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ABSTRACT

Understanding Interhousehold Transfers in a Transition
Economy: Evidence from Russia’

This paper uses data from the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey to describe and model
the determinants of interhousehold transfers. Russian households have experienced large
reductions in income during the post-Soviet transition period, with a particularly severe
decline occurring in the fall of 1998. Sharply declining fertility, increasing mortality, and past
demographic catastrophes has left a population which is both young (few elderly) and old
(one of the oldest working-age populations in the world). Informal networks in Russia are
likely to take on distinctive characteristics as the country’s economic institutions are
underdeveloped and there is a very limited social safety net, while household structure
closely resembles that found in much wealthier countries.

Although it is often assumed that the elderly in Russia are a highly vulnerable economic
group, we actually find that transfers flow strongly from the elderly to their adult children,
whom are typically in the early part of the life-course (i.e. in school, starting to work, or
recently married). This is especially true for the elderly in rural areas. While households with
higher longer-term resources receive on net more transfers, we also find strong evidence that
transfers respond to economic needs (i.e. transitory fluctuations in resources).
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I) Introduction

In its current stage of economic development Russia provides a unique setting for the study of
informal exchange networks. While it is neither a developed nor a developing country, it shares
many characteristics of both. Russia’s economy is highly industrialized and urbanized, yet its
formal economic institutions are poorly developed. Its limited public transfer system is heavily
indebted, yet it remains an important source of income for many Russian households. Declining
fertility, increasing mortality, and past demographic catastrophes have left Russia’s population
disproportionately middle-aged, a demographic structure unique to transition economies. The
determinants and value of such transfers may impact the well-being of vulnerable or dependent
populations and may affect broader patterns of individual and societal investment.

Becker’s theory of social interaction demonstrates how private transfers, typically conducted
within the family, can generate human capital investment, insurance, and old-age support in the
absence of well-developed public transfer systems or capital markets. Familial feelings of
altruism can explain the tendency for parents to invest in their children’s education, for children
to support their parents in old age, and for family members with higher incomes to support those
with lower incomes.” Yet these behaviors can also be explained by self-interested motivations:
parents may support children in anticipation of future old-age support, adults may support older
parents to encourage their own children to provide future support, and high earners may support
those with lower earnings in anticipation of a subsequent reversal of fortunes.™ Exchange
motivations are particularly powerful in explaining transfers conducted outside the domain of the
immediate family unit: distant kin, non-kin, or close kin living in separate regions or countries.”

While altruism and exchange models offer divergent predictions regarding the relationship

between public and private transfers, and on the impact of demographic change on transfer

patterns, this paper neither presents a formal model of interhousehold transfers in Russia nor



attempts to distinguish (i.e. test) which model of transfer behavior best fits the evidence that we
present. Instead, using rich household survey data from the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring
Survey (RLMS), we focus on providing a thorough description of the determinants of
interhousehold transfers in Russia, examining both the flow of aggregate transfers and the variety
of non-household members with whom transfers are exchanged. An important contribution of
our study is that by: (1) carefully controlling for and stratifying our results by household
structure, and (2) controlling for both long-term household resources and short-run changes in
these resources (taking advantage of the panel nature of our data), we are able to study both /ife-
course transfers, from individuals in their peak earning years to their dependents, and concurrent
transfers, from individuals with higher incomes to those with lower incomes.

Although it is often assumed that the elderly in Russia are a highly vulnerable economic
group, we find that transfers flow strongly from the elderly to their adult children, even after
these children form their own families and begin to rear children. While the macro-level flow of
transfers moves from older individuals to their adult children, we also find strong evidence that
transfers respond to economic need. Households with low levels of long-term resources and

those that experience negative short-run shocks to resources receive, on net, greater transfers.

IT) Interhousehold Transfers in Developing and Developed Economies

Research on the relationships between parental investments in children, family change, and old-
age support outlines the role of private transfers in generating security and support over the /ife-
course.” Studies of rapidly developing economies demonstrate how extensive parental
investments in children’s human capital are subsequently repaid through old-age transfers."!
Theoretical and empirical work shows that when life-course transfers are conducted through

private channels, parental incentives to invest in children’s human capital are enhanced by the



direct benefit parents receive from highly educated children;"" in contrast, parents receive less
direct return from educating their own children when most transfers pass through public
channels.""

Attempts to relate population aging, social change, and economic change to old-age transfer
flows have resulted in divergent theoretical predictions and empirical conclusions. Theories of
modernization and the declining role of the family suggest that as economies shift from agrarian
to modern modes of production, the net flow of life-course transfers shifts from benefiting elders,
on net, to benefiting the young.™ Yet much of our accumulated knowledge suggests that the
elderly tend to gain support in aging societies, often at the expense of the youngest cohorts.” In
societies with public pension systems, elderly pensions persist as a policy priority by virtue of
the voting power of the elderly themselves, and the desire of working-age voters to preserve
future pension benefits in old age.™ In developing countries, better educated children provide
extensive financial support in place of personal care.™"

Research on intra-familial economic diversification develops the role of private transfers,
both within and between households, as a source of concurrent economic redistribution. Where
capital markets are underdeveloped or do not exist, transfers can replace the functions of credit,
insurance, and futures markets as well as those of public social welfare systems.™ Individuals
redistribute income through existing familial relationships, and expand their network of possible
transfer partners through marital and fictive kinship relationships as well as participation in
migration networks and rotating networks of credit and labor exchange.™ However, these
transfers may fail to fulfill their prescribed roles efficiently and equitably. Membership in

transfer networks may be driven by exchange motivations, excluding individuals and groups who

are economically and physically vulnerable, while drawing their membership from pre-existing



networks of familial, spatial, or linguistic preference.™

Concurrent exchange also points to a complex set of relationships between public transfers
and private ones.' Extensive public transfer activity may not only limit the amount of income
that passes through private transfer networks, but it may lead to the dismantling of traditional
networks of altruistic familial exchange: social and spatial mobility may increase, family
structures may grow more nucleated, and traditional family norms may be undermined by public
policy initiatives.*"" Yet, a significant body of work has demonstrated the important role of
concurrent transfer arrangements in the presence of well-developed public transfer systems, both
as a continued source of protection against economic shocks, and as a means of effectively re-

xviii

distributing public transfers to other family members.

