ignored.
Table 5

Table 5 shows cross-national comparison of the median value of equivalent disposable
incomes among male single-person households, female single-person households and
couple-only households. Japan is characterized by a large gender difference in the economic
situation of single-person households, and in the difference between single-person households
of women and couple-only households (58.22). Based on these results, we can speculate that the
degree of a woman’s economic loss because of the loss of their spouse would be the largest in
Japan and the United States. As the results of the data are not based on panel survey, the degree
of economic loss because of the bereavement of a partner cannot be exactly examined. However,
from the disposable income of single-person households and couple-only households, it is
apparent that elderly single women in Japan are not as blessed economically as those in the

United States.

3. Living alone of the elderly with the long-term care

So far, elderly single-person households have been examined mainly from the view of their
economic situation. However, the risks that go with aging differ according to not only economic
resources but also support network resources such as how much physical care is provided.
Hence in this section, by focusing on elderly who require long-term care, the type of personal
networks and the size of them will be examined for each type of household. The data used in
this section is the results of a Survey on Living Conditions of the Elderly Living in the Tokyo
area,” conducted on people 65 years old and over by three local governments, Shinagawa Ward
of Tokyo, Inagi City of Tokyo, and Kamagaya City of Chiba, in October of 2003. In this
analysis, the relationship between personal networks and type of household will be examined by
focusing on elderly who need the long-term care at the time of the survey. Here, we will focus
on networks that can play a role as infrastructure promoting the participation of a variety of
long-term care.

Table 6
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In Table 6, results concerning visits from relatives who live separately, neighbors, and friends are
indicated. The frequency of visits is constructed from the following 6 options: 1.no visit, 2. less than
once a year, 3. 2 to 3 times a year, 4. more than once a month, 5. more than once a week, 6. almost
every day. By converting the frequency of visits to the number of days, a variable was calculated,
and regression analysis then conducted. Items input as explanatory variables were age, educational
background (educational background was constructed by the number of years), his or her income
(pretax income for the last year), type of household (The reference category is that other households
includes three-generational households (hereinafter referred to as three-generational household)),
single-person household dummy, couple-only household dummy, and nuclear family dummy),
degree of long-term care required, dummy of a relative who is the main caregiver (The reference
category is a main caregiver apart from a relative), and the period of long-term care. The cause for
determining the frequency of visits was analyzed according to gender after visitors were classified
into three categories - relatives who live separately, neighbors and friends.

First, relatives living separately will be examined. Items that have a significant effect in the men
group are age, income, single-person household dummy, couple-only household dummy, the degree
of long-term care required, and dummy of a relative who is the main caregiver. The older he is and
the more income he has, the more frequently he receives visits from relatives who live separately.
Elderly men who belong to single-person households and couple-only households receive visits from
relatives who live separately more frequently than those who live in three-generational households
do. The higher the degree of long-term care required, the more frequently he receives visits from
relatives who live separately, and if the main caregiver is a relative, he receives visits from relatives
who live separately more frequently.

For elderly women who require long-term care, items that have a significant effect are age,
single-person household dummy, couple-only household dummy, degree of long-term care required,
and dummy of a relative who is the main caregiver. The older she is, the more frequently she
receives visits from relatives who live separately. Elderly women requiring care who belong to
single-person households or couple-only households receive visits from relatives who live separately

more frequently. The higher the degree of long-term care required, the more frequently she receives
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visits from relatives who live separately, and if the main caregiver is a relative, she receives visits
from relatives who live separately more frequently.

In the case of elderly belonging to single-person households or couple-only households, both of
them receive visits from relatives who live separately more frequently. However, the effect of a
single-person household dummy or couple-only household dummy is greater with women. The
effect income has is found only with men. The more income they have, the more frequently they
receive visits from relatives who live separately. This means that relatives living separately (mainly
his children) visit and a good relationship can be maintained even when needing care if the social
and economic condition of the elderly person is good. Conversely, for elderly women, the type of
household, such as single-person household or couple-only household, is important. Social and
economic factors (academic background / income) of women do not have a significant effect on
whether relatives who live separately visit.

