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G OALS To estimate the effects of

(incentivizing caregivers) and examine the
effects on inter-vivos transfers (‘monetary effects’ from modifying pre-existing
arrangements)

METHODS using exogenous variation of two natural experiments from a
European country ( ) universalized LTC in 2007captured on SHARE 2004-
2013 on the extensive margin Pr(IC), Pr(Ti) i=r,p, controlling for fixed effects and
macroeconomic conditions reform, affected severely disabled, and uneven regional
implementation ( we control for using V)

RESULTS We find a shift in both the balance of care towards more informal
caregiving, and an expansion (reduction) of transfers of income to (from) other
family members or outflow (inflow). These effects are concentrated in lower income
and wealth quintiles. and non-neutral effect on
transfers (
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Public subsidization of long-term care services and supports (LTCSS) is
partial

 Often means tested, in most industrialized countries.

Informal care is the main source of LTCSS in Europe and is not
independent of incentives — causal evidence!

* Informal caregiving is not independent of the accessibility and affordability of
different forms of care

« US: Carcagno and Kemper (1988); Golberstein et al. (2009)
 Germany: Arntz and Thomsen (2011)
« Scotland: Kalsberg-Schaffer (2015)

Caregiving allowances gives rise to income effects - transfers of money and
time between family members (Sloan et al, 2002)

* |t strengthens the relative financial position of people in need of care

* One way of discriminating between different motivations is by examining an
exogenous change in income support to caregiving (McGarry, 2000).



Experiment 1: most prominent expansion of public funding of LTCSS in
Europe - 2007 Spanish ‘Promotion of Personal Autonomy and Care of
Dependent People’

(Sistema de Autonomia y Atencion a la Dependencia = SAAD)
Unexpected minority socialist government resulting form Madrid bombings
A lot of uncertain parlamentarian debate around the law

Unlike in the pre-reform period, where care was means-tested and provided
by local authorities and by the Social Security system (e.g. non-contributory
disability allowance), SAAD was a universal entitlement to receive long-term
care upon meeting the established needs test.

Three dependency degrees:
» Official Ranking Scale = evaluates 47 tasks grouped into 10 activities

» Moderate dependency: when the person needs help in order to perform
various basic activities of daily living, at least once a day.

» Severe dependency: when the person needs help in order to perform
various basic activities of daily living two or three times a day.

» Major dependency: when the person needs help in order to perform
various basic activities of daily living several times a day or needs the
indispensable and continuous support of another person.



‘Individual Care Plan’ is carried out to determine the services and/or benefits
that best match the applicant's needs. This program is established with the
participation of the beneficiary after the family is consulted. (services somehow
restricted during the first few years)

Catalogue of benefits of the Dependency System: included in-kind services
and cash benefits.

» In-kind services grouped home care, day and night centers and residential
services.

» Cash benefits for informal caregivers (caregiving allowances).

» Attempt to acknowledge the effort of informal caregivers who provided
long-term care to people in dependency situations.

» Are incompatible with public home care and day centres

» Requirements:
1) older than 18 years old and being legally resident in Spain
2) kinship within the third degree of consanguinity
3) co-residence with the person in need of care
4) housing conditions that make it possible to provide the required caregiving



» Cash benefits for informal caregivers (caregiving allowances).
» Informal caregivers were covered by Social Security System.

» Caregiving allowances are less than what the caregiver would be paid if
he/she were working, even at the minimum wage.

» Caregivers receive the caregiver allowance in his/her bank account and do
not need to provide receipts about how the allowance has been spent.

Implementation was undertaken by region states (autonomous communities),
and typically it was faster in some regions (run by the party in the central
government) than others (Costa-Font, 2010).

Table 1. Working of SAAD according to the main political affiliation of the regional government (%o)

Assessments 0 Caregiving allow. .
Applications Total LTC benefits
2008
Socialist 91.35 35.14
Non- socialist 68.93 63.06
Total 81.05 46.27

Note: Sccialist regional government: 2007 (Andalusta, Aragon, Asturias, Castilla La Mancha, Catalonia, Extremadura); 2011
(Andalusia, Aragon, Asturias, Castilla La Mancha, Extremadura).

Applications: total mumber of applications received.

Aszessments: official valuation of applicant’s long-term care needs using the Ranking Scale of the SAAD (it includes positives and
negatives valuations).

Awardees: favourable evaluations that recognize the entitlement to publicly funding long-term care (but does not imply the reception
of any benefit). Receiving: awardees that in addition are receiving some type of long-term care public benefit (economic or in-kind).
Source: own worl: using data from hitp-/‘'woww dependencia imserso gob es/dependencia_01/index htm




Experiment 2:

Large public deficit (8.9 per cent at the beginning of 2012), implicit bailout in
June/July 2012 = Royal Decree 20/2012, 13 July 2012

Amount of caregiving allowances for informal caregivers was reduced between
15 and 25 per cent conditional on dependency degree

Social Security stopped paying social contributions for informal caregivers.
The entry in the SAAD of ‘moderate dependency’ people was delayed until 2015.
Home care support declined:

» From 70-90 hours/month to 56—70 hours/month for ‘major dependency’
iIndividuals

