant or appropriate (condition
number one) and if the child's health or development
is at risk of being seriously endangered (condition
number two). The third condition for the care order
and related alternative care is that it should serve the
child's best interest (condition number three).
The care order is meant to be temporary with the
DICEIWGEIdaim of family reunification.
for removing The care order implicates shared custodianship
ICIE NN R between the custodians and the social welfare
authorities.
In the event that the custodians and a child of twelve
years of age or older do not oppose the care order and
the placement, the decision is made by the leading
authority in child protection.
However, if they oppose the care order, the social
worker will submit "an application for care order" to
the administrative court.

|

* By the amendment of the Child welfare act in 2016, it
was clarified in the Child Welfare Law of Japan that
guaranteeing welfare is a child's right in accordance with
the Convention on the Rights of the Child. However,
= When assessing that of the need for child considering the views and wishes of children when
welfare, a decision concerning a child or young  making support plans is not clearly positioned by the act.
person or the provision of child welfare, must pay
(S LENERCElspecial attention to the views and wishes of the = By revising Section 3-2 of the CWA from 2016,

T SO child or young person (The section 5 of Finnish  Prioritizing family care in choosing a place for substitute
care child welfare act (417/2007)). care had been made statute. In 2017, Japan's Ministry of
* By revising Section 50 of the CWA from 2012, Health, Labor and Welfare has proposed a drastic
Prioritizing family care in choosing a place for improvement plan to break the situation that about 80%
substitute care had been made statute. of the children who need out-of-home placement was
placed into the child welfare facilities. However, there are
many issues, such as the need to revise the laws of
special adoption and support for increasing the number
of foster parents, or so on.

I T

* Previously, out-of-home placement measures were

extended to the age of 20 for children who placed before
= In Section 75 of the CWA, providing after-care isthe age of 18. In Japan, however, the cost of higher
positioned to the duty of municipalities. education is high, which poses a serious problem for
Providing Moreover, it is written that municipalities provide children, foster parents and the child welfare facilities.
after-care after-care within 5 years after the placed Also, from the viewpoint of the social work process,
children’s out-of-home placement was terminated Japanese after-care is regarded as the kind of support
or until that children become 25 years of age. before case work termination. For this reason, CGC have
no mandatory for after-care after the end of the support
nor legal provisions for the length of after-care.

Involuntary
care orders

= Japan has a special adoption system for the welfare of
* There is no adoption system in Finland for the children, but at present it is not fully utilized because the
\welfare of children. target children are under 6 years old. Therefore, the
target child age will be raised to less than 15 vears.

Adoptions

Interim consideration

-1t could be evaluated that Japan’s CWA has been protecting Japanese children and their families
for more than 70 years without changing the foundation of the act. However, in order to respond to
"the era of child abuse”, drastic revision of CWA is necessary, including the relationship with related
acts. The position and responsibilities of the service provider, the service recipient, especially the
children, should be clarified, and the necessary support should be specified in the act, including the
time limit.

- Especially regarding CGCs, the authority of out-of-home placement should be transferred to
municipalities, the number of social workers should be increased, and a system that can provide
local support should be established. In addition, it is necessary to consider how to cooperate with
NGOs.

- Regarding the place for substitute care, the Japanese government has been implementing a
radical plan to reduce the number of facilities since 2017 with the aim of providing a family care
system comparable to English-speaking countries. However, in order to provide the same level of
child protection as in Finland, it is necessary to increase the number of both family care and
residential care and the number of employees, taking into account regional circumstances.

- The current situation of the aftercare system in Japan is also insufficient. Moreover, regarding
involuntary care orders, it is necessary to make the system that can properly execute it according to
the necessity judgment of the CGC side. In order for this, it will be also important that the opinions
of the children be incorporated.
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Conclusion

Japan has responded to the child and family problem by mutual support
between families and the community without sufficient budget.

