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THE ROLE OF PRIVATE FINANCE IN PAYING FOR LONG
TERM CARE*

Les Mayhew, Martin Karlsson and Ben Rickayzen

An ageing population and increased longevity means that long term care will become progressively
more expensive. In 2009 the Government published a Green Paper on future funding options and a
White Paper in 2010. This article considers the role of private finance products under the �Part-
nership� option. It finds that few households are able to pay for LTC based on income and savings
but the number increases if housing assets are included. We show that products can be devised for a
range of circumstances, although state support would need to continue. We propose a simplified
means testing system based on a combination of income and assets.

On 14th July 2009 the Government published its Green Paper on the future of long
term care, �Shaping the Future of Care Together�.1 This represented another important
chapter in the long history of reviews, reports and government papers starting with the
Royal Commission on Long Term Care in 19992 and is illustrative of the huge public
and political interest that this topic evokes and the difficulties of achieving a system of
care that everyone can sign up to. Key proposals included in the Green Paper are the
creation of a �National Care Service� in England based on a system that is �fair, simple
and affordable�. It would include a unified system of needs assessment in which
everyone would get a �proportion of their support costs paid for�. Services would be
designed around the individual and there would be greater choice and control over
how support is received.

On 30th March 2010 the Government published its long awaited White Paper3 after
extensive consultation and public debate following on from the Green Paper. The gist
of the White Paper was that the Government confirms its intention to set up a
comprehensive National Care Service. The idea was that in the Parliament after next,
every citizen will be entitled to care which is free at the point of use and that every adult
who can afford to will be asked to contribute to the scheme. However, on the key
question of precisely how the new system should be funded the Government decided to
refer the issue to a national commission which would be set up after the forthcoming
General Election, assuming that a Labour Government was returned (which it was not).
Other significant proposals such as providing free personal care at home to those with
the greatest needs and providing free care to anyone who has been in residential care
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for more than 2 years were similarly dependent on the outcome of the General Election.
Hence, there remained a great deal of uncertainty, especially around the key question
of funding.

In view of the above mentioned uncertainty surrounding the White Paper, we take a
step back and examine the original Green Paper proposals. We do this from a private
finance perspective in a way that seeks to complement the Government�s proposals
rather than suggest alternatives. We use the term social care to describe the support
given to people who are elderly, infirm or otherwise unable to carry out normal
activities of daily living and who require some form of assistance provided in the home
or in institutions. We also use the term long term care or LTC specifically for institutional
care. It is important to distinguish social care from health or nursing care, the main
function of which is to administer medical treatment and nursing care and is free
under the NHS. The failure to recognise this distinction is most probably the basis for
the general misconception that social care is free under the NHS, the result of which is
that most people are unprepared for the financial consequences of what may lie ahead
in old age.

As an illustration of the financial scale of providing social care, the Green Paper
notes that a typical 65 year old would need care and support costs totalling £30k
(excluding accommodation costs) during their remaining life. However, this figure is
subject to large variation depending on the levels and duration of care so making it
difficult to plan for. For the UK, the probability that a 65-year-old woman in full health
ever requires nursing home care is around 35%. For males, the corresponding
probability is 25%. If we define disability more broadly and include moderate disability,
the probabilities are 51% and 37%, respectively (Rickayzen, 2007).

0.1. Green Paper Proposals

The approach taken in the Green Paper is based on soliciting the public view on
different options for reform of the present system but studiously avoids any detailed
analysis except in general terms only. The five funding options proposed are:

(1) Self funding: in this system everyone would be responsible for paying for their
own care. The Green Paper rules out this option because �people cannot predict
what care and support they will need�.

(2) Partnership: Everyone entitled to care would have a proportion of their basic care
and support costs paid for by the state. The remainder would be paid for out of
pocket.

(3) Insurance: In this system everyone would be entitled to some support just as with
option 2 but there would be additional enabling support based on insurance,
either state or privately operated.

(4) Comprehensive: In this system everyone over retirement age who had the
resources to do so would be required to pay into a state insurance scheme
(suggested range £17k to £20k). This is the Government�s preferred option.

(5) Tax funded: In this system people would pay tax throughout their lives which
would be used to pay for all the people currently needing care. This is also ruled
out because �it places a heavy burden on people of working age�.

� 2010 The Author(s). The Economic Journal � 2010 Royal Economic Society
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0.2. Balance Between the State, Individual and Family

The balance of funding responsibility between the state, individual and family is a key
factor in determining which system will be most suitable for the UK. A fully free at the
point of use system which is implied in option 5 (a tax funded system) could lead to
moral hazard and erode the important role of informal care with significant conse-
quences for taxpayers. A system that is wholly out-of-pocket (option 1) would be unfair
on the most vulnerable in society and so it seems inevitable that a mix of state and
private funding should be the way forward.

In recent years, a number of OECD countries have sought to overcome problems of
fragmentation �in service delivery and financing across public programmes, regions, or
groups of the population� (OECD, 2005, p. 10). Although systems for funding LTC can
take several forms, for most countries the main source of public financing remains
general taxation. Discussion of different funding models is given in Wanless (2006, ch.
12) and in an accompanying background paper (Poole, 2006), which observes that a
number of countries have opted for a social-insurance type solution. For example,
Germany has introduced a social insurance scheme with income-related contributions
and in Japan people aged 40+ pay extra taxes and social insurance (Mayhew, 2001)
and other countries such as Luxembourg and the Netherlands have also introduced
reforms.

However, Karlsson et al. (2007) show that were any of these systems to be introduced
into the UK they would be, not surprisingly, more expensive than the present system
because only the neediest receive any state support. Although it is ruled out in the
Green Paper a comprehensive or tax-based system would in theory at least be admin-
istratively attractive. However, a key problem is that it would have the effect of depleting
disposable income among people who are approaching retirement age.4 There is a
semantic argument as to the difference between a tax and �comprehensive social
insurance�, a term which is usually reserved for a hypothecated �tax� in which there is no
means testing and strict usage criteria laid down. However, the point is that any system
that relies wholly on income, as both do, is likely to incur this difficulty. The more
realistic of the options will need a broader financial basis by taking account of both
income and assets.

Within options 2, 3 and 4 there are potentially larger or smaller roles for the private
sector. We focus our attention on the Partnership option which appears to offer the
widest opportunity for private sector involvement and also the greatest choice of
affordable products (e.g. see Green Paper, pp. 108–14 for descriptions of how these
options would work). The balance of advantage between options 2, 3 and 4, all of which
offer an element of private sector involvement, are inevitably complex and a full
comparative treatment is outside the scope of this article.

The argument is that if the private sector developed a range of products, people
would be able to choose how much they wanted to pay in return for care protection.
However, in focusing on option 2, we show that state support would still be needed and

4 Estimates of the �tax rate� on income would depend on the start age for any scheme e.g. 20, 30, 40, 50,
income itself, economic activity rates by age and the coverage of the scheme. For example to pay for all
current private and public expenditure on formal care on a Pay As You Go (PAYG) basis would require a rate
of around 2% of income at start age 20 and 7.5% at start age 50 (own calculations).
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so the question of how private means are integrated with eligibility for state support
becomes a key issue. The Green Paper accepts that �people find the current means-
testing system unfair� and criticises it for penalising those who save for their old age
and for the adverse incentives it creates; however, it notably omits any analysis of how
these criticisms might be addressed. This issue also remains unresolved in the White
Paper.