» From 40-55 hours/month to 31-45 hours/month for ‘severe dependency’
individuals

Policy Implication: to avoid cost escalation more attention to the design



Implementation of the SAAD & DATA

Figure 1. Disability and caregiver allowance entitlements by Spain per SHARE wave

ACT 3972006, of 14th December, on the
Promotion of Perzonal Autonomy and
Care for Dependent Perzons (SAAD)

.

|

2004 & 2006
Wave 1 &2

|
l

/D;ibilil}' Allowance (dezres uf\\' ”,—

011
Wave 4

I/;M'EI'EEE EI_FI-B.IJ.EiIZIII o evers \\

2007
Wave 2

_‘\\l

v n - Caregiver allowance dependent and moderate
dizability higher than 65%) art. 18 SAAD Act).: S
E Major dep&udat:::'. Level 2: 487€ dependent (el cane
* Before 1950: 286€ (mchiding + Major dependency. Level 1: 390 € Major Dep. Level
careziver and transport allowaneca). .« o means-tee,ted,-hut with # Majer Dep. Lavel 1 417 €
* Means-tested (very stct meoms copavments (com 1 aceordine ® Devera Dep. Lavel 2: 337 €
thrazhold) to awardee’s meome and asse’rs}_ * Zevera Dep. Lavel 1: 300 €
\_ _/J # Noderate Dep. Level 2: 180 £
* After 1990- 322 £ ® Co-payment was suspended

during 2011 by High-Court

L\_AF_E: 18-85 vears -’/'

N /

1013
Wave &5

./];ndgem':r cutz imtroduoced \\,

by Royal Decree 20/2012,

July 13*

* Previous beneficianes:

# Major Dep. Lavel 2: 442 €

# Major Dep. Lavel 1: 354 €

* Zevera Dep. Laval 2: 236 €

¢ Devera Dep, Lavel 1; 285 €

¢ Mod Dep. Level 2: 153 €

# Mew beneficiaries:
(dizappearance of
distinetion between levels)

¢ Major Dap: 8T €

# Severa Dap: 268 £

\\l Mod Dep.: 153 € /

For a better understanding of the amount of caregiver allowance and disability allowance, they can be compared
with minimum wage: 460.50 €month (2004), 540.90 €/'month (2006), 570.60 €month (2007), 641.40 €month

(2011), 645.30 €/month (2013).



Official data: Caregiving allowances

Figure 2. Evolution of caregiving allowances (total and percentage with respect to

total long-term care benefits). (2008-2013)
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Data sources

= SHARE (Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe)
= Wave 1 (2004): 2,396 obs.
= Wave 2 (2007): 2,228 obs.

= Wave 4 (2011): 3,690 obs.
= Wave 5 (2013): 8,283 obs.

= Caregiver’s characteristics
= Age, gender, marital status, level of education
= Disabilities:
= Seven categories: 0 (not dep),1,2,3,4,5, 6 (very dep).
= 1 &2 = equivalent to moderate dependent
= 3 &4 = equivalent to severe dependent

= 5 &6 = equivalent to great dependent
= Income and wealth

= Regional variables. GDPper capita, unemployment rate, other
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PTA: Pre & post-reform differences (l)

Figure 3. Percentage of respondents who receive caregiving subsidy
(allowance) conditioned on receiving or not informal care
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Informal care: care provided by family members, friends or
neighbours (i.e., excluding profesional caregivers and household
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PTA: Pre & post-reform differences (ll)

Figure 4. Percentage of respondents who receive caregiving allowance
conditioned on receiving or not inflow intergenerational transfers
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We estimate a difference-in-difference fixed effect model for the probability of
receiving informal care and the probabilities of receiving (giving) economic
support to (from) informal caregivers, giving in the linear case

Yiee = XiceBo + Pr1Ece + B,SAAD;c¢ + [3POST,+[,POST, * SAAD; ¢, +
+C.+T; + €t (1)

Yict = { ICict» TRRicti TRGict}

SAAD; . 1 if the individual is receiving a cash subsidy (caregiving allowance).

» Before 2007: major disability benefit, third-party benefits, non-contributory
invalidity pensions or family benefits for dependent children.

» After 2007: (i) individuals who were not receiving any type of benefit
previously, were evaluated according to the Official Ranking Scale of the
SAAD, and (ii) individuals who were already receiving any of the benefits
mentioned in the previous point were re-evaluated according to the Ranking
Scale and re-classified as moderate, severe or major dependent.

POST, : 1 if the observation relates to the after reform period

C. and T; denote Autonomous Communities fixed effects and year fixed effects,
respectively, and ¢;., is an individual-specific error term.



Given that the reform was the ‘star social program’ of a newly elected socialist
government, and that the regions were co-financing and implementing the
reform, we employ regional political information to instrument the reform

SAAD;ct = yvo + V1S0Cict + Vo POST, * Socicr +y3Zee + Eqy +Cc +T +0;t (2)
POSTSAADlCt = 50 + 6150Cl'ct + 52P05Tt * SOCiCt +5326t + ECt +CC +Tt +0iCt (3)

Soc;.; Is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the socialist party won the last regional
elections and zero otherwise (or the percentage of vote to the socialist party)

Z . coverage index for public home care in 2000 and 2002, before the onset of
the SAAD = to capture the effect of regional differences in the provision of
formal care.