I1I) The post-Soviet Russian Context

Economically, Russia’s industrial capacity and human capital base resemble that found in
wealthier developed countries, yet its economy is highly dependent on price-volatile commodity
exports (prominently, oil, gas, ferrous metals, aluminum, and timber) and households face
tremendous economic risk owing to an underdeveloped market infrastructure. Figure 1 displays
quarterly changes in Russia’s seasonally adjusted real GDP, real dollar-ruble exchange rate, and
overall price level from the first quarter of 1994 to the first quarter of 2002.%* The Russian
economy has seen few quarters of positive growth during the transition period and experienced a
major crisis in the fall of 1998, with real GDP declining by between 10-15% in two consecutive
quarters.™ The economy grew strongly in 1999 and 2000, making up most of the ground lost in
1998. Hyperinflation was common during the early transition period with inflation running
between 20-50% per quarter until the beginning of 1996. Inflation has been relatively low and

stable since then, except during the 1998 crisis. Russia’s integration into world markets has also



seen increasing frequency and magnitude of swings in the value of the ruble.
Demographically, Russia’s working-age population is old even by developed world
standards, yet it is relatively “unburdened” by old-age dependency due to a pattern of high adult

XX1i

mortality.”™ As shown in figure 2, sharply declining fertility, increasing mortality, and past
demographic catastrophes (the two World Wars and the famine of the 1930°s) have left a
population with a huge gender imbalance (around 85 men per 100 women) and a few very small
birth cohorts (in particular, those born during early 1930’s, early 1940’s, and late 1960°s). Sex
ratios of around 50 males per 100 females among the over 60 population reflect rapid declines in
male life expectancy to 59 years and the large loss of life in WWIL

Socially, Russia’s family structure and life-course values remain distinctly European, yet the
diminished expectations of both the Cold War and post-Soviet eras have demanded informal
support and extended housing arrangements similar to those of less developed countries.
Informal support arrangements have perhaps gained prominence in the transitional context, yet
many people, particularly those who worked primarily under the Soviet system, continue to
depend on formal sources of support such as pensions, housing subsidies and utilities subsidies.
Most of these public payment systems have stood in arrears for the bulk of the transitional
period. Arrears have often been repaid in an inconsistent or unpredictable fashion.™"

There has thus far been limited work examining interhousehold transfers in Russia during
the transition period. The only study that focuses on transfers appears to be the work of Cox,
Eser, and Jimenez, which uses data from RLMS collected during the early transition period
(1992-1993)." They conclude that interhousehold transfers during this period are large,

widespread, related to socioeconomic characteristics, and are targeted at what appear to be

vulnerable groups. The higher quality of the later rounds of RLMS allows our paper to go



beyond their analysis, especially in our ability to look at the response of transfers to long-run

differences versus short-run changes in household resources.

IV) Data

RLMS is an on-going longitudinal household survey of Russia designed and collected by the
Carolina Population Center, University of North Carolina, in collaboration with the Russian
Academy of Sciences. The data have been collected in two phases which are not comparable.
All empirical analyses in this paper use data from phase II which covers 1994 through 2000,V

The sampling frame for RLMS is a set of dwellings drawn to be representative of the
Russian population in the early 1990s. For cost reasons, the survey does not attempt to follow
individuals or households who move from the sample dwelling. Instead, any new household
member or new household living at the sample dwelling is included in the sample in each wave.
The sample will remain representative of the underlying population assuming new entrants are
interchangeable with movers.™"

The survey contains a rich array of information on economic, social, demographic and
health characteristics of the respondents; their households; and the communities in which they
live. This paper makes use of data collected at the individual, household, and site level. ™"
Specifically, we focus on the relationship between interhousehold transfers and household
resources, both measured at the household level for the month prior to interview, while carefully
controlling for the characteristics of the environment in which respondents are living, focusing
both on household structure and the attributes (age, gender, education, and marital status) of all
individuals in the household.

The survey records information on 5,986 households who contribute 19,341 household-year

observations during the sample period. We drop 38 households and 228 observations with



missing data on either household income and/or interhousehold transfers, leaving a sample which
includes 1,308 rural households who contribute 4,931 household-year observations and 4,640

XXVii

urban households who contribute 14,182 household-year observations.

Table 1 presents summary statistics for all variables used in the paper.™*" The first column
presents means and standard deviations for the full sample. To provide a sense of the importance
of attrition (on observables), the second column includes only the first wave of data that are used
in this study (round 5). These respondents provide a representative baseline sample against
which the full sample can be compared. The third column presents summary statistics for all
rural households and the fourth for all urban households. The differences between the first two
columns are very small (although, due to the large sample size, many are significantly different).
We conclude that attrition (related to observable characteristics) is not a serious concern in these
data.™™ Household structure and the attributes of household members (especially, education)
differ a great deal between rural and urban households. For this reason, we present all of our
descriptive evidence separately for rural and urban households (and condition on community
fixed effects, which includes whether a community is urban, in our regression models).”™

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of household income and interhousehold transfers in the
month prior to each interview. There is substantial variation in household income, with income
at the 75™ percentile approximately four times larger than that at the 25" percentile for both rural
and urban households. Transfers make up, on average, 9% of after-transfer income and 25% of
all households have transfer activity. As shown in the next section, this varies extensively by
household structure and life-course position. There are large difference in income between

households who are net givers and receivers, with the average net giver household having twice

the income of the average net receiver household.



Table 3 summarizes participation rates, transfer values for households that give/receive
transfers, and overall net transfer receipts to/from three different possible targets: (1) the parents
of the household respondent; (2) the children of the household respondent; and (3) all other non-

XXX1

household members (including other family, friends, etc.).”™ In order to clearly establish the
path of transfers, we stratify our results by both household structure and life-course position. We
first split all households into two groups based on household structure. The first group, which
we call ‘single generation households’, includes all households except those in which: (1) at least
one elderly (age >54(F), >59(M)) member lives with more than one adult (age 20-54(F), 20-
59(M)) member (this mainly includes elderly individuals and couples who live with their married
children); or (2) at least one adult member lives with more than one elderly member (this mainly

XXXii

includes adults who still live at home with their elderly parents). The second group of
households we refer to as ‘multi-generation households’. Overall, 81% of rural households and
84% of urban households are of the single generation variety.

We then break these two groups into a total of seven different household types (four single
generation and three multi-generation) based on life-course position. For single generation
households the categories are: (1) households where the respondent is younger than 35 (Young
Households); (2) households where the respondent is between 35 and 54, and the household has
children (Older Households with Children); (3) households where the respondent is between 35
and 54, and the household has no children (Older Households without Children); and (4)
households where the respondent is older than 54 (Elderly Households). For multi-generation
households the categories are: (1) households where the respondent is younger than 35; (2)

households where the respondent is between 35 and 54; and (3) households where the household

respondent is older than 54.



In general, the transfer activity of the three multi-generation household types bears similarity
to households of simpler composition in the same life-course position: multi-generation
households with a young respondent look similar to young households, those with an older adult
respondent look similar to older households without children in rural areas and to older
households with children in urban areas, and those with an elderly respondent look similar to
elderly households. Multi-generation households typically have less extensive transfer activity
because of the increased likelihood of familial exchange activity occurring within the household,
and thus not being captured by the RLMS data. As the absence of intrahousehold transfer data
make it difficult to model transfer activity for multi-generation households, we focus only on the
single generation households in presenting descriptive results stratified by household type and in
our regression analysis later in the paper.

Elderly households have less gross transfer activity than other households, but they have a
consistent net outflow of transfers. Urban elderly households received 88 rubles (19% x 472)
and gave 127 (24% x 520), for a moderate net outflow of 38 rubles. Rural elderly households are
twice as likely to give transfers as they are to receive (26% to 13%), although the smaller value
of transfers given, conditional on giving any (589 vs. 725 rubles), also results in a moderate net
outflow (97 received - 155 given = -58 net). Most transfer activity to/from elderly households
involve their children, with flows that favor children in urban (49 received - 78 given = -27 net)
and rural (55 received - 116 given = -59 net) areas.

