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Abstract

Family values and family ties have been shown taassociated to important economic
decisions both in labour and credit markets. Défertypes of social risks are also pooled witha th
family. This paper investigates the links betweenia risks, family values and the demand for
welfare assistance using data from the 2005 Fré@emeration and Gender Survey" (GGS). We
measure demand for welfare, as opposed to helpmimily, with respect to both financial
support and provision of care services. We defime relevance of family relationship using
individuals' self assessed measures of family wa{gach as duties and responsibilities of parents
and children and reciprocal financial support) aodstruct various indicators of family values. We
find a positive association between both traditiorsdues within the couple and intergenerational
family links with the pooling of social risks andrsices provided within the household. We show
that there is substantial heterogeneity acrossréifit groups with respect to the demand for welfare
assistance. We investigate causality using long wirltural determinants of selected population as
instruments for family values. Results show thamded for welfare is mainly affected by the
intergenerational dimension of family values, withe effect of values within couple is no longer
statistically significant.
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1. Introduction

Family values and family ties are important indidns which, among others, affect various
economic decisions. Human capital investment, a$ agemany other labour market and credit
market choices - such as type of job, wages arekbcapportunities, home ownership and financial
wealth - are taken within the family and stronggpdnd on family values. Although in the last few
decades, in most industrialised countries, manygthihave changed in relation to female labour
market participation, falling birth rates, increagidivorce and cohabitation rates, as well as enosi
of family values; still the family, as an institofi, is at the core of most economic and social
behaviour (Goldin, 2006; Lundberg and Pollak, 2007)

In this respect, while in sociology there idoag standing tradition in the analysis of family
organisation and behaviour (Durkheim, 1888; ElIst®89; Esping-Andersen, 1999), in economics
the relationship between family values and econoautcomes is more recent (Becker, 1981;
Cahuc and Algan, 2005; Giuliano, 2007; Alesinalgt2®910). In a number of recent studies, strong
family links have been shown to reduce female lalmoarket participation, foster fertility, increase
home production and reduce reliance on the marfketlitate risk pooling among household
members and lower both civic engagement and palliparticipation (Alesina and Giuliano, 2007,
2009a; 2009b). What has been less investigatetianiterature is the role of family values in
shaping preferences for welfare assistance. Incpéat, given that individuals and households face
different types of social risks over the life cyalhich may or may not be of pecuniary nature, such
as (just to name a few): child care, elderly supporemployment and (negative) income shocks; it
seems interesting to investigate to what extensébaold prefer to deal with those risks within the
family (direct care or income transfer), whethextlilo resort to the market (borrowing and buying
services) or, finally, if they expect society (dretwelfare state) to take care of them (public
child/elderly care or welfare benefits).Family vad that is the reliance of family members on a set
of norms of reciprocity within the couple and betmwegyarents and children, are likely to influence
the need and desire to resort to the market dreavielfare state for insurance. Since strong family
ties produce social insurance, it is argued tharev/fiamily values are stronger, demand for welfare
support and state intervention is lower.

In this paper, we investigate the links betweeniatatsks, family values and the demand for
welfare assistance using data from the 2005 FréGemeration and Gender Survey" (GGS). The
focus on one single country has the advantage tmise confounding factors associated to
institutional differences (taxation, structure oklfare) which may influence the relationship
between family values and welfare. Demand for weltssistance, as opposed to services provided

within the household, is measured with respecbtb financial support and direct provision of care
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services. Our definition of family values is baseda wide range of indicators, using individuals'
self assessed measures of family values and tieh (@s, duties and responsibilities within the
couple, parents obligationgs-a-vis their children and viceversa; reciprocal care sdgsce or
financial support).

We contribute to the existing literature in thedeling way. First, we show that there is substdntia
heterogeneity across different groups, within a egivcountry, according to individual
characteristics, social norms and institutions wikpect to the demand for welfare assistance.
Second, while in the literature family values asaially identified with reference to rather general
guestions, for example asking individuals: to asdbe overall importance’ of the family, or to
value some reciprocity rules (i.e. 'love and respa&cchildren towards parents and viceversa), we
investigate several dimensions related to dutiek rasponsibilities within the couple, as well as
obligations of parents with respect to children anceversa. We find a positive association
between both family values in couple and intergati@nal family links with the pooling of social
risks within the household. As might be expected, fimd that different dimensions of family
values (within couple or between parents and abiificorrelate to different types of social risks:
care for children or ederly as opposed to finanasdistance. We also find that the demand for
welfare assistance differs according to the extémharket failures and social risks that different
groups are exposed to. More disadvantaged groupisose who are discriminated against, due to
restricted access to market or welfare opportus)iee more likely to resort to family network.
Finally, while we mainly focus on the effect of fayrwvalues on demand for welfare, the reverse is
also likely to be relevant: that is, different veef systems may influence family formation and
family related values. We address the issue ofefs®) causality using long term cultural
determinants of selected ethnic or religious graagpmstruments for family values. If the lattee ar
grounded in the home country social norms or ifgi@ls beliefs and are persistent, then family
values are unlikely to be correlated to welfarefgnences. When we investigate causality, we find
that only the intergenerational dimension of fanviéjues matters for the demand for welfare, while
the effect of values within couple is not statiglig significant. The structure of the paper is as
follows. Section 2 presents a review of the literat In section 3, we describe the data and the
family indicators that we use in the empirical gs&. The main set of results is presented in

section 4, while section 5 concludes.

2. Family and Economic outcomes
A large body of literature within the socialestces has investigated the theoretical implication

of the family as an institution for the functionimg markets and individual behaviour. Since the



seminal work of Becker (1981) on the foundationtttd economics of family, the literature has
developed significantly covering a large range ssiues, only to name a few: mating and family
formation (Pollak, 1985; Lundberg and Pollak, 2Q08arriage and fertility (Lundberg and Pollak,

2007; Stevenson and Wolfers, 2007), allocationmétwithin the household (Burda et al., 2007),
family and welfare reform (Bitler, et.al. 2004; Ldberg, et.al. 1997; Di Tella and MacCulloch,

2002), family and intergenerational transfer (Cignt®93) with also numerous empirical

applications (see Lundberg, 2005, for a survey).

