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1 I ntroduction and Background

Philanthropic behaviounas attracted considerable attentio the economics literature, with
theoretical contributions focusj on explaining wi some individualsand households give
away a portion of their incomevhilst empirical contributionsave focusean identifying
the determinants of donating behaviour. Such isténethis particular facet of individual and
household behaviour is haurprising given that recent figures froGiving U.SA. 2011
estimate total charitablentributions in tle U.S. in 2011 a$290.89 billion*

Over the last four decadebge literature on the econoesi of charityhas focused on
analysis of the decision to date at the individual or houseld level, with particular
attention paid to the impadf tax deductibity and the correspondg price and income
effects. The empirical angais of charitable donationshas benefited from both
methodological advances withspect to econometric technigquas well as the increased
availability and qualityof individual and hosehold level data. Andoni (2006) provides a
comprehensive survegf the influences omrharitable donations e$lished in the existing
literature. For exampléduten et al. (2002) findhat income is an iportant determinant of
donor responsiveness, whilst, aatiog to Glendg et al. (1986), donatiorincreasewith age.

One area, which hastetcted less interest in theisting literature, concerns the
relationship between ¢hdonating behaviowf parents and their offspig. Such a gap in the
literature is surprisingiven that intergeneratnal relationships havattracted considerable
interest in other areasf economics. For example, a vdsgerature existsexploring the
determinants and implications of human cdpiwth recent interest in intergenerational
aspects such as thenli between the hman capital of parents and their children (see, for
example, Cunha and Heckma2007, and Blanden et.,.aR007). Such aimtergenerational

relationship has clear implications for the sanssion of income and wealth between parents

! The figure relates to total charitable contributions from U.S. individuals, corporatimh$oundations and
includes both cash and in-kind donations.



and their offspring (seeSolon, 1999). For emple, Charles and st (2003) estimate the
intergenerational elasticity afealth between parents and thadtult children at 0.37 for the
U.S. using data from théanel Sudy of Income Dynamics.

Similarly, there is a growing empiricaliterature explorig intergenerational
relationships related to attitudes and behavisuh as trust, risk attitudes and sociability.
For example, Guiso et.g2008) model the inteegerational transmissiaf priors about the
trustworthiness of others within an overlappg®nerations frameworkyhilst Dohmen et al.
(2007) explore the intergenei@tal transmission of trustnd risk attitudes using tl&erman
Socio-Economic Panel. Finally, using data drawn from the U.Slational Longitudinal
Survey of Youth 1979, Okumura and Usui (201€xplore the effect of pants’ social skills on
their children’s sociability. Thus, the intergeneyaal transmission of wide range of skills,
economic outcomes and attitudes has beerstigect of much theetical and empirical
scrutiny in the ecomuics literature.

In contrast, the ilergenerational relationship tieeen the donatindpehaviour of
parents and their offspring remains relativetyexplored in the econdcs literature, which
may reflect the shortage of data in this ar@ae interesting excaph is Wilhelm et al.
(2008), who estimate the corretatibetween the genertsf parents and #t of their adult
children using data drawn from the U.Banel Sudy of Income Dynamics (PSD). The
findings, which are based on a wide array afremetric techniques and specification tests,
indicate a strong posie correlation between the relig®wonations of parents and their
adult children, a correlation in the same ordé magnitude as thdbr intergenerational
relationships with respect tocome and wealth. For seculgiving, a positive correlation
remains, albeit, smaller in magnitude.

We contribute to this literature by explog the relationshipbetween the donating

behaviour ofparents and that of their children aged less ft&n.e. pre-adithood. Our focus



on younger individuals flects the importance gdarental influence ahguidance during this
stage of the life cycle. Furtheare, we exploit information refiag to whether or not parents
encourage their cldten to donate teharity in order to unveilnformation related to the
transmission of philahropic behaviour inaddition to establishing the existence of
intergenerational correians in such behaviouGuch an approach ti@s with findings from

the child psychology literaturgyhich suggest that role-modelling may play an important role
in developing this typef pro-social altruisc behaviour in young chdren (see, for example,
Grusec, 1991, for a review ofehpsychology literater on the socialisatio of altuism in
young children).