Older households without children have a high likelihood of giving transfers and give large
amounts in both rural (24% x 1081 = 262 rubles) and urban (33% x 678 = 225 rubles) areas.
These households receive limited transfers and thus have the largest outflow of all groups (in

rural areas, 72 received - 262 given = -190 net, in urban area, 150 received - 225 given = -72
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net). As is found for the elderly, these large outflows go almost entirely to children. These
households largely consist of “empty-nesters”, individuals who have not reached retirement age
but have no children remaining in the home.

In contrast, older households with children are net receivers of transfers, with rural
households receiving, on net, 66 rubles (168 received — 102 given) and urban households 75
rubles (215 received — 140 given). Transfer patterns for these households are complex, with both
rural and urban households receiving, on net, positive transfers from parents and from others
(quite likely, parents-in-law and older siblings), and negative transfers from non-resident
children. The behavior of these households lies between that of the “empty-nesters” described
above and the behavior of the young households described next.

Young households are far more likely to receive transfers, receive transfers of greater value,
and receive a greater in-flow of transfers than all other household types. In particular, 44% of all
urban young households receive transfers and the mean value of those transfers is 1094 rubles,
resulting in a mean receipt of 484 rubles by these households. While these households also give
transfers (22% x 488 = 105 rubles), they have a net receipt of 382 rubles, while all other urban
household types have a net receipt of at most 75 rubles. Rural young households are also very
likely to receive transfers, receiving, on average, 304 rubles (37% x 831). As giving from these
households is fairly limited (13% x 340 = 45 rubles), they average a large net receipt of 257
rubles. For both rural and urban households, transfers flow mainly from the parents of the

household respondent and from others, most likely the parents-in-law of the respondent.

V) Regression Results

Our empirical models attempt to identify the sources of heterogeneity in household transfer

activity by looking separately at the determinants of whether households give/receive transfers
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and the determinants of how much they give/receive. For transfer flows in each direction, we
estimate a logistic regression model predicting the log-odds of giving/receiving any transfer in
terms of a rich set of controls for household resources, the attributes (age, gender, education, and

marital status) of all individuals in the household, and community and year fixed effects:

P
log(#)za-i_ﬁ}/ht+5Xht+at+ac+€ht (H

ht
where A indexes households, ¢ indexes communities, ¢ indexes time, Py, is the observed
likelihood of giving or receiving any transfer, Y}, is log household income, and X, is a vector of
household characteristics including number of child, adult, and elderly household members by
gender; age of household members at each life-stage (age of the youngest child, average age of
all adults, and age of the oldest elder); marital status of the household (either married, never
married / divorced, or widowed);* " and number of household members in different educational
categories (currently enrolled in primary or secondary school, currently enrolled in vocational
school or university, completed general secondary education (equivalent to US high school), has
a university diploma, and has a professional course diploma (for example, bookkeeping)). The
a terms represent the overall intercept, year fixed effects, and community fixed effects,
respectively, and ¢,, is an idiosyncratic standard logistic error term with mean zero and variance
one oY
We also estimate, for each direction of transfer flow, an OLS regression model where the
dependent variable is the log-value of transfers given/received, conditional on any transfer being

d XXXV

given/receive These models include the same covariates used in the logistic regression
models above:

logV,, | B, =D)=a+pY, +6X, +a +a, +¢, 2)
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where V, is the value of the transfer if any transfer occurred (P, = 1), ¢,, is an idiosyncratic

normal error term with mean zero and variance o, and all other variables are defined as above.

We also model the log-net value of transfers received using an OLS regression (including the
same covariates as above), where the log-net value equals the log-value of transfers received
minus the log-value of transfers given and the log-value of transfers received/given is set to zero

if transfers received/given equal zero.

Results: Transfer Models for all Household Types (Pooled)

Table 4 presents regression estimates of the relationship between the five measures of household
transfer activity and the control variables discussed above for all households pooled together
regardless of their household type. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented
for the logistic regression models, while model coefficients are presented for the OLS
regressions.”™"" All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for
arbitrary correlation in a household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal
effects are presented for the logistic regression models.

Household income acts in the predicted manner, having a strong positive association with
the likelihood and value of transfers given, and a negative association with the likelihood and
value of transfers received as well as net transfers received. Additional male adult household
members are associated with a decreased likelihood and value of transfers given, and a decreased
likelihood of transfers received (with no effect on the net outflow of transfers). Additional
female adults are associated with no change in the likelihood of transfer received and an increase
in the gross and net amount received. Additional children are associated with an increased
likelihood and value of transfers received and an increased likelihood of transfers given, as well

as a net inflow of transfers; these effects do not differ by the child’s gender.
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The relationship between the number of elderly household members and transfers is more
complex. An additional elderly male is associated with a higher likelihood and value of transfers
given and a lower likelihood of receiving any transfer, but a higher value of transfers received.
Taken together, the addition of an elderly male increases the net outflow of transfers from the
household, but elderly males do appear to receive large transfers in some cases. Relative to the
addition of an elderly male member, an additional elderly female is associated with a higher
likelihood of receiving transfers and a net inflow of transfers (about a one-third reduction in the
overall increase in the net outflow of transfers associated with an additional elder). Surprisingly,
widowed households, compared to married households, are less likely to received transfers,
receive less when they do get transfers, and have larger net outflows of transfers. In contrast,
never married / divorced households have larger net inflows of transfers than married
households.

The number of household members holding university degrees has a positive association
with the likelihood and value of transfers given and a positive relationship with likelihood and
value of transfers received, resulting in no change in net transfers received relative to the mean.
Two possible hypotheses supported by this finding are: 1) university graduates participate in
highly developed networks of concurrent financial exchange with one another; or 2) university
graduates receive transfers during early life to subsidize job search and acquisition, but pay
transfers out after acquiring such employment. Unexpectedly, the presence of children currently
enrolled in school is associated with a lower likelihood and value of transfers received. The
presence of individuals currently enrolled in university is positively associated with the
likelihood and value of transfers received, and is strongly correlated with net transfer flows to

households.
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Interpreting any of these results is difficult given the complex relationships between the
covariates and transfer activity in the context of a pooled model. Using linear measures to
accounti for the relationship between household structure and transfer activity may proxy for
other variables that reflect Russia’s complex demography (i.e. widows are typically women as
are nearly all of the oldest elderly) or conceal important details (i.e. small households can consist
entirely of young people just beginning their adult lives, empty-nesters, labor migrants, or elderly
households). To address these concerns, we next estimate each model separately for the four
single generation household types introduced in section IV: (1) Young Households; (2) Older

Households with Children; (3) Older Households without Children; and (4) Elderly Households.

Results: Models Stratified by Household Type (Young Households)

Table 5a presents estimates of the relationship between the five measures of household transfer
activity and the control variables discussed above for young households. Income again has the
predicted association with transfer behavior, positive for giving and negative for receiving and
net received. Household structure effects for this group can be simplified to the inclusion of
controls for total members, female adults, total children, and female children (leaving adult
males as the reference category indicated by the main effect for total members and including a
small number of elderly members in the appropriate adult categories).

Additional male adult members show only limited association with transfer behavior,
resulting in decreased likelihood of giving or receiving any transfer, and no significant effect on
net transfers received. Additional adult female members, however, are associated with increased
likelihood and value of transfers received relative to additional male members, resulting in an
overall positive association with net transfers received. Additional children are also associated

with increased likelihood of receiving any transfer as well as an increase in net transfers
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received; these effects again do not differ by the child’s gender.