Based on public consultations the Green Paper notes that opinion is divided over
whether support should only be targeted on the basis of income or only on the basis of
need; but that �universal entitlement to a basic level of care and support would be the
fairest way to allocate government resources�. Such a system, it is maintained, would be
fairer to those who had saved and planned for old age but there is no indication of how
this would work. However, on the key question of how services should be paid for,
opinions were split other than that the burden should be shared between the state and
the individual and not fall wholly on families.

Until now the private sector has played only a limited and specialised role in
financing long term care through products such as immediate needs annuities. Any
shift towards personal responsibility would create a demand for personal finance
products that would help individuals to cope with the financial burden that would be
the result. A problem is that there has never been a vibrant LTC insurance market in
the UK mainly for reasons of public sector crowding out but also the difficulties in
insuring against cost inflation and adverse selection (Mayhew, 2009a; Brown and
Finkelstein, 2007). Under option 2 set out in the Green Paper we will argue that
there is an opportunity to create new financial products, not only insurance-based,
which are better suited to personal circumstances. However, in order for this market
to take off, certain things would be necessary. These include crucially a system of
incentives and simplified rules for state support which did not penalise purchasers of
such products.

We begin by briefly describing the present system of social care for older people
and discuss current cost projections and uncertainties. In order to judge the
affordability of private finance products, we analyse the income and wealth of people
aged 65+ and their ability to pay for long term care out of pocket (in Section 2).
From this we deduce that unless assets are included in any financial assessment, very
few people would be able to pay for their own care and so levels of state support
would be much higher if assets are excluded. In Sections 3 and 4 we critically analyse
a range of products that would suit different personal circumstances at different
times in people�s lives with a range of different attitudes to financial planning and
also their market potential.

The market for such products will be determined in part by the assumed level of state
support; if low, then the market for these products will be higher and vice-versa. On the
assumption that everybody except self-funders will receive at least some financial
support, there would need to be a simplified means of financial assessment to reduce
current complexity and improve incentives to save. Section 5 offers a way forward on
this question by replacing current arrangements that force people to run down their
assets with a simplified system based on personal wealth (as measured by income plus
assets). The inclusion of financial incentives and the Government�s regulatory role are
briefly considered in Section 6 and Section 7 summarises the issues involved.

2010] F481P A Y I N G F O R L O N G T E R M C A R E W I T H . . .

� 2010 The Author(s). The Economic Journal � 2010 Royal Economic Society



1. The Present System of Social Care

There are different systems operating in Scotland, Wales, England and Northern
Ireland and differences also in the application of the systems at a local level, making
the UK system of social care probably one of the most complicated and least trans-
parent in the world to understand. Councils with social services responsibilities
(unitary and county councils) are responsible for commissioning social care services
for the local community. The local council carries out an assessment of need to
determine the level and type of disability and dependency of an individual. Indi-
viduals with sufficient means can bypass this system and source their own care if they
so wish.

Under the present system only the people who have the highest needs and lowest
means get some help through the social care system. However, non-means tested
financial support is also provided through the social security system in the form of
disability benefits (Attendance Allowance, Disability Living Allowance and Carers
Allowance)5, which provide a measure of flexibility and choice in terms over service
provider. Capacity is further supplemented via the health service which provides a
small number of free �continuing care� places to those who meet the more stringent
criteria laid down, which can be supplied in any setting (e.g. at home or in an
institution).

Under local authority assessments in England a person�s savings and assets are taken
into account as well as income, so that a person with insufficient financial means would
be expected to use the value of their house to pay for care until almost all the assets are
spent. For individuals whose assets are, or fall, below £23,000 in the 2009 ⁄ 10 tax year,
an �assessed income� figure is calculated according to national rules that specify what
types of income and assets should be included. All of that assessed income must then
be paid towards the costs of residential care, except for a weekly personal expenses
allowance of £21.90. Local authorities use the national Fair Access to Care Services
(FACS) framework to categorise a person�s level of need as low, moderate, substantial
or critical.6 Each local council has its own budget for adult social care and decides
which of these four needs bands it will fund.

Variations in the funding thresholds adopted are widely regarded as one of the
reasons for the wide geographical variations in access to social care. However,
according to the Green Paper this is only one of five key problems with the present
system. Specifically it penalises people who have saved for their old age; the threshold
for care is set too high; social care provision is uneven across the country; the system is
too complex; and services are poorly organised and not �joined up� at the point
of delivery. The consequences of this can be perverse; for example, concentrating
resources only on those with highest needs leads to more hospital admissions, longer
hospital stays and more attendances at A&E and hence higher costs to the health and
social economy overall (Mayhew, 2008).

5 Other financial support is effectively channelled through benefits such as Pension Credit, Council
Tax and Housing Benefit although entitlement in these cases is dependent on financial means and not
disability.

6 See guidance at http://www.dh.gov.uk/prod_consum_dh/groups/dh_digitalassets/@dh/@en/documents/
digitalasset/dh_4019641.pdf
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1.1. Supply and Demand Considerations

It is estimated that there are around 550k care places in residential settings in the UK,
of which around 380k are for older people.7 Around 250k older people receive public
financial support in residential settings and a further 367k receive homecare, averaging
approximately 10 hours per week. Most consumers of LTC are over age 80; for
example, in England, almost 80% of care home inhabitants belong to this age group
(Bajekal, 2002). Since increasing life expectancy causes this group to grow at a faster
rate than the general retired population, there is concern that the demographic
burden could make the current system of financing LTC unsustainable.

Estimates of the costs of adult social care are complicated by the mix of funding
sources, provider organisations, definitional issues, data sources and geography –
notably whether just England or the whole UK (Karlsson et al., 2006a). If we just take
England, gross public sector expenditure on Personal Social Services in 2007 ⁄ 8 was
£20.1bn (National Statistics, 2009). Of this £8.7bn was spent on older people; however
this does not include private expenditure estimated to be worth £5.9bn (Forder, 2007).
Additional financial support is also provided through the benefits system. In 2007 ⁄ 8
expenditure on Disability Living Allowance in the 65+ age group was estimated to be
£2.4bn, with a further £4.4 bn of expenditure on Attendance Allowance (data supplied
by Department for Work and Pensions). This gives an estimated minimum total of
£22.4bn but notably excludes services elsewhere in the UK or the value of unpaid care
which has been estimated to be worth over twice this figure (Mayhew, 2009b).

Demand for services is bound to rise as the number of people aged 65+ is set to
increase from 10.1m in 2009 to 14.2m in 2026 and the number aged 80+ from 2.8m in
2009 to 4.5m in 2026. How demography translates into care costs depends crucially on
assumptions about the future delivery of care as well as the accuracy of the demo-
graphic projections. Wittenberg et al. (2008a, b) for example project increases in share
of GDP from around 1.4% to 2.3% by 2026 based on a high variant scenario. Within
these projections however lie considerable uncertainties in relation to need (Karlsson
et al., 2006a). It is currently estimated for example that about 10 years are spent with
some form of disability mostly towards the end of life. Not all these years lead to social
care but, clearly, if years spent in disability were to increase, there would be more
pressure placed on adult social care because disability prevalence would increase
proportionately (Mayhew, 2009a).

