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Abstract. Education and science play an increasingly significant role in the development of modern society as well as the economy. The
number of years people spend on education has been steadily increasing over the past century, and this phenomenon has become truly
global. Thence, one would probably agree that education strengthens its importance in social and economic life, and its development
becomes an important indicator of the economic well-being and sustainable development of any given country. Our paper scrutinizes the
indicators of development and trust in eduction and science using a case study from Russian Federation, a country where education has a
very important, yet a dubious and debatable significance. In Russian society, a paradoxical situation has developed in many ways with
attitudes in society towards the state of the education system, which is reflected in the gap in the desire to give their children (or
grandchildren for that matter) the highest level of education coupled with a very low rate of assessment of this very education. We measure
and apply the indicators of growth of science and education based on the the level of trust which is taken as a proxy of the quality of social
capital. We show that a high level of trust characterizes social capital, which contributes to the establishment of depersonalized
(impersonal) social ties, both outside and inside organizations. On the other hand, the low level of trust causes a dysfunction of
management and complicates the formation of social ties and is characterized by the dominance of institutions that limit the possibilities of
social and professional mobility. Our results and outcomes can be useful for constructing economic and social measures for supporting the
growth of science and education as well as for finding the most effective pathways for achieving the sustainable development of this field
which leads to the increase in the economic competitiveness of a country.
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1. Introduction

The role of education and science in today’s world can hardly be underestimated. The development in this field is
becoming a crucial objective for any country aiming at achieving sustainable economic growth. Consequently,
education strengthens its importance in social and economic life, and its development becomes an important
indicator of the economic well-being of a country.

Many recent research studies and reports noted that education should be considered more widely than just a mixed
good (Biesta, 2015). Instead, it should be perceived not only as a private good (i.e. accumulation of human capital
of an individual) but also as a public good that forms common values and competencies that, in turn, increase the
effectiveness of the community as a whole (Natkhov, 2011; Kalyugina et al., 2015; Vasylchak and Halachenko,
2016; or Gulicheva and Osipova, 2017; Tkacova et al., 2018). This becomes an important aspect in the West
(including the European Union Member States and their well-designed educational and employment policies) as
well as in the East (Cabelkova et al., 2015; Hoschle et al., 2015; Jiroudkova et al., 2015; Volchik et al., 2018;
Senan, 2018).

Along with the growing importance of education in modern society there is a certain dissatisfaction with its
quality. This trend can also be observed in Russia and represents a truly worrying pattern (see Volchik and
Maslyukova, 2017). What can explain the decline in subjective assessments of the state of the education system in
a society? Since subjective assessments of the state of the education system are largely related to a variety of
personal expectations, on the one hand, underestimating the benefits of education, on the one hand, and
overestimating educational expenses, on the other, leads to a decrease in educational aspirations, as well as an
increase in mistrust to the education system in society, and, as a result, lower subjective assessments (Wong et al.,
2015; Lisin et al., 2015; Sommerfeld, 2016; Lisin et al., 2016). One may easily agree with the argument that an
increase in the duration and coverage of higher and vocational education is sometimes considered as a factor of
instability in the labor market. The massification of higher education leads to the fact that graduates can not find a
job that meets their expectations for qualifications and pay (see Volchik and Posukhova, 2016).

This paper takes the level of trust as the main indicator of the quality of social capital. A high level of trust
characterizes social capital, which contributes to the establishment of depersonalized (impersonal) social ties, both
outside and inside organizations (Strielkowski et al., 2016). The low level of trust causes a dysfunction of
management and brings many complications to the formation of social ties and is characterized by the dominance
of institutions that limit the possibilities of social and professional mobility. Some recent studies showed that in
the context of political and economic crises, the role of citizens' confidence in institutions increases dramatically,
and social and political trust in the stability of public institutions becomes more important to their economic
efficiency (Putnam, 2000; Ostrom and Ahn, 2007). Moreoer, we contemplate with the idea that not only
interpersonal trust depends on the quality of social capital, but also trust in social institutions which, in particular,
is reflected in the subjective assessments of the shape and the level of development of the education system in a
given country.