Despite its composition and size, there isiant heterogeneity across countries, ethnic gsou
and religious beliefs in the set of norms that taguduties, obligations and reciprocity rules with
the couple and between parents and children. Thesas are often implicit and coded by the
group itself and range from division of labour grbrity rights to employment in the household,
obligations to support younger (older) generatiopsneans of pecuniary transfers, as well as child
and elderly care. Depending on how these normwateed by families, the social and economic
outcomes are likely to be different.

Our paper is related to two different lines reearch. The first is linked to the literature
investigating the relationship between family valugocial norms and more generally culture and
their effect on various economic outcomea/hithin this line of research, family ties haveehe
rationalised as a second-best solution in envirantisneharacterised by weak legal structures, lack
of general trust and corruption, in this contextarece on family members can serve as substitute
for market failures and other negative externaitiehe studies concerned have tried to explain why
social norms may imply a different reliance on fgnmnembers face to social risks and influence a
wide range of economic outcomes, such as: laboukehgarticipation, home production, fertility,
firm size, trust, political participation and grdwt

Cahuc and Algan (2005) argue that cross-coumgtgrogeneity in family culture can explain
much of the divergent employment rates during thst ldecades in OECD countries. They
empirically show that cross-country differencesfamily culture and stronger preferences for
family activities induce differences in family ootoes vis-a-vis labour market participation and
employment rates of females, young and older pe@gle also, Fernandez and Fogli, 2006). Burda
et al. (2007) using time-diary data show that Aweans work more total hours than Europeans, and
that the allocation to home production as compé&radarket work is much higher in Europe. They
argue that differences are generated by social :i@na externalities and that females are very
sensitive to tax rates. Bentolilla and Ichino (208&idy the insurance mechanisms employed by

1 While economists have been in general reluctargfer to values or culture as a possible deteaninf economic
phenomena, there is an increasing literature whdkdresses these problems. See for example: Guao(2006);
Tabellini (2005); Algan and Cahuc (2008)



households to absorb unemployment shocks contgastio Mediterranean (Italy and Spain) and

two Anglo-Saxon (Great Britain and the US) coumstri®esults show that in Mediterranean

countries, where family values are higher, monapdfers within the family are used to smooth
consumption face to the male household head unegmglat; conversely, in Great Britain and the

US, where family values are the weakest, welfarehits are used instead. Interestingly, the effect
of the household head's unemployment spells ondoadumption is shown to be similar across the
four countries. The authors claim that their firgfirare consistent with the view that family support
and the welfare state, face to economic shocksbeamonsidered as substitute.

Alesina and Giuliano (2007) investigate thatiehships between family values and economic
attitudes. They find that strong family links assaciated to lower labour market participation and
employment patterns (particularly of women, youmgl alder workers), higher home production
activities, as well as less reliance on the maaket on welfare programmes for social insurance.
Bertrand and Schoar (2006) using cross-countryesemid show that societies characterised by
strong family ties have smaller firms, more selfpdmyment and a large fraction of family
controlled firms among listed firms. Giuliano (2QG¥ploits a cultural change in family attitudes
vis-a-vis sexual freedom (the so-called "sexuabh&ion of the 1970s") between Northern and
Mediterranean countries to explain the dramaticease in the fraction of young adults living with
their parents in Southern European countries. ésdltountries the social norm had always been to
leave home for marriage, however the change inlyaatiitudes coupled with stronger family ties
produced a differential effect between the two sétsountries. The hypothesis has been tested on
the living arrangements of second-generation imamtg, in 1970 and 2000, in the United States. In
this case, there is variation in family values loyimtry of origin within the same country of birth
(the US) and face to the same institutional seffi@gan environment with the same welfare system
and similar labour market patterns). Fogli (200@wes that children who remain with their parents
can benefit from household consumption and avoéddtedit constraints they would face if they
left home to get a job. Of course, family ties andhabitation imply the existence of
intergenerational transfers between young adults their parents, such as a range of direct
(pecuniary) or indirect costs (care): child-rearimyestment in education, bequests to children or
grand children, support of elderly parents. Altéinredy, intergenerational transfers may take place
through the welfare system when tax receipts agé ts provide public education, public pensions,
welfare subsidies, health assistance, or otherranosf In this respect, Becker and Murphy (1988)
have developed a framework linking the provisionpablic education and public pensions, as a

2 There are of course other means of redistributibith may be imposed indirectly by the State, webt is incurred
today for future consumption type expendituresh@athan capital items), debt which must be repaiserviced by
future generations.



way of inducing efficient investments in educatwhen family values (i.e. parents' altruism) is
insufficient and credit markets are imperfect. Brefce for a wider welfare system compensate for
the lack of family values as children who receiegtilication will repay their parents through their
contributions to the welfare system. Alesina andili@no (2009) investigate the relationship
between family ties and social values, such as &g political participation. They argue that when
individuals consider the family as main provideraafre services and income support, the civic
values and political participation are weak. Aleset al (2010) show that strong family ties, by
increasing mobility cost (i.e. moving away from h&nexpose individuals to monopsgogwer of
firms. They explain the prevalence of regulatedolabmarkets as a second best solution to
constrain firms’ monopsony power, at the expensesighificant efficiency losses (i.e. lower
employment and income). They find that strongeriliaries are associated to lower mobility,

lower wages and higher labour market regulations.