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) publishes statistics on healthy life expec-
tancy (HLE) for Great Britain, which it defines as years of expected life in either good
or fairly good health (based on general health) or free from long standing illness.8 The
data suggest that whilst both life expectancy (LE) and HLE are increasing, the gap
between them is widening. Trend analysis of ONS data since 1981 shows that by 2025
the gap between LE and HLE will be 11.5 years, as compared with 9.75 years in 2005. It
is noteworthy that most of the additional years are being spent with non-limiting

7 See e.g. Laing & Buisson Ltd (1999).
8 Two types of HLE are routinely calculated from the national General Household Survey based on either

of the following questions: �Over the last 12 months would you say your health has been good, fairly good, or
not good?� and LE free from limiting long-term illness based on : �Do you have any long-standing illness,
disability or infirmity?�. The method used by ONS to derive health expectancy is known as the Sullivan
Method (Sullivan, 1971). See also Breakwell and Bajekal (2005).
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diseases and that most additional years are being spent with co-morbidity as opposed to
a single disease.9 Intuitively, as the health care system becomes more successful at
lengthening life, the possibility of greater social care needs is increased insofar as any
extra years are spent in poor health, have limiting effects on activities of daily living or
lead to the greater occurrence of other diseases such as dementia.

The sensitivity of LTC cost projections with respect to future trends has also been
widely analysed elsewhere. Pickard et al. (2007) focus on social trends; Comas-Herrera
et al. (2006) on policy scenarios; Karlsson et al. (2006a) on changes in disability and
health; and Costa-i-Font et al. (2008) and Mayhew and Smith (2009) on demography
and mortality. In summary, regardless of how one looks at the evidence, it is clear that
demand is set to increase and, in consequence, so is the level of public expenditure.
Such trends have the capacity to affect the UK economy significantly and some of the
wider issues and ramifications are also considered in Mayhew (2009b). The question for
this article is how the costs can be met by broadening the sources of funding available.
We begin by analysing sources of funding based on the capacity of households to pay
for long term care.

2. Sources of Funding in Old Age Based on Household Finance

Since a premise of the Green Paper is that it will not be possible to fund all social care
from taxes and that individuals will be expected to contribute to their cost of care, it is
important to consider the resources available for this purpose among individuals and
households. In this Section we consider the ability of individuals to fund their own long
term care from their own resources and to test what people could afford before or after
any state support is factored in. Our data for this analysis is based on the English
Longitudinal Study of Ageing10 (ELSA); we proceeded by splitting the total numbers of
people aged 65+ into household types and assessing their levels of income, savings and
housing assets.11 We then evaluated how many could notionally afford to pay for care
for <1, 2, >3 years based on their income, savings and assets.

Our findings can be summarised as follows:

• The probability of needing social care in later life is high, but for institutional
care it is relatively low (about 35% in the case of females); over twice as many
females as males are in institutional care but they are least able to afford it.

• Only around 400k households out of 6.5m aged 65+ can afford institutional
long term care for more than one year on the basis of income alone but this
increases to 3m if savings are included.

• Of the 3.5m households that cannot afford care for more than one year from income
and savings, 1.6m are female only, 0.6m male only, and 1.3m couple households.

9 See Rasulo et al. (2009); see also further comment by Jagger et al. (2007) which considers certain specific
diseases

10 English Longitudinal Study of Ageing (ELSA) is an interdisciplinary data resource on health, economic
position and quality of life as people age. Our analysis is based on wave 2, 2004. For details see: http://
www.ifs.org.uk/elsa/

11 65+ is the critical age range for most purchasing decisions for LTC products, although a similar analysis
could be undertaken for people aged 50–64 using ELSA, for example, regarding purchase of insurance
products.
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• If housing wealth is taken into account then 4.6m households could afford care
for more than 1 year.

• Of the 1.8m households that cannot afford care for more than one year if
housing wealth is included, 0.9m are female only, 0.4m male only, 0.4m couple
households and 0.1m other.

2.1. Income Only

Figure 1 considers couple households with at least one person aged 65+, single adult
male households 65+, single female adult households 65+, and all households 65+.12 It
shows that 2.5m households have incomes of less than £200 per week or well under half
the amount required to fund one week of LTC for one person based on a cost of £500
per week. Figure 1 also implies that fewer than 400k out of 6.5m households would
have enough income to support one person.

2.2. Income plus Savings

A larger group of people could be self reliant by drawing on savings until they run out.
If savings are drawn down regularly in order to top up income then it is possible to
estimate the duration that different households could pay for LTC for one person in
different income ⁄ savings brackets. This is shown in Figure 2 in which numbers of
households are plotted against the estimated number of years that one person in a
household could be self-supporting for different household types. The results show
that approximately 3.5m of the 6.5m households with a person(s) age 65+ would only
be able to support one person for a year or less, 0.7m for 1 to 2 years, 0.9m for 2–3 years

Fig. 1. Distribution of Weekly Household Incomes by Household Type
Source. ELSA.

12 Includes residual households e.g. with 2+ adults.
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and 1.4m for 3 or more years. A more detailed breakdown by income and savings is
given in Table 1.

2.3. Including Housing Wealth

Most of people�s wealth in the UK today is contained in the value of their homes with
around 70% of people aged 65+ being home owners. The managed release of income
from housing assets is seen as one possible means of paying for LTC. This has several

Fig. 2. Number of Households Who Could Afford <1, 1–2, 2–3 or 3+ Years in Long-Term Care from
Income and Savings

Source. ELSA.

Table 1

Number of Households (thousands) With at Least One Person Aged 65+ According
to Weekly Income and Value of Savings13

Savings (£000s)

Income (£s per week gross) <1 1–5 5–10 10–20 20–30 30–50 50+ Total

0–100 51 158 93 62 46 31 48 489
100–200 282 929 355 308 165 192 253 2,484
200–300 137 385 200 218 156 159 359 1614
300–400 37 99 99 125 73 114 264 810
400–500 40 48 22 60 18 66 201 456
500–600 18 9 11 16 22 29 148 255
600+ 15 13 11 18 18 31 288 394

Total households (000s) 581 1,639 791 808 498 623 1,560 6,500

Source. ELSA.

13 Note that numbers may not add exactly due to rounding.
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advantages over the present system including the chance to pass the property itself on
to relatives rather than having to sell it outright. The potential for releasing equity to
fund LTC is best illustrated by means of Figure 3 which shows the index of house prices
as compared with an index of care costs from a base value of 100 in 1971.

If one assumes that the cost of LTC has moved broadly in line with the RPI + 1.5%
and that the weekly cost of care in 2008 was £500 on average, then the equivalent cost in
1971 would have been £32 per week by this argument.14 By comparison the average
price of a house in 1971 was just £6.2k as compared with £230k in 2008 (based on the
FT index of house prices). Thus the ratio of average house prices to the annual cost of
care was just 3.7 then as compared with 8.8 today (notwithstanding recent falls in house
prices connected with the credit crunch which will reduce this differential in the
medium term).