However, recent changes in family relationships have made it difficult to
respond with 'Familialism'. In response to “the era of child abuse”, Japan has
focused on adopting English-speaking countries that are easy for Japanese to
understand and that researchers can easily refer to. On the contrary, at present,
the adoption of Neubola is progressing rapidly.

| think that the child welfare system preferred by the ordinary Japanese is
'Family service' orientation. Therefore, it is very favorable for the introduction of
Neubola. However, it is necessary to develop a more fulfilling system by
referring to Finnish child welfare and protection systems that have been
developed in conjunction with it, rather than adopting Neubola alone.

Future Research

Japan's CGC, which has been established at the prefectural level since WWII, has not
been equipped to respond to “the era of child abuse” since the 1990s. By comparing
family support and child protection implemented at the municipal level in Finland, it was
possible to understand the current child welfare and child protection in Japan have not
been able to provide sufficient support.

Thus, My future research subjects are;

- Analyzing the strength and weakness of giving the municipalities authority of child
placements, the budget and staffing in Japan and Finland.

* Quality assurance of NGOs which are collaborated with municipalities in child and
family welfare and child protection social work in Japan and Finland.

- Cooperation between CWOs and CGCs and courts regarding involuntary care orders
in Japan and Finland.

In addition, | will be an advisor for the newly established CGCs in Kita ward and
Arakawa ward of Tokyo. Implementing new child welfare measures and the operation of
a CGC based on Finnish measures in these two special wards of Tokyo, which have a
compact regional scale, are my future practical tasks.
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A Basic Study on the International Comparison of Child Welfare Systems

—VFocusing on the Child Protection Systems of Japan and Finland—

SUZUKI Takayuki

Abstract

Finland is known as one of the Nordic welfare states and has been attracting attention in Japan
over the recent years for its well-developed community childcare support systems. As a visiting
researcher to the University of Tampere in Finland, I conducted a comparative study of the child
protection systems in Japan and Finland under the supervision of Professor Tarja P6so, who is
known for her international comparative studies of child protection systems.

During the overseas research period, I was able to receive thorough individual guidance from
Professor Tarja P6s6 and conducted interviews with child welfare facilities including, Neuvola, and
foster parents and foster children who had been adopted. Furthermore, I had the opportunity to
present my research in English and Japanese and participated in various research meetings.

The main findings of my research were as follows ; first of all, compared with the Finnish
legislation, the Japanese child protection legislation is unclear in many respects regarding the
positions and responsibilities of those who provide support and those who receive support.

In particular, the status of children and the guarantee of their rights needs to be improved in
Japan. In addition, Japan's legal system must clearly stipulate the time frame required for
providing child support.

In terms of the number of children in relation to the population, Finland has 2.5 times more child
abuse case reports, 1.5 times more children in temporary protection, and 14 times more children in
out-of-home placements than that of Japan.

This is thought to be the result of an enhanced early detection system and an early response to
children in need of protection through community childcare support measures such as Neuvola ;
rather than more child abuse cases in Finland compared to Japan.

Qualitative research to clarify this point is an issue that will be researched in the future

Comparing Helsinki city, the capital city of Finland, where the total population and the child
population are almost equal to Shizuoka city, an ordinance-designated city in Japan, it was found
that the number of Shizuoka city’s child welfare social workers is only 22.4% of Helsinki city’s.

Furthermore, in Finland, Child Welfare Offices at the city level have the authority to implement
out-of-home placements for children.

In Japan, it is necessary to further improve the child welfare services provided by municipalities
and to increase the number of cities with Child Guidance Centers (Child Welfare Offices) , in
addition, it is also necessary to consider the possibility of cooperating with NPOs.

In the future, I would like to promote comparative research between Japan and Finland, not
only in terms of the comparison of both legal systems and quantitative studies of child welfare
conditions, but also in terms of the qualitative aspects.

Keywords : child protection system, child abuse measures, Japan, Finland, international
comparative study
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