Our findings suggest that winetr a child donatet® charity is infuenced by positive
effects from whether thparent donates to charity as welllaswhether thgarent talks to
their child about dortang to charity. Inaddition, whethethe parent donates charity has an
indirect effect via its positivinfluence on the probability that the parent talks to the child
about donating to charity. Furtheve find that the ifluence of whether #hparent donates to
charity on the probability thahe child donates to charity is particularly heightened in terms
of both magnitude and statisticgagnificance in the context giarental donation religious
causes.

2. Data and M ethodology

We use data drawn from the UFanel Sudy of Income Dynamics (PS D), which is a panel
of individuals ongoing since 196®nducted at the Inite for Social Reearch, Uiversity

of Michigan. We faus on data fronthe 2002 and 200Thild Development Supplements

(CDS), which contain additional informatiomelating to parents in th®SD and their
children, with the olgctive being to provide informatiaon early human gatal formation.
In particular, the primar caregiver was aske@o you ever talk to your child about giving

some of (his/her) money - if only a few pennies - to a church, synagogue, or another charity?



The responses to thiguestion potentially ureil information relatd to how charitable
behaviour is transmitted across generations. We such responses to create a binary

indicator, Y, , which takes the Vae of one if theparent talks to t# child about such

donations. The chilevas then askedid you give some of your money last year - if only a
few pennies - to a church, synagogue, or another charity that helps people who are not part
of your family? The responses to thigiestion, which mvide information on the donating

behaviour of children, were used to create a binary indicgtowhich takes value one if the

child makes such donations.

We match the information in theDS with that available ithe main head of family
PSD questionnaires for 200dnd 2007, which include a seriesdetailed gestions relating
to giving to charity? Households are askeabout total donations to charity over the
respective calendar &es, split into religious and ealar causes, pwiding detailed
information about the pant's donating behaour. We use the respses to this set of

questions to creata binary indicatr of whether the pan¢ donates tocharity, Y,. Our

matched sample of children and their pésecomprises 3,130 ebrvations, where the
children are aged between 8 and 17 yearsTdié. data reveals tha@@2% of children report
that they donate to charity compared to 60% oépts, whilst 70% of pants reporthat they

talk to their child Aout donating to drity. In the matched samplé5% of the observations
are characterised by the patreand the child both donag to charity,with only 13%
reporting that neither the parent nor the c¢hionates to drity. Interestingly, 27% of
observations are charadsed by the child repting that they donaté charity, whilst the
parent indicates that they ehot donate to charity compared to only 15% where the parent

reports that they donate to charity and the af@fubrts that they do ndbnate to charity. The

2 The definition of a charitable organization in #@8D includes ‘religious or non-profit organizations that help
those in need or that serve and support the public interest’. It is clearly stated in the questionnaire that the
definition used does not include political contributions.
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data also reveals that in theseavhere the parent talks teetbhild about donatg to charity,
77% of children rport that tiey donate t@harity.

We model the donating baviour of childrervia a system of tiee equations which
capture the parent’s decisida donate to charityequation la below)yhether the parent
talks to the childabout donating to @ity (equation libelow) and, finally whether the child
donates to charitfequation 1c below). Qufocus lies in ascertaining the effects of the
parent’s donating &viour and whether the ggant talks to their did about donating on the
probability that the child donates to charifyhe key advantage of estimating a system of
equations is that it allowss to account for # correlation via unobseble individual or
household characteristics thaay affect all three decision¥hus, our system framework
allows for the endogeneiyf the parent’s donattg behaviour and whethéhe parent talks to

the child. We specify a system oféle latent equains as follows:

