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ABSTRACT
The aim of this paper is to examine the role of family institution for the welfare of the networking members, specifically focusing on the poverty eradication. It is argued that the stronger family bonding mechanizes dynamic benefits through family networks that ensure the provision of higher consumption level, taking the families away from the poverty line. Thus, it is hypothesized that the stronger family bonding lowers the chances of poverty incidence.
Grounded in the social capital theory, the study uses empirical data from eleventh round of Pakistan Social and Living Standard Measurements, Social & Household Integrated Economic Survey (HIES) 2018-19 to seek the answers of the research questions. The final data set comprises of 27,131 households involving around 175,690 individuals from across the country.
The results show that family bonding (measured through remittances, ability to generate interest free loans and receipts from assistance [unearned, unpaid consumption]) significantly minimizes the poverty rate of households irrespective of the type of family i.e. nuclear or extended family. Moreover, the family bonding in extended families is nearly double than that in the nuclear families, resultantly the extended families are more capable of reducing the poverty than the nuclear families. Evidence shows that female headed households have the luxury of higher family bonding as compared with men headed households. Moreover, currently married female headed households took the lead across all categories of marital status and secured highest average family bonding. The results show that household headed by widow/widower and divorced are able to secure more family bonding than the overall average, while contrastingly the separated households underperformed in safeguarding impressive family bonding.
Further, presence of elderly in a household shows significantly higher transfers amid at family bonding. Thus, elderly members of the household i.e. grand-father / grand-mother, mechanize the family bonding, elevating them to much higher than the average level of family bonding. Also, the presence of mother-in-law / father-in-law nearly triplicates the average household family bonding. Thus, rather than considering these elderly people as burden –due to their ailing health and age factor, these elderly people –due to their diverse social ties, themselves become the source of unprecedented social support for the host households which is matchless from the families where these elderly people are absent.
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[bookmark: _Toc174133208]Introduction
The paper is about the welfare implications of the family networks. It aims to provide the basis for policy formulation in favor of family institutions by emphasizing the role of privately occurring family transfers, effectively eradicating poverty. This paper empirically shows that widespread family transfers are helping the poor eradicate their poverty while cushioning the vulnerable to eliminate their vulnerabilities. Therefore, the government’s institutional approach towards the family institution and subsequent policies to strengthen this social institution may have numerous social and economic benefits.
The literature abundantly discusses several questions pertaining to families, and their role in welfare and social capital accumulation such that; how families living as couples, parents, children, and groups generate, accumulate, and manage social capital? The consequences of social capital and how it works for the welfare of families and individuals? What is the suitable definition and measurement of social capital? etc. (Furstenberg, 2005; Brisson & Usher, 2005; Moehling, 2007; Brisson, 2009; Gazso et. al., 2016; Hill et. al., 2021; Akram & Maitrot, 2022; Katzow etl. Al., 2023). 
Scope of this research is not to answer any of such questions, rather, this research builds on one unanimous outcome from the literature on families and social capital, which is, that it actually exists for the benefits of the stakeholders involved. Thus, the positive implications of the family institution are the focus of this study, specifically aiming the suitable policy implications out of this debate for the welfare maximization of all involved i.e. individuals, families, and the society.
Family transfers, such as conditional cash transfer programs like the Family Hope Program (PKH) in Indonesia (Julfani & Putra, 2024), the Brazilian Cash Transfer Program (Bolsa Familia) in Brazil (Neves et. al., 2022), Family Rewards in the United States (Miller et. al., 2016), and BISP in Pakistan (Ambler & De-Brauw, 2017; Tariq et. al., 2021) have been instrumental in reducing poverty rates and improving family welfare. Research indicates that these programs have had positive impacts on various aspects, including meeting family consumption needs, reducing poverty rates, increasing access to health and education services, and enhancing overall well-being (Ahmed & Siddique, 2024). While some programs like PIP (Program Indonesis Pintar) assistance in Gorontalo, Indonesia have shown significant long-term effects on poverty reduction (Arham et. al., 2024), others like Bolsa Familia in Brazil have demonstrated a remarkable ability to reduce poverty and inequality through targeted transfers (de-Souza et. al., 2019). These findings underscore the effectiveness of family transfers in alleviating poverty and improving the quality of life for low-income families globally.
