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日本の介護保険政策の成果と課題

-準市場の視点からの評価-

1990
1997

Achievements and challenges of long-term care insurance policy in Japan

-Evaluation from quasi-market perspective-

Takao, Makiko

The Japan’s long-term care insurance system was envisioned in Japan at the mid-1990s, and the frame of the system was 
formed led by the Ministry of Health and Welfare, the law was established in 1997. As a result of long-term care insurance, 
the quantity of service supply increased, the users were able to select services, the quality of services were improved by competition, 
and innovation was promoted and that the burden of family care has been reduced. On the other hand, an increase in fiscal 
burden and lack of care workforce is a major issue. Looking at long-term care insurance in Japan from the viewpoint of 
“quasi-market”, although issues remain in neutrality of care managers and in evaluating quality of services, conditions for success 
have been dealt with to some extent. In addition, if we look at the outcome of long-term care insurance with four evaluation 
criteria of efficiency, responsiveness, choice, equity, it seems to be improving in comparison with the previous system. Toward
reform of the long-term care insurance system there is a conflicting argument between “the principle of market group” seeking 
more thorough market mechanism and “the regulation reinforcement group” for user protection. Assuming universalism, institutional 
design of “quasi-market” is required to promote innovation through competition, to improve quality and improve efficiency.