Yl* = X B +&y; (1a)
Yz* = XoB, +ya Y+ € (1b)
Y?i = XBs+yayi+ 7Y, + &5 (1c)

whereY, andY, represent the propsity to donate by # parent and the child, respectively,

andY, , the propensity of the parent to talktteir child about donating. Assume that the

error terms in the three latertjuations are indepdently and identically distributed and

jointly follow a multivariatenormal distribution with meafl and covariance matriX . That

is, (&,,&,,&;)'~ MVN[O, 2] where the covarianaeatrix is given by

1 py P
X=|p 1 pal
Pz Py 1



p; being the correlation coefficient betweenand ¢, (j,k=123;j=k)and Var(g)=

Var(&,)=Var(e;)=1 for identification purposes. Under this assumption, the set of equations
given by (1a, b and @bove results imn endogenous MultivaretProbit (MVP) model with
a recursive simultaneouwsructure. ldentificatio is ensured through elusion restrictions

and a highly nonihear specification. For instanc, and X, contain separate instruments
that do not appear iiX,. The MVP specificain with potentially norzero off-diagonal
elements inY. allows for correlations aoss the disturbances of the three latent equations

which embody unobservezharacteristics. The systemexjuations allows for the estimation
of several joint and condit@l probabilities, such aspProb[Y,=1Y,=1Y,= 1,
Prob[Y, = 0lY,= 1 andProb[Y, = 1)Y, = 1Y, = 0.

We also estimate treatment effects of thdagenous variables, i.the impact of the
parent donating to ahmity on whether hishe talks to thehild about donatingo charity, the
impact of whether the parent donates on whete child donates to charity and the impact
of whether the pard talks to the dlid about donating teharity on whethethe child donates
to charity. Three widely usedaasures of treatment effecte asnes that average over all
individuals ATE), ones that averagwer only the treatedATET) and ones that average over

only the untreatedATEUT). For instance, the tee measures of thieeatment effects of, on

P(Y, =1 can be obtaied as follows:
ATE= E[Vi ¥ X, |- 0(X 0 7)o X, 5) o
ATET = E[ Y, -Y|Y,=1 X, X, |

q)z(xlrﬂli(leﬂz"‘?/z);pu) CDZ(Xllﬂl,XZ'ﬂZ;pQ) 3)

o(x/A) R




ATEUT = E[Y; =Y, |Y;=0,X,, X, ]

®2(—X1'ﬂ1,(xéﬂ2+71);—p12) CDZ(_X:L'ﬂl'XZ,IBZ;_p]Z) 4)

(D(—Xl',b’l) ®(—X1'ﬁ1)

whereY, andY, denote the respective valuesofwhen, takes values 1 and 0 add and
®, denote the univariate normal cumulatidensity function and the bivariate normal

cumulative density function, respectively.

The computationof marginal effects in this model is fairly complex given the
endogenous structure tiie model and the presencecaimmon variables across the three
equations. We therefore estimate them via nwakderivatives of the multivariate normal
distribution functions vth respect to the exogeus variables. In adahn, we can obtain
marginal effects not dy on marginal probabilities bualso on joint and conditional

probabilities. Consider, for exampl¥, , which appears in all thresguations. If we were to

compute the margai effect of X™ on'Y,, this would comprise o direct effect ofX™ on
Prob]Y, = 1 and indirect effects throughProb[Y, = 1 and Prob[Y, = 1] given thatY, andY,

enter equation (3) (Greene, 2013tandard erroref the estimated mmginal effects and
treatment effects are computesing the delta method.

In order to specificdy explore the effectsf parental religiouslonations, we repeat
the analysis detailed above replacing whether the parent donates with whether the parent
makes religious donations, which is definedtatal donations to &ligious purposes or
spiritual development’. 43% diouseholds report thahey make religios donations, with
34% of the matched observations characterigethe child donating and the parent making
religious donations. Finally, wealso estimate the model rfgparental donations to non

religious causes, where 59% of parents repaitttiey donate to such causes and 44% of the



matched observations are characterised benps donating to nomeligious causes and
children reportig that they donate to charity.