Research on family bonding and its role in addressing poverty reveals several key insights. Family bonds are crucial in providing welfare and stability in low-income neighborhoods. For instance, Brisson and Usher (2007) discuss the role of social capital in community-based programs, emphasizing the importance of neighborhood bonding in improving homeownership among poor families (Brisson & Usher, 2007). Akram and Maitrot (2022) highlight how families serve as welfare pillars, particularly for older persons in extreme poverty in Bangladesh, illustrating the concept of "relational security" (Akram & Maitrot, 2022). Additionally, Brisson (2009) explores different types of social capital—formal and informal bonding, and formal bridging—demonstrating their varied impacts on families in low-income areas (Brisson, 2009). Banovcinova et al. (2014) study the impact of poverty on family system functioning, finding that financial stress disrupts family roles and communication (Banovcinova et al., 2014). Lastly, another study by Brisson and Usher (2005) highlights the positive effects of neighborhood participation and stability on bonding social capital in low-income communities (Brisson & Usher, 2005). Together, these studies underscore the multifaceted role of family and community bonds in mitigating poverty's effects.
The scheme of this paper is such that the next section of this paper, the theoretical underpinning this research are discussed in the section of Theoretical Background. Heading forward, the data used for this study and the empirical methodology is discussed in detail.  Followed by the results, policy recommendations, the discussions and the conclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc174133210]Theoretical Background
This research is grounded in Social Capital Theory. James Coleman and Pierre Bourdieu (1986) offer significant insights into how social capital influences economic outcomes, particularly among low-income families. Coleman's theory emphasizes the role of social capital in creating beneficial networks and relationships that facilitate trust, information flow, and norms, which can enhance individual and collective economic activities (Marsden, 2021). In his research, Coleman argued that social capital, including family and community ties, is crucial for economic success and stability, especially in marginalized communities.
Bourdieu, on the other hand, provides a critical perspective, highlighting how social capital can perpetuate social inequality. He defines social capital as the sum of resources, actual or virtual, accrued by individuals through a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships (Jurik et al., 2006). Bourdieu suggests that while social capital can facilitate economic mobility, it can also reinforce existing social hierarchies, limiting the potential benefits for those in disadvantaged positions. Bourdieu believed that social capital is very “class specific” and leads to social inequalities. However, the positive effects of social capital veiled in the resource possession of durable social networks are at the disposal of the network relationships and are mutually used to maximize the utility (Bourdieu, 1986).
The exploration of social capital within the context of nuclear and extended families reveals significant insights into how these family structures contribute to societal dynamics. Prandini's work critiques the traditional neglect of family relationships in social capital theory, proposing a detailed framework distinguishing nuclear social capital (conjugal, parental, and brotherly) from kinship social capital. This distinction allows for a nuanced understanding of how these different types of capital interact over time, shaping trust and cooperation within families (Prandini 2014). De Groot, Mihalache, and Elfring expand on this by examining how family social capital in wealthy transgenerational enterprises influences economic outcomes, highlighting the importance of maintaining strong family bonds to prevent wealth loss (De Groot et al., 2021). Belcher et al. explore the implications of family capital for interventions, particularly in families facing poverty, emphasizing the role of family networks in leveraging resources and achieving positive outcomes (Belcher et al., 2011). Furstenberg calls for a deeper understanding of how families generate and utilize social capital, advocating for improved measurement tools to capture these dynamics accurately (Furstenberg, 2005).