» Additional robustness checks using as instrument the presence of daughters
in the family



Definition of the interval variable for the frequency of informal care

Interval proposed in terms of days per vear
SHAEE answers to frequency of | Interpretation {ICH,.,)
informal care Lower bound Upper bound
IC: less frequently than monthly 4.6 times/year 4 ]
IC: almost every monthly 11-12 times/vear 11 12
IC: almost every weekly 4.3 times/month 4% 32
IC: almost daily 6-7 days'week 313 363

More than one informal caregiver = new interval whose lower bound is the sum of the
lower bounds of all informal caregiving days, and whose upper bound is the sum of all the
upper bounds of informal caregiving days.

Estimate the following interval regression:
[CHict = Xictdo + MEct + A3Wier + C¢ + T, +@iy (4)

As exclusion restrictions (W;.;): the number of bedrooms in the house and birth
order and gender of adult children.

OLS regression for the predicted number of informal caregiving days (ICH;.;)
ICH; .t = Xjctico + K1Eop + K2SAAD; ¢ + kK3 POST; + kqoPOSTSAAD; .1+
+Cc +Tt +€ict (5)

Instrument SAAD and POSTSAAD following equations (2) and (3) and
introduce the predicted variables (SAAD;. and POSTSAAD;) in (5).



Endogeneity of the reform: First stage of IV

Table El. First Stage Estimates

Uzing 4 instruments DUzing & instroments
5AAD S5AAD interacted 5AAD S5AAD interacted
with year=2007, with year=2007, 2011
2011
Support socialist party Q021%# 0013 0.026% 0002
{001 (001 {0.01) (003
Interaction year=2007, 2011 -0, DgeF+= -0, 0443 -, 2 -D.046
(0.01) (0.0Z) (0.02) (0.0Z)
Home care coverage imdex (2000 - sEFE -D02EF* -0.048 = -0.033*
{D.01) {001} {0.02) {001}
Home care coverage imdex (2002) -D.0TEFFE -D04eEEE -D.082F* R
{D.02) {10,100y {D.03) (D01}
Proportion of daughters - - 0.015+= 0.0]19=2+
(% honzehold members) (0.0 Ty (D.D0EY
M (#) 6672 6672 6641 6641
F (p-value) 15302 3543 2713 Bl24
{p = 0.0000) (= 0.0000) {p=000000 {p=0.0000)
F-test of excchaded instrornents T.79 (p= 000045 0.57(p = 0.0002)
Endoganaity
Dhorkban (score) chal 31.3691 (p = 0.00007 62433 (p = 0.0000)
Wie-Hameman 15 8073 (p = 0.00007 338025 (p="0.0000)
Undenidentification
Eleiberzen-Pazp rk LI stahste 509 (p=0.0136) 15 210 {p=0.0000)
Weak idanbfication
Eleibergen-Pazap rk Wald F statistic 7930 B912
Cragz-Dionald 10.662 13,005
Stock and Yeogo test critical 1070 maximal TV size: 7.03 10%% maramal TV size: .43
values(¥¥) 15%% maximal IV =ize: 4 38 15% maxamal IV size: 6.18
2020 mavimal [V size: 295 20%0 maamal TV size: 540
253%% mavimal [V size: 363 15% maxamal IV size: 445

Hamzoan's J-stah=he

Chi*(2)=0.874 (p=0.6435)

Chiy3)=0.673 (p=0.8791)

(¥} standard emmor of the estimated coefficients are not directly comparabls becanse sample size iz slightly smaller mn the estimation

with 5 instroments. The reason iz that some respondents refuze to anzwer the question “mumber of children™.

{*¥): As there are fwo or three sndogenons variables, the comparizon of Stock-Toso crtical values 15 done with respact to

Elaibargen-Paap rk statiztic. Wild cluster by autonomous conmmunity and bootstrap with 1,000 replications (Cameron et al., 2003).

Four imstruments: Support socialist party, support socialist parbv¥Fpost-reform dunsmy, home care coverage mndex m 2000 and 2002

Five mstrumsents: Support socialist party, suppert socialist partv¥post-reform dammoy, home care coverage indest m 2000 and 2002, 16

proportion of danghters m the household.



Experiment 1. Endogeneity of reform implementation

Table 2. Comparison OLS and IV estimates. (2004-2011)