The second line of research is related to mivestigation of individual preferences for welfare
assistance. While households are likely to berooméd with different types of social risks ovee th
life cycle, preferences for redistribution and \aedf support will depend, among others, on a
number of different features: the relative positiorthe income distribution, the degree of altruism
dislike for (in)equality and the extent of sociablpility. In this literature, demand for insurance
against social risks is the main motivations of thestence of a welfare state (Rawls, 1971).
However, individual are heterogeneowus-a-vis the type of risks to be insured, the sources of
inequalities and the extent of redistribution whishdesirable. Several papers have investigated
individual attitudes towards redistribution and faet support using self-reported preferences for
taxation and welfare spending. When differencetoial income to a large extent are attributed to
luck, then redistribution and higher taxation avesidered socially acceptable, hence taxes are high
and individuals end up working and investing lessernatively, when differences in total income
are largely attributable to effort (rather thanklyahen taxation is lower and redistribution ismno
limited. In this context, effort and investmentproductive activities are generally higher. Alesina
and Angeletos (2003), for example, argue that fselabout social competition fairness and
determinants of income inequality influence demémdwelfare and the extent of redistribution.
When luck is believed to be limited, market outceraee considered to be fair and redistribution is
low. Conversely, if luck, descendance, connectmmnsorruption are expected to heavily influence
economic outcomes, taxation will be higher (dishgrtallocations) in order to redistribute
economic opportunities in a fairer way. In bothesabeliefs about inequalities and redistribution

will be self-sustained and multiple equilibria owultiple steady states can coexist. Alesina and



Glaeser (2003), also show that both the tax systedththe regulatory environment are generally
designed to be more protective towards the po&uope as opposed to the United States. Alesina
and La Ferrara (2005) explore how preferences fifane assistance and redistribution depend on
future income and social mobility. They find thatpected income and mobility can explain
differences in redistributive patterns across coesit for example, in the US the higher social
mobility explains why individuals are more averseddistribution. Luttmer and Singhal (2008) ask
whether culture is an important determinant of gmefices for redistribution. Using data for 32
countries, they relate immigrants' preferencesddistribution to the average preference (culture)
in their birth countries, and show evidence ofrargg positive relationship. The effect of culture o
preferences for redistribution persists also focose generation immigrants. Ng Yew-Kwang
(2000) investigates the implications in terms oppiaess of welfare preferences. It is argued that
imperfect rationality and concern for the welfarfeothers (non-affective altruism) may result in
over-spending on private consumption and underipi@v of welfare and public goods. Recent
evidence on happiness and quality of life also setadsupport the above conclusions (van Praag
and Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2008). Boeri, et al. (20@Q002) use responses of European citizens to
assess their preferences over redistribution andipe reform. They find strong opposition to both
reforms, particularly from older generation, andiioreases in welfare. While awareness of the
unsustainability of the pension system and oppwsittd reforms might appear inconsistent; it does
suggest the lack of support existing in favourwfife generation (i.e. selfish behaviour). In other
words, current workers seem to expect welfare gaitise expense of future generations.

What seems to have received less attentioheiterature reviewed above is the role of family
values in shaping the demand for welfare. Sinangtfamily ties produce social insurance, it may
be argued that where family values are strongeradenfior welfare support and State intervention
will be lower. Alesina and Giuliano (2007) provideect evidence that strong family ties societies
rely more on the family than on the market andgbeernment for insurance against social risks.
They use individuals' replies, from the World Vakbgrvey to alternative statements with respect to
taxation and social welfare (i.e. high/low taxesl @&xtensive/small social welfare). Weak family
ties are found to be positively correlated withrafprence for an extensive social welfare. In other
words, they find support for the hypothesis thaewmehfamily values are strong, household take
responsibility for themselves and prefer to deahwsbcial risks within the family rather than expec
the market or the State to take care of them. Igspimdersen (1999) introduces the notion of
"familialism" to characterise the degree of welfatdigation to the family. In that context, family

involvement in internalising social risks is maximuand female unpaid work is the major source

% Arelated line of research investigates the réleatitical variables and the nature of the eleatsystem on the size
of the welfare State and transfers (Persson andllli@b2000, 2003).



of welfare. Hence, in classifing welfare systemsoading to the size and degree of services
provided (i.e. Social democratic, Liberal, Contite¢rEuropean, Southern European), he finds that
there is an inherent trade-off between familialesna the welfare state and that this combination is

most prominent in Southern European countties.

3. The welfare system in France

The French welfare system provides extensiyppa in terms of care and financial assistance
for the different types of social risks (e.g. direare and financial assistance) that are congidere
our study. A National health system provides widead coverage for both general and
occupational illnesses through a mixed public-geviasurance systenCéisse assurance maladie
and Mutuelles d'assurange A generous retirement schem€a(sse assurance vieillesse des
travailleurs salariés,CNAVTS) offers extensive coverage to retired weoskenith a minimum
retirement age of 60 (recently raised to 62) argh hieplacement ratios. The above health and
retirement insurance schemes, however, are orghimsaimerous occupational schemes providing
a different degree of insurance to covered indiaigduwhich is deemed to replicate social
stratification (Cahuc and Algan, 2009). There syatem of family allowances structured in terms
of tax cuts (e.g. for household with more than thkddren) and benefits for housing and particular
needs (such as financial distress and people vatidibap). Income support is also granted by a
general scheme of statutory minimum wa@eléire Minimum Interprofessionnel de Croissance
SMIC) and minimum guaranteed incomBefenu de solidarité actiyethe latter providing
extensive coverage to all individual below the poyvéne. The welfare system is financed through
a two tier system, whereby on top of general taxafincome tax and social charges) there is a
system targeted to general social contributioon{ribution sociale généralise€SG). Extensive
care assistance to pre-school age children isdadfsoed to families through state funded nursery
school and subsidies to private school. In termsa® to elderly, the French government is
discussing the introduction of a new branch of aggiotection (the so-callednquieéme risquketo
cover old-age dependence in terms of iliness asabdity.
Hence, in terms of welfare policies and spendirggRhench system can be characterised as fairly
universal and generous in terms of protection agaiocial risks, implying a lower need to resort to
the family network for care or financial assistantkis view of welfare generosity and universality
based on statutory rights has been challenged ttadbe progressive retrenchment of welfare
entitlements which have reduced individuals’ ac@ss$ coverage to welfare programmes. Scruggs

(2006) reviews the generosity of welfare systemagims of health, retirement and unemployment

* Esping-Andersen also argues that familialistidmeg are heavily influenced by the Catholic sotgakhing tradition
and the principle of 'subsidiarity’, which sees'thmily' as primary form of social network.
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insurance) in 18 OECD countries comparing statutemyitements with actual coverage (i.e.
conditions for people to actually claim benefitd assistance) and replacement rates (i.e. some
benefit-income ratio). His measure of generositsejgorted in Figure 1, where France ranks in the

lower tiers within OECD countries.