Social capital varies between nuclear and extended families primarily in the structure and dynamics of relationships and the scope of resources accessible through these networks. Social capital within nuclear families typically focuses on immediate family members, such as parents and children. The interactions here are often characterized by strong, close-knit bonds that facilitate trust and cooperation. This form of social capital, sometimes termed as "nuclear social capital," can be further categorized into conjugal (between spouses), parental (parent-child relationships), and brotherly (sibling relationships) social capital. These relationships are essential for day-to-day support, emotional bonding, and the direct transfer of social norms and values.
In contrast, social capital within extended families, or "kinship social capital," includes broader familial networks beyond the immediate household, such as grandparents, uncles, aunts, and cousins. This type of social capital provides access to a wider range of resources, including economic support, knowledge, and social connections. The relationships here are often less intense but broader in scope, potentially offering greater social and economic opportunities due to the diverse skills, experiences, and networks of extended family members.
Overall, while nuclear family social capital is often more intense and focused, extended family social capital can provide a broader and more diversified support network, crucial for accessing opportunities and resources outside the immediate household context.
[bookmark: _Toc174133211]Objectives
· To examine the role of family institution in minimizing the poverty of network members.
· To examine the role of family institution in welfare of the network members.
[bookmark: _Toc174133212]Research Questions
· Does stronger family bonding lower the chances of poverty incidence?
· Do extended families experience lesser poverty incidence in comparison with nuclear families?
· Does the extended families exhibit higher family bonding than nuclear families?
· Does the presence of the elderly in a household reduce the chances of poverty incidence?
[bookmark: _Toc174133213]Hypothesis
· The stronger the family bonding, the lower the chances of poverty incidence.
[bookmark: _Toc174133214]Data & Methodology
This study uses eleventh round of Pakistan Social and Living Standard Measurements (PSLM), collected by Ministry of Planning Development & Special Initiatives, Pakistan Bureau of Statistics Government of Pakistan. Current round of PSLM, Social & Household Integrated Economic Survey (HIES) 2018-19 attempted about 28,500 households covering rural and urban areas of Pakistan.
[bookmark: _Toc174133215]Universe
The universe for this survey consists of all urban and rural areas of all provinces of Pakistan including Azad Jammu & Kashmir, FATA (as part of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa), Gilgit Baltistan, and ICT (Islamabad Capital Territory). 
[bookmark: _Toc174133216]Sample Design
HIES 2018-19 data was collected using two-stage stratified random sampling design. For urban stratification, each administrative division was considered as an independent stratum. While for rural stratification, each administrative district was considered as an independent stratum for Punjab, Sindh and Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, whereas for Baluchistan, each administrative division was considered as an independent stratum.
Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) method of sampling scheme was adopted for the selection of sample Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) from each stratum / sub-stratum. Further, for the selection of Secondary Sampling Units (SSUs), 12 households were selected from urban domains, while 16 households were selected from rural domains as SSUs by using systematic sampling technique. In total, 1995 PSUs comprising of 28,500 households (SSUs) were fixed for the survey which are expected to produce reliable results. The final data set comprises of 27,131 households involving around 175,690 individuals from across the country.
[bookmark: _Toc174133217]Data Quality and Reliability Measures
To ensure the accuracy of data in the PSLM/HIES Survey, a rigorous quality control process is implemented. Field supervisors conduct regular checks on enumeration work, while teams at headquarters, regional offices, and field staff meticulously review and edit questionnaires to detect inconsistencies or omissions. If necessary, households are revisited to ensure data quality. Data entry and cleaning took place at the PBS headquarters in Islamabad, utilizing a program with built-in consistency checks that prompt operators to correct errors immediately. Additionally, confidence intervals and standard errors are calculated for key indicators to assess the reliability of estimates.
[bookmark: _Toc174133224]Results
The study relies on HIES 2018-19 data and uses the data as per definitions detailed in methodology of this paper. This section will detail the results evaluating all the hypothesis and debating some interesting scenarios.
[bookmark: _Toc174133225]Descriptive Statistics
The data presents information of 27,131 household involving 175,690 individuals. Before digging in to seek the answers of our research questions. Let us look at some demographic insights followed by the answers of our desired questions.
[bookmark: _Toc174133226]Provincial Insights
	