In terms of the explanatory variables Xy, we control for thefollowing head of

household characteristicage, gender, ethnicity, years oheoling, an indexf self-reported
health statudreligious denomination and the numberhafurs volunteeretdy the head of
household over the pagtar for unpaid work. Walso controfor householdabour income,
household non-labour inoee, household wealth and wheathiee home is owned, either
outright or via a mortgage. Fowing the existing literaturewe control for the price of
donating to charity which is determinedy taxation as incomelonated torecognised
charities in the U.S. isot subject to income tax. Hencesmbsable income falls by less than
the full amount donatedhe price of the donath becomes the donatioet of thesaving in
tax since eachlollar donated to acognised charity leads toskethan one doliasacrificed
for consumption purposefAuten et al., 2002)For households whdtemise charitable
donations in their tax tern, the price of thdonation is defined ase minus the household’s
marginal tax rate on theontribution made, wéreas for householdsho do not itemise
charitable donationghe price of the donation is one: dong one dollar meanthat there is
one dollar less for consumptioHouseholds who itemise aresaped the relevant tax rate
using the National Bureau of &womic Research TAXSIM programrieyhich calculates
federal state tax liabilities for survey dataséd on a range of factors such as earnings,

marital status and children.

3 The categories are as follows: O=poor; 1=fair; 2=good; 3=very good; and 4=excellent.

* See http://www.nber.org/~taxsim/.

® One remaining issue, however, is that the decision to itemise is arguably nekaghinous, i.e. the decision

to itemise may be influenced by the level of donations. To account for this, as is common in thg exist
literature (see Auten et al, 2002), we exclude ‘eedogs itemisers’ who are defined as those who have
itemised but would not have done so in the absence of their actual charitable donations. Due to an additional
source of possible endogeneity relating to the price of a charitable donation being a fahdiath the

donation and income, following Auten et al (2002), we calculate the price variable firstly by assuming that
charitable donations equal zero (i.e. the first dollar price) and then after including a predictedadrgivimg,

set at 1% of average income. As stated by Auten et al (2002), p.376, ‘this procedure yields a tax price consistent

9



In X,, in addition to the ab@head of householshd household chacteristics, we

include controls for: whether ¢hparent would like their child to complete a college degree;
indexes of the frequency at which, in thestld2 months, the pare has discussed the
following with their child: school activitiesr events of particular tarest to the child; things
the child has studied islass; the child'sexperiences of schodlfinally, we control for
whether the parent selects ‘helping others whely need help’ as the most important (out of
a list of five options) for a child tiearn, to prepare him or her for life.

In terms of the explanatory variables ¥, , we allow the flowing household

characteristics to have a diteinfluence on whether thehild donates, namely: household
labour income, household norbtaur income, housellwealth and homewnership. The

additional variables inX; and X, listed above indirectlyinfluence whether the child

donates via whether thearent donates and whether theepa talks to the child about

donating, respectivelyWe also include inX, a set of additional variables that have a direct

influence on whether thehild donates including the followingharacteristics of the child:
gender; age; ethnicity; and self-assessedtlinealhere health is dieed as a categorical
variable® We control for the amount dhe allowance/pocket mopeeceived by the child,

the number of friends &t the child has, whieeér the child is involed in any after-school
sports or recreationgbrogrammes and whether the childs involved in any volunteer
service activities or service clsiin the past 12 months. In order to control for other aspects
of the child’s behavioumnve control for whether the parenats that the child does each of

the following, without adlt encouragement, most daysemeryday: helps blings; is kind

with the actual costs of giving, but not endogenous to the individual donation decisionwiRglthe existing
literature, we then take an average of the two price variables.

® The index is defined on a six-point scale: never (0); once or twice in the past 12 mpratfe\ltimes in the
past 12 months (3); about once a week (4); more than once a week (5); and every day (6).

" The other four options are: ‘to obey’; ‘to be well-liked or popular’; ‘to think for kifnsr herself’; and ‘to
work hard'’.

® The categories are as follows: 0=poor; 1=good; 3=very good; and 4=excellent.