Figure 1 - Welfare Generosity in OECD countries (Fance=57%)
(statutory entitlements versus actual replacement and coverage rates).
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Source: Comparative Welfare Entittements Data (CWED

Seen in this context, of less than universal actesgelfare assistance and unequal treatment across

occupational groups, family ties can provide anangnt source of insurance against social risks.

4. Data and Family Indicators

The data used in this study are drawn from the dhresample of the 2005 "Generation and Gender
Survey" (GGS), covering 10,069 individudlsThe questionnaire provides a comprehensive
description of the individual, his/her economiauation, household organisation, the relationship
with his/her parents and self-reported views on\kayes. Also information on incomes, wealth,
and economic deprivation have been collected. Grotios of the survey is devoted to value
orientations and attitude questions, such as: iogljgviews on marriage, views on children
education, attitudes on inter-generational relatgm and attitudes towards gender related issues.

With reference to a number of social risks, thestjoanaire records individual preferences for care

® In France the survey has been administered binthitute National d'Etudes DemographiquésED).



and financial assistance to be provided by soaetpy the family. We use this information to
investigate to what extent household prefer to dathl social risks within the family (direct care o
income transfer), whether they do resort to theketafborrowing and buying services) or expect
society (i.e. the welfare state) to take care ehth(public child/elderly care or welfare benefits).
The specific social risks we consider in this stady summarised in the questions reported below.
“There can be different opinions on how we shoul d&h people in our society. Assuming that
the family has the possibility, who do you thin&gt take charge of ..

— Care for older persons in need of care at theiréh(persage)

— Care for pre-school childrererfps)

— Care for schoolchildren during after-school howergdco)

— Financial support for older people who live belavbsistence levefippersa)

— Financial support for younger people with childrefo live below subsistence level

(finparen)
The first three indicators concern social risksated to care services for young children and older

people, the latter two cover financial support bath young and old people. The indicators are
defined over a five-point scale in which the loweategory corresponds to the family and the
highest category to societyTo illustrate better how we construct our indicdtr welfare demand,
consider the statement "financial support for ojgople who live below subsistence”, the indicator
finpersa will score a value of 1 if it is preferable thalider people in financial need' find assistance
within the family; alternatively if the individuahinks that society should be in charge, then the
score of the indicator will be 5. Hence a highesrecfor each of the above indicators denotes a
preference for society (i.e. welfare state), aerimediate level can be interpreted as no preference
or the market, while a lower score is that famhpugld be in charge. Table 1 reports the distrilutio
for the five indicators in terms of preferencesdare and financial assistance by society or family

The distribution of preferences reveals a clednatiomy between care and financial assistance.

Table 1. Society or family assistance

Carepre- . after  Financial | nancia
_ Care Old sc_:hool school help old help young
Variable children parents
1 family ++ 20,1 41,2 35,2 9,4 9,0
2 family + 24,7 24,3 26,7 10,8 12,4
3 family = society 42,1 23,7 26,4 28,9 31,3
4 society + 6,7 5,9 6,7 14,4 15,9
5 society ++ 6,4 4,9 5,0 36,5 31,4
100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Observations 9987 9984 9977 9956 9824

Source: GGS data

® Even if the indicators above refer to differemidg of social risks, the underlying preferenceshagkly (positively)
correlated. Pairwise correlation among the indicatange from 0.6 to 0.9.
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When asked about care of children or elderly betmi and 65 per cent of people report a strong
preference for family assistance, conversely wiske@ about financial assistance less than 20 per
cent thinks that the family should support finatigithose (young parents or old people) in need.
Do individuals with high family values prefer ditegssistance within the family, or they resort to
the (welfare) State? To properly address the oelaliip between family values and preferences for
welfare, we need to be precise in defining the neatund relevance of family links. In the paper we
use the term household for individuals who livehia same place and are related by birth, marriage
or cohabitation. The term "family" has been usedrembroadly to include closely-related
individuals (in couple, and parents versus chiljitgho may or may not live together, but share a
number of social norms and are linked by a comnetrogduties and responsibilities. Moreover,
members of a family are expected to provide mutaaé assistance or financial support and to
reciprocate help of others. In a recent paper, bergl and Pollak (2007) when suggesting new
challenging areas to focus research within thel fiélthe economics of family have recommended
the following: "[...]those between men and women, and those betweemgparel childreh We
construct our family values along these two linksouple" (married or cohabiting) and "inter-
generation” (i.e. parents and children and viceajerg/e rely on a large set of questions and use
self reported measures on value orientations atidicels concerning the relationship with the
partner and with parents (or children). Individubts/e to state whether they agree or not with a
number statement reported on a scale from 1 (o#gtee) to 5 (totally disagree). Family values
are divided into the above two groups of indicatiansvalues within the couple, and values for
parents and children. Four composite indicatorsanstructed out of each set of simple questlons:

— Couple: (a) traditional couple valuésp/1); (b) couple values and division of tasks withie t
couple €pl2);

— Intergeneration: (c) duties of children toward parenistérg1), (d) duties of parents toward
children (nterg2).

Two alternative ways have been used to cortsthecfour composite indicatorsp{1, cp/2 and

interg2, interg2), the first is simply by adding up the valueslué single items, the second exploits
principal component analysis to extract a scoreobtie first component. We then standardise the
four indicators so that they can be comp&refiven the way the variables are coded, a lower

(higher) score corresponds to stronger (weakerjlyaralues.

" The single indicators with the exact wording af tuestions are reported in the appendix. In sases; the ranking
of values has been inverted to be consistent Wéhvalues of the other items

X — X
o

j : where X is the indicator of interesa( is the mean
X

8 In practice the following standardisation has besed{

and g is the standard deviation.
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For example, individuals are classified as havimgng family ties in “couple” if they replied, for
example, that they totally agree with the statenibtarriage is a lifetime relationship and should
never be endédalternatively"A child needs a home with both a father and a mioth grow up
happily”, or “When jobs are scarce, men should have more rigtd job than wome&n With
reference to the duties of childreis-a-vistheir parents individuals were classified as hgwtrong
"intergenerational” family ties if, for examplegthreplied that they totally agree with the statetne
"Children should take responsibility for caring ftreir parents when parents are in néad"|f
their adult children were in need, parents shoulguat their own lives in order to help thém

Table 2 reports the proportion of individuals wba,the basis of the four indicators above, reported

to have high family values (i.e. totally agree greee with the statements).