	 Observations
	 Mean 
Family Bonding 
(Rupees / month)

	 Overall Average
	160,074    
	7,323

	Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
	33,824    
	17,177

	Punjab
	68,443    
	7,473

	Sindh
	39,001    
	1,441

	Baluchistan
	18,806    
	1,252



Looking at provincial insights is very interesting as it gives us huge differences of mean family bonding being transfers every month amongst families. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province clearly shows the largest amount being transferred every month as family bonding (Rs. 17,177) while Baluchistan gives the minimum (Rs. 1,252). Sindh province also shows very lesser amounts being transferred as family bonding (Rs. 1,441) while in Punjab the amount transferred as family bonding (Rs. 7,473) stands moderately close to the overall average of the country (Rs. 7,323).


[bookmark: _Toc174133227]Regional insights 
	
	 Observations
	 Mean 
Family Bonding 
(Rupees / month)

	 Overall Average
	160,074    
	7,323

	Rural
	104,380    
	7,340

	Urban
	55,694    
	7,290


Surprisingly the regional insights does not show much variations of mean family bonding. It shows that the phenomenon is equally spread across the rural urban divide. Moreover, it inflicts that throughout the country the family bonding and transfers amongst families are occurring as a routine matter and if some policy is adopted based on these transfers it can be implemented across regions without any hindrance or any serious interventions.


[bookmark: _Toc174133228]Family Bonding and Poverty
Presence of family bonding is associated with a lower proportion of poor individuals. In contrast, the absence of family bonding is associated with a higher proportion of poor individuals. The following table shows that presence of family bonding reduces the poverty by 12.76% by lifting the 22,421 individuals above the poverty line. This suggests that family bonding might play a significant role in reducing poverty.
Tabulation of poor individuals 
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	Non-Poor
	93,763
	53
	116,184
	66

	Poor
	81,927
	47
	59,506
	34

	Total
	175,690
	100
	175,690
	100



If we look it terms of households, the reduction in poverty is pretty much the same i.e. 12.81% or lifting the 3,475 households above the poverty line.
Table of poor households
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	Non-Poor
	14,033
	52
	17,508
	65

	Poor
	13,098
	48
	9,623
	35

	Total
	27,131
	100
	27,131
	100





[bookmark: _Toc174133229]Family Bonding and Gender of Household Head
Gender of household head is also a crucial factor that reflects in the family bonding variable of the household. For looking into it, the data is bifurcated into male and female headed households. Clearly, the data shows that male headed households (24,421 households) are much more in numbers than the female headed households (2,710 households). Moreover, poverty rate is 21% higher in female headed households than the male headed households but subsequently the female headed households receive much more family transfers (nearly four times) than the male headed households, as can be seen by the graph below.

Resultantly, due to higher family transfers towards female headed households, the poverty rate with family bonding in female headed households (23%) is reduced below the poverty rate of male headed households with family bonding (37%).
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding

	
	Male Headed Household
	Female Headed Household 
	Male Headed Household
	Female Headed Household 

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	Non-Poor
	13,149
	54
	884
	33
	15,416
	63
	2,092
	77

	Poor
	11,272
	46
	1,826
	67
	9,005
	37
	618
	23

	Total
	24,421
	100
	2,710
	100
	24,421
	100
	2,710
	100



[bookmark: _Toc174133230]Marital Status and Family Bonding

	
	Overall Sample
	Male Headed Households
	Female Headed Households

	
	 Observations
	 Mean
	 Observations
	 Mean
	 Observations
	 Mean

	Overall Sample
	24,752
	6,461
	22,462
	5,032
	2,290
	20,485

	Unmarried
	536    
	7,885
	522    
	7,916
	14
	6,711

	Currently Married
	22,457    
	6,262
	21,065
	4,896
	1,392
	26,946

	Widower / Widow
	1,636    
	8,767
	781
	6,766
	855
	10,596

	Divorced
	105
	5,898
	79
	4,885
	26
	8,976

	Separated
	12
	2,612
	9
	1,825
	3
	4,975



If we have a look at the overall sample, it is clear that most of the households are headed by currently married (22,457) followed by the widow/widower (1,636), unmarried (536), divorced (105) and separated (12). Strongest family bonding value is Rs. 8,767 per month towards widow/widower households, followed by unmarried heads Rs. 7,885, currently married Rs. 6,262 per month, divorced Rs. 5,898 per month, and separated Rs. 2,612 per month. Separated families are getting much lower family bonding than the others, which hints that the society is more prone towards collectivism. Moreover, the evidence shows here again, that across all these categories of marital status, the family bonding values of female headed households are clearly larger than the male headed households. Most astonishing figures of family bonding are reflected by the currently married female headed households showing average monthly receipts of Rs. 26,946 per month, as can be seen below.