Put differently the proceeds from selling a house would have paid for roughly
3.7 years of care in 1971 and 8.8 years of care in 2008 depending on one�s assumptions
(i.e. administrative charges and interest rates). In practice, durations of care are often
shorter than this (less than a year if a person is severely disabled), so that it would be
expected that some equity would remain to pass on to relatives after all care costs have
been met (most people entering nursing or residential care are unable to live
independently at home and are at an advanced stage of frailty).

The 6.5 million households with at least one person aged 65+ equate to a total
population of 9.9 million. Of these households, 2.8m are couple households, 1.0m are
single male households, 2.4m are single female households and 0.3m are other

Fig. 3. FT House Price Index and RPI

Source. Acadametrics15 and ONS16.

14 There is no equivalent LTC index stretching back this far. If average earnings are used as a proxy for
LTC costs then it would show a higher increase than the RPI so we have assumed RPI + 1.5%. It could be
argued that a slightly higher assumption could be made (e.g. RPI + 2%) since, in recent years, care cost
increases have tended to outstrip average earnings increases.

15 http://www.acadametrics.co.uk/
16 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_economy/Rp02.pdf
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household types (e.g. 2+ adult households). Table 2, based on data from ELSA, shows
the estimated number of households (in 000s) in different income brackets according
to the net equity remaining in their homes.

2.4. Years of Affordable Care Based on Income and Housing Assets

We conclude this Section by considering the total resources available to an older
household if the equity in homes were released and combined with income. Note that
in couple households the resources must be spread over 2 people and only 1 person in
a one adult household. In what follows we refer to a disability scale which ranges from
0 to 10 that derives originally from an OPCS survey in the 1980s (and is discussed in
Rickayzen and Walsh, 2002). For our purposes a person who falls into the range 0–6 is
assumed to be �healthy�, between 7 and 8.5 moderately disabled, and between 8.5 and
10 severely disabled. A person in the moderately disabled category is adjudged to have
failed 2 ADLs and in the severely disabled category 3+ ADLs, where ADLs are activities
of daily living.18,19

After making an allowance for the cost of equity release, we obtain the results given
in Table 3. This breaks down households by population size and provides estimates of
the number people with moderate or severe disability based on the Rickayzen-Walsh
disability model.20 The final column gives a rough indication of the number of new
cases with disability per year, so giving a first cut of the number of people in each
category potentially flowing on to some form of social or long term care. It is

Table 2

Number of Households (thousands) With at Least One Person Aged 65+
According To Weekly Income and Net Housing Wealth17

Housing wealth (£000s)

Income (£s per
week gross) <1 1–50 51–100 101–150 151–200 201–250 250–300 300+ Total

0–100 148 22 38 106 70 35 33 37 489
100–200 971 112 304 348 319 189 104 137 2,484
200–300 410 57 211 247 282 152 101 154 1,614
300–400 128 22 77 130 137 126 77 112 810
400–500 57 13 20 46 99 68 55 99 456
500–600 26 7 18 29 42 29 33 70 255
600+ 26 9 11 20 24 51 59 194 394

Total households
(000s)

1,766 242 679 927 973 650 462 802 6,500

Source. ELSA.

17 Note that numbers may not add exactly due to rounding.
18 Typical ADLs are being able to feed, wash and dress oneself, go to the toilet unaided, mobility (e.g.

climb stairs) and transfer from bed to chair.
19 The use of ADLS for product design is considered in Dullaway and Elliot (1998).
20 This estimates the number of people with different levels of disability. In this Table these are expressed

in terms of the number of failed ADLs (activities of daily living) such as going to the toilet or feeding and
washing oneself.
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noteworthy that the number of new cases, 521k, broadly equates to the annual number
of deaths in the UK.

Figure 4 breaks down column 1 of Table 3 into constituent household types.
Affordability of care is largely determined by whether or not the home is owned by the
household or not. It shows that around 4.2m households are able to support more than
3 years of care due to the current high average value of residential property and 1.7m
for less than 1 year. A much small intermediate group comprising 0.5m households
would be able to afford care for one year but less than 3 years.

Fig. 4. Number of Households That Could Afford <1, 1–2, 2–3 or 3+ Years in Long-term Care From
Own Income and Housing Wealth

Source. Based on ELSA.

Table 3

Number of Households and People (thousands) Aged 65+ Who Could Support Themselves
in LTC for Given Durations, the Approximate Number of Disabled (2+ ADLs) and Severely
Disabled (3+ ADLs) People in Each Category; and Estimated Annual Flow of New Disabled

Persons 65+ with 2+ failed ADLs

Years of
affordable
care

Number of
households

(income plus
equity) 000s

Number
of people

(000s)

2+ ADLs
number of

disabled (000s)

3+ ADLs
number of

disabled (000s)

Estimated
number of
new cases

of 2+ ADLs
per year

<1 1,714 2,619 275 141 137
1–2 190 291 31 16 15
2–3 342 523 55 28 27
> 3 4,253 6,496 682 349 341

Total 6,500 9,929 1,042 534 521
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3. Financial Products for LTC

Under the Partnership option in the Green Paper, there is a range of ways for the
private sector to become more involved in the financing of LTC to meet the private
funding gaps identified in Section 2. As the Green Paper notes, the private sector can
help people to prepare for the costs of care by offering a variety of products; they can
for example take out insurance, release equity from their homes, or use an annuity to
create income from a lump sum. However, how such products are viewed by potential
purchasers would be skewed by the present means testing rules. In Section 5 we con-
sider how such products could interface with a revised system of state support.

In this Section we consider some of these potential products although a distinction
between our analysis of potential products and Poole�s analysis (Poole, 2006 pp. 15–38)
is that we focus attention more on individual circumstances and possible behaviour
(Mayhew, 2009b). For example, there is a significant difference between products that
are purchased at the point of need, products purchased around the time of retirement
and products purchasable at any time during adult life. The assumption is that people
will express different purchasing behaviours depending on their attitude to risk, for
example whether they are �forward planners� or if they simply prefer to �take things as
they come� but ensure they have something in reserve to meet contingencies.

Some of the products discussed below are novel and would require additional work
before they could be introduced more widely, and possibly new legislation. The
products we consider are as follows21:

(a) equity release;
(b) �top up� insurance;
(c) disability linked annuities;
(d) immediate needs annuities
(e) accelerated life insurance and
( f ) LTC bonds.

Of these, only (a) and (d) are currently available in the insurance market. As we assume
wider eligibility for state support in this article, the illustrative costs and benefits
of different products which we suggest should only be seen as a guideline since the
actual amounts of benefit needed would be a function of personal circumstances and
eligibility for state support (see Section 6).

(a) Equity Release Products
Equity release products have been available for some time but they are chiefly designed
to supplement income in old age rather than fund LTC needs. Although previously
criticised on the grounds of their high administrative costs, sales of equity release
products are increasing. According to the industry, around 29,000 plans were com-
pleted in 2007 valued at around £40,000 per plan, giving a total market value of
approximately £1.2bn.22 Equity release products come under three main categories,
and within each one there are numerous different types of plan. A lifetime mortgage

21 This is a much wider selection than is mentioned in the Green Paper which is concerned primarily with
pre-funded insurance schemes. There is only passing reference, for example, to equity release.