The household’s position in the life-course is further captured by controls for the average
age of adults in the household, the age of the youngest child in the household, and whether the
household is non-married (i.e. has no married members). These results depict the typical pattern
of declining transfer receipts as household members age into adulthood; a one year increase in
the average age of adults in the households is associated with a 1.3 percentage-point decline in
likelihood of receiving a transfer, a 1.9 log-point (approx. 2%) decrease in the value of transfers
received, and a 5.2 log-point (approx. 5%) decline in the net value of transfers received. Yet the
results also indicate that the likelihood of receiving transfers is 10 percentage-points lower and
the net value of transfers received is 33 log-points (approx. 40%) lower for non-married
households. While the general pattern suggests a shift towards net giving as households grow
older, it also shows that marriage and childrearing can delay this shift.

Educational status also plays an important role in determining transfer activity. The addition
of a household member who is attending university (about 6% of the households in this group
have such a member) increases the likelihood of receiving transfers by 15 percentage-points, the
value of transfer receipts by 28 log-points (approx. 30%), and the net inflow of transfers by 64
log-points (approx. 90%). Holding the other control variables constant, these are the largest
effects any covariate in the model has on transfer activity for this household type. As in much of
mainland Europe, where the state provides support for university students and young couples,
interhousehold transfers appear to subsidize both adults living at home and attending university

and young couples beginning to raise children.

Results: Models Stratified by Household Type (Older Households with Children)

Table 5b presents results for older households with children. These models again show a strong
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income-transfer relationship. Few of the household composition variables are significant
determinants of transfer activity besides the number of children in the household, which has a
positive association with the likelihood of receiving transfers as well as with the net value of
transfers received; again, these effects do not vary by the child’s gender.

Measures of the household’s position in the life-course are important determinants of
transfer activity. Compared to married households, non-married households (16% of the
households in this group) are less likely to give transfers and give less when they do give. This
likely reflects the importance of precautionary savings (saving for a rainy day) for these
predominately female headed households, as they are likely more vulnerable to future shocks
from events such as job loss or health problems. The age of adults in the household is also an
important determinant of transfer activity: a one year increase in their average age is associated
with a 2.2 log-point (approx. 2%) increase in the value of transfers given, a 0.7 percentage-point
decrease in likelihood of receiving a transfer, and a 3.4 log-point (approx. 3%) decline in the net
value of transfers received. While these results hint at a gradual life-course transition towards
making transfers to older parents and non-resident children, age effects for this group are smaller
in magnitude than those found for either young households or older households without children,
suggesting that childrearing obligations supersede parental support obligations.

Education effects add further weight to the role of child investments in both reducing
transfers given and encouraging transfer receipt. Both the number of children in the household
attending school and the number of older children and adults attending university is associated
with an increase in net transfers received; a 10.5 log-point (approx. 11%) increase per child
attending school and a 22 log-point (approx. 25%) increase per member attending university.

For school children this overall effect is driven by a reduction in giving, while for university
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students it occurs because of an increase in receiving. The results for university attendance could
reflect one of two processes: 1) the receipt of money for the education of extended family
members temporarily residing in the household (for example, from rural areas); or 2) the receipt
of support from non-household members, such as grandparents, for the education of household
members. In either case, it is clear that investment in children’s education is one of the primary

uses of transfers.

Results: Models Stratified by Household Type (Older Households without Children)

Table 5c presents results for older households without children, a group largely consisting of
“empty-nesters”. Income effects for this group are large for the likelihood of giving transfers
relative to the other household types (i.e. income has a greater association with the likelihood of
giving transfers). Household composition is not strongly related to transfer activity for this
household type. ™"

Measures of the household’s life-course position are again important determinants of
transfer activity. Compared to married households, non-married households (32% of the
households in this group) are less likely to give transfers and give less when they do give,
resulting in a 25-35% greater net inflow of transfers (not significant for widowed households).
Again, this likely reflects the importance of precautionary savings for these households, but
could also be a sign of a more limited network of social support partners. The age of the adults
in the household is an important determinant of transfer activity: a one year increase in their
average age is associated with a 0.9 percentage-point increase in the likelihood of giving a
transfer, a 1.9 log-point (approx. 2%) increase in the value of transfers given, a 0.5 percentage-

point decrease in likelihood of receiving a transfer, a 2.8 log-point (approx. 3%) decrease in the

value of transfers received, and a 4.9 log-point (approx. 5%) decline in the net value of transfers
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received. The magnitude of this association is substantial: a household with an average adult age
of 50 is estimated to have a 50% greater net outflow of transfers than a households with an
average age of 40. Households in this group continue to support their non-resident children,
while apparently drawing little support in return.

Educational effects have only a limited impact on transfer behavior for this group, as much
of the effect of education is probably captured though the effect of education on household
income. Additional university and professional school graduates in the household are associated
with an increased likelihood of giving transfers, but have no effect on any other transfer activity
or net transfer flows. This positive association between making transfers and education may
reflect the greater likelihood that a university educated respondent has children currently

attending university and not living at home.

Results: Models Stratified by Household Type (Elderly Households)

Table 5d presents results for elderly households. Income again has the expected association with
transfer activity; net transfer flows are more strongly associated with income for these
households than for other household types. As only 11% of elderly households have children
living in the household, we capture the effect of children on transfer activity with a dichotomous
variable indicating the presence of children in the household. Having children in the household
is associated with a greater net inflow of transfers, as we found for both young households and
older households with children. As most married elderly households have only two members
(not including children) and most non-married elderly households have only one member,
simplified household composition variables control for the number of additional (female) adult
and elderly in each household beyond these norms. Additional adult or elderly members in the

households are negatively associated with the likelihood of giving transfers and positively
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associated with the net value of transfers received; these effects do not depend on gender.

Measures of the household’s position in the life-course are also important determinants of
transfer activity. The results for these variables highlight the role of transfers in supporting
vulnerable groups of the population in spite of the overall outflow of transfers from elderly
households. Compared to married households, widowed and divorced / never married
households (which together comprise 54% of the households in this group) are again less likely
to give transfers and give less when they do give. When they receive transfers, these transfers
are also likely to be of lower value, yet on the whole they still receive a 10-20% greater net
inflow of transfers than do married households (effects are significant for widowed, but not for
divorced / never married households). The tendency towards declining transfer activity may
again reflect the importance of precautionary savings for these households or could be a sign of a
more limited network of social support partners.

The age of the oldest elderly household member is also correlated with transfer activity: a
one year increase in their age is associated with a 0.1 percentage-point decrease in the likelihood
of giving a transfer and a 0.4 log-point (approx. 0.5%) increase in the net value of transfers
received. As a consequence of Russia’s unique demographic structure, the oldest elderly
household member is usually a women (true in around 70% of all households). The oldest old,
of either gender, also have less ability to supplement their pension income, and likely have
higher health and personal care expenditures. The decreasing outflow of transfers associated
with the aging of these members is consistent with the need to cope with these changes over the

life course.