[bookmark: _Toc174133231]Presence of Elderly and Household Family Bonding
For exploring an interesting dimension of the family structure i.e. presence of elderly grand-father or grand-mother in a household and its impact on family bonding, we divided our sample into two sub-samples with and without grandparents. The results reveal that there are 64 households consisting of 444 individuals that are part of the sub-sample with grand-parents. The average value of family bonding in households where elders (grand-parents) are present is nearly double from the households without presence of grand-parents.
	
	 Observations
	 Mean 
Family Bonding

	Without 
Grandparents
	159,630
	7,312

	With 
Grandparents
	444
	11,372




Another interesting dimension of the presence of elderly was explored where the effects of presence of father-in-law or mother-in-law on family bonding were assessed. This also yields astonishing benefits for the households where the presence of elderly (i.e. father-in-law or mother-in-law) augmented family bonding nearly three times (Rs. 19,388) as compared with the households where elderly are absent (Rs. 7,196).

	
	 Observations
	 Mean 
Family Bonding

	Without 
Father / Mother in-law
	158,401  
	7,196

	With 
Father / Mother in-law
	1,673
	19,388




[bookmark: _Toc174133232]Does the presence of the elderly in a household reduce the chances of poverty incidence?
While answering this question we need to take two aspects into consideration. First, the poverty rate in households where elderly grandparents are present is about 5% higher than those households where grandparents are not present. Despite this, the presence of elderly stimulates intense family bonding and resultantly the reduction in poverty rate due to increased family bonding (which itself is higher due to presence of elderly as noted earlier) is significantly high (i.e. 23% reduction in poverty due to family bonding) in households with grandparents as compared to those where grandparents are absent (13% reduction in poverty due to family bonding). Thus, by and large we can safely go by the hypothesis posed that presence of elderly leads to reduction in poverty. 


With Grandparents
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding
	Reduction in Poverty due to family bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	

	Non-Poor
	226
	48
	334
	71
	

	Poor
	247
	52
	139
	29
	23%

	Total
	473
	100
	473
	100
	



Without Grandparents
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding
	Reduction in Poverty due to family bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	

	Non-Poor
	93,537
	53
	115,850
	66
	

	Poor
	81,680
	47
	59,367
	34
	13%

	Total
	175,217
	100
	175,217
	100
	




Furthermore, the argument that presence of elderly leads to reduction in poverty is echoed by the presence of parents-in-law (mother or father in-law) in the households which leads to reduction of poverty by 36% as compared to those households where parents-in-law are not present and poverty is reduced due to family bonding by 12%.



With Parents in-law
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding
	Reduction in Poverty due to family bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	

	Non-Poor
	697
	35
	1,410
	701
	

	Poor
	1,292
	65
	579
	29
	36%

	Total
	1,989
	100
	1,989
	100
	



Without Parents in-law
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding
	Reduction in Poverty due to family bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent
	

	Non-Poor
	93,066
	54
	114,774
	66
	

	Poor
	80,635
	46
	58,927
	34
	12%

	Total
	173,701
	100
	173,701
	100.00
	




[bookmark: _Toc174133233]Do extended families experience lesser poverty than nuclear families?
There are 15,741 households comprising of 77,618 individuals belonging from Nuclear family system whereas 11,390 households comprising of 82,456 individuals belong to extended families. Subsequently, number of poor households in nuclear families are higher than that in extended families and that too under both the cases i.e. with and without family bonding.