Informal care Outflow transfers Inflow transfers
OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV
Facaives 344N -0.03 5%+ SIS S 0.027* Q045 %== .04 %e== .03 %=
{0.01} {0.01} (0.0} (0.01) {0.01} {0.01}
Interaction Year=2007 or 2011 0.173%%#* 0.3]17%*%* 0.145%** 0.203%*=* 0.073Fx= -0.103%%=
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Year=2005 0.045%= DS =0.009 -0.0011 001G 0015
(0.0} (0.01) {0.01) (0.01) {0.01) {0.01)
Year=2007 0.008 0.008 QD50+ Q055> S001] e R L
{0.01} {0.01} {0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Year=2011 =0T SV b )25 )T 0015 Q15w
(0.01) (0.01} (0.03) (0.03) (0.00) (0.00)
Fazl mcome (million € 2011} Y S0 Q1T QL1 ee> (.1 Qe 05 0043
(0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.03) (0.013 (0013
F.aal wealth (million € 2011} =0 Qg =0 Q0L T R 0025 0012+ <0011%=
{0.00) {000} {0.01) {0.01) {000} (000}
Demographics Yez Yez Taz Tez Tasz ez
Eatz Index Yez Yez Taz Tez Tasz ez
MWarital status Tes Tes Taz Yez Taz Tes
Education Tes Tes Taz Yez Taz Tes
Unemplovment rate Tes Yez Taz Tes Taz ez
Regional GOP Tes Tes Taz Tes Yaz Yes
Ragionzl dummiss Yez Yez Taz Tez Tasz ez
Constant 0] ~0.070ee (1059w 0.15]%=* QT 00g] ==
{0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 0.0 {0.01
N 5672 5672 5672 6672 5672 5672
R* 0,288 0297 0111 0120 0125 0131
F-staristic 184 57 2280 T1.38 55323 6074 4465
p-value 0.000 0,000 000 Q.00 0000 0,000

Note: Ommtted vanables: Year=2004, women, no elementary education, widow, Katz mdex equal to zero. Standard errors between
parenthesiz. Wild cluster by autonomous commumity and bootstrap with 1,000 replications (Cameron et al., 2008).

IV regressions employ “support for PSOE (Spamish socialist party), home care coverage mdex (2000, 2002) as an mstrument.
Diagnosis test are reported m Table D4 m the appendix.
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Table B3. Estimates of the effects using an additional instrument (as stated below)

Experiment 1. Main results with 4 vs 5 instruments

Informal care Outflow transfers Inflow transfers
IV4 IV-5 IV-4 IV-5 IV4 IV-5
imstruments  instruments | instruments  instruments | instruments  instruments
Recames SAAD (L2 geEs Q0GR 0045 %4+ 0057+ 0.032 %+ 0.024
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Interaction Year=2007 or 2011 0317+ 0315+ 0. 293+ 0308+ -0.103+*3 -0 11T+
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.02) (0.03)
Vear=2006 0044+ 0.071% -0.0011 -0 Q2+ -0.018+* -0.013%=
(001 (002 (0013 (001 (001 {0000
Year=2007 0.008 0.011%* (.055 %4+ 007G+ Q23R 0023
(0013 (0143 (0013 (002 {0.000 (0,04
Year=2011 ST -Q0gTEE S 13 TEER -0.134#= 0015 0027
{0013 (004 (0.03) {005y {0.000 {0013
Feeal meome (milhon € 20110 S REEs -l EER (. 100+ (.09 -0 3% -0.0go¥E
{000y {0000 (0.03) (003 (0013 {0013
Fozal wealth (malhon € 20110 SO0 gEsE S0 gEE 0.025%+ Q015 -0.011#= 0.015%
{000y {0000 {0.01) (0000 (0000 {0000
Demographics Vaz Ve Vaz Yaz Vaz Vaz
Eatz Index Yaz Wz Yaz Yasz Yz Yaz
Wantal status ¥asz ¥z ¥az Yasz ¥az ¥az
Eduration Yaz Yz Yeaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Unemployvment rate Vasz Wes Waz Vasz Wasz Wz
Eesional GDP Yaz Yasz Yaz Yaz Yaz Yasz
Eesional dormies Yaz Yaz Yasz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Comstant -(LrgEEs - aTEER (.15] %%+ 0.114# 0.04] #++ 0051
{002y (002 (0.03) (008 (001 (0.01%
N 6672 6641 6672 6641 6672 6641
R 0297 0223 0.120 0117 0.131 0.126
F-ctatistic 12280 13887 3323 6224 44,653 4685
p-value 0,000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Sample size 13 different for the IV estimation with 3 metruments becanse there were missmg values or refusal answers for the
mumber of children. Uzing clusters at autonomous commmmaty lavel
Four instrument (TV4): Support socializt party, support sccialist party *post-reform durmy, home care coveraga mdax m 2000 and 2002

Five mstruments (TV3): Support socialist party, support secialist party*post-reform durmy, home care coverags mdex m 2000 and 2002,
propertion of daughters m the household.
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Experiment 1. Caregiver Heterogeneity

Table 3. OLS and IV regressions for the probability of receiving informal care according to different profiles
of caregivers. (2004-2011)