Social capital bound can be viewed in the context of different types of trust: general (to all, in general), social or
personified (represented by the environment, neighbors, or colleagues) and institutional (represented by the
various types of social institutions) (see Mironova, 2014; or Nifio-Amézquita et al., 2017). Here, one can see that
social or personified trust is a more specific matter than other types of trust. Thence, speaking of social trust,
people assess their attitude not towards abstract images but towards specific people.

The Russian specifics of both personified and institutional trust are characterized by low indicators measuring this
trust. In fact, among the state institutions, relatively high levels of trust over the past fifteen years have been
observed only when it came to such institutions as the president and the army. These outcomes may be one of the
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consequences of a widespread relationship that can be described in the framework of the crony capitalism model
(also denoted as “crony capitalism” or “political capitalism”) (see Holcombe, 2018).

2. Education and science trends worldwide

Education is becoming a global phenomenon and a very important aspect of socio-economic sustainable
development. The average time spent on education by adults in developed countries is steadily growing with
every region in the world affected by this positive and favourable trend. One can see that the number of years
people spend in training has steadily increased over the past 100 years, and this phenomenon has become global.
If in 1870 the average duration of study was 1.2 years, by the middle of the 20" century it increased to 3.2 years,
and by 2010 it is more than 7 years (see Figure 1 that follows).
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Year
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Fig.1. The average duration of training (years in education) in individual countries, 1870-2010

Source: Van Zanden (2014)

In Russian Federation, an attitude to measuring the quality and the usefulness of the education system often
inclines to a paradoxical situation which is reflected in the gap in the desire to give their children (or
grandchildren) the highest level of education with a very low assessment of the quality of the educational system.
On the one hand, the majority of the respondents in Russia would answer the question “What kind of education
would you like to give to your children or grandchildren?” by choosing the highest level of education as the most
desired one. On the other hand, the assessment of the state of the education system according to the data of two
waves of the European Social Research shows that this level is below 50%: in 2012, the share of respondents
assessing the state of the education system not higher than 5 points was 71.75%, in 2016 this even dropped to
65.77% (European Social Survey, 2012).

Within the presented context, it becomes apparent that education is a trusting good which determines the
existence of specific institutions that allow actors to make decisions about the choice of an educational institution
or the trajectory of education. And here it is the quality of social capital that plays the decisive role. In relation to
the education system, we are based on the following logic: a low level of trust is a fundamental characteristic of
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Russian social capital which manifests itself in relation to the education system as a social institution. If the low
level of trust in society did not affect the attitude to the education system in society, then we would see more
positive assessments of the state of the education system than negative ones. That is, a low level of trust in other
people is associated with low indicators of institutional trust, which, consequently, means a low level of
satisfaction with the state of the education system, as the most important social institution. This can lead to
distortions on the labor market and effect the wellbeing as a whole (see e.g. Stojanov et al., 2011; Abrham et al.,
2015; or Strielkowski and Weyskrabova 2014).

Since dissatisfaction with the quality of the education system prevails in society, it can be assumed that the
general trend of distrust through social capital is also manifested in low assessments of the state of the education
system and is responsible for the formation of institutional traps and dysfunctions in education and science.
Within the public discourse, as well as the discourses of managers and officials, there is dissatisfaction with the
quality of education, which is often the key reason for its reform. Enders (2013) notes that “large-scale
institutional reforms in the provision of social services in general and in higher education in particular are often
legitimized by statements of loss of confidence in government institutions and their effectiveness”. The distrust
into the education system is reflected in assessments of the state of the education system in society which may
serve as a reason to justify the need to optimize the education sector.

The effective functioning of the education system is also associated with a level of trust depending on the
institutional environment. For example, Vidovich and Currie (2011) emphasize the importance of trust in higher
education policies, taking as an example the analysis of changing governance policies in Australian higher
education. Moreover, it can be noted that trust is a necessary determinant for the prosperity of science in
democratic societies while the subjective assessments of the educational sphere are associated with social
discourse and dominant ideas that become widely accepted as institutions (Markey-Towler, 2019).

