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1. Prabability of Losing and Finding Jobs— Kernel PSM DID Estimates Before and After 2000"

Baseline Before 2000 Follow-up After 2000

Outcome Sample Groups Number of Diff. at Baseline Diff. at Follow-up Kernel PSM DID* R- pID?
Variables Gender Age Observations Control reated Coef.®  t-value Control Treated Coef.’ t-value Coef.’ t-value square Coef.’ t-value
50- 2,392 1.628 1.515 -0.113 -1.05 1.390 1340 -0.050 -0.48  0.063 0.40 031  -0.042 -0.27
Male  50-65 1,597 2,198 2.026 -0.172 ** -2.50  2.170  2.142  -0.028 034 0.144 1.39 0.18  0.063 0.80
o 65+ 22,848 0.676  0.618 -0.058 ** -231  0.701  0.709  0.008 0.32  0.066 ** 1.96 0.04  0.054 ** 198
...... 50- 10,063 0326  0.223  -0.102 *** 387 0425 0305 -0.120 ** -2.47 -0.018 -0.33  0.03  -0.032 -0.76
Female 50-65 12,710 1.077  1.009  -0.067 *** -4.15 1.047  0.998  -0.049 ** -2.11  0.018 0.65 0.03  0.007 0.34
65+ 40,007 0.566  0.533  -0.032 *** -3.10 0.62 0.599  -0.021 -1.50  0.011 0.66 0.04  0.004 0.28
50- 21,323 0.034  0.054  0.020 1.08 0.043 0.04  -0.002 -0.16  -0.023 -0.93  0.05 -0.006 -0.24
Male  50-65 11,771 -0.789 -0.7  0.085 ** 239 -0.78 -0.70  0.038 * 1.81 -0.047 -1.11 0.09 -0.048 -1.23
65+ 13,257 -0.802  -0.79  0.011 0.25 -0.71 -0.70  0.003 0.06  -0.008 -0.11 0.06  0.011 0.18
b 50- 15,215 0.193  0.299  0.106 *** 4.18 0.131  0.168  0.037 ** 2.1  -0.069 ** -229  0.07 -0.068 ** -2.40
Female 50-65 8,786 -0.640  -0.601  0.039 1.64  -0.772  -0.753  0.020 1.1 -0.019 -0.66  0.07 -0.004 -0.17
65+ 4,935 -0.264  -0.164 0.100 * 173  -0.466 -0.501 -0.035 -0.6  -0.135 -1.66  0.07 -0.107 -1.61

TMeans and standard errors are estimated by linear regression.

% Clustered robust standard estimation.

3 Inference: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

* PSM DID: Covariates for the PSM are owning a house (or not), belonging to a three-generation family (or not), number of household members, and saving level. Added covariates
for the DID are: age, married (or not), visiting hospitals regularly (or not), self-rated health status, and survey years.

> DID: Covariates are owning a house (or not), in a three-generation family (or not), number of household members, saving level, age, married (or not), visiting hospitals regularly (or
not), self-rated health status, and survey years.




2. Cost—Benefit Analysis of Family Caregiving Before and After 2000'

] 1998 2004 ,
Gender Age Estimators T-test
Mean  Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
Care Expenditure’ 5.94 (5.21) 0.86 (0.48)
Opportunity Cost® 5.62 (6.72) 12.82 (11.29)
50- pr(Find)* 15.14%  (7.02%) 38.58%  (16.53%)
Monthly Income’ 34.70 (31.98) 31.53 (24.34)
Difference’ -0.32 (8.44) 11.95 (11.31) oAk
Care Expenditure' 2.41 (3.13) 1.01 (0.69)
Opportunity Cost” 6.25 (9.03) 9.49 (10.75)
Male 50-65 pr(Find)’ 16.88%  (6.02%) 32.85%  (14.95%)
Monthly Income® 36.64 (41.03) 25.97 (26.09)
Difference’ 3.77 (9.51) 8.49 (10.82) R
Care Expenditure' 4.05 (10.20) 0.96 (0.72)
Opportunity Cost” 0.67 (2.52) 0.69 (2.47)
65+ pr(Find)’® 6.15% (5.41%) 14.08%  (8.09%)
Monthly Income® 8.53 (24.08) 4.19 (13.29)
Difference’ -3.51 (10.77) -0.29 (2.60) oAk
Care Expenditure’' 4.03 (5.93) 1.17 (0.81)
Opportunity Cost” 2.24 (4.07) 3.88 (5.42)
50- pr(Find)’ 20.03%  (9.23%) 37.55%  (12.81%)
Monthly Income” 12.35 (20.52) 10.01 (12.83)
Difference’ -1.72 (6.20) 2.65 (5.37) oAk
Care Expenditure' 3.63 (6.62) 1.20 (1.29)
Opportunity Cost> 2.07 (4.52) 2.39 (4.48)
Female 50-65 pr(Find)’ 21.87%  (7.78%) 27.82%  (11.92%)
Monthly Income® 9.15 (18.71) 7.90 (13.50)
Difference’ -1.59 (7.88) 1.16 4.77) ok
Care Expenditure' 2.51 (3.65) 1.07 (1.13)
Opportunity Cost? 0.13 (0.59) 0.13 (0.70)
65+ pr(Find)’ 9.97% (6.79%) 12.37%  (7.12%)
Monthly Income® 1.28 (5.54) 0.94 (5.29)
Difference’ -2.40 (3.62) -0.96 (1.39) o