22 See SHIP Equity Release website: http://www.ship-ltd.org/consumerdemand.aspx
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allows a person to release a lump sum from the value of their property, with the amount
released plus any interest accrued repaid from the estate when the person dies. In a
drawdown lifetime mortgage, cash is released over time, which can reduce the amount
of interest accrued. In a home reversion plan, some or all of the ownership of the
property is surrendered in exchange for a lump sum and the right to remain rent free
in the home is granted for as long as a person lives. The type of equity release product
most suited to LTC is likely to be for a short term and on the basis of immediate needs
to minimise the pay back period and the consequent administrative costs. A limiting
factor in equity release is that mortgage companies do not like homes remaining empty
in the event that a sole occupier goes into care. This may limit the scope for ownership
retention although in practice this may not be a serious drawback as a person may be
better advised selling the house anyway.

(b) Top Up Insurance
Insurance products are given more attention in the Green Paper than other products
and under the �Insurance� and �Comprehensive� options they form a central core.
Here we consider insurance as part of a wider product mix under the Partnership
option. In general, insurance products are typically bought by people who wish to
protect their savings or meet the catastrophic costs of eventualities such as going
into long term care. However, attempts to launch pre-funded LTC insurance in
the UK have not been as successful as in the US and the market remains very small.
Even in the US, where around 10% of the older population hold private LTC insur-
ance policies, there are difficulties with overpriced policies offering poor coverage of
actual risks: problems which possibly are due to adverse selection and supply side
imperfections (Brown and Finkelstein, 2007). One lesson for the UK could be to focus
on innovative products that provide cash benefits or �top ups� rather than prescribed
care packages (i.e. a product that provides cash to bridge the expected difference
between state support, personal income and the cost of care at the time of need,
Karlsson et al., 2006b).

Top up products are most likely to be attractive for people with some means, who
would not be able to afford the cost of care from their income or savings and wish to
plan ahead. This strength, however, is also its weakness since the poorer the household
the less top up would be affordable. The households that could be interested in �top up�
insurance therefore are those whose weekly income is below the weekly cost of care but
not so much so that they would need to sacrifice other purchases to pay the premiums.
Such people are assumed to be healthy at the time of purchase and may live alone or
have no immediate relatives to support them. They may have limited housing wealth or
be reluctant to take the step of releasing equity in their home. A crucial issue affecting
take-up, however, will be how top up products interface with the system of state support
(see Section 5).

(c) Disability Linked Annuities (DLAs)
A disability linked annuity is a special type of annuity which is purchased whilst in
reasonable health at retirement. If the policy holder later becomes disabled then the
annuity payments are increased to a higher level depending on the severity of the
disability. For example, an annuity may commence at a rate of £10k p.a., increase to
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£15k p.a. on becoming moderately disabled and to £25k p.a. once the annuitant has
become severely disabled. In shorthand notation such a policy could be written as a
1 ⁄ 1.5 ⁄ 2.5 DLA, the factors representing the amount of enhancement or uplift to any
base annuity. Obviously uplift factors can be varied. Although DLAs do not currently
exist in the UK, their features have been analysed in detail by Rickayzen (2007).

A DLA has three features that make it an attractive option:

(a) reassurance from the fact that the annuitant receives a standard annuity whilst
healthy and an uplift should they become disabled;

(b) an annuity enhancement to help with the additional cost of care;
(c) an annuity would not prescribe the form that LTC might take and therefore

enable a purchaser to choose.

DLAs would initially be most applicable to people in defined contribution pension
schemes although the principles could be extended to defined benefits schemes
including big public sector schemes such as civil service pensions. Note also that a DLA
could be formulated to enhance the basic state pension as a replacement for Atten-
dance Allowance which is paid at a lower and higher weekly rate of £47.10 and £70.35
depending on level of disability. If the weekly value of the state pension is £95.25, then
this would equate to a DLA with uplifts of 1 ⁄ 1.5 ⁄ 1.7.

However, the main advantages of DLAs are the efficiency gains that the bundling of
two separate risks may give rise to. Since LTC and longevity risks tend to be negatively
correlated (Warshawsky et al., 2002), the underwriting procedure for a combined
product may be simplified compared with separate policies and thus administrative
costs are likely to be lower. Furthermore, the bundling of LTC and longevity risk might
open up the LTC insurance market for risks which are otherwise screened out of the
market due to high expected care costs. A limiting market factor for DLAs is that the
level of the pension lump sum realised would affect the decision on whether to
purchase a DLA. If the amount of lump sum is small, a DLA would be relatively
unattractive since the annuitant might prefer the higher initial level of payment from
purchasing a standard whole life annuity. The potential market for DLA products is
large and with over 400k new pensioner annuitants each year, DLAs could make an
important contribution to LTC planning. Presently however the average size of the
typical pension �pot� is not large enough to make this a significant option so it could
take time for private pension pots to build up sufficiently for DLAs to become a major
factor in the LTC market place.23

(d) Immediate Needs Annuities
Immediate needs annuities were first introduced into the UK in the late 1990s and are
designed specifically to meet the care costs of those who are at the point of entering

23 According to the Association of British Insurers (ABI), almost two-thirds of annuitants arranged their
annuity �internally� (through the provider of their private pension). Defined contribution pensions are rel-
atively new and therefore still maturing with a majority of schemes only being set up since 2000. About 41% of
annuitants draw premiums of less than £10k p.a. and 23% less than £5k p.a. and so are currently small in size
(Gunawardena et al., 2008). However, this is not necessarily a guide going forward since many people will own
more than one pension pot either through different employers or individually. Thus the total value of
pensions pots per individual can be expected to grow over time as they become the preferred means of
pension saving.
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care, or are already paying for care out of their own resources. Their primary aim is to
insure against the risk of living too long and hence eliminate the risk of depleting a
person�s estate by more than they (or their heirs) would wish, or at an extreme, running
out of money altogether. They are equally suitable for those paying fees to a care home,
or paying fees to receive care in their own home.

Immediate needs annuities are distinct from �impaired life annuities� which are
effectively retirement annuities for people with serious medical conditions such as
cancer, stroke, high blood pressure, multiple sclerosis etc. According to the main
supplier of this increasingly popular product in the UK24 a typical purchaser of an
immediate needs annuity is aged 85, paying a single premium of £80,000 to provide
payments of approximately £25,000 per annum for the rest of his ⁄ her life,
increasing either at a predetermined rate or in line with inflation. The exact pre-
mium payable is calculated with reference to the annuitant�s state of health at
the time.

Taken together, the number of new annuitants is small relative to the number of
people who become severely disabled each year, and is of the order of a few thou-
sand. Immediate needs annuities are obviously unsuited to people who do not have
sufficient assets or savings, although clearly there is a good fit with equity release-type
products. It is therefore arguable that more could be done to promulgate their
existence at relevant points of contact, e.g., local health or social services. Although
the average life expectancy of a typical purchaser is approximately three years,
industry data demonstrate that the actual number of years lived is highly variable.
However, the company offering this product has built up sufficient experience to
ensure that benefits are paid for life.