3. The model and the data

In this paper, we set up a research objective aiming at confirming or disproving the hypothesis that the level of
satisfaction with the state of the education system is related to the quality of social capital (trust) and are
differentiated according to signs of income, position in the labor market and level of education. The information
base of the research is data from the 6™ and 8" waves of the European Social Research (European Social Survey)
for Russia conducted in 2012 and 2016. The sample size was 1444 people (6™ wave conducted in 2012) and 1405
people (8" wave carried out in 2016).

The evaluation of the state of the education system (stfedu) serves as a dependent variable. The level of
assessment of the state of the education system is measured using the question: “How do you assess the current
state of the education system in our country?” The possibility of answers ranged from O - very poor to 10 - very
good. The following characteristics are used as independent variables:

o level of education (variables edu_low - below average (basic group), edu_sr - secondary, edu_prof -
professional, edu_high - higher (tertiary));

e obtaining additional education in the last 12 months (variable dop edu, answer to the question: “Have you
attended any courses, lectures, trainings or classes in the last 12 months to improve your knowledge or
skills necessary for work?”” with answer options: 1 - yes, 0 - no);

e experience of the unemployed (variable u_emp, answer to the question: “Have you ever had to be without
work and look for a job for more than three months?”” with answer options: 1 - yes, 0 - no);
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e income (variable income_1 (base group), income 2, income_ 3, income_4, income_ 5, income_5,
income_7, income_8, income_9, income_10, indicating that respondents belong to one of ten groups by
total income of all family members per month after deducting all taxes);

o presence of work at the present time (the work variable, which takes values 1 - works, 0 - does not work);

o level of trust (social capital - variable trust). This variable is ordinal, i.e. the higher the value of the
variable, the more the respondent agreed with the above statement (the level of trust is measured by the
question: “Do you think that most people can be trusted, or do you tend to think that even excessive
caution in dealing with people will not hurt?” With answers from 0 to 10, where “0” means “even
excessive caution does not hurt *(basic group), and" 10 "-" most people can be trusted *).

As control variables, we consider the individual characteristics of workers: gender (gender variable: 1 - male, O -
female); age (age variable), square of age (age2), marital status (married variable, taking the value 1 if the
respondent currently lives with her spouse / partner, 0 - otherwise), type of settlement / place of residence
(variables (domicil_1 - big city (base group), domicil_2 - suburb or outskirts of a big city, domicil_3 - a small
town or urban settlement, domicil_4 - village / village, domicil_5 - farm or house in a rural area / farm) variables
variables edu_f_low / edu_m_low - below average o (basic group), edu_f_sr/edu_m_sr - secondary, edu_f_prof /
edu_m_prof - professional, edu_f_high / edu_m_high - higher (tertiary)).

In order to analyze the influence of selected characteristics of individuals on the subjective assessment of the state
of the education system in society, it is proposed to build the following model of multiple regression (1) from
spatial data for two time periods (based on 2012 and 2016 data):

Vi=Xif + ¢ (1)

where yi is the dependent variable, x is the vector of factors (independent and control variables), B is the model
parameters, € is the vector of unobservable random errors.

For testing the robustness of the results, the following ordered logit/probit model models are also constructed
using spatial data for two time periods (based on 2012 and 2016 data) (2):

Pi (yi=k|x) = F (ci- X'B) - (Ci1)- X'B) 2

where yi is the dependent variable, i = (1,11) , k =0,1,2, ..., 10, x is the vector of factors (independent and control
variables), B is the model parameters, ¢ = (- «, + ) - constants, and F is the logistic function (for ordered logit
regression) or standardized normal distribution (for ordered probit regression).

4. Results and discussions

In general, our results depicted in Figure 2 that follows demonstrate that the majority of respondents have a rather
low assessment of the current state of the education system: the proportion of respondents who assessed the state
of the education system as very poor (0 points) was 9.41% in 2012 and 7.47% in 2016, with the corresponding
share of 10 points (very good) - only 1.80% and 1.92%.