Table 2 - Proportion of individuals with high family values by socio-economic groups

No
financial
distress

No Financial

Less 25 25 years .
college Single  Couple distress

Mean Males Femaleg
years and +

College

Duties of parents

toward childrenipterg1)
Duties of children

toward parentsifterg2)
Traditional couple values
(cpl1)

Couple values

and division of taskscp/2)

0,49 0,53 0,47 0,63 0,48 0,52 0,47 055 0,46 0,52 ,490
0,58 0,61 0,55 0,47 0,59 0,52 062 056 0,69 0,57 /580

0,55 0,58 0,52 0,50 0,55 0,44 0,62 050 0,b7 0,55 /550

0,48 0,52 0,45 0,31 0,50 0,31 0,60 0,46 0,60 0,52 ,470

Source: GGS data

In France high family values seem to be sharedchbyntajority of people. On average, between 50
and 60 percent of individuals declare to have giriamily values. Percentages, with few notable
exceptions, do not vary significantly across d#far groups. Only those who are younger, more
educated or single show a less traditional viefaofily values in couple and in terms of division of
labour, while differences in terms of intergenemasil family values are negligible. The above
family indicators have then been related to théepeaces for welfare with reference of each one of

the social risks considered.

4. Empirical Analysis and Main Results

In this section, we empirically analyse whetherividuals, who held a traditional view of the
couple and regard the family as an institution wjplecific duties and responsibilities for recipioca
care and financial support, are also less likelglémand that the welfare state takes charge of a
number of social risks. Since our dependent vagiabtategorical and ordered (i.e. in the sense of
an increasing role for the welfare state), we malelrelationship between individual preferences
for welfare assistance and the set of indicatofamily values, as a probability model and estimate

an ordered probit model. In alternative, we als®drise our categorical dependent variable and
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estimate the model using POLS methods (Ferrerdo&@aal and Frijters, 2004). We specify our
empirical model as follows:

Pr(Y = j | Fam X) = Q(a + yFam + BX,) [1]
where the left hand side variaberepresents any of the welfare indicatgre4age, enfps, enfsco,

finpersa, finparen) defined over a five-point scal@ for individuali. The set of family variables
Fam describes individual's values both within couptel across generationsp(l, cpl2, intergl,
interg2), while X; is a vector of controls for personal charactarssthousehold attributes. In
particular all regressions include the followingntols: gender, age, marital status, number of
children, education, labour market status, hourgked (bad) health conditions, individual
(equivalised) incom&,living in a city and having financial distress. d2eiptive statistics for all
variables can be found in the Data Appendix (Taki¢. Table 3 reports the main set of results
estimating [1] with ordered probit (panel a) andlB(panel b) methods, separately for each of the
five different social risks (columns 1 to 5).

Table 3 - Preferences for welfare and family value®rdered probit, POLS)

Panel (a) Ordered probit estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
@) 2 3 4 5)
intergl 0.293** 0.039** 0.042** 0.207** 0.135**
20.15 2.72 2.97 14.38 9.46
interg2 0.026 0.102** 0.103** 0.032* 0.043**
1.87 7.12 7.16 2.29 3.06
cpinl 0.054** 0.060** 0.045** 0.004 0.019
3.93 4.26 3.21 0.25 1.36
cpin2 0.001 0.040** 0.063** 0.032* 0.030*
0.10 2.72 4.32 2.20 2.06
Observations 8489 8486 8488 8487 8508
Panel (b) POLS estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
1) 2 3 4) 5)
intergl 0.243* 0.031* 0.035** 0.167** 0.113**
20.80 3.00 3.00 14.65 9.58
interg2 0.023 0.082** 0.086** 0.027* 0.036**
1.93 7.27 7.27 2.38 3.06
cpinl 0.046** 0.047** 0.036** 0.002 0.016
4.02 3.06 3.06 0.17 1.37
cpin2 0.002 0.031** 0.053** 0.026* 0.026*
0.17 4.40 4.40 2.21 2.06
Observations 8489 8486 8488 8487 8508

? Individual income has been computed using simglévalence scale: household income has been diviglete

square of total household members.
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To preserve space, we report the results onlyn®mntain variables and relegate the others to the se
of controls (the full set of results is reportedriable A3 in the Appendix)’ Given the nature of the
dependent variable, the estimated coefficientsrtedan the tables have only qualitative content,
marginal effects for selected variables are replomethe discussion of the main results. Results
from both methods suggest that all the dimensidrfarnily values are important determinants of
individual's preferences for welfare assistancegéneral, variables recording family values are
positively signed and statistically significant, eev when we control for a set of personal
characteristics and household attributes. In othends, individuals who are "traditional” in their
view of the couple and share strong "intergenenatlolinks are less likely to prefer that the State
takes care of social risks; conversely, those wigtak family value are more likely to demand for
State welfare assistance.