(e) Accelerated Life Insurance
At the moment people in, or approaching, old age may take out whole of life assur-
ance policies. The aim is usually to meet one (or a combination) of the following three
aims: to pay for funeral expenses; to pay inheritance tax; or to increase the size of the
estate on death. The first two can be seen as removing a financial burden, while the
third one is more to boost benefits. The idea behind an accelerated life insurance
product would combine the life assurance product with a disability annuity. If some-
one dies before falling ill then the whole sum assured is paid out so it is similar (in
benefits) to the whole of life policy. However, if someone falls ill and meets the criteria
for ill-health then they would start receiving a benefit that would be paid out on a
regular basis until death. These payments would reduce the sum assured so the longer
someone is alive after starting to receive the payments, the lower the benefits to be
paid out on death.

Since the sum assured may diminish to a low amount, this product would not be
designed for the first two aims of the whole of life policies stated above. It is targeting
the third aim. The advantages are that if a person falls ill the annuity will help to pay for
long term care, but if a person does not need long term care then the individual�s
family will receive the eventual death benefits instead. This would therefore mitigate

24 Partnership Assurance: see http://www.partnership.co.uk/products/longtermcare/default.asp
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the prevailing view with some health insurance products that the benefits will never be
paid out. It is possible that the death benefit may, in fact, be reduced to zero although
this would not mean that the payments in ill-health would be stopped, although clearly
it would depend on how the policy is written.

(f) LTC Bonds ⁄ Trust Fund
It is clear from our analysis of household income and assets that a significant
proportion of the population will not be attracted to any of the products described in
(a) to (e) above. This group will include those on low income, those with few assets or
only a limited sized pension fund, or people who are already in poor health. It is useful,
therefore, to explore other ways to raise the issue of the cost of LTC and to encourage
people to put money or assets aside. One idea worthy of consideration is the �LTC
bond�.

LTC bonds are similar to long established premium bonds but would attract interest
as well as paying out prizes as follows. A person buys regular amount of bonds with a
face value of say £1 each. A small proportion is deducted and is placed in a prize fund.
The bonds accumulate in value with interest but are cashable only in the event of a
person requiring LTC or upon death. LTC bonds would be entered into a monthly
draw with cash prizes paid out to lucky winners. The product could be purchased by
anyone over 18 but is expected to be especially attractive to older adults on lower to
middle income because of the prize element.

Any illustration is necessarily highly simplified. Suppose twelve million of the adult
population each buys £100 worth of bonds a year for 25 years from age 50 onwards.
Two per cent of each bond is deducted and entered into a prize fund which pays out
£24m p.a. There is a monthly draw with a top prize of £1m and numerous smaller prizes
(typically over 10,000 prizes a month). Suppose a bondholder�s deposit attracts 4%
interest per annum and the average age of a bond is 13.5 years. The value of a
bondholder�s assets after 25 years is estimated to be worth £4.1k which combined with
pension income would be a worthwhile, if small, contribution towards the cost of LTC.
The total fund would be worth £19bn in the steady state, based on these assumptions,
and even more if enhanced by government top up. Administratively, the scheme could
be run by National Savings & Investments (NS&I) with bonds being sold online or at
post offices.

The size of any market for LTC bonds will depend on how they are structured, the
incentives to invest and any prize element. A comparison with premium bonds and
the national lottery is instructive but not necessarily indicative. With premium bonds
the top prize is £1m and the total value of prizes is £118m. There are 23.7m premium
bondholders and the fund is worth about £35bn at the present time (i.e. the number of
bonds in the draw). This compares with 1957 when bonds were first introduced and
there were only 6m bondholders. LTC bonds are not the same as the lottery because
the investment is eventually returned, but as a guideline of what could be expected, the
average UK adult aged over 16 spends on average £100 a year on lottery tickets with
gross ticket sales of £5bn.25

25 Source: Camelot annual report 2009.
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4. Summary of Potential Market for LTC Products

As previously noted, the products described fall into three main groups including:

• those that can be purchased at any time such as top up insurance or LTC bonds;
• retirement products such as DLAs;
• point of need products such as equity release or immediate needs annuities.

Five markets for these products can be recognised:

(1) People on low income with little or no assets who do not normally consider
making any provision for LTC (LTC bonds)

(2) People on moderate incomes who may have already committed themselves to a
standard retirement annuity (top up insurance)

(3) People who like to plan ahead and have reasonably large pensions or life
insurance policies (DLAs, accelerated life insurance)

(4) Those whose wealth is mainly concentrated in their homes and so would tend to
release equity at the point of need (equity release, immediate needs annuities)

(5) People who have sufficient income to self insure.

It is difficult to give a meaningful estimate of the potential demand for the products
listed above for two reasons. First, an important factor which explains the low demand
for LTC insurance is the public support system which works as an implicit tax on such
products, thus crowding out a sizeable share of the potential demand. Secondly, the
public�s understanding of LTC products is low especially given the level of complexity
involved. This is particularly true for people in frail health or for their relatives who are
about to undertake one of the most important financial decisions affecting their futures.

It is instructive nevertheless to provide rough estimates of how a market for LTC
products could be divided into different segments based on income and wealth.
Figure 5 shows an equity-income map of households that are identifiable as households
that might be interested in buying LTC products if these products were offered.

Fig. 5. Income-equity Map of Target Households for Different Types of LTC Products Based on ELSA
(stylised)

2010] F495P A Y I N G F O R L O N G T E R M C A R E W I T H . . .

� 2010 The Author(s). The Economic Journal � 2010 Royal Economic Society



Table 4 quantifies these households and the age 65+ population affected but it is not
an indication of take-up; it is only an estimate of the size of the target groups. It should
be noted that the products overlap so that some households are potentially interested
in more than one product but would not necessarily buy more than one per person or
household. Table 5 specifies the income and housing equity range assumed for each
target group.

5. Moving Towards a Fairer and Affordable System of State Entitlement

A condition for a vibrant private sector support for LTC is that the system of state
support must operate in a way that is transparent and gives people clear choices
depending on personal circumstances. If the rules are too complex, always changing,
and the financial calculations too obscure then the private sector will be limited to
those who are outside the ambit of the present rules (i.e. self-funders or those with
sufficient assets). More perniciously, means testing has the effect of distorting a
person�s behaviour by creating, as in this case, a disincentive to save or an incentive to
give assets away in order to avoid future liabilities (Poole, 2006, p. 10).