The assessment of the state of the education system varies depending on the level of education received. Among

respondents with higher education, only 6.89% highly rate the current state of the education system (grades 8-10),
while 22.96% of respondents rate the current state of the education system at a low level (0-2). The largest
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number of respondents (19.69%) who rate the current state of the education system as good (grades 8-10) have

lower secondary education.
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Fig.2. Histograms of subjective evaluation of education quality in Russia (2012 and 2016)

Source: Own results

Among respondents with experience of unemployed, the proportion of low marks (0-2 points) is higher than
among respondents who do not have such experience (24.94% against 18.92%). In addition, our results showed
that there is a parabolic dependence of the educational system estimates depending on age: the share of maximum
assessments of the state of the education system reaches its minimum at the age of 46-59 years for the first period
and 30-45 years for the second period of our data in question. Estimates of the state of the education system are
slightly different among men and women, suggesting that they are gender-neutral. Moreover, a large number of
respondetns dissatisfied with the current state of the education system lived in the suburbs and villages (rural
areas).

Our results show the following patterns: in both the first and second periods from which the data originates, only
higher (tertiary) education adversely affects the assessment of the state of the education system in the country,
which is apparently a consequence of the increase in labor market supply from highly educated workers.
Obtaining additional education during the last 12 months significantly reduces the assessment of the state of the
education system only in the first period, in the second period this effect disappears. Contrary to initial
assumptions, the experience of the unemployed, current employment and increased income do not have a
significant impact on the assessment of the state of the education system.

In the multiple regression model for two time periods, assessments of the state of the education system are
positively associated with an increase in confidence (social capital). This conclusion is also confirmed in ordinal
logit and probit regressions for two time periods, however, if in the first period only estimates for trust_2 and
trust_3 variables, indicating an increase in confidence to level 2 and 3, respectively, are statistically insignificant
compared to the base category 0 - “Even excessive caution does not hurt”, then in the second period only the
variables trust_6, trust_7 and trust_8 turned out to be highly significant (see appendixes 1 and 2). Therefore, lack
of trust is an important factor determining the wide dissemination in society of ideas about the need for
fundamental reform and optimization of the sphere of education and science. In addition, as expected beforehand,
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the obtained assessments of the state of the education system were gender-neutral. For two periods, the parabolic
dependence of the estimates of the state of the education system on age was confirmed.

Having a spouse / partner does not affect the state of the education system. The residence effect also has no
significant effect on the state of the education system: for the first period, the statistically significant predictor
with a positive sign was domicil_4 (village / village living) and domicil_5 (living on a farm or in a separate house
in a rural area / farm) with the basic category - domicil_1 (living in a big city), for the second period only the
predictor domicil_5 is significant.

Finally, in both the first and second periods, the presence of a father’s secondary education (edu_f_sr) increases
the subjective assessment of the current state of the education system. The same effect is observed in the first
period in relation to the predictor edu_m_sr - the presence of secondary education in the mother.

The stability of the results obtained from the data corresponding to different time periods indicates their
robustness. Thus, the conducted econometric analysis confirmed the connection between the subjective
assessments of the current state of the education system and the quality of social capital (trust). In addition, in all
specifications, there is a negative impact of the presence of higher (tertiary) education on the assessment of the
state of the education system in the country: more educated people are more critical about the state of the
education system in the country. The analyzed relationship between indicators of income levels and the situation
on the labor market (job availability, experience of the unemployed) and assessments of the state of the education
system has not been confirmed, which apparently requires further research.

Conclusions

Overall, our results revealed a low subjective assessment of the state of the education system. One of the most
important results of our study is that the level of trust is mainly positively related to the state of the education
system. A special role in assessing the state of the education system in the country is assigned to the level of
education received. The growth of labor supply on the part of highly educated workers and the overestimated
expectations of a future career determine the human perception of his social environment, which directly affects
the low subjective assessments of the state of the education system in people who have completed higher
(tertiary) education.