The role of intergenerational links is particulastyong with respect to all social risks considered
either care or financial. Conversely, the valuegshencouple seem to be more relevant with respect
to children rather than for older people. The dffdcother control is also interesting. The gender
variable indicates that, compared to males, femadenot prefer to take care of their children by
themselves if they are pre-school age. The revsrgbserved for taking care of older people. The
effect of age is relevant particularly for finaridigpe of risks. Older people seem to search haidp f
financial matters within the family. More educatedividuals seem to behave differently when
confronted with care services or financial assistatdighly educated individuals, ceteris paribus,
are more likely to prefer welfare support from Siate to take care of their children (pre or post
school age), while for in case of financial neeid #hould come from within the family. The first
result probably hides a labour supply effect, simmee educated people (females in particular) are
more likely to participate to the labour marketeTdecond finding, seems to indicate that educated
people are willing to pool resources within the fignand transfer them to those component who

happen to be in need. The same happens with (digepindividual income.
4.1. Social risks and family values interactions

Comments: TBD

19 For ease of presentation, the estimated threslotdsot presented in the estimation table.
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Table 4 — Interacted effects model (ordered probitPOLS)

Ordered Probit POLS
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen persage senfpenfsco finpersa finparen
Interaction on
financial distress
interg*finshock=1 0.173**  0.040**  0.055*** 0.109*** 0.084** | (0.146** 0.031* 0.045** 0.088** (0.069**
0.017 0.015 0.017 0.016 0.017] 10.42 254 3.30 6.92 5.09
interg* finshock=0 0.150%* 0.078** 0.076** 0.121** 0.091** | 0.128** 0.064*  0.064** 0.100** 0.077*
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009] 17.36 8.56 8.57 13.90 10.36
cpln* finshock=1 0.008 0.034*  0.050***  0.031* 0.041* | 0.006 0.027* 0.041**  0.026 0.034*
0.017 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.017, 0.42 2.20 2.99 1.90 2.39
cpln* finshock=1 ~0-038"* 0.053** 0.054**  0.010 0.017* | 0.032* 0.043*  0.045**  0.008 0.015
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009, 4.25 5.70 5.99 1.05 1.90
Observations 8925 8926 8926 8926 8910 8925 8926 8926 8910 8829
Interaction on
bad health
Interg*healthl ~ 0.163** 0.069** 0.065*** 0.110** 0.071%** |0.137*** 0.053** 0.053** 0.091*** 0.060***
0 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016] 0.013 0.013 0.013 130.0 0.013
Interg*healthO 0.156**  0.071*** 0.074** 0.121** 0.095** |0.133*** (0.062*** 0.062** 0.099** 0.080***
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009| 0.008 0.008 0.008 070.0 0.008
Cpln*healthl 0.026* 0.041**  0.054*** 0.005 0.024 0.022* 0.045*** 0.045*** 0.004 0.020
0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016] 0.013 0.013 0.013 130.0 0.013
Cplin*health0 0.033**  0.051** 0.051**  0.022**  0.026** | 0.028*** 0.043** 0.043**  0.019**  0.022***
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.008 0.008 080.0 0.008
Observations 8600 8599 8599 8584 8508 8600 8599 8599 8584 8508
Interaction on
big family
interg*enf3=1 0.185**  0.077** 0.079*** 0.135** 0.102** |0.156*** 0.064*** 0.064** 0.110** 0.086***
0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016] 0.013 0.013 0.013 1200 0.013
interg* enf3=0 0.148**  0.068** 0.069** 0.111%* 0.084** |0.125** 0.058** 0.058** 0.091** 0.070***
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.008 0.008 070.0 0.008
cpin* enf3=1 0.033*  0.043** 0.063**  0.031* 0.031* 0.027**  0.61** 0.051**  0.026* 0.026*
0.016 0.016 0.017 0.016 0.016] 0.014 0.014 0.014 140.0 0.014
cpln* enf3=1 0.032*%*  0.050***  0.049*** 0.014 0.024** | 0.027*** 0041** 0.041*+* 0.012 0.020**
0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009| 0.008 0.008 0.008 080.0 0.008
Observations 8600 8599 8599 8584 8508 8600 8599 8599 8584 8508
Interaction on
old parents
interg*par=1 0.158%*  0.072** 0.069** 0.142%* 0.112** |0.136** 0.060** 0.060** 0.116*** 0.094**
0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013, 0.011 0.011 0.011  100.0 0.011
interg* par=0 0.171**  0.080*** 0.063*** 0.103** 0.075** |0.145** (0.053*** (0.053** 0.086™* 0.064***
0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016] 0.013 0.013 0.013 130.0 0.014
cpln* par=1 0.032**  0.067*** 0.061***  0.032** 0.032* | 0.027**  0.052** 0.052**  0.027** 0.028**
0.012 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013] 0.010 0.011 0.011 110.0 0.011
cpin* par=1 0.064**  0.038**  0.060*** 0.001 0.022 0.054**  0.08***  0.050*** 0.001 0.019
0.017 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016] 0.014 0.014 0.014  140.0 0.014
Observations 5570 5564 5563 5554 5491 5570 5563 5563 5554 5491
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4.2. Robustness
Comments: TBD

Table 5a Preferences for welfare and family valuesmmigrants

Panel (a) Ordered probit estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
1) 2 3 4) )

intergl 0.110 0.110 0.040 0.056 0.016
1.76 1.63 0.62 0.79 0.23

interg2 0.117 0.141* 0.193** 0.126 0.177**
1.84 2.24 3.38 1.90 2.61

cpinl 0.150* -0.069 -0.056 -0.010 0.001
2.25 1.05 0.86 0.15 0.02

cpin2 -0.066 0.035 0.037 0.009 0.030

0.110 0.110 0.040 0.056 0.016

Observations 400 399 399 398 393

Panel (b) POLS estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
@) 2 3 4 5)

intergl 0.097 0.085 0.034 0.050 0.019
1.70 1,61 0.64 0.81 0.29

interg2 0.112 0.109** 0.154** 0.107 0.154**
1.92 2,18 3.32 1.88 2.59

cpinl 0.130* -0.049 -0.036 -0.007 0.003
2.20 -0.96 0.70 0.12 0.04

cpin2 -0.052 0.025 0.023 0.013 0.029
0.94 0.48 0.47 0.23 0.48

Observations 400 399 399 398 393

** gignificant at 1% * significant at 5%
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Table 5b. Preferences for welfare and family valuesmmigrants, in couple, not intermarried