Results: Long-Term Differences versus Short-Run Fluctuations in Resources

Previous regression models use log household income as our measure of household resources. In
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this section, we attempt to separate the effect of long-run household resources from the effect of
short-run resource fluctuations. As our measure of long run resources, we include the average of
log household income across the five survey waves, referred to as “permanent household
income.” Fluctuations in resources, referred to as “transitory household income,” are captured
by the difference between log household income in a survey year and the long-run average.

Table 6 summarizes the effects of household resources on transfer activity for each of the
groups analyzed in tables 4 and 5. Although not shown in the table, the effect of other covariates
on transfer activity are quite similar to those presented above. In the first section of each panel,
we reproduce the appropriate results from the regressions where household resources are
measured by only log household income. In the second section of each panel, we present results
where the effect of household resources on transfer activity is separated into short-run and long-
run components.

In separate specifications used only for elderly households, household resources are instead
measured as permanent and transitory log household pension income. As shown in table 1,
three-fourths of elderly household income comes from pensions. Retirement pension values in
Russia depend solely on an individual’s wage in the years prior to the official retirement age (55
for women, 60 for men) and are not reduced if he/she remains employed after this cutoff. The
two sources of variation in elderly pension income are: (1) inflation (nominal pensions are
partially indexed for inflation, but are typically slow to adjust to changes in the price level; and
(2) pension arrears (a fairly common occurrence during the transition period). Thus, variation in
real pension income over time is exogenous to elderly households (with the caveat that this
variation could affect household composition) and can be used to identify the causal effect of

changes in household resources on transfer activity.
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In all cases, short-run changes and long-run differences in household resources affect
transfer activity in the same direction. But the relative importance of the income components is
not consistent across groups. Income, and particularly transitory changes in income, has a
stronger association with the likelihood and value of transfers given by older households without
children and elderly households compared to other households. This is consistent with the
flexible life-course role played by these households for whom children have left the home. Older
households without children are also the only group for whom either low permanent income or
negative shocks to income do not predict increased value of transfers received, although
likelihood of receiving transfers does increase.

A life-course transfer model can also account for some of the differences in the
income/transfer relationship for younger households and older households with children.
Transitory changes in household resources have almost no effect on the likelihood and value of
transfers given by younger households and a small effect for older households with children.
This reflects the primacy of concerns over the security of nuclear family members, and the
priority placed on asset accumulation during the childrearing and career-building stages of the
life-course. Yet it is interesting to note that the likelihood of receiving transfers and the value of
transfers received by young households is positively related both to low permanent income and
to negative transitory shocks to income. Young households retain their surplus income, yet they
readily receive further support in cases of deficit.

Income effects also do much to explain the tendency for elderly households to be net givers
of transfers. For elderly households, the income effects are dominated by the tendency to give
large transfers if permanent income is high. Yet they also reflect a tendency towards high

likelihood and value of transfers received when transitory income is low. Taken together, the
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results suggest that wealthy elderly households make regular transfers to their children, yet do
receive some return transfers if they face a particularly bad year.

Looking at the effect of pension income allows us to isolate the response of transfers to
exogenous variation in elderly household resources. Both permanent and transitory pension
income has little effect on elderly transfer receipt. This suggests that the overall negative effect
of income on transfer receipt, found above, is picking up an endogenous response of elderly
households to changes in transfers receipt (e.g. households work less if they expect to receive
transfers). Both permanent and transitory pension income are positively associated with the
likelihood of giving transfers; a 10 log-point (approx. 10%) change in a household’s long-term
pension value leads to a 1 percentage-point (approx. 4% = .01 /.25) change in the marginal
likelihood of making a transfer, while short-run fluctuations in pension value have around forty
percent of the impact of long-run differences. Transfer value is also positively associated with
both permanent and transitory pension income; a 10 log-point (approx. 10%) change in long-
term pension income leads to a 2.2 log-point (approx 2%) change in transfer value if a transfer is
made; short-run fluctuations in pension value have a similar size effect on transfer values. Taken
together, the results suggest that elderly households consistently distribute pension income to
their children, and give more (less) when pension values are higher (lower) than usual.

VI) Conclusion and Discussion

The transfer patterns depicted in this paper appear to deviate from most empirical observations of
life-course transfer behavior both in developed and developing countries, while offering no
suggestions of an anticipated crisis of support among Russia’s elderly. At the macro-level, net
transfers in Russia largely flow from elderly and “empty-nest” households to younger
households. While these transfers perform the empirically recognized role of subsidizing young

adults as they transition to the job market, they also grow larger after marriage and larger still
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with the addition of children to the household. Yet the results also suggest a micro-level
tendency for transfers to flow to the most vulnerable elderly respondents, including those facing
negative economic shocks, the oldest old, and widows.

The tendency for households in their prime earning years to depend on transfers from the
older generation is more likely to be an artifact of Russia’s current cycle of economic transition
than to suggest any unique failure of Russian intergenerational transfer mechanisms. As in
developing countries with limited public transfer systems, Russia’s familial transfer system
continues to reproduce the public goal of income redistribution within the private context of the
family. In the current context, transfers allow older Russians to subsidize working-age families
who are adjusting to a newly developed non-Soviet labor market. Transfer patterns among
elderly pensioners further suggest that secure forms of public transfer income are readily
transferred through private channels. After 75 years under the all-encompassing Soviet public
transfer system, private transfers continue to play a crucial role in redistributing income over the
life course, and between rich and poor households.

While Russia bears similarity to Japan, Germany, and other European nations in terms of an
aging labor force, rising old-age dependency, and strong elderly political advocacy, inter-familial
transfers appear to mitigate any burdens that population aging might place on younger
generations. In the process, transfers may play a vital role in Russia’s economic re-birth: while
other aging societies have suffered declining investments in children as the public burden of old-
age support has grown, the current results suggest that older Russians play a significant role in

supporting the younger ones, particular during an era of economic and demographic upheaval.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

Mean (Standard Deviation) Full Sample Round 5 Rural Urban
Total Household Income 2180 2534 1452 2433
(3184) (3627) (2476) (3359)
Household Income (Elderly Households) 1193 1431 924 1315
(1521) (1414) (1110) (1660)
Pension Income (Elderly Households) 815 981 715 860
(559) (605) (544) (559)
Received Transfers 23% 22% 18% 25%
Amount Received 200 227 149 217
(831) (891) (775) (849)
Gave Transfers 24% 29% 22% 24%
Amount Given 135 161 134 135
(548) (568) (596) (530)
Net Transfers Received 65 69 15 83
(981) (1042) (961) (988)
Number of Household Members 3.10 3.35 3.30 3.03
(1.62) (1.76) (1.91) (1.50)
Number of Children (age < 20) 0.91 1.05 1.07 0.86
(1.07) (1.18) (1.33) (0.96)
Number of Elderly (age > 59(M) or 54(F)) 0.65 0.67 0.78 0.60
(0.78) (0.79) (0.81) (0.76)
Number of Married Household Members 1.53 1.59 1.57 1.51
(1.12) (1.15) (1.14) (1.12)
Number Currently Enrolled in Grade School 0.45 0.44 0.52 0.42
(0.74) (0.74) (0.87) (0.68)
Number Currently Enrolled in University 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.10
(0.30) (0.29) (0.21) (0.32)
Number Completed General Secondary Educ. 1.30 1.31 1.14 1.35
(1.09) (1.12) (1.15) (1.07)
Number with University Diploma 0.38 0.40 0.17 0.45
(0.69) (0.72) 0.47) (0.74)
Number with Professional Course Diploma 0.63 0.61 0.67 0.61
(0.78) (0.77) (0.77) (0.78)
Year is 1994 21% 100% 20% 21%
Year is 1995 20% 0% 19% 20%
Year is 1996 19% 0% 20% 19%
Year is 1998 20% 0% 20% 20%
Year is 2000 21% 0% 22% 20%
Urban Household 74% 75%
Region is Moscow City 5% 7% 0% 7%
Region is Northwest (includes St. Petersburg) 5% 6% 7% 5%
Region is North 5% 5% 2% 6%
Region is Central 15% 15% 16% 15%
Region is Central Black-Earth 5% 5% 2% 6%
Region is Volga-Vaytski 5% 5% 4% 6%
Region is Volga 13% 12% 13% 13%
Region is North Caucasia 12% 12% 22% 9%
Region is Ural 15% 14% 11% 16%
Region is West Siberia 10% 10% 11% 9%
Region is East Siberia 5% 5% 3% 6%
Region is Far East 5% 5% 10% 3%
# Households 19113 3935 4931 14182