" Analyses for 1998 are conducted with a combined dataset of household, health, and income/saving
questionnaires, while those for 2004 are undertaken by also including a long-term care questionnaire. In
detail, monthly income is available from the income/saving questionnaire for both 1988 and 2004, while
care expenditure is available from the household questionnaire for 1998 and the long-term care questionnaire
for 2004. Since the income/saving and long-term care questionnaires do not overlap, care expenditure is
missing for all respondents covered in the income/saving questionnaire for 2004. Therefore, we impute the
care expenditure for each care recipient whose main caregiver is covered in the income/saving questionnaire
with that of five most similar care recipients (regarding gender, age, etc.) in the long-term care

questionnaire.

? Unit: 10 thousand yen

* Opportunity cost (unit: 10 thousand yen) is obtained by multiplying the predicted probability of finding jobs
and monthly income.

* pr(Find), probability of finding jobs for caregivers, is the predicted value of the variable Find in a
logistic regression, controlling for caregivers’ gender, age, age squared, marital status, visiting the hospital
regularly, three-generation household, and saving level.

> Monthly income (unit: 10 thousand yen) is the total annual working income (i.e., salary, business income,
agriculture income, and domestic income) divided by 12 months.

¢ Difference is the gap between opportunity cost and care expenditure.

" Inference: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.




3. Probability of Working — Kernel PSM DID Estimates Before and After 2006'>
Baseline Before 2006 Follow-up After 2006

Kernel 5
Outco Sample Number Diff. at Diff. at 4 DID
PSM DID® R-
me  Groups of Cont Treat baseline Cont Treat Follow-up
Variab Gend Observati rol ed ; t-val rol ed ; t-val , t-val squa Coef. t-val
Age Coef. Coef. Coef. 3
les er ons ue ue ue re ue
-0.0 0.05 0.08 0.07
50- 435 0.900 0.870 -0.34 0.911 0.964 1.06 0.82 0.09 0.79
29 3 3 3
50- 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01
Male 1223 2.400 2.419 0.42 2.396 2.429 0.94 0.23 0.14 0.26
65 9 2 3 6
-0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0
65+ 1399  1.153 1.151 -0.03 1.208 1.180 -0.69 -0.43 0.05 -0.72
02 28 27 38
Work
20 ** 0.07 -0.1 * -0.1
50- 1510  0.531 0.732 5.44 0.508 0.579 * 1.93 -2.43 0.03 *-1.76
1 * 2 30 * 04
Femal 50- 0.08 ** 0.07 ** -0.0 0.00
5468  1.937 2.020 2.74 1.973 2.052 3.84 -0.11 0.06 0.07
e 65 3 ¥ 9 * 04 2
0.02 0.02 -0.0 -0.0
65+ 4331  1.233 1.262 9 0.94 1.290 1.314 4 1.29 05 -0.13 0.06 17 -0.51

! Means and standard errors are estimated by linear regression.

? Clustered robust standard estimation.

3 Inference: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

* PSM DID: Covariates for PSM are owning a house (or not), belonging to a three-generation family (or not), and
number of household members. Added covariates for further DID are: age, married (or not), regularly visiting
hospitals regularly (or not), self-rated health status, and survey years.

> DID: Covariates are owning a house (or not), belonging to a three-generation family (or not), number of household
members, age, married (or not), visiting hospital regularly (or not), self-rated health status, and survey years.




4. Willingness to Find Jobs of Non-working Family Caregivers — MLR as of 2006 '*

Full-time Jobs Part-time Jobs Other-type Jobs
OR ™ cr’ OR™ cr’ OR™* cr’
50- 3.023 [0.47,19.62] 2.991 [0.43,20.96] 2.850 [0.40,20.17]
male  50-65 1.439 [0.70,2.95] 1.807  * [1.00,3.27] 1.906 [0.78,4.69]
65+ 2.290 [0.50,10.39] 1.651 **  [1.06,2.56] 1.225 [0.62,2.43]
50- 0.682 [0.29,1.60] 1.224 [0.67,2.23] 2772 **  [1.09,7.04]
female 50-65 0.762 [0.35,1.65] 1.620  ***  [1.24,2.13] 1.365 [0.70,2.67]
65+ 2.160 [0.60,7.74] 0.967 [0.66,1.41] 1.657 *  [0.94,2.91]

"The regressions are controls for gender, age, age squared, marital statuses, family structure, lifestyle value,
subjective symptoms, hospital visiting, and levels of saving and loan.

* Clustered Robust Std. Estimation

® OR: odds ratio; CI: confidence interval

* Inference: *** p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.1

1 Number of Family Caregivers by Gender and Age Groups

65+ 4514, (72.8%) 1688, (27.2%)

I |
50-65 3637, (78.2%) 1014, (21.8%)
| J

50- 1422, (79.2%) 374, (20.8%)
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Source: Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, Comprehensive Survey of Living Conditions, 1986-2013