Family-type and Family Bonding
	
	 Observations
	 Mean 
Family Bonding

	Nuclear Family
	77,618
	4,702

	Extended Family
	82,456
	9,790




Nuclear Families
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	Non-Poor
	45,592
	54
	55,718
	66

	Poor
	38,468
	46
	28,342
	34

	Total
	84,060
	100
	84,060
	100



Extended Families
	
	Without Family Bonding
	With Family Bonding

		
	Freq.
	Percent
	Freq.
	Percent

	Non-Poor
	48,171
	523
	60,466
	66

	Poor
	43,459
	47
	31,164
	34

	Total
	91,630
	100
	91,630
	100




The evidence shows that although poverty rates in extended families are not lesser than the nuclear families but they are able to lower more poverty than the nuclear families due to their stronger family bonding. The average rate of family bonding is very high in extended families almost double (Rs. 9,790) than that in nuclear families (Rs. 4,702). Thus as for this hypothesis is concerned, we can’t categorically say that extended families experience lesser poverty than nuclear families. But certainly, the extended families are more capable of reducing the poverty than the nuclear families due to their stronger family bonding, as can be seen below.

[bookmark: _Toc174133235]Conclusion
Family bonding is widespread phenomenon in Pakistani society, it persists uniformly in rural as well as urban areas of the country with almost equal weightage. It contributes in reducing the poverty and thus is an important feature in this traditional family oriented society. Female gender is powerful attraction to this phenomenon, and almost triplicate the benefits. Widow/widower and divorced household heads also benefit from family bonding more than the overall average.
Evidence suggests that extended families exaggerate more family bonding than the nuclear families. The results show that the presence of elderly (grand-parents / parents-in-law) and household headed by female are the two factors that take the lead in augmenting the family bonding much higher than the overall average family bonding. Thus, the policy makers may target these parameters while formulating the policy in the domain of family institution. Overall, the family bonding does contribute in minimizing the poverty implications.
On one side, the underdeveloped economies are constraining on resources for social security, whereas on the other hand the developed countries are somehow approaching their upper limits on social security spending and thus looking for novel ways to privatize the social security (Silverstein, 2006). For both contrasting scenarios, the solution lies in strengthening of the family institution that mechanize family transfers –be it be intergenerational transfers or the horizontal family transfers for day to day survival.
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 Mean Family Bonding (Rupees / month)

 Mean 	Family Bonding 	(Rupees / month)	
 Overall Average	Male Headed Households	Female Headed Households	6461	5032	20485	


Family Bonding (Rs. per month) by Marital Status

Male Headed Households	
Unmarried	Currently Married	Widower / Widow	Divorced	Separated	7916	4896	6766	4885	1825	Female Headed Households	
Unmarried	Currently Married	Widower / Widow	Divorced	Separated	6711	26946	10596	8976	4975	



Family Bonding (Rs. per month)

Family Bonding	
Absence of Grand-parents	Presence of Grand-parents	7312	11372	


Family Bonding (Rs. per month)

Family Bonding	
Without Father / Mother in-law	With Father / Mother in-law	7196	19388	


Presence of elderly at home 
and Poverty Reduction

mean family bonding	
Absence of Grand-parents	Presence of Grand-parents	7312	11372	reduction in poverty	
Absence of Grand-parents	Presence of Grand-parents	0.13	0.23	



Presence of elderly at home 
and Poverty Reduction

mean family bonding	
Absence of Parent in-law	Presence of Parent in-law	7196	19388	reduction in poverty	
Absence of Parent in-law	Presence of Parent in-law	0.12	0.36	



Poor HH (Nuclear and Extended) 
with and without family bonding

Nuclear Families	
Poor HH without Family Bonding	Poor HH with Family Bonding	7531	5566	Extended Families	
Poor HH without Family Bonding	Poor HH with Family Bonding	5567	4057	



Nuclear Families Vs Extended Families

Mean family bonding	Rs. 4,702
Rs. 9,790

Nuclear Families	Extended Families	4702	9790	Reduction in poverty	
Nuclear Families	Extended Families	0.12	0.13	



 Mean Family Bonding (Rupees / month)

 Mean 	Family Bonding 	(Rupees / month)	
 Overall Average	Khyber Pakhtunkhwa	Punjab	Sindh	Baluchistan	7323	17177	7473	1441	1252	



 Mean 	Family Bonding 	(Rupees / month)	
 Overall Average	Rural	Urban	7323	7340	7290	

Poverty Reduction

Non-Poor	
Without Family Bonding	With Family Bonding	0.53	0.66	Poor	
Without Family Bonding	With Family Bonding	0.47	0.34	