Generally, the lack of trust into institutions may be the best indicator of public discontent with the modern world.
Low public assessment of the quality of the education system serves as a basis for substantiating reforms in this
area, therefore, in the discourse of reform developers, the improvement of the quality of education is associated
with optimization. Optimization of education takes place against the backdrop of the dominance of the ideas of
management and new management in the public sector (New Public Management, or NPM). NPM optimization
is aimed at creating a competitive environment, introducing market mechanisms and rationalizing costs.

The broad spectrum of public attitudes, opinions as well as ideas about the need to optimize the sphere of
education and science is institutionalized in regulatory measures and policies aimed at optimizing (reducing the
number of teachers, the number of universities, scientific institutions). In the future, the quantitative assessments
will serve to develop a program of qualitative research of narratives, conducting questionnaires and in-depth
interviews to identify institutionalized rules that structure recurring interactions in the field of education and
science, as well as answering the question of whether institutional reforms in higher education and science cause
a lack of confidence and how likely it is that they will help restore confidence and raise levels of appreciation
within the society and general public.
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Appendix 1 - Factors (marginal effects) that affect the subjective assessment of the state of the education system

(2012)f
ols margins_ologit 0 margins_oprobit_0 margins_ologit_10 margins_oprobit_10
edu st -0,296 0,016 0,018 -0,003 -0,004
- (0,313) (0,018) (0,020) (0,004) (0,004)
-0,362 0,019 0,024 -0,004 -0,005
edu_prof

(0,313) (0,018) (0,020) (0,004) (0,004)
edu_high -0,702** 0,039** 0,045** -0,008* -0,010**
- (0,323) (0,018) (0,020) (0,004) (0,005)
dop_edu -0,593*** 0,034*=** 0,037*** -0,007*** -0,008***
- (0,186) (0,011) (0,012) (0,002) (0,003)
u_emp -0,051 0,002 0,004 -0,000 -0,001
- (0,153) (0,008) (0,010) (0,002) (0,002)
income 2 0,744 -0,036 -0,041 0,007 0,009
— (0,474) (0,027) (0,029) (0,005) (0,007)
income 3 1,101** -0,052** -0,066** 0,010* 0,015**
- (0,448) (0,025) (0,028) (0,005) (0,007)
income 4 0,756* -0,032 -0,043 0,006 0,010
- (0,456) (0,025) (0,028) (0,005) (0,007)
income 5 0,468 -0,019 -0,028 0,004 0,006
- (0,441) (0,025) (0,027) (0,005) (0,006)
income 6 0,651 -0,029 -0,035 0,006 0,008
- (0,443) (0,025) (0,027) (0,005) (0,006)
income 7 0,539 -0,024 -0,032 0,005 0,007
- (0,454) (0,025) (0,028) (0,005) (0,006)
income 8 0,826* -0,042* -0,048* 0,008 0,011*
- (0,448) (0,025) (0,028) (0,005) (0,006)
income 9 0,635 -0,031 -0,038 0,006 0,008
- (0,454) (0,025) (0,028) (0,005) (0,006)
income 10 0,427 -0,023 -0,025 0,005 0,005
= (0,444) (0,025) (0,027) (0,005) (0,006)
work -0,254 0,011 0,015 -0,002 -0,003
(0,177) (0,010) (0,011) (0,002) (0,003)