Note: All values are in real 1998 Moscow City rubles (1 USD = 17 real rubles) and are for the month previous the
survey.



Table 2: The Distribution of Household Income and Transfers

Standard

25th

75th

90th

th . .
Mean Deviation 107 Percentile Percentile Median Percentile Percentile # Houscholds
Rural Households

Total Household Income 1452 2476 0 408 914 1723 3125 4931
Pension Income (Elderly Households) 715 544 0 396 609 1065 1427 1776
Amount of Transfers Received 149 775 0 0 0 0 289 4921
Amount of Transfers Given 134 596 0 0 0 0 333 4909
Net Transfers Received 15 961 =277 0 0 0 218 4931

Net Transfers / After Transfer Income 0.09 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 3520
Household Income if Net Transfers <0 2029 3308 290 665 1265 2213 3717 913
Household Income if Net Transfers > 0 1030 2464 -228 63 579 1328 2912 771

Urban Households

Total Household Income 2433 3359 356 769 1600 3028 5106 14182
Pension Income (Elderly Households) 860 559 331 520 729 1171 1583 3917
Amount of Transfers Received 217 849 0 0 0 0 550 14145
Amount of Transfers Given 135 530 0 0 0 0 356 14113
Net Transfers Received 83 988 =277 0 0 0 487 14182
Net Transfers / After Transfer Income 0.09 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.36 10797
Household Income if Net Transfers <0 3369 4200 682 1256 2198 3956 6612 2783
Household Income if Net Transfers > 0 1665 2973 0 436 1056 2200 3934 3149

Note: All values are in real 1998 Moscow City rubles (1 USD = 17 real rubles) and are for the month previous the survey.



Table 3: Detailed Interhousehold Transfers by Source and Household Structure

Type of Household Single Generation Multi-Generation
Household Respondent’s Age <35 34-54 - 34-54 > 54 <35 3454 > 54
w/ Kids  w/o Kids
Rural Households
(i) Received Transfers 37% 18% 14% 13% 25% 12% 10%
Total Received if Any 831 955 511 725 1279 1151 630
a) Received from Parents 33% 11% 7% 0% 16% 5% 2%
Amount Received if Any 736 804 422 1542 895 862 596
b) Received from Children 1% 2% 4% 10% 1% 1% 6%
Amount Received if Any 696 562 384 569 88 120 404
c¢) Received from Others 12% 8% 5% 5% 15% 7% 5%
Amount Received if Any 352 685 603 510 984 1102 655
(i1) Gave Transfers 13% 18% 24% 26% 17% 25% 22%
Total Given if Any 340 564 1081 589 776 889 491
a) Gave to Parents 7% 6% 3% 1% 3% 2% 1%
Amount Given if Any 273 410 600 239 497 705 158
b) Gave to Children 0% 8% 19% 19% 4% 15% 14%
Amount Given if Any 88 719 977 600 267 773 461
¢) Gave to Others 8% 8% 9% 11% 13% 12% 11%
Amount Given if Any 281 266 236 305 470 427 338
(ii1) Net Transfers Received 257 66 -190 -58 190 -83 -42
a) Net Received from Parents 217 61 11 5 124 28 9
b) Net Received from Children 3 -46 -161 -59 -9 -116 -41
¢) Net Received from Others 19 34 9 -10 85 23 -3
# Households 768 1083 370 1790 143 323 454
Urban Households
(i) Received Transfers 44% 23% 19% 19% 25% 19% 13%
Total Received if Any 1094 933 805 472 1044 921 672
a) Received from Parents 40% 16% 8% 0% 15% 9% 2%
Amount Received if Any 927 746 675 1010 719 622 1091
b) Received from Children 0% 1% 4% 11% 0% 1% 4%
Amount Received if Any 648 495 526 455 NA 386 630
¢) Received from Others 16% 10% 11% 9% 14% 10% 8%
Amount Received if Any 685 864 674 308 1007 1033 455
(i1) Gave Transfers 22% 25% 33% 24% 19% 22% 21%
Total Given if Any 488 552 678 520 488 565 607
a) Gave to Parents 12% 10% 8% 1% 4% 6% 2%
Amount Given if Any 478 432 361 215 405 463 312
b) Gave to Children 1% 7% 19% 15% 2% 8% 11%
Amount Given if Any 506 722 719 531 312 616 588
c¢) Gave to Others 13% 14% 17% 15% 15% 14% 12%
Amount Given if Any 281 289 307 269 417 278 376
(iii) Net Transfers Received 382 75 =72 -38 165 49 -40
a) Net Received from Parents 303 74 23 2 85 32 19
b) Net Received from Children -5 -44 -116 =27 -5 -41 -41
¢) Net Received from Others 73 45 22 -10 80 67 -9
# Households 2938 3484 1579 3936 377 742 1126

Note: All values are in real 1998 Moscow City rubles (1 USD = 17 real rubles) and are for the month previous the

survey.



Table 4: Estimated Covariates of Household Transfer Activity (All Households Pooled)