Next, visits from neighbors will be examined (middle column of Table 6). For men who require
long-term care, the frequency of receiving visits from neighbors mainly depends on his academic
background and whether the main caregiver is a relative or not. As a general trend, if the main
caregiver is a relative or if they were well educated, the frequency of receiving visits from neighbors
drops. The negative effect academic background has on the frequency of receiving visits from
neighbors can also be found in the case of women, and as a general trend, the better women were
educated, the less frequently they will receive visits from neighbors. Academic background is
recognized as a typical variable indicating social and economic status. However, the higher the
social and economic status they have, the less frequently they will receive visits from neighbors. In
other words, as a general trend, the higher social and economical status they have the weaker the
relationship with their neighbors is. Men in particular who are economically advantaged do not have
the network with neighbors but rather relatives who live separately. To the contrary, in the case of
women, relationships with neighbors depend on the type of household structure. In the case of
single-person households, couple-only households and nuclear family households, visits from
neighbors are more frequent. But if the main caregiver is a relative, they receive visits from

neighbors less frequently.
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In this way, in the case of elderly of high social and economic status, they frequently receive
visits from relatives who live separately, have excellent relative networks, and receive visits from
neighbors less frequently. In the case of low social and economic status, neighbors function as
effective personal networks. Women that belong to single-person households, couple-only
households or nuclear family households have closer relationships with their neighbors than women
belonging to three-generational households. However, with men, even if they live alone, they do no.t
receive visits from neighbors very frequently. It is imaginable that their network with neighbors is
not as adequate as that of women.

Results regarding visits from friends are shown in the right column of Table 6. Items that have a
significant effect on men are age and nuclear family household dummy only. The older they are, the
less frequently they receive visits from friends. Men who belong to nuclear family households in
which they live with unmarried children receive visits from friends more frequently than men who
belong to three-generational households do. Contrarily, items that have a significant effect on
women are age and single-person household dummy. Age has a negative effect on visits from friends,
similar to  men. Women who live alone have more networks in the community and with friends
than men who live alone.

Table 7

Finally, how many people are involved in any care received? A structure based on which the
number of caregivers is examined by gender (Table 7). The same independent variables used in the
analysis of frequency of visits in Table 6 are used as input. For men, important factors in
determining the number of caregivers are single-person household dummy, couple-only household
dummy, degree of long-term care required, and dummy of a relative who is the main caregiver. As a
general trend, men belonging to single-person households or couple-only households receive less
care than those belonging to other households do. Conversely, if the degree of long-term care
required is high or the main caregiver is a relative, more caregivers are involved. And with women, a
series of household variables, the degree of long-term care required and main caregiver dummy have
a significant effect. Women belonging to single-person households, couple-only households or

nuclear family households receive long-term care on a smaller size. And conversely, if the degree of
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long-term care required is high or a caregiver is a relative, many caregivers tend to be involved.

This result implies that the number of caregivers depends on the size of relatives involved,
including the number of relatives living together. The size of caregivers does not depend on the
number of non-family caregivers separately from relatives that take part in the care but rather the
size of the relatives. The more relatives the elderly are living with, the more caregivers are involved
in the long-term care. In the case of single-person households or couple-only households, care
support by non-relatives is prominent. However, as the size of relatives is small, the number of
caregivers is small. In other words, currently, support for long-term care separately from relatives is
conducted mainly by home-helpers, and the type of non-family caregivers limited. In the future,
obviously the size of family and relatives will drop with the declining birthrate and aging, and the
size of caregivers will need to be reduced with the subsequent decrease in the size of family and
relatives. It will be important to enrich and diversify the content of long-term care services by

non-family through increasing the tiers of long-term care services available in the future.

3. Conclusion
In this study, the change in household structure along with the birthrate decline and aging

population was examined, focusing on single-person households of the elderly. Since the
mid-1980s, the degree of economic inequality has expanded in Japan, and also the rate of
low-incomes households has increased. In households whose head is 65 years old and over, the
degree of economic inequality has declined, but the economic inequality in the household with
the elderly is still larger than that of households without the elderly. And although the rate of
low-income households with the elderly has improved since the 1980s, the situation where
female single-only household of the elderly in particular are at high economic risk has not
changed.

From the results of analysis, we found that the elderly living alone was to face a high risk of
low income. In fact, while the proportion of the low-income household of the elderly living
alone has lowered since the mid-1980s, almost half female single household and about one-forth

of male single household are still below the poverty line. This fact should not be overlooked.
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The situation where the elderly live alone is closely associated with the risk of being in low
income and female single household of the elderly facing a relatively low economic well-being
is not peculiar to Japan. In all the countries analyzed in this study, female single household of
the elderly have a higher risk of being in low income than their male counterparts. In particular,
the economic status of the female elderly living alone is low and considerable economic
inequality exists compared with couple-only households of the elderly.