10



towards siblings; cooperated with siblings; w@kerns with play mateals with siblings; or
listens to siblings. We also coal for: whether thehild has given emoti@al support to their
friends over the last 6 months; whether thecchihs helped friends witthings they had to
get done, such as homenkar chores, a few times a weekmore over the last six months;
and whether the child has helpearents with things they had ¢t done, such as chores or
running errands, a few times a weekmore over the & six months.

Finally, we control for general aspectstbé child’s behaviouras perceived by the
parent, based otine parent’s responses taswhether the following te descriptions are ‘not
at all’ like the child upto ‘totally like’ the child® ‘is cheerful, happy’; ‘vaits his/her turn in
games and other activities’; ‘does neat, carefatk’; ‘is curious and exploring, likes new
experiences’; ‘thinks before he/she acts, isimpulsive’; ‘gets along wiewith other people
his/her age’; ‘usually does what you tell hinhe do’; ‘can get ovebeing upset quickly’;
‘is admired and well-liked byother people his/her age’; @n'tries to do things for
himself/herself, is self-reli@’. We use cronbach’alpha to create an ggegate measure of
the child’s behaviour and specify two binatymmy variables which pgesent the ‘totally
like’ and ‘like’ categories. Summary statistics fil of the explanatory variables employed in
our empirical analysis are presed in Table 1 in the appendix.

3. Results

The results from estimating thessgm of three equations are eted in Tables 2 to 4 in the
appendix. In Table 2A, we present tAdEs, ATETs and ATEUTs for the endogenous
variables of the model, namely whether the pad®nates to charity and whether the parent
talks to theirchild about donating teharity, based omarental total daations, whilst in
Tables 2B and 2C we presdht correspondingesults for parentateligious donations and

non religious donations, spectively. It is apparent from bie 2A that thereatment effects

° The responses are based on a five-point ordinal scale.
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of whether the parent donates to charity vamether the parent talks to their child about
donating to charity are all positive, statsily significant and of a similar order of
magnitude, approximately fifteepercentage points, indicagy a relatively large positive
effect. In the casef the treatment effects of whether the parent donates to charity on whether
the child donates, the rée effects are again gibve and brodly similar, yet smaller in
magnitude, at approximately sixrmpentage points, asompared to the eftt on whether the
parent talks to the child abbdonating, as well as being dhe borderline ofstatistical
significance. Incontrast, theATE, ATET and ATEUT related to the effect of whether the
parent talks to thechild about doating on whetherthe child domates are all strongly
statistically significant. The the estimated effects are allgttove and relatively large,
indicating a sizeable piiwe influence of theparent talking to thehild about donating on
whether the child dones to charity.

A similar pattern of resultss presented in Table 2Bla¢ing to whether the parent
donates to religiousauses. It is apparent that the efectlated to whether the parent makes
religious donations are all greaia magnitude than in the case of whether the parent makes
any donation irrespective tie cause. This is particularly apgat in the case dhe effect of
whether the p&nt donates to religioysirposes on whether theilchdonates, where both the
size and the statistical signifivee of the three effects aré# eonsiderably increased from
around six percdage points in Table 240 around fifteen percerga points in Table 2B.
Positive and statistically sigittint treatment effects of amgximately thirteen percentage
points are also found relatirig the effect of whether the gant talks aboudonating to the
child on whether the child actually makes a atwn. The findings presented in Table 2C
mirror those presented in Table 2A givere thonsiderable overlap between the binary
indicators for parents donatimggardless of cause and p#eedonating tonon religious

causes.