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
Dependent Variable Gave Log Amount Received Log Amount ,11,} (;i S,I}I:rts
Transfers Given if Any Transfers Received if Any .
Received
Log Household Income 0.061*** 0.216%** -0.066*** -0.174%** -0.503***
(0.004) (0.021) (0.003) (0.018) (0.017)
Number of Household Members  -0.065%*** -0.108** -0.042%*%* -0.068 0.055
(0.009) (0.0406) (0.008) (0.047) (0.036)
Number of Female Adults 0.006 0.028 0.045%** 0.186*** 0.145%**
(0.011) (0.067) (0.012) (0.064) (0.050)
Number of Children 0.040%** 0.072 0.075%** 0.108* 0.149%**
(0.011) (0.062) (0.010) (0.059) (0.048)
Number of Female Children -0.010 -0.016 0.003 -0.001 0.039
(0.008) (0.047) (0.007) (0.039) (0.038)
Number of Elderly 0.047%** 0.26]*** -0.085%%*%* 0.225%%* -0.360%***
(0.014) (0.076) (0.016) (0.093) (0.060)
Number of Female Elderly 0.024 -0.033 0.072%** -0.026 0.144%*
(0.017) (0.104) (0.019) (0.116) (0.070)
Never Married / Divorced Hse -0.040*** -0.261*%* -0.017 -0.149** 0.147%*
(0.011) (0.074) (0.011) (0.064) (0.059)
Widowed Household -0.040%*** -0.138* -0.064*** -0.299%*%* -0.155%%%*
(0.012) (0.078) (0.012) (0.078) (0.057)
Age of Youngest Child 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.007* 0.003
(0.001) (0.004) (0.001) (0.004) (0.004)
Average Age of Adults 0.00] *** 0.007%** -0.003**%* -0.005%%*%* -0.014%%**
0.000 (0.002) 0.000 (0.002) (0.001)
Age of Oldest Elder -0.001 *** -0.003** -0.001** -0.008%*%* -0.002*
0.000 (0.002) 0.000 (0.002) (0.001)
Number Currently in School -0.020%*** -0.119%** -0.021%** -0.011 -0.029
(0.007) (0.043) (0.007) (0.039) (0.034)
Number Currently in University -0.025%* -0.058 0.019* 0.222%** 0.250%**
(0.013) (0.075) (0.011) (0.059) (0.062)
Number Completed Gen Sec Ed 0.010** -0.001 -0.005 0.126%** -0.025
(0.005) (0.027) (0.005) (0.027) (0.022)
Number w/ University Diploma 0.030%** 0.076** 0.036%** 0.103%** 0.037
(0.006) (0.031) (0.006) (0.034) (0.030)
Number w/ Professional Course 0.034*** -0.018 0.010* -0.030 -0.069***
(0.005) (0.027) (0.005) (0.031) (0.024)
R-Squared 0.11 0.15 0.13
Households 19022 4512 19066 4383 19113

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects.



Table 5a: Estimated Covariates of Household Transfer Activity
(Young Single Generation Households: Respondent < 35)

(1 () 3) “) (5)
Dependent Variable Gave ng Amount Received Log Amgunt 1{}(;%151;16?5
Transfers Given if Any Transfers  Received if Any .
Received
Log Household Income 0.040%** 0.194%** -0.099%** -0.172%** -0.551***
(0.006) (0.040) (0.008) (0.027) (0.034)
Number of Household Members -0.043%* -0.108 -0.09 1 #** -0.066 -0.170
(0.019) (0.124) (0.027) (0.082) (0.105)
Number of Female Adults 0.020 0.122 0.088** 0.216%* 0.271*
and Elderly (0.024) (0.180) (0.037) (0.105) (0.141)
Number of Children 0.022 0.132 0.084** 0.083 0.210*
(0.022) (0.152) (0.033) (0.098) (0.124)
Number of Female Children -0.002 -0.121 0.002 -0.046 -0.015
(0.013) (0.100) (0.018) (0.058) (0.073)
Non-Married Household 0.022 -0.077 -0.108%%** 0.016 -0.333%*x*
(0.023) (0.153) (0.031) (0.100) (0.123)
Age of Youngest Child 0.003 0.002 -0.004 0.004 -0.019%
(0.002) (0.012) (0.003) (0.008) (0.010)
Average Age of Adults 0.001 0.003 -0.013*** -0.019%** -0.052%***
(0.001) (0.009) (0.003) (0.007) (0.009)
Number Currently in School -0.005 0.128 -0.002 0.026 -0.001
(0.014) (0.099) (0.020) (0.065) (0.079)
Number Currently in University 0.013 -0.065 0.153%** 0.282%** 0.636%**
(0.024) (0.190) (0.037) (0.083) (0.142)
Number Completed Gen Sec Ed 0.006 0.083 -0.009 0.110** -0.002
(0.010) (0.069) (0.015) (0.045) (0.057)
Number w/ University Diploma 0.022%* -0.061 0.078*** 0.065 0.236%***
(0.012) (0.082) (0.018) (0.059) (0.072)
Number w/ Professional Course 0.030%** 0.111 0.019 0.056 -0.028
(0.010) (0.075) (0.015) (0.050) (0.061)
R-Squared 0.16 0.14 0.17
Households 3572 732 3695 1578 3706

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects.



Table 5b: Estimated Covariates of Household Transfer Activity
(Older Single Generation Households w/ Children: Respondent 35 — 54)

(1 () 3) “) (5)
Dependent Variable Gave ng Amount Received Log Amgunt 1{}(;%151;16?5
Transfers Given if Any Transfers  Received if Any .
Received
Log Household Income 0.047%%* 0.182%%** -0.067*** -0.187*** -0.458***
(0.007) (0.037) (0.006) (0.036) (0.032)
Number of Household Members -0.030* 0.116 -0.063*** 0.070 -0.101
(0.015) (0.096) (0.016) (0.107) (0.069)
Number of Female Adults -0.012 -0.232 0.009 -0.004 0.015
and Elderly (0.025) (0.143) (0.023) (0.149) (0.101)
Number of Children 0.008 -0.064 0.075%** -0.017 0.163*
(0.020) (0.115) (0.019) (0.129) (0.086)
Number of Female Children -0.006 -0.033 0.009 0.069 0.073
(0.011) (0.067) (0.010) (0.065) (0.051)
Never Married / Divorced Hse -0.050%* -0.389%** 0.037 -0.052 0.417***
(0.023) (0.157) (0.026) (0.149) (0.127)
Widowed Household -0.060** -0.229 -0.027 0.087 0.174
(0.028) (0.189) (0.025) (0.200) (0.140)
Age of Youngest Child 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.005 -0.004
(0.002) (0.010) (0.002) (0.012) (0.009)
Average Age of Adults 0.002 0.022%* -0.007*** -0.010 -0.034***
(0.002) (0.010) (0.002) (0.011) (0.008)
Number Currently in School -0.019* -0.207%** 0.006 0.017 0.105%*
(0.011) (0.063) (0.010) (0.066) (0.050)
Number Currently in University -0.029 -0.065 0.035%* -0.033 0.219%*
(0.019) (0.109) (0.016) (0.101) (0.088)
Number Completed Gen Sec Ed 0.007 -0.097** -0.007 0.051 -0.007
(0.009) (0.049) (0.008) (0.055) (0.037)
Number w/ University Diploma 0.031%%* 0.084 0.049%** 0.164%* 0.082
(0.010) (0.061) (0.011) (0.068) (0.054)
Number w/ Professional Course 0.034%** 0.006 0.013 -0.035 -0.064
(0.009) (0.051) (0.009) (0.066) (0.046)
R-Squared 0.16 0.13 0.13
Households 4539 1073 4526 990 4567

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects.