Mot co-resident
Co-resident Mot co-resident Partner Co-resident child child
aLs v aLs v OLs v aLs v OLs v
Focerres SAAD D037 -0.025%* -0.051 -D.0z1** -0.023%* -0.017* -0.030% -0.0Z0%* -D.0z1** -D.015*
{0.01) [o.o1) [0.01) [0.01) {0.01) {0.01) [o.o1) [0.01) [0.01) [0.01)
Interaction with
Year=2007 or 2011 0165+ 0302+ 0218+ 0, A0F*** 01424+ 0L.240%** 0,197** 0.304** 0,220+ 0L405**
[0.02) (0.01) [0.01) (0.01) [0.01) {0.01) [0.00) (0.01) [0.00) [0.01)
Year=2008 0.040%** 0.041%4 0.041%%+ 0.041%++ D.043%4 004554 0.038%* 0.030%* 0,030+ 0.040%**
{0.01) [o.01) [0.01) [0.01) {0.01) {0.01) [o.01) [0.01) [0.01) [0.01)
Year=2007 0.008 0,000 0.000 0.008 0.008 0.008 0,000 0.000 0.010 0.011
{0.00) [0.00) [0.01) [0.01) {0.00) {0.00) [0.00) [0.00) [0.00) [0.00)
Year=2011 -0.058%* -0.058%* -0.063** -0.063** -0.071%* -0.073%* -0.063%* -0.063** -0.063** -0.065%*
{0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) {D.00) {0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (D.00)
Real income {million € 2011) -0.022% =0.0Z0%* -0 055 -0,035% -0.015%* =0.017% -0.0z2g% =0, 027 -0,035% -DL0Sa%e
[0.01) [o.0a) [0.02) [0.0z) [0.01) [0.01) [o.0a) [0.04) [o.od) [0.od)
Real wealth l:millil}n € ZI]':L:[] -0.010%* -0.011%* -0.01a -D.01ate -0.005%* -0.006%* -0.013%* -0.01a -0.017 -0.018%*
{0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) {0.00) {0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Demographics &5 Y25 25 25 &5 &5 Y25 25 25 &5
katz index Y25 A= A= A= Y25 Y25 A= A= A= Ye5
Marital status &5 Y25 25 25 &5 &5 Y25 25 25 &5
Education fes hi=H R R fes fes hi=H R R RS
Unemployment rate Yes fes5 fe5 YEs Yes Yes fes5 fe5 YEs YEs
Regional GOP fEs fes hi=H R fEs fEs fes hi=H R &5
regional dummies Y25 25 Y25 Y25 Y25 Y25 25 Y25 Y25 YEs
Constant -0,112%% =0,173% 0.052%* 0,051+ -0.051%* -0.0B0%* -0.011 -0.017* 0,027 0.042%%*
{0.01) [0.02) [0.02) [0.02) {o.01) {0.02) [o.o1) [o.o1) (oo (o)
N 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672 6,672
R 031z 0.330 0322 0.328 0.370 0.375 0.350 0.350 0.352 0361
F-statistic 5z0.12 448.23 TE5.23 EE8.23 312.58 2EB. 25 358.B9 345.70 201.53 1E5.71
p-velus 0,300 i0.000 i0.000 i0.000 0,300 0,300 i0.000 i0.000 i0.000 0.0D0

MNote: Omitted variables: Year=2004, women, no elementary education, widow, Katz mdex equal to zero. Standard errors between
parenthesis. Wild cluster by autonomous community and bootstrap with 1,000 replications (Cameron et al.| 2008).

IV regressions employ “support for PSOE (Spanish socialist party) and home care coverage mdex (2000, 2002) as an instrument.
Diagnosis test are reported 1n Table D4 in the appendix.



Experiment 1: Income and Wealth heterogeneity

Table 4. OLS and IV regressions for the probability of receiving informal care and intervives transfers by
income quintile and wealth guintile (2004-2011

INCOME QUINTILES Informal care Outflow transfers Inflow transfers
oLs I OLS I OLS I
Interaction SAAD & YEAFR==2007 or YEAR=I011 0. 17T5%* 0320w 0. 140%** L R =007 0% -0 0gg
(0,03} (0,03} (0.02) {0.02 (0.02) (0,02}
Imteractions SAAD & YEAR=I007 or 2011
1zt guintile mcome 0. 112%%= 020 **= -0.00z= =0.005 D.OET+* 0 118**=
(0,04} (0.04) (0,00} (0,00} (0,03} (0.03)
2nd quintils income 0.0Tg == 0.132%%= 0.015%%* Q.05 %= 0.045%%* 0.0G5%**
{0.01} (0,01} (0,01} (001} (001} (0,01}
5rd guintils incoms -0.035% -0.0545w D.0T5ee* (154 *Ex -0 Qg -0 13gE*x
{0.01} (0,01} (0,01} {0.01) (0,03} (0.03)
4th quintile income -0 DES -0 1s]Fx* 0.08G%** LI ) | i =0 L g -0 158x**
{0.01} {0.01) (0,01} {0.01) (001} (0.013)
WEALTH QUINTILES Informal care Outflow transfers Inflow transfers
OLSs IV OLS IV OLS IV
Imteraction SAAD & YEAFR==2007 or YEAF=2011 0.174%= 0.30] === 0141 === 0. 2T1ee= 0071 -0.003 %=
(0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.07) {0.07)
Imteractions SAAD & YEAR=I007 or 2011
1zt guintile wazlth 0.0E4 === 014 TEx -0.023* -0p3nE* 001g=== L |
(0,02} (0.02) (0,01} (0.00) (0,03} {0.01)
2nd quintile wealth 0.023 === 0.044 %= -0.0L 5w RV EE N b 0.011** 0.015%*
(0,00} (0,00} (0,00} (0,00} (0,00} {0.00}
Srd guintile wealth -0.01gsw -0 T 0.023%* 0041 === S R b -0 033
(0,00} (0,00} (0,00} (0,00} (001} (0,01}
4th guintile wealth -00T7gee -0 150*** 0,044 %= f.0a]** ~0030se= -0.0gTEEE
{0.01} {0.01) {0.01} {0.01) {0.01} {0.01)