Panel (a) Ordered probit estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
(2) (2) (3) (4) (5)
intergl 0.005 0.057 0.029 0.043 -0.138
0.06 0.62 0.32 0.47 1.42
interg? 0.143 0.245** 0.224** 0.232* 0.279**
1.78 2.85 2.89 2.67 3.17
cpinl 0.075 -0.135 -0.015 0.059 -0.016
0.77 1.38 0.14 0.60 0.17
cpln2 0.025 0.028 -0.013 0.021 0.037
0.31 0.32 0.16 0.25 0.43
Observations 253 253 253 253 251
Panel (b) POLS estimates
persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
intergl 0.002 0.023 0.023 0.038 -0.125
0.02 0.31 0.31 0.44 1.36
interg2 0.131 0.181** 0.181** 0.201** 0.252**
1.77 2.82 2.82 2.66 3.21
cpinl 0.052 -0.008 -0.008 0.057 -0.011
0.61 0.10 0.10 0.60 0.12
cpln2 0.033 -0.015 -0.015 0.022 0.039
0.46 0.23 0.23 0.28 0.46
Observations 253 253 253 253 251

** significant at 1% * significant at 5%
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5. Conclusions

In this paper we have investigated the links betwsseial risks, family values and the demand for
welfare assistance using data from the 2005 Fr&@eheration and Gender Survey" (GGS). Given
that individuals and households face different sypé social risks over the life cycle (child care,
elderly support, illness, unemployment and negaing®me shocks), we studied to what extent
individual expect to pool those risks within theniy (direct care or income transfer), whether they
expect to resort to the market (borrowing and bgyservices) or, finally, if they think that the
welfare state should take care of them (publicdégitierly care or welfare benefits). To do this we
have defined the relevance of family relationshémg individuals' self assessed measures of family
values (such as, duties and responsibilities aérmgarand children and reciprocal financial support)
and constructed different indicators of family \v@duWe have found a positive association between
both traditional values within the couple and igtrerational family links with the pooling of
social risks and services provided within the hbott We have shown that there is substantial
heterogeneity across different groups with resfmettte demand for welfare assistance.

The above results have significant implicationseirms of general welfare policy and in the design

of welfare assistance programs.
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DATA APPENDIX

Table Al

VA _FQAPRAT How often do you attend religious services ?

VA RELIGION Which religion, if any ?
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? (1 to 5)

VA MARIDEP a. Marriage is an outdated institution

VA COHAB b. It is all right for an unmarried couple to live together even if they have no interest in marriage

VA MARITJIS c. Marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never be ended

VA_DIVORC d. It is all right for a couple with an unhappy marriage to get a divorce even if they have children

VA_FEMENF e. Awoman has to have children in order to be fulfilled

VA HOMENE f. A man has to have children in order to be fulfilled

VA DEUXPAR g. A child needs a home with both a father and a mother to grow up happily

VA MERSEUL h. A woman can have a child as a single parent even if she doesn’t want to have a stable relationship with
aman

VA EFTAUTO i. When children turn about 18-20 years old they should start to live independently

VA_DROITHOMO

j. Homosexual couples should have the same rights as heterosexual couples do

VA_QPERSAGE
VA_QENFPS
VA_QENFSCO
VA_QFINPERSA
VA_QFINPAREN

Mainly a task for society to mainly a task for family (1 to 5)

Care for older persons in need of care at their home

Care for pre-school children

Care for schoolchildren during after-school hours

Financial support for older people who live below subsistence level

Financial support for younger people with children who live below subsistence level

VA_GPOCCPE
VA_PARAIDENF

VA_PARENCH
VA_ENRESPAR
VA_ENFCH
VA_FILLEFILS
VA_ENFAIDPAR

VA_ACCPAR
VA_DIFFAGE
VA_REVFE
VA_DEPFE

VA_FOYEPAN
VA_HOMPOL
VA_ENFMERAC
VA_ENFPERAC
VA_DIVGARD
VA_HOMPRIO
VA_JEUPRIO
VA_PARPRIO
VA_REVERSP
VA_REVERSE

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? (1 to 5)

a. Grandparents should look after their grandchildren if the parents of these grandchildren are unable to do
o)

b. Parents ought to provide financial help for their adult children when the children are having financial
difficulties

c. If their adult children were in need, parents should adjust their own lives in order to help them
a. Children should take responsibility for caring for their parents when parents are in need

b. Children should adjust their working lives to the needs of their parents

c. When parents are in need, daughters should take more caring responsibility than sons

d. Children ought to provide financial help for their parents when their parents are having financial
difficulties

e. Children should have their parents to live with them when parents can no longer look after themselves
a. In a couple it is better for the man to be older than the woman
b. If a woman earns more than her partner, it is not good for the relationship

d. Women should be able to decide how to spend the money they earn without having to ask their
partner’'s permission

e. Looking after the home or family is just as fulfilling as working for pay

c. On the whole, men make better political leaders than women do

f. A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his/her mother works

g. Children often suffer because their fathers concentrate too much on their work

h. If parents divorce it is better for the child to stay with the mother than with the father

a. When jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job than women

b. When jobs are scarce, younger people should have more right to a job than older people

c. When jobs are scarce, people with children should have more right to a job than childless people
Answer on a first scenario on pension scheme (specific to the French system)

Answer on a second scenario on pension scheme (specific to the French system)
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Table A2 — Summary Statistics

male
(ref : female)

25-44

45-60

more than 60 years
(ref : less than 26)

Technical dipl

High school
College

(ref: primay school)

In couple

(ref single)

1 child (at home or not)
2 children

3 children and more
(ref no child)

active

scholars, students
unemployed
retired

(ref : inactive)

Nb of hours worked a week

badhealth
(ref : declare to have a good health)