Table 5c: Estimated Covariates of Household Transfer Activity
(Older Single Generation Households w/o Children: Respondent 35 — 54)

(1 2) 3) “) (5)
Dependent Variable Gave ng Amount Received Log Ampunt 1{}(;%151;16?5
Transfers Given if Any Transfers  Received if Any .
Received
Log Household Income 0.102%%* 0.203%** -0.055%** -0.085 -0.530%***
(0.012) (0.057) (0.008) (0.073) (0.048)
Number of Household Members ~ -0.134%** -0.106 -0.040* -0.4]15%%* 0.140
(0.030) (0.155) (0.022) (0.149) (0.097)
Number of Female Adults 0.039 -0.220 0.006 0.227 0.053
and Elderly (0.031) (0.174) (0.022) (0.184) (0.103)
Never Married / Divorced Hse -0.112%** -0.379* -0.008 -0.621%** 0.287*
(0.034) (0.196) (0.030) (0.210) (0.149)
Widowed Household -0.053 -0.065 0.026 -0.284 0.227
(0.042) (0.234) (0.038) (0.237) (0.179)
Average Age of Adults 0.009%*** 0.019* -0.005%** -0.028%* -0.049%**
(0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.013) (0.010)
Number Completed Gen Sec Ed 0.028 0.005 0.003 0.172 -0.025
(0.017) (0.080) (0.014) (0.107) (0.060)
Number w/ University Diploma 0.049%* 0.065 0.001 0.179 -0.105
(0.021) (0.087) (0.018) (0.139) (0.083)
Number w/ Professional Course 0.048%** 0.067 0.015 -0.008 -0.083
(0.019) (0.074) (0.013) (0.114) (0.068)
R-Squared 0.16 0.20 0.17
Households 1919 610 1891 345 1949

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects.



Table 5d: Estimated Covariates of Household Transfer Activity
(Elderly Single Generation Households: Respondent > 54)

(1 () 3) “) (5)
Dependent Variable Gave ng Amount Received Log Amgunt 1{}(;%151;16?5
Transfers Given if Any Transfers  Received if Any .
Received
Log Household Income 0.090*** 0.292%%** -0.070%** -0.279%** -0.568***
(0.009) (0.047) (0.006) (0.054) (0.036)
Additional Adults or Elderly -0.100*** 0.027 -0.015 -0.402 0.260%*
in the Household (0.025) (0.207) (0.033) (0.279) (0.132)
Additional Female Adults or 0.005 -0.066 -0.012 0.247 -0.014
Elderly in the Hse (0.032) (0.177) (0.024) (0.214) (0.111)
Any Children in the Household -0.059%** 0.154 0.035 0.273* 0.284 %%
(0.020) (0.119) (0.022) (0.149) (0.098)
Never Married / Divorced Hse -0.027 -0.262%%* 0.013 -0.622%** 0.111
(0.022) (0.129) (0.019) (0.152) (0.092)
Widowed Household -0.035%* -0.274%** 0.031** -0.564%** 0.186%***
(0.017) (0.086) (0.013) (0.117) (0.065)
Average Age of Adults -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.005 0.000
(0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.003) (0.001)
Age of Oldest Elder -0.001** 0.000 0.000 -0.003 0.004*
(0.001) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) (0.002)
Number Completed Gen Sec Ed 0.006 -0.034 0.006 0.264%** 0.050
(0.012) (0.064) (0.010) (0.071) (0.049)
Number w/ University Diploma 0.060*** 0.267%** 0.039%** 0.124 -0.103
(0.016) (0.082) (0.014) (0.094) (0.083)
Number w/ Professional Course 0.021%* -0.095%* 0.017* -0.034 0.025
(0.012) (0.058) (0.010) (0.082) (0.047)
R-Squared 0.18 0.22 0.12
Households 5682 1422 5680 970 5726

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects.



Table 6: Estimated Effects of Household Income/Pension on Household Transfer Activity

@) 2 3) 4) )
Dependent Variable Gave L(?g Amount Received Log Ampunt izislgjrts
Transfers Given if Any Transfers Received if Any .
Received
All Households Pooled

Log Household Income 0.061 *** 0.216%** -0.066*** -0.174%** -0.503***
(0.004) (0.021) (0.003) (0.018) (0.017)

Log Permanent Hse Income 0.089%** 0.305%** -0.079%** -0.086*** -0.636%***
(0.005) (0.031) (0.005) (0.025) (0.0206)

Log Transitory Hse Income 0.035%** 0.140%** -0.055%** -0.250%** -0.393***
(0.004) (0.024) (0.004) (0.024) (0.020)

Young Single Generation Households: Respondent < 35

Log Household Income 0.040*** 0.194*** -0.099%** -0.172%** -0.551%%*
(0.0006) (0.040) (0.008) (0.027) (0.034)

Log Permanent Hse Income 0.059%** 0.327%** -0.113%** -0.141%** -0.667%**
(0.008) (0.055) (0.012) (0.035) (0.047)

Log Transitory Hse Income 0.018** 0.035 -0.084%** -0.207%** -0.428%%*
(0.008) (0.058) (0.010) (0.039) (0.045)

Older Single Generation Households w/ Children: Respondent 35 — 54

Log Household Income 0.047%** 0.182%** -0.067*** -0.187*** -0.458%***
(0.007) (0.037) (0.006) (0.036) (0.032)

Log Permanent Hse Income 0.064*** 0.287*** -0.089%*x* -0.033 -0.565%**
(0.011) (0.061) (0.010) (0.061) (0.050)

Log Transitory Hse Income 0.034 %% 0.109%** -0.052%** -0.279%** -0.383%***
(0.008) (0.041) (0.006) (0.042) (0.038)

Older Single Generation Households w/o Children: Respondent 35 — 54

Log Household Income 0.102%** 0.203*** -0.055%** -0.085 -0.530%**
(0.012) (0.057) (0.008) (0.073) (0.048)

Log Permanent Hse Income 0.128%** 0.225%** -0.072%** -0.007 -0.651%%*
(0.017) (0.082) (0.012) (0.093) (0.063)

Log Transitory Hse Income 0.074%** 0.183** -0.038*** -0.148 -0.407%**
(0.016) (0.071) (0.010) (0.097) (0.066)

Elderly Single Generation Households: Respondent > 54

Log Household Income 0.090%** 0.292%** -0.070%** -0.279%** -0.568***
(0.009) (0.047) (0.006) (0.054) (0.036)

Log Permanent Hse Income 0.144%** 0.431+** -0.084%** -0.103 -0.749%**
(0.014) (0.071) (0.011) (0.083) (0.057)

Log Transitory Hse Income 0.052%** 0.196*** -0.062%** -0.381#** -0.454%%%
(0.010) (0.052) (0.007) (0.067) (0.040)

Log Pension Income 0.068*** 0.233%** -0.033*** 0.099 -0.311%**
(0.013) (0.070) (0.010) (0.086) (0.051)

Log Permanent Pension Inc 0.102%** 0.223** -0.059%*x* 0.122 -0.449%**
(0.019) (0.101) (0.016) (0.122) (0.079)

Log Transitory Pension Inc 0.04 1 %** 0.240%** -0.013 0.081 -0.206%**
(0.014) (0.081) (0.012) (0.104) (0.060)

Note: Coefficients followed by 3, 2, and 1 star are significantly different from zero at the 1, 5, and 10 percent level,
respectively. Marginal effects, evaluated at the sample mean, are presented for the logistic regression models in
columns (1) and (3), while model coefficients are presented for the OLS regression models in columns (2), (4), and
(5). All standard errors are estimated using the Huber/White method and allow for arbitrary correlation in an
household’s error term across years. Standard errors of the marginal effects are presented for the logistic regression
models. All regressions also include year and community fixed effects and all of the covariates presented in tables 4
and 5a-5d. Sample sizes are the same as in these tables.
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