12



Overall, it is apparent #t whether the pan¢ donates to chay and whether the
parent talks to # child about donating teharity both havepositive infuences on the
probability that the child donates to charity. the case of whethéhe parent makes any
donation to charity, the role of parental dong behaviour on whiegér the child donates
appears to operate mbirvia its influence on whether thgarent talks to the child about
donating to charity. In atition, our findings highght a positive effect of whether the parent
talks to the child abdudonating on whether thehild donates, suggesy that parents are
able to influence this aspect of their offsgys behaviour and help to nurture the generosity
and altruistic behaviour of their children. Interestingly, the effects of whether the parent
donates to chdy are particularly pronouma in the case of paremtreligious donations,
especially in terms of theffect of whether tB parent makes suctonationson the
probability that the child donates to charitythvrespect to both magnitude and statistical
significance, indicating a particularly importantargenerational effect ithe context of this
type of donation.

Table 3A presents the margineffects relating to thexogenous vaables for the
probability of whether the parent makes any atmms as well as fothe probability of
whether the parertlks to the child aboudonating. In Tald 3B, the associadl direct and
indirect marginal effects relateto the probability that the ¢t donates are presented. We
comment briefly on the estimatedbrginal effects given that thiecus of our analysis lies in
the effects of the endogermuariables as reported Trables 2A, 2B and 2&.

It is apparent from Table 3A that headhafusehold characteriss such as ethnicity,
health and years of schooling all influence thebpbility that the parent donates to charity.
Statistically significant posiie effects are also appareinbm household labour income,

wealth and home ownership, signalling thepartance of financial factors. The positive

9 For brevity, we do not present the marginal effectsadlto parental religious and non religious donations,
which are in line with those presedta Tables 3A and 3B in terms efgn, size and statistical significance.
These additional results are available on request.

13



marginal effect relatig to volunteering tiesn with the notion that donating money and
donating time to charitde causes are complementary aatgit Noticeablepositive direct
effects on the probabiitthat the parertalks to the child about dating are apparent relating
to the frequency at which thmarent has distssed school activitiesver the last 12 months,
whether the parent would like their child tontplete a college degree and whether the parent
regards ‘helping others when they need helpasicularly important for a child to learn in
preparation for life. Foexample, whether the parent deenat this important for the child to
learn about ‘helping others whehey need help’ isssociated witlan 8.3 percentage point
higher probability of the paretalking to the childabout donating. Indact effects operating
via the probability thathe parent donateseafound for household labbincome, wealth and
home ownership, once again higihiting the importance of economic and financial factors.
Statistically significant indirect effects amdso apparent relating to head of household
characteristics such as ethnicity, educatod health, as wedls volunteering.

Turning to Table 3B, statistdly significant positive direct effeston the probability
that the child donatesemapparent for positive evaluationstioé child’s general behaviour as
well as for whether thehild has provided emioinal support to their fends. Similar direct
effects are also found lading to the child’s pdicipation in voluntee service activities or
service clubs and patrticipation in sports arreational programmes. ditect effects on the
probability that the child donates operating via firobability that thearent talks to their
child about donating artound for the frequencat which the parentas discussed school
activities over the last 12 mdrs, whether the paremtould like their child to complete a
college degree and wther the parent regards ‘helping others when they need help’ as
particularly important to prepare a child for lifehe latter is associatedth a 1.3 percentage
point increase in the probability that the childnates. Finally, positevtotal effects on the

probability that the chil donates are found ftlhe head of household’s years of education as

14



well as for the number dfours volunteered by the headl household fo unpaid work,
whereas a negative tbtffect is found fo non labour income.
In order to explore the robustness of ondings, we repeat the analysis replacing the

binary indicator of whether the parent donates to cha¥jfywith the natural logarithm of the

amount that the parent donates to charifgquation (1ajn our multivariate framework is
then estimated as a tobit model, with théura logarithm of the amount of charitable
donations as the dependeariable, given that dations to charity areuncated at zero, with
equations (1b) and (1c) in the system fesvork estimated as probit specifications as
before'” The data reveals that 4086 observations are charagsed by zero donations for
total donation$® The amount donateth charity is then included as a covariate in equations
(1b) and (1c) replacinthe binary indicatoof whether the paremionates to charity.