An important finding that emerged from the international comparison analysis is that the
economic situation of the households with the elderly are similar to that in the United States. In
the United States, market principles are dominated and public support systems are restricted to
the low-income families. The extent of economic inequality in Japan is not as large as that in the
United States, but it is close to that of the U.K, which is another liberal welfare state. Common
points between the United States and the U.K are a high rate of low-income households and
considerably high degree of income inequality. The result in which the economic situation of
Japanese elderly is similar to that of countries with large economic inequality indicates
important clues in the study of the future direction of the welfare state. It implied that we are
approaching towards a country where economic inequality is quite large.

Financial resources are growing strained, so the introduction of privatization and market
principles is being promoted and a smaller government intended. Privatization and aiming for a
smaller government will not simply reduce the role of the government though. Apparently, it is
time to reconstruct a social system based on the current social and economic population
structure in readiness for the arrival of a society whose population is decreasing and where past
constant economic development cannot be relied upon.

Also in this study, the personal networks that elderly who require long-term care maintain
were examined. The size of personal networks depends on the amount of relatives that the
elderly have. If the size of relatives itself is small (as in single-person households or couple-only
households), the size of their personal networks is also small. Hence a very important policy
issue is on how to diversify the content of support from non-relatives and broaden the support

range when the size of families or relatives decreases due to the increase in late marriages and

— 176 —



non-marriage.

As to maintaining the condition of personal networks,»the type of household to which elderly
belong and their socio-economic status are important factors. For women, the effect the type of
household has is large. For elderly women in particular, living alone makes the personal
network of their neighbors. Conversely, men have personal networks that are for the most part
relatives. Especially for highly educated men of high economic status, a network of relatives
tends to be their one and only personal resource.

Non-marriage is increasing among men, and their size of relatives is expected to drop. In order
to deal with this shrinking size of the family, we have to improve the social environment so that
personal networks other than family and relatives can be constructed and an infrastructure that
can play the role of a personal resource when long-term care is required or emergencies arise.
That relatives are an important support resource will not change very much even with the
further development of a falling birthrate and aging population. In fact, even in the United
States where divorce rate is high, the support function of families and relatives is still important.
However, it is difficult to maintain a support mechanism that largely depends on relatives like in
Japan. Public support to improve social support networks from people other than relatives and
establish a society where families, relatives, community and society can successfully function is

now necessary.
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Table 1 _Change in Rate of Low Income by Age of Head and Househoid type(%)

Source) “National Livelihood Survey” (1986, 1995, 2001)

—1

81—

60s 70 years old and over
1986 1995 2001 1986 1995 2001
Single-Person Household 56.10 40.62 39.37 69.70 56.50 4439
Gouple-Only Household 16.47 14.56 15.41 37.23 22.57 16.65
*1Couple and Child Household 12.36 13.13 14.56 25.50 25.00 19.52
Three Generation Household 6.95 9.12 10.84 8.02 9.47 10.19
[Other Household 17.11 15.51 14.94 36.61 2734 22.40
Total 19.09 17.18 18.69 39.57 31.21 25.00
Source) “Nationa! Livelihood Survey” (each year)
Table 2 Change of Degree of Income Inequality
60s 70 years old and over
1986 1995 2001 1986 1995 2001
Single—Person Household 0.4215 0.4119 0.4309 0.3920 0.3826 03660
Couple~Only Household 0.3847 0.3775 0.3711 0.4303 0.3549 0.3200
Couple and Child Househ 0.3319 0.3462 0.3621 0.3714 0.3834 0.3269
Three Generation Housel 0.2877 0.2949 0.3161 0.2935 0.2930 0.3053
Other 0.3279 0.3456 0.3490 0.4193 0.3490 0.3713
Note) The degree of inequality is indicated with Gini coefficient.
Saurce) “National Livelinood Survey” (each year)
%) Figure 4 Change of Rate of Low Income in One-Person
Household by Age and Sex (%)
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Table 3 Rate of Low Income of Elderly Households by Household Type