Note: 5th quintile of income or wealth rate 13 the omitted category. Other explanatory vanables included m the regressions: age,
gender, Katz mmdex, marntal status, level of education, year and regional dummies, real income (in the regression for wealth quintiles)
and real wealth (in the regression for mcome quintiles).
Omutted vanables: Year=2004, women, no elementary education, widow, Katz mdex equal to zero. Standard emors betwesn
parenthesiz. Usmg clusters at autonomous commuuty level.
IV regressions employ “support for PSOE (Spamish socialist party) and home care coverage mdex (2000, 2002) as an instrument.
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Experiment 2. effect of the 2012/13 Austerity budget cuts

Table 5. Effect of austerity reforms. (2004-2013).

IC Ic
Duiflow Inflow IC IC Co- Not co-
Informal | intervivos intervivos Co- Not co- IC resident resident
care transfers transfers resident resident Pariner child child
OLS Estimates
Recerves 844D BRI R 0.025= .04 =+ -0.035es -0 03 eke SN2 T - 020EkE -0024
{0.01) {0.01) {0.013 {0.01) {0.01) {0.01) {0.013 {0.013
Interaction 2007 0.132=+= 0.088%* -DOTE* 0.0952+ 0.113=+= 0072+ 0.123=* 0.140=*
(0.04) {0.03) (0.01) {0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Interaction 2011 1) 0.190%+ -0.122* 02152+ 02752+ 0.163=+ 0.247%* 0.295=*
(0.03) (0.02) {001y (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) {0.03) {0.03)
Interaction 2013 -0.09g%+ -0.046%+ 0.043=+% -0.07TEEE -0.158%+* -0.023#= -D.125%* -0 1TeEE
(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
IV Estimates
Receives SAAD -0 05w 0.045%++ 0.033%+ -0.027* -0.022 -0.017* -0.021** -0.014*
{0.01) {0.01} {001y (0,01) (01) (0.01) (.01} (0.01)
Interaction 2007 0.100%* 0.081%* -0.06T* D.061=+ 0.085%+% 0.071#+% 0.07TE*E D.090=*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Interaction 2011 02202+ 0.213%+% -0.170* 02552+ 0.320%+% 01952+ 0.29] =+ 0. 3422+
(0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03)
Interaction 2013 -D0ETEEE -0.083FxE .06 =+ -0.044F* -0.0a1EEE -0.012 -DOT4ERE -0 10TERE
(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Income and wealth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dependancy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mhiarital status Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Unemploymant Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fegional GDE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Omnitted variables: Year=2004, women, no elementary education, widow, Katz index equal to zero. Standard errors between parenthesis. Using

clusters at autonomous commumnity level
IV regressions employ “support for PSOE (Spanish zocialist party) and home care coverage index (2000, 2002) as an mstroment



Ext Experiment 1 &2: Effect on the frequency of informal care?

Table 7. OLS regression for the predicted number of informal caregiving days (after first-stage regression for

SAAD and POST*5AAD)
OLS-1 OLS -2 OLS -3 OLS -4 OLS -5
Pamnel A: 2004-2011
Faceives 34AD 135.5604%= 15 432%%% 15 432%*= 15 432%%% 15 432%%%
(3050 (3.05) (3.05) (3.05) (3.05)
Interaction Year=2007 or 2011 13.3]15%+= 13.117%* 13.117%* 13.117%* 13.117%*
(2.62) (2.61) (2.61) (2.61) (2.61)
N 1321 1321 1321 1321 1321
F 434 98 435.23 4383.27 43577 43350
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
B: 0565 0572 0574 0580 0583
Panel B: 2004-2013
Faceives 3AAD 16.23]1%+*= 13 220%F% 13 220%*= 13 220%F% 13 220%F%
(3.32) {3.30) {3.30) {3.30) {3.30)
Imteraction Year=2007 3,782 3. 763+ 1. 763%+* 3. 763+ 3. 763+
(1.25 (1.21) (1.21) (1.21) (1.21)
Imteraction Year=2011 0.743%+% 9. 73TEEE 9. 7ATEEE 9. 73TEEE 9. 73TEEE
(2.65) (2.64) (2.64) (2.64) (2.64)
Interaction Year=2013 .24 3552 -6.211%* -6.211%* -§.2]2%%= -6.211%*
(2.73) (2.71) (2.71) (2.71) (2.71)
N 2302 2302 2302 2302 2302
F 510008 51025 51027 51028 51028
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
B: 0682 0693 0.693 0.698 0.65%
Foeal income {million € 2011) Lo Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Foeal wealth (million € 2011} Lo Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Demographics Yeaz Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Dependency Yeaz Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Marital stataz Vaz Yasz Yasz Yasz Yasz
Educatien Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Unemployment Lo Mo Yaz Mo Yaz
Fegional ZDP Lo Mo Mo Yaz Yaz
_ Regional dummies Tas Yas Yas Yas Yas

Uzing score bootstrap-t to obfam robust standard ervors within chosters (aufonomons commumities). First-stage regressions nang four
mstnoments: Support socialist party, support socialist party *post-reform durrry, home care coverage mdax m 2000 znd 2002
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Robustness: Exchange motivation for intervivos-transfers?