A key problem is that everybody must run down their assets before they receive any
support at all.26 This includes any housing assets as long as there are no others living in
the home. The weakness arises because the public help people receive only extends for

Table 5

Targeting Parameters for Estimating Number of Households by Product Type in Table 4

Product Income (£ per week) Equity (£000s)

LTC bonds <300 <200
Top up 200–400 >0
Equity release <400 >150
DLA 300–600 >0
Self fund >600 >0

Table 4

Estimated Number Households by Type for Whom Different Types of LTC Product
Could be Attractive

Product
All households

65+ (000s)

Couple
households
65+ (000s)

One adult
male only
household
65+ (000s)

One adult
female only
household
65+ (000s)

Other
households

(000s)

LTC bonds 3,645 1,011 717 1,757 160
Top up 2,423 1,392 283 631 117
Equity release 2,064 959 222 781 102
DLA 1,520 1,082 150 214 74
None 394 331 28 16 20

26 In England the threshold is £23,000 based on the 2009 ⁄ 10 tax year.
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a limited way up the wealth distribution. This leaves moderately wealthy people with no
state support coupled with the currently narrow range of insurance products and a
limited opportunity to insure against the financial risk of needing care. Poole (2006)
reviews changes to the system based on changes to the present income and capital
thresholds that would alleviate these problems to a degree.

Our view, however, is that whilst this would deal with the immediate issues it would
not address the complexity issue or how sources of income including those from
privately financed LTC products would be treated for means testing purposes.
After extensive consultations, the consensus in the Green Paper is for a system based on
need, and some support or entitlement for everybody based on means. In con-
sequence, some state support is inevitable. It therefore seems sensible to ask how such a
system could be constructed in practical terms that would be fairer than the present
system. Nothing in the published literature or set out in the Green Paper offers a
mechanism on this key point.

The option of providing everyone with a �basic package� of entitlement coupled with
matched funding has attracted some support (Wanless, 2006, p. 231) but it is likely that
such an approach would spread resources too thinly and still necessitate means testing.
Clearly any system in which there was total entitlement to support would, by definition,
reduce any private market to zero but a system where there was some public entitle-
ment could make private finance options more attractive as a form of �top up�.

However, a system of state support could take several possible forms. It could provide
tax relief on the premiums paid for the financial products and so make them more
affordable, or ignore the insurance benefits for means-testing purposes; it could
provide direct support to social care providers in the form of subsidies; or it could make
a contribution towards the cost of long term care to the individual. The possibilities of
building on current tax incentives, such as those that exist for pensions, are considered
in Section 6.

A system that gives a measure of support to everybody as is envisaged under the
Green Paper�s Partnership option would need to recognise that individual wealth is
made up of both income streams and assets and that, arguably, it would be unfair to
treat people with the same wealth but who had different mixes of income and assets in
different ways (e.g. should a person on low income but with a home worth over £1m be
treated the same as a person with a high income but no home?).

Under present legislation there are clear rules on the treatment of assets and income
for means testing purposes.27 However, we do not dwell on these issues here but simply
note that any system of state support could be fine tuned in terms of asset categories.
For illustrative purposes it is assumed that assessment arrangements would be as now
and undertaken by local authorities but that more financial advice would be available at
the point of need. A distinction needs to be drawn between people who can afford care
from their income alone and those who can only afford care once their assets are
included. Where costs can be met from income alone, it would be expected that there
is no need for any state support.

27 These include a wide range of asset types from savings, investments including stocks and shares, financial
gifts and housing.
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5.1. A Worked Example

To create a system which recognises that personal wealth can comprise different mixes
of assets and income we need a measure that places people into wealth brackets against
which entitlement to state support can be assessed and reckonable income taken into
account. For the sake of argument suppose that the state sets the institutional care costs
at a notional level of £25,000 per annum (a figure that could be reassessed and
re-calibrated just as personal allowances are annually updated in the tax system).
Figure 6 is a graph of assets versus income in which lines are drawn showing the years of
LTC that could be notionally afforded by an individual based on any mix of income
and assets. In the example given, income and assets are given equal weights (£1 of asset
equates to £1 of income).

For example, a person at point P with £60k of assets and £5k annual income would be
notionally able to afford three years worth of care from their own resources
[£60,000 ⁄ (£25,000 – £5,000) ¼ 3 years]. A person at point Q with assets of £30k and an
income of £10k would be notionally able to afford up to 2 years worth of care from
their own resources [£30,000 ⁄ (£25,000 – £10,000) ¼ 2 years]. Note that a person with
an income greater than £25k is assumed to be self funding. Also it is assumed that if
assets are shared in joint names (as often arises in home ownership) the assets would be
split accordingly

This information can be used to place people into �wealth bands� based on which
entitlement to state support could be assessed. An example based on five wealth
bands is shown in Figure 7. On the vertical axis is the assumed percentage level of
public support and on the horizontal axis is the �wealth band� into which people
receiving an assessment are placed.28 Anyone in wealth band A (those who
notionally could afford only 12 months of care from their own resources) would

Fig. 6. Notional Years of Affordable Care Based on Combination of Assets and Income

28 Figure 7 may be compared with the representation of this concept on p. 111 of the Green Paper which
suggests a non-linear system of state support (note: axes are reversed).
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receive 90% support if they were assessed as needing institutional care, those in
band B 70%, those in band C 50%, those in band D 30%, and those in band E 10%
support based on this example. Those whose income or wealth placed them in a
band higher than E would not receive any entitlement under this worked example
i.e. they would be �unbanded�.

Clearly entitlements could be altered to suit any particular political consensus.
However, anybody receiving an entitlement would need to pass the appropriate needs
assessment which would be universal across the country and strictly applied. The
amount of entitlement towards the cost of care would then depend on reckonable
income. This could be defined in several ways and could include, for example, the state
pension, pension credit, Attendance Allowance, occupational pension and other
sources. As far as privately purchased LTC products are concerned our basic premise is
that these would be excluded from the eligibility test since to do so would make a
significant indent on their take-up.

To provide a numerical example, consider a person in band A, who had received an
assessment. If we assume that the value of the state pension plus any benefits is worth
£10k per year, then a person in band A would receive up to £13.5k per annum29 in
support (£25k � £10k) � 0.9; band B (£25k � £10k) � 0.7 ¼ £10.5k p.a.; band C
(£25 � £10k) � 0.5 ¼ £7.5k p.a.; band D (£25k � £10k) � 0.3 ¼ £4.5k p.a.; and band
E (£25 � £10k) � 0.1 ¼ £1.5k p.a.

Under this arrangement if a person opted for a more expensive care home or
were refused entitlement then they would have to meet any extra costs themselves.
It would be the role of private finance products such as those described above to fill
the gap between state support and care costs. Since the gap is smaller for people of

Fig. 7. Placing People in Wealth Bands Based on Income and Assets

29 This person in band A would then have a total amount of £23.5k per annum to put towards the LTC cost.
They would therefore need to find a care home for no more than £23.5k per annum if they do not have
additional insurance benefits to put towards the cost of care.
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modest means the necessary financial support from privately financed products
would become more affordable for people in lower wealth bands.30 A key implica-
tion of this approach is that people saving for long term care would not be
financially penalised under these arrangements as long as they had purchased a
recognised LTC product.

Putting an overall cost on such a system of support depends on a number of con-
siderations as well as assumptions, e.g., the number of people qualifying for support,
the length of time spent in an institution and the needs assessment itself. Out of pocket
contributions in some cases may be deferred until after death depending on individual
circumstances (e.g. in cases where the assets are recouped from the estate by the local
authority).