Partner educ College
Family income per head (log)
city

(ref : live in a city of less than 200000 people)
observations

0,437

0,392
0,291
0,222

0,260
0,148
0,278
0,634
0,193
0,311
0,236
0,259
0,555
0,040

0,068
0,232

21,658

0,255

0,165

7,231

0,378

8508
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Table A3 a. Preferences for welfare and family vales (ordered probit)

persage enfps enfsco finpersa finparen
intergl 0.293** 0.039** 0.042** 0.207** 0.135**
20.15 2.72 2.97 14.38 9.46
interg2 0.026 0.102** 0.103** 0.032* 0.043**
1.87 7.12 7.16 2.29 3.06
cplnl 0.054** 0.060** 0.045** 0.004 0.019
3.93 4.26 3.21 0.25 1.36
cpln2 0.001 0.040** 0.063** 0.032* 0.030*
0.10 2.72 4.32 2.20 2.06
male 0.052* -0.067** -0.045 0.043 0.032
2.09 2.64 1.77 1.71 1.28
cl45 0.052 0.062 0.063 -0.010 -0.078
1.00 1.14 1.22 0.18 1.42
cl60 -0.023 0.030 0.096 -0.193** -0.253*
0.40 0.50 1.68 3.24 4.25
clgo 0.086 0.045 0.068 -0.251** -0.291*
1.12 0.57 0.87 3.23 3.77
_Idipl_1 0.000 0.028 0.049 -0.035 0.005
0.00 0.79 1.41 1.02 0.15
_Idipl_2 0.018 0.208** 0.176** -0.028 -0.027
0.44 4.96 4.28 0.67 0.66
_Idipl_3 0.082* 0.256** 0.189** -0.080* -0.038
2.27 6.77 5.08 2.14 1.03
cpld -0.000 0.010 0.024 0.019 0.006
0.01 0.35 0.82 0.65 0.21
enfl -0.088* 0.025 -0.034 -0.107** -0.080*
2.30 0.62 0.86 2.72 2.05
enf2 -0.072* 0.053 0.021 -0.086* -0.068
1.97 1.41 0.56 2.31 1.85
enf3 -0.150** 0.045 -0.034 -0.110* -0.042
3.65 1.08 0.82 2.69 1.05
_lacti_1 0.053 0.146** 0.043 0.151** 0.091
1.00 2.58 0.76 2.72 1.71
_lacti_2 0.099 0.008 -0.006 0.186* 0.096
1.27 0.09 0.07 2.25 1.19
_lacti_3 0.057 0.078 0.068 0.136* 0.168**
0.92 1.26 1.09 2.21 2.76
_lacti_4 0.033 0.097 0.036 0.153** 0.035
0.55 1.63 0.58 2.60 0.60
horwk -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002
0.31 0.22 0.30 0.21 1.53
badhealth 0.043 0.022 0.046 0.069* 0.030
1.42 0.71 1.50 2.28 1.02
dipldcj3 0.028 0.048 0.041 -0.033 -0.066
0.71 1.13 0.98 0.80 161
lwginc -0.022 -0.029 -0.013 -0.122** -0.106**
0.84 1.13 0.50 4.73 4.16
diff_fin 0.040 -0.067* -0.041 0.096** 0.102**
1.24 2.12 1.27 2.96 3.16
city 0.054* 0.142** 0.069** -0.023 0.001
2.17 5.57 2.75 0.91 0.04
Observations 8489 8486 8488 8487 8508
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Table A3 b. Preferences for welfare and family valas (POLS)

gpersage_POLSgenfps_POLS genfsco_POLSdfinpersa_POLS

gfinparen_POLS

intergl
interg2
cpinl
cpln2
male
cl45
cl60
cl80
_Idipl_1
_Idipl_2
_Idipl_3
cpld
enfl
enf2
enf3
_lacti_1
_lacti_2
_lacti_3
_lacti_4
horwk
badhealth
dipldcj3
lwginc
diff_fin
city
Constant

Observations
R-squared

0.243**
20.80
0.023
1.93
0.046**
4.02
0.002
0.17
0.046*
2.21
0.045
1.03
-0.018
0.38
0.084
1.31
-0.004
0.15
0.010
0.29
0.068*
2.25
0.005
0.19
-0.082*
2.55
-0.061*
1.98
-0.129**
3.76
0.048
1.06
0.085
1.29
0.056
1.09
0.025
0.50
-0.000
0.20
0.031
1.21
0.024
0.71
-0.022
1.02
0.033
1.21
0.048*
2.28
0.081
0.53
8600
0.08

0.035**
3.00
0.086**
7.27
0.036**
3.06
0.053**
4.40
-0.041
1.93
0.060
1.35
0.086
1.79
0.068
1.05
0.032
1.12
0.149**
4.29
0.156**
5.00
0.021
0.86
-0.032
0.98
0.015
0.48
-0.034
0.98
0.031
0.64
-0.012
0.17
0.048
0.94
0.018
0.36
0.000
0.33
0.035
1.40
0.034
0.94
-0.012
0.55
-0.037
1.41
0.056**
2.66
-0.093
0.62
8599
0.04

0.035**
3.00
0.086**
7.27

0.036**
3.06
0.053**
4.40
-0.041
1.93
0.060
1.35
0.086
1.79
0.068
1.05
0.032
1.12
0.149**
4.29

0.156**
5.00
0.021
0.86
-0.032
0.98
0.015
0.48
-0.034
0.98

0.031

0.64

-0.012
0.17
0.048
0.94
0.018
0.36
0.000
0.33
0.035
1.40
0.034

0.94
-0.012
0.55
-0.037
1.41

0.056**
2.66

-0.093

0.62

8599
0.04

0.167**
14.65
0.027*
2.38

0.002
0.17
0.026*
221

0.037
1.80
-0.012
0.26
-0.167**
3.44
-0.207**
3.24
-0.034
1.22

-0.027
0.78

-0.067*
2.18

0.015
0.63
-0.094**
291
-0.072*
2.34
-0.094**
2.80
0.120**
2.60
0.148*
221
0.110*
2.20
0.122*
2.48
0.000
0.44
0.063*
2.53
-0.027
0.77
-0.104**
4.90
0.072**
2.79

-0.017

0.82
0.782**

5.15
8584
0.06

0.113*
9.58
0.036**
3.06
0.016
1.37
0.026*
2.06
0.027
1.26
-0.066
1.47
-0.215**
4.36
-0.251**
3.83
0.003
0.11
-0.023
0.68
-0.033
1.04
0.005
0.23
-0.068*
2.06
-0.058
1.86
-0.036
1.06
0.078
1.70
0.083
1.22
0.141*
2.76
0.030
0.60
0.002
1.59
0.027
1.05
-0.057
1.62
-0.092**
4.23
0.084**
3.14
0.001
0.03
0.728**
4.70
8508
0.05
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