Table 6. Exchange motivations for transfers

Outflow intervivos transfers

Inflow intervivos transfers

2004-2011 2004-2013 2004-2011 2004-2013
Eecamvas SAAD 0.017* 0.018# 0.001 0.001
{0.01) {0.01) {0.01) {0.01)
Eecamves mformal care 0.031 0.03 0.03]=+* 0.03(0=+=*
(0.02) {002y {0.01) {0.01)
SAAD *Post-reform -0.013 -0.013 0018 0018
(0.03) {0.03) {002y {0.02)
SAAD *Informal care -0.019 -0.017 0.10]=+* 0. 102 %%=*
(0.04) {004y {00y {0.02)
Informal care * Post-raform -0.016 -0.015 001 0,003
(0.02) {002y {0.01) {0.01)
SAAD * Informal care * Post-reform 0.30s%* 0.233%%* -0 159%%= -0.140%*=
(0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)
Demographics Yeaz Yeas Yes Yeas
KEatz indesx Waz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Mantal status Waz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Education Yaz Yasz Yasz Yaz
Unemployment rate Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Eegional GDP Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Eegional dommmes Yaz Yaz Yaz Yaz
Conztant 02063+ 0.285%%* 0.087=+* 0.08g=+*
-.03 -0.03 002 -0.02
N 6,672 14,833 6,672 14,833
E2 0.123 0.133 0.123 0.133
F-statistic B.B33 9.0230 12.035 10.975
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Oputted vanables: Year=2004, women, no elementary education widow, Katz mdex equal to zero. Standard emrors betwean
parentheziz. Uzmg clusters aft automomous community level.

IV regreszions emplov “zupport for PEOE (Spamsh socialist party) and home care coverage mdex (2000, 2002) as an metrument.
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Robustness: Effect of informal care at the baseline

Without wave 5 With wave 3
Informal Crtflow Inflow Informal Outflow Inflow
care Imtervivos Intervivos Care mtervIvos mtervivos
transfers transfers transfers tranzfers
Fecelves SAAD 0030 0003 0.001 0013 0.013 0.000
{0.02) {0.02) {0.01) {0.02) {0.02) {0.01)
Informal care (2004/06) (1. 790*+* -0.002 (.108++* (). 70g** 0.000 (.106%+*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
SAAD * IC(2004/06) 0.013 0.013 0.019 0.041 0.025 0007
{0.03) {0.04) (0.02) {0.04) {0.03) {0.02)
[C(2004/08)*Post-reform Q.474%* 0002 Q.111%*# a0 0004 . 10G%*#
{0.03) {0.02) {0.01) {0.03) {0.02) {0.01)
SAAD * IC(2004/06)*Post-reform  0.061% 0.037 0.034 0.059 0.008 0.012
(0.07) (0.06) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02)
Constant Q211 (155 0.045%+* Q219%* (1ETF 0.051%*
{0.02) {0.02) {0.01) {0.04) {0.03) {0.01)
N 3,39 3,396 3,39 5,084 5,094 5,094
B2 0.387 0.097 (1.088 (1366 0.110 0.105
F-statistic 200447 0404 10.821 203.362 0045 10.415
p-value 0.000 0.000 {.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Includmg: demographics, dependency, mantal status, education, memployment regional GDP and regional dummies.
The first three regressions have been performed over the subsample of mdividuals who have answered waves 1, 2 and 4, whereas the
last three regressions have been performed over the subsample of mdriduals who have answered waves 1, 2, 4 and 3. Using clusters

at autonomous commumity level.
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Table 11. Effect of the SAATD over informal caregiving behaviowr

Supply of co-resident informal caregivers
OLS-1 OLS -2 OLS -3 OLS -4 OLS -5
Panel A: 2004-2011
Care recipient receives SAAD 0027 0028 0028 0028 0.028
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Interaction Year=2007 or 2011 Q.28 7T A% Q. 290 %*** G 290 %** Q. 290 *%k* Q. 290k
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
™ 6.672 6672 6.672 6672 6672
F T7.780 7925 7985 8.025 8.065
p-value Q.000 0000 Q_.000 0.000 0_.000
B2 0206 0207 0210 0212 0215
Panel B: 2004-2013
Care recipient receives SAAD 011 4%%% 011 7**k% 011 §%%*%* 0.11 8%k 0.1 1 g%k*
(0.02 (0.02 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Interaction ¥Year 2007-2013 0_150%%% 0.1 52%%% 0153 %% 0. 153 %%k 0153 %%k%
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Interaction Year 2007-2011 0 2809 %%* 0 289 0 28G9 %* 0. 289 0 289
(0.02 (0.02 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
~N 14955 14,955 14955 14955 14,955
F 27 463 27.485 27493 27.512 27.525
p-value 0.000 0000 0_.000 0.000 0000
B2 0221 0225 0230 0.232 0234
Real income (million € 2011) No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Real wealth (million € 2011) No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dependency Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mdarital status Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Education Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
TUnemployvment No No Yes No Yes
Regional GDP No No No Yes Yes
Regional dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

MNote: Omitted variables: Year=2004, women,_ no elementary education. widow, Katz index equal to zero. Standard errors between parentheses. Wild
cluster at the regional level and wild bootstrap with 1.000 replications (Cameron et al.. 2008). IV regressions employ *support for PSOE (Spanish
socialist party). home care coverage index (2000 2002) as an instrument.