It was clear from Figure 4 that most people fall into one of two categories – either
they are home owners with notional assets that would cover 3 or more years of care
(wealth bands D and E) or they only have assets and income that would pay for one year
or less (band A). The number falling into wealth bands B and C are smaller in com-
parison to bands A, D and E, but it is people in bands B and C who would stand to
benefit the most from the proposed new system as they are most likely to have to run
down their assets under the present system.

Assuming a current stock of around 380k older people in institutional care and a
distribution of income ⁄ wealth based on figures from earlier Sections of this article then
this would imply a total cost per annum of around £9.4bn a year. However, because
those entering care will tend to be older and tend to have fewer assets than the general
age 65+ population this figure could increase. Such estimates are subject to the precise
rules of the system which would need to be calibrated against what can be afforded in
public expenditure terms.

A parallel analysis could also be undertaken to establish the levels of financial
support that would be needed in the case of domiciliary care based on similar
considerations. Here, the charges levied would be far less stringent and there are
already a wide range of local financial arrangements in place including free domiciliary
care, flat rate charges and means testing. The Personal Care at Home Bill was designed
to provide free personal care at home for people with the greatest needs and could thus
have obviated an extension of this analysis to the domiciliary sector; however, the new
Coalition Government has decided to discard the Bill and has appointed another
commission to look at the issues again.

6. Ideas for Wider Financial Incentives to Plan for Old Age

On the basis of evidence presented here there could be a significant market for
privately financed LTC products such as those described in earlier Sections. Until now,
however, the public has shown little willingness to purchase such products with the
exception of some point of need instruments such as immediate needs annuities or
equity release products. The take up of LTC products will depend on a number of
factors, including their perceived adequacy, reliability, affordability and marketing and

30 It may be necessary to include a zero banded option in the system of support for people of no means
who would attract 100% support as a form of safety net.
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also their interaction with the system of state support. Under our revised approach
benefits payable from certified LTC products would be disregarded in the calculation
of the level of state support offered which would, in itself, be an incentive to purchase
such products.

An important objective is to encourage people to save for their old age and
encouragement can take several forms. It would also depend on how different types of
income and assets are taken into account in any new entitlement process. The
Government could provide financial incentives to save or invest in one or more LTC
products. For example, contributions to private and occupational pensions already
attract tax relief of up to 50% in the case of some higher rate taxpayers. Since disability
linked annuities (DLAs) are arguably an extension of existing pension products, they
should automatically qualify for tax relief on the same basis, but this needs to be
verified.

The practical effect of the system of assessment as outlined above would be to create
more affordable LTC insurance products. Based on US experience, LTC insurance
products tend to be �overpriced�, leading to a tendency for policy holders to lapse their
policies after a few years - a situation that the UK should seek to avoid. This problem
might be addressed by regulating administrative costs. A precedent for putting a cap on
pension administration costs has already been set in the case of some UK pension
products.

However, it is possible that increased transparency and competition in the market for
LTC insurance products might achieve the same goal, without the adverse effects on
economic efficiency that price regulations entail. Hence, one way to increase the effi-
ciency in the insurance market would be to define a small number of standard products
with which different providers could then compete for customers. Equity release
products are slightly different as they are purchased at the point of need. In their case
regulation already exists in the form of a code of conduct.31

Government support and encouragement could also manifest in other ways. For
example, in some countries such as Austria the cost of care home places is tax
deductible. In the UK this benefit already applies to the small number of people
with immediate needs annuities since, provided the annuity is payable to a regis-
tered care provider, payments made are entirely free of tax. In the case of LTC
bonds or trust funds (effectively bonds without a prize element), the Government
could add to a person�s LTC fund by topping up personal bond accounts, for
example on a £1 for £1 basis. This has the advantage of being administratively
simple and the level of support could be varied over time in the event that the fund
became �over-subscribed�.

Whilst average amounts generated by LTC bonds would not be large they could
provide a useful contribution, for example, towards funeral expenses. According to a
House of Commons debate in July 2008 the cost of a funeral averages around £2,500
and the total cost of a death around £6,00032. Currently the Social Fund spends nearly
£50m a year on funeral grants to around 35,000 people and so to some extent unspent
LTC bonds would have the welcome effect of offsetting this expenditure.

31 See SHIP: http://www.ship-ltd.org/shipguarantee.aspx
32 Hansard Column 1516 July 9th 2008.
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7. Key Conclusions

LTC costs are expected to increase significantly over the next 20 years as the ageing
population increases. These costs include institutional care, home-based care and the
indirect costs of informal care (mainly the opportunity cost of forgone wages). The
Government Green Paper sets out the options, at least two of which would lead the way
forward to a much larger role for the private sector in the form of privately financed
products.

These are the �Partnership� option which gives the greatest scope for product
development and the �Insurance� option. The �Comprehensive� option could leave a
role for the private sector depending on how it was set up. If it simply became a part of
the current National Insurance System then the role of the private sector would be
more limited but if it were privately operated with competing products there would be a
much larger role for a private initiative.

In the UK a lot of the personal and household wealth is held in assets, and income
sources are insufficient to pay for long term care out of pocket. It is also questionable
whether older people would have sufficient income to pay the premiums required if
the system were wholly insurance-based unless a �top-up� approach, as described here,
were to be adopted. This suggests that if a market for long term care products is to grow
in the UK it needs to diversify into other kinds of products and not simply insurance,
although insurance will remain a part of the mix.

The article describes a range of LTC products which could be available to people in
different circumstances and with different financial means. In all the cases considered
there are already comparable products on the market on which LTC variants could be
based and so developing such a private sector initiative should not require a large
bureaucracy to administer or new government machinery. Doubtless there will be other
ideas for privately financed long term care products in the future; however, the insti-
tutional environment in which they are launched is critical for their potential success as
well as transparency.

The article also addresses the issue of providing a broader base of public support
by reforming the present means testing system so that most would qualify to some
entitlement. The new approach would not require individuals to run down all their
assets before they become eligible for state support but, instead, almost everyone
would be required to make some out of pocket contribution towards costs. The gap
between entitlement to support and the actual cost of LTC would define the market
to be filled by insurance and other products. Since most researchers agree that
a factor preventing the growth of LTC products is public sector �crowding out� and a
lack of clarity about what people can expect from the state, the proposed new
rules would arguably create a better �fit� between public expectations and state
affordability.

The recent White Paper proposed that a Comprehensive option would be adopted
during the Parliament after next. However, there are many details which would need to
be finalised before then, and the political party in power has changed. If, ultimately,
the decision is to go with a system that is a mix of state and privately funded health care
then we suggest that there should be five roles for government for realising the
potential for privately funded LTC products: These are:
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(1) to facilitate their introduction and provide regulation;
(2) to provide appropriate incentives for people to take them up;
(3) to clarify the role of the state in terms of the state entitlement people can expect

based on a unified assessment system;
(4) to make it easier to get advice and direction at points of initial contact with

provider services in the private and voluntary sectors as well as the statutory
sector33; and

(5) to cover risks that the market cannot handle such as excessively long durations
in care.

These could be functions, for example, that could be remitted as part of the respon-
sibilities of the proposed National Care Service outlined in the Green Paper and now
confirmed in the White Paper.

Cass Business School
Technische Universität Darmstadt
Cass Business School
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