The results are summarised Tiables 4A and 4B. Table 4A presents the estimated
marginal effects assatied with the amourdonated to charity for tlonations (Panel A),
the amount donated teligious causes (PanBl|) and the amount dotea to non religious
causes (Panel C), whilst Tab#8 presents the trgaent effects relatetb the effects of
whether the p&nt talks to the dld about donating othe probability thathe childdonates
for all parental donations (Pan&), parental religpus donations (Pan&l) and parental non
religious donations (Panel C). It is apparom Table 4A Panel Ahat the armount donated
to charity, irrespectivef cause, has a positiaad highly statisticallgignificant influence on
the probability that the parent talks to the clalbut donating. For exaie, regardless of the
type of parental donation a opercent increase in thevel of the donation is associated with
around a 2.6 higher gibability of theparent talking to the clil about donating. Positive

direct and indirect influences from the amotimat the parent donaeo charityare also

' We add one to the series of charitable donatiomteal with the logithmic transformation.

2 The error terms in the three equations are again assumed to jointly follow a multivariate normal distribution.
The system of equations is estimated using the conditional recursive mixed process estimator (Roodman, 2007).
3 The means (standard deviations) of the natural logarithm of total donations, religious donations and non
religious donations, deflated using 2007 prices, are 4.49 (3.86), 2.80 (3.37) and 4.14 (3.71), respectively.
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found on the probability that the child donatescharity. The results presented in Panels B
and C, which are reladeto the amount donated religious causes amn religious causes,
respectively, mirror those in Panel A, withose presented in Panel B all being larger in
magnitude relative to thesn Panels A and C.

It is apparent from Table 4B that the treatiheffects associatedth the influence of
the parent talking to the cHilabout donating on the probabilithat the childdonates to
charity are all posive as in Tables 2A, 2B and 2C ftotal parental donains (Panel A),
parental religious donations (Panel B) and pialenon religious donatis (Panel C). It is
noticeable that the sizes of teffects have increased relativetihmse presented in Tables 2A,
2B and 2C, with increases afound 15% to 17-18%r all donations ash donations to non
religious causes and from 13% &pound 14% for religus donations. Qufindings thus
accord with those related tthe endogenous rhivariate probit framework with the
probability that the child donatés charity being positively inflenced by the aount that the
parent donates to chariand whether the pant talks to their childbout donatingo charity.

4. Conclusion

In this paper we have contributed to the atopl literature on the atysis of charitable
donations by exploring the relationship betwélee donating behaviour of parents and their
offspring aged less thalB, i.e. pre-adulthood. Ehlack of existing liteature in this area,
which may reflect a shortage of data, is stark contrast to therowing interest in
intergenerational relationships in other arehseconomics such athe link between the
human capital, income and weatthparents and their children.

Our findings suggest thathether the parent donates to charity and whether the parent
talks to the child aboudonating to charitypoth have positive influences on the probability
that the child doates to charityln the case of whethé¢he parent donates tharity, the role

of parental donating behaviour on whet the child donates apps to opeate via its
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influence on whethethe parent talks to the child abaddnating to charityln addition, our

finding of a positive #ect of whether th parent talks to the cHilabout donating on whether

the child donatesugigests that parentgse able to influence thisspect of their offsprings’
behaviour and help to nurture the generosihd altruistic behaviguof their children.

Interestingly, the effects of velther the parent dorest to charity are ptcularly pronounced

in the case of parental religious donationseeggdly in terms of theeffect of whether the

parent makes such donations on whether thiel donates tacharity with respect to both
magnitude and statistical significance, indiegtia particularly important intergenerational
effect in the context ahis type of donation.

Philanthropic behaviour has already attraatedsiderable attention in the economics
literature yet to datdittle is known about tb intergeneational relationsip between the
donating behaviour gfarents and their offspring. Our empirical findings have served to shed
some light on how pangs influence the donating behaviour of thehildren and hopefully
will serve to stimulate further iarest in this research area.
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TABLE 1: Summary statistics and variable definitions

DEFINITION MEAN D.