Table 12. Effect of caregiving subsidies on formal care employment (emplovees in social services to non-
institutionalized dependent people)

OLS-1 OLS-2 OLS-3 OLS-4

SAAD -BT7 . 8Ok -B8.02%%* -88 23 %%k -B8 56%%F*
(12.58) (12.50) (12.49) (12.48)

Interaction Year 2011 -2.392 57 %% -2.390 .81 %% -2.389 67 %k -2 388 54%%
(523.58) (523.14) (522.96) (52187)
Interaction Year 2013 -125 68%** -125 47%%% -125 12 %% -124 T4Hwk

(33.21) (32.13) (32.17) (31.78)

Year=2011 8,269 13 %% 8,269 .01 %%* 8,269 .02%%* 8,268 96% %k
(1.126.22 (1.126.18) (1.126.17) (1.126.15)

Year=2013 842 4 5%k 842 34 %%% 841 32 %% 841 11 %%%
(223.15) (223.07) (223.08) (222.15)

Constant T 392 81%** T 391 14%*% T 391 25%%% T 390 87%**
(1,058.11) (1,057.16) (1,057.24) (1,057.01)

Unemployment No Yes No Yes

Regional GDP No No Yes Yes

Regional dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 12,508 12,508 12,508 12,508

F 460.73 462 25 468.71 47892

p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

R2 0.391 0.410 0.411 0.423

Regressions performed only over wawve 2 (2007), wave 4 and 5. Standard errors between parenthesis. Clustered estimates at regional level and wild bootstrap with 1,000
replicadons (Cameron etal., 2008).



Simulation
Monthly estimate of the economic impact of SAAD

A. Monthly Coef Beneficiari | Average 4) (5) (6) Per capita
Estimate of es caregivin Product (1)*(2)*(3) % with respect to expenditure
SAAD g (€/month) SAAD expenditure (Elyear)

allowanc
e

2007 0.100 6,612 476,31 327,538 1.296% 0.086

2011 0.220 400,086 357,34 31,881,548 21.216% 8.09

2013 0.057 408,296 299,78 -7,466,456 -7.416% 1.92
B. Economic Beneficiaries Predicted Wage® Wage Economic value of GDpd % with
Value 1) number of (€lyear) (€/day) informal care (€) (108 €) respect to

caregiving 3) 1)*(2)*(3) GDP
daysP
(2)

2007 6,612 215.47 15,150.36 41.51 59,138,784 1,080,807 0.01
2011 400,086 239.18 15,230.32 41.73 3,993,250,924 1,070,413 0.37
2013 408,296 206.32 14,439.92 39.56 3,332,519,791 1,025,634 0.32

(1) Coefficient of the interaction SAATD & year dummy (Table 7)

(2) Population beneficiaries using calibrated weights

(3) Average Caregiving Allowance (multiplying average monthly benefit for each dependency degree by the distribution of beneficiaries by
dependency degree: Table B4)

(4) To obtain the percentage with respect to total expenditure of SAAD. we have multiplied the monthly estimation by 12 and divided by anmnual
expenditure corresponding to that vear.

(5) Total expenditure in the SAAD: 302.563.029€ (2007): 1.802.975.359€ (2011); 1.206.789.133€ (2013)

(6) Per capita expenditure is obtained multiplving monthly estimation (4) by 12 and dividing by total population. Total population: 45 668,938
(20071, 47265312 ({2011).46.771.341 (2013). Source: National Institute of Statistics. h Jiweow ine.es/

=Population beneficiariesusing calibrated weights.

b Predictions obtained with the results of the interval regression

=Annual Survey of Labour Costs (INational Institute of Statistics). Wage corresponding to employees in social services without lodging.

dNational Accounts (National Institute of Statistics). Nominal Gross Domestic Product.
Number of registered beneficiaries in the SAAD was: 11.385 (May 2008).401.176 (June 2011).409.435 (June 2013). Supply of co-resident
informal caregivers
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Discussion 27

Experiment 1 (Expansion of caregiving allowance):

Expansion of LTC insurance had non-neutral effects on informal care and on intra-
household transfers.

« We find evidence of an expansion of 32% in the probability of an elderly person
receiving informal care after the reform, 10% reduction in inflow transfer and 29 %
increase in outflow transfers and increase in 13.6 days of informal care

« The effects were largely concentrated among bottom wealth distribution and is
heterogenous by caregiver type

Experiment 2 (Spending Cuts reducing caregiving
allowance):

Cut down on IC by 10% and an increase (decrease) in 5% of inflow (outflow)
transfers

Implications: caregiving allowances are not neutral and incentivize care
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