trust 01697

(0,026)
gender -0,099 0,006 0,008 -0,001 -0,002
(0,146) (0,008) (0,009) (0,002) (0,002)
-0,078*** 0,004*** 0,005*** -0,001** -0,001***
age (0,026) (0,001) (0,002) (0,000) (0,000)
age? 0,001*** -0,000*** -0,000*** 0,000** 0,000**
(0,000) (0,000) (0,000) (0,000) (0,000)
married 0,076 -0,002 -0,004 0,000 0,001
(0,152) (0,008) (0,010) (0,002) (0,002)
domicil 2 0,114 -0,014 -0,012 0,003 0,003
- (0,299) (0,017) (0,019) (0,003) (0,004)
domicil 3 0,197 -0,014 -0,014 0,003 0,003
- (0,162) (0,009) (0,010) (0,002) (0,002)
domicil 4 0,429** -0,029*** -0,027** 0,006** 0,006**
- (0,192) (0,011) (0,012) (0,002) (0,003)
domicil 5 1,991*** -0,094*** -0,105*** 0,018*** 0,023***
- (0,446) (0,028) (0,030) (0,006) (0,008)
edu f st 0,509** -0,034** -0,032** 0,007** 0,007**
- (0,234) (0,013) (0,015) (0,003) (0,003)
edu_f_prof 0,242 -0,018 -0,016 0,004 0,004
- (0,245) (0,014) (0,016) (0,003) (0,004)
edu_f_high 0,214 -0,017 -0,010 0,003 0,002
- (0,281) (0,016) (0,018) (0,003) (0,004)
edu m st -0,498** 0,028** 0,030* -0,006* -0,007*
- - (0,239) (0,014) (0,015) (0,003) (0,004)
edu_m_prof -0,207 0,011 0,013 -0,002 -0,003
- (0,252) (0,014) (0,016) (0,003) (0,004)
edu_m_high 0,007 -0,002 -0,002 0,000 0,000
- = (0,269) (0,015) (0,017) (0,003) (0,004)
trust 1 -0,055** -0,060** 0,011** 0,013**
= (0,024) (0,025) (0,005) (0,006)
trust_2 -0,009 -0,011 0,002 0,002

T Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

1451


http://jssidoi.org/jesi/
http://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2019.6.3(27)

ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES
ISSN 2345-0282 (online) http://jssidoi.org/jesi/

2019 Volume 6 Number 3 (March)
http://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2019.6.3(27)

(0.020) 0.022) (0,004) (0,005)
ot 3 20,022 20,029 0,004 0,006
- (0,020) 0.021) (0,004) (0,005)
oot 4 20,048 0,061 0,009%* 0,014%%*
- (0,020) 0.022) (0,004) (0,005)
oot 20,041+ 20,050%* 0,008%* 0,011%*
- (0.019) 0,020) (0,004) (0,005)
ot 6 0,068+ 0,082%%* 0,013%%* 0,018%%*
- 0.020) 0.023) (0,004) (0,006)
oot 7 0,088 0,103%* 0,017+ 0,023%%*
- 0.022) 0.023) (0,005) (0,006)
st 8 0,0717%* 0,084 0,014%%* 0,019%%*
- 0.022) 0.023) (0,005) (0,006)
oot 9 0,093*%* ~0,100%%* 0,018%%* 0,024%%%
- (0,029) (0,03 (0,006) (0,008)
T 10 0,100%%* 0117 0,021%%* 0,026%%*
- (0,035) (0,035) (0,008) (0,009)
cons 4,962
- (0.725)
Number of 1444 1444 1444 1444 1444
observations

Appendix 2 - Factors (marginal effects) that affect the subjective assessment of the state of the education system

(2016)1
ols margins_ologit_0 margins_oprobit_0 margins_ologit_10 margins_oprobit_10

edl st -0,255 0,014 0,013 -0,004 -0,004
= (0,296) (0,013) (0,015) (0,004) (0,005)
edu_prof -0,504* 0,025* 0,027* -0,006* -0,009*
- (0,290) (0,013) (0,014) (0,004) (0,005)
edu_high -0,901%% 0,042%** 0,048%** -0,011%% -0,015%*
- (0,300) (0,014) (0,015) (0,004) (0,005)
dop_edu -0,255 0,011 0,013 -0,003 -0,004
- (0,188) (0,009) (0,011) (0,002) (0,003)
W emp -0,274* 0,011 0,014* -0,003 -0,005*
- (0,146) (0,007) (0,008) (0,002) (0,003)
income 2 -0,085 0,001 0,003 -0,000 -0,001
= (0,285) (0,013) (0,015) (0,003) (0,005)
income 3 -0,280 0,015 0,017 -0,004 -0,005
= (0,310) (0,014) (0,017) (0,004) (0,005)
income 4 -0,194 0,012 0,013 -0,003 -0,004
- (0,335) (0,015) (0,017) (0,004) (0,005)
income 5 -0,041 0,003 0,005 -0,001 -0,002
— (0,293) (0,014) (0,016) (0,004) (0,005)
income 6 -0,209 0,010 0,013 -0,003 -0,004
- (0,296) (0,014) (0,016) (0,004) (0,005)
income 7 0,279 -0,013 -0,015 0,003 0,005
- (0,294) (0,014) (0,016) (0,004) (0,005)
income 8 0,220 -0,011 -0,009 0,003 0,003
- (0,305) (0,014) (0,017) (0,004) (0,005)
income 9 0,155 -0,009 -0,008 0,002 0,002
—~ (0,353) (0,017) (0,020) (0,005) (0,006)
income 10 -0,019 0,006 0,002 -0,002 -0,001
= (0,399) (0,018) (0,021) (0,005) (0,007)
work -0,029 0,002 0,002 -0,000 -0,001
(0,175) (0,008) (0,009) (0,002) (0,003)