U.S. UK | |italy Germany |Sweden Taiwan  [Japan

Rate of Low Income of Total | 17.00 12.40 12.70 8.30 "6.50 9.10 16.3{0
Rate of Low Income of Eiderly 24.19 18.70 14.20 9.75 7.36 37.92 215
Elderly Single-Person Houself 42.90 35.42 25.70 17.82 14.76 52.78 40.2
Elderly Male Single-Person H| 35.04 20.85 15.55 9.30 10.00 42.99 24.68
Elderly Female Single-Persor]  45.49 40.47 28.74 19.57 16.54 62.62 43.69
Elderly Couple- Only Househq 16.68 12.76 9.12 4.64 1.49 39.76 14.68
Source). "National Livelihood Survey”™(2001) LIS Data (2000 U.K:1999)

Table 4 Low-Income Rate of Single Households by Marital Status and Gender _
| U.S. UK. Italy Germany Sweden Taiwan  Japan
Men Single

Unmarried 4517 23.43 39.83 17.33 18.72 42.07 27.91
Divorced 33.44 18.68 13.10 10.09 9.79 51.29 18.99
Bereaved 32.70 19.93 10.64 7.76 10.00 46.08 18.45
Women Single

Unmarried 42.68 21.49 35.17 18.46 15.36 85.35 34.16
Divorced 40.36 23.48 35.32 39.53 9.22 e 38.32
Bereaved 46.00 4517 27.30 16.39 18.04 62.29 36.10

Sourse) “Natiomat LivelihoodSurvey (2001) LIS Data (2000~ UN.:1989)

Note) * omission due to insufficient relevant casesi¥)

Table 5 Income Inequality by Gender and by Households (Comparison of Median Value of Disposable Income)

U.S. UK. Italy Germany |Sweden Taiwan  |Japan
Women Single-Person Houl  76.20 85.50 87.56 79.80 89.61 79.19 71.12
Men Single-Person Househ]  78.04 86.68 90.40 93.19 75.30 92.00 81.86
L’Vomen Singlé-Person Houl  59.46 4.1 - 79.15 74.36 67.48 70.10 58.22
Note) Income disparity is the proportion of median value of disposal income in each househoid.
Source) “National Livelihood Survey”(2001) LIS Data (2000 U.K.:1989)
Table 6 Regression Analysis on Visitors and Frequency of Visit
Relatives who live apart Neighbors Friends
Men Women Men Women Men Women
Age 1.596 % 1.360 % 0.166 -0.010 ~0.356 =% -0.210 %
|Academic Background -0.365 1.573 —2.493 % -0.108 % 0.217 0.039
Income of Elderly Person 4,107 %% 1.704 -0.329 0.005 0.125 0:093
Single-Person Household 68.455 % 82.314 % -5.182 0.868 %k 1.196 5.501 %
Couple-Only Household D 24,954 *% 33.405 sk 10.520 0.882 %k -0.311 0.664
Nuclear Family Household -7.398 9.979 4,982 0.350 % 15.420 *%* 1.304
Degree of Nursing Care Rq 7.058 * 6.567 *kx 2.725 -0.072 -0.986 0.030
Dummy of Relative Caregi 30.935 = 46461 ** -19.947 * -0.327 * 0.291 -2.872
Period of Nursing Care -0.455 -0.297 0.079 -0.008 0.255 0.112
JConstant —146.596 *% -163.031 sk 38.971 3.863 wk 30.737 . % 27.748 %

Note) ** significant to the standard (1%) * significant to the standard (5%)
Source) “Questionnaire Survey on Living Conditions of Elderly Person” (2004)
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Table 71 Regression Analysis on Number of Caregivers

Men Women
Coefficient Coefficient

Age 0.006 0.005
Academic background 0.005 0.028
{Income of Elderly Person 0.006 0.012
Single—Person Household Dum -0.590 sk -0.793. *
Couple~Only Household Dumnj ~0.244 * -0.175
Nuclear Family Household Dun ~-0.272 =0.560 sk
Degree of Nursing Care Requii 0.151 sk 0.120 %
Dummy of Relative Caregiver 0.363 * 0.449

riod-of Nursing Care -0:808- -0.015
Constant 1.479 * 1.341 sk

Note) ** significant to the standard (1%) * significant to the standard (5%)

Source) “Questionnaire Survey on Living Conditions of Elderly Person” (2004)
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