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On the Applicability of Compulsory
Psychiatric Admission in Civil Law
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Plaintiff X was sent to a psychiatric admission
compulsorily, because he suffered from bipolar disorder,
alcohol addiction, and suicidal ideation. Subsequently, it
was suspected that X was poisoned by a physician overdose
of lithium, and X sought compensation from Y, the person
in charge of the designated hospital, for non-payment of
debt, employment liability, and tort liability. The Oita
District Court held that since the designated hospital was
obligated to admit and provide treatment to patients who
were compulsorily admitted and the costs were borne
by the prefectural government, and that compulsorily
admitted patients were compulsorily sent to the facility
regardless of their wishes, the compulsory admission could
be considered an exercise of public authority. The district
court held that the Oita Prefecture was responsible for the
state compensation for the damages suffered by X due to
the negligence of the treating physician, and that Y was
responsible for the liability of the employer. On the other
hand, since the compulsory admission was an exercise
of public authority without X’s consent, it could not be
concluded that there was a medical contract between X and
the designated hospital. Moreover, X didn’t sufficiently
prove what kind of safety concern obligation Y violated,
and there were no concrete facts to prove whether Y had
negligently infringed the right. For the reasons above, the
Oita District Court held that X’s request was unjustified.
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