trust 0,113%

(0,028)
-0,130 0,006 0,007 -0,001 -0,002
gender (0,142) (0,007) (0,008) (0,002) (0,003)
age -0,086%* 0,004*** 0,005%** -0,001%% -0,002%%
(0,026) (0,001) (0,001) (0,000 (0,001)
age2 0,001%** -0,000%%* -0,000%** 0,000%** 0,000%**
(0,000) (0,000) (0,000) (0,000 (0,000)
married 0,000 0,001 -0,001 -0,000 0,000
(0,147) (0,007) (0,008) (0,002) (0,003)

* Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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domicil 2 053 0,020 0,030 -0,005 20,009
- 0,337 0.018) 0.022) (0,005) 0,007)
somicil 3 0,107 -0,008 -0,008 0,002 0,002
_ (0,149) (0,007) (0,008) (0,002) (0,003)
somicil 4 0,047 20,003 20,004 0,001 0,001
- (0,181) (0,009) (0.010) (0,002) (0,003)
somicil & 1,679%% 0,081+ 20,089 0,021%* 0,028%*
_ (0,445) (0,030) (0,035) (0,008) 0.012)
duf o 0,486%* 20,021+ 20,027 0,005 0,008%*
— (0,225) 0,010 0.012) (0,003) (0,004)
oduf prof 0,445 ~0,021* ~0,024* 0,006 0,008*
. (0,255) 0.012) 0,014) (0,003) (0,004)
eduf_high 0,400 0,018 20,021 0,005 0,007
1 (0.275) 0.013) (0.016) (0,004) (0,005)
o m o 0,058 ~0,004 -0,005 0,001 0,002
_m_ (0,229) 0.010) 0.012) (0,003) (0,004)
odum_prof 0,252 -0,015 20,017 0,004 0,005
M. 0.247) 0.012) 0.014) (0,003) (0,004)
edu_m_high 0,160 ~0,009 20,012 0,002 0,004
_m_ (0,286) 0.014) (0.016) (0,004) (0,005)
st 1 0,012 0,018 20,003 ~0,006
- ©0.017) (0.019) (0,005) (0,006)
oot 2 20,020 0,015 0,005 0,005
- (0.015) (0.016) (0,004) (0,005)
et 3 0,017 0,014 0,004 0,005
. 0.014) (0.015) (0,004) (0,005)
st 4 20,020 0,018 0,005 0,006
- 0.014) (0.016) (0,004) (0,005)
st 20,024* 20,021 0,006* 0,007
- 0.013) 0.014) (0,003) (0,005)
oot 6 0,052%%* 0,050%%* 0,014%%* 0,016%*
- (0.015) (0.016) (0,004) (0,006)
et 7 20,037 20,032* 0,010%* 0,010*
- (0,015) (0,016) (0,004) (0,005)
st 8 20,0617 0,066 0,016%* 0,021
- 0.007) (0,018) (0,005) (0,007)
rost 9 20,026 20,017 0,007 0,005
— (0.025) 0.027) (0,007) (0,009)
et 10 ~0,044* ~0,044* 0,012 0,014
- 0.023) (0,026) (0,006) (0,009)
cons 6,057
- (0,620)
Number of 1405 1405 1405 1405 1405
observations
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