Age Age of parent (head or spouse): 16 to 81 4(0.467.56
Age squared Age of parent squared 1,693.90| 638.49
Male Gender of parent=male, O=female 0.69 0.46
White Ethnicity of parent: 1=white, O=non white 0.45 0.49
Years of schooling Schooling of parent: 8 (Bade or below) to 17 (post graduate) 1269 2.45
Health Health of parent: O=poor,...,4=excellent 2.66 1.01
Log labour income Natural logarithm of annual labourcome of husband & wife 9.78 283
Log non labour inconfe | Natural logarithm of annual transfer income husband & wife 3.494.13
Log wealthf Natural logarithm of annual stk&'shares, checking/savings 5.2 4.03
Own home Housing tenuré=owned outright/or mortgage, O=other 0.63 0.48
Catholic Family religious denomdtion: 1=catholic, O=other 0.2p 042
Protestant Family religious denomination: 1=protestant, O=other 0.69.48
Other religion Family religious denomiti@n: 1=other religion, O=other 0.0p 024
Number of hours volunteer Unpaid hours parent(s) volunteered over past year 0-3,650 BELTS
Price One minus the tax rate 0.83 0.12
Discuss school activitiés | Last year discussed school activities: O=never, 5=daily 3.651.41
Discuss school experieri¢e_ast year discussed school experience: O=never, 5=daily 4.19.18
Discuss studiés Last year discussed class studies: O=never, 5=daily 4.08.22
Important to help others Most important foildho learn to help others: 1=yes, 0=no 0.08 0.28
Want child to get degree| Would like child to get degree: 1=yes, 0=no 0.88.32
Male child Gender of child: 1=male, O=female 0.51 0.50
White child Ethnicity of child: 1=white, O=non white 0.23 042
Age of child Age of child 8 to 17 13.26 2.56
Age of child squared Age of child squared 182.32| 66.50
Health of child Health of child (defined by primgrcare giver): O=poor,...3=excellent 2.34 081
Child behaviour 1 Parent thinks it is like their child to be: 1=yes, 0=no 0,53 0.50
Child behaviour 2 Parent thinks is it totally like i child to be: 1=yes, 0=no 0.35 048
Log child allowancé Natural logarithm of child’s weekly allowance 134 171
Cooperate with siblin§gs | Cooperates with siblings most /every day: 1=yes, 0=no 0.520.50
Help sibling$§ Helps siblings most/every day: 1=yes, 0=no 0/41 0.49
Kind to sibling$ Considerate to siblings most /every day: 1=yes, 0=no 0.580.50
Listen to sibling$ Listens to siblings most/every day: 1=yes, 0=no 0.490.50
Play with sibling§ Take turn to play with materials wittiblings most/every day: 1=yes, 0=no 0.45 0.50
Emotional suppoft Given emotional support to friends few ma week or more: 1=yes, 09no 0.44 0.50
Help friendg Help friends few times a week or more: 1=yes, 0=no 0.250.43
Number of friends Number of friends child has: 0,...,4+ 2.63 1.21
Helps parents Help parents few times a waekore (6 months): 1=yes, 0=no 0.57 0.49
Child volunteers Child volunteered during past 12 months: 1=yes, 0=no 0.3246
Child sports programme Spent time on spediieation last summer: 1=yes, 0=no 0/48 0.49
OBSERVATIONS 3,130

Notes:'Parent health outcomes 0=poor, isfa=good, 3=very good, 4=excellefll monetary variables argiven in 2007 priceSFrequency parent
discusses school issues with child duringtpaear O=never, 1=once twice, 2=a few times3=about once a week, 4=more thart® a week, 5=daily.
“Child health outcomes O=podr=good, 2=very good, 3=excelleAChild’s personality: happy/take turn/neat/curious/not impulsive/get along with othe
kids\obedient\gets over getting upseickly\well liked\self-reliant®Child’s interaction with siblings during pamonth without any adult encouragement.
"During the past 6 months.



TABLE 2A: ATEs, ATETs and ATEUTSs: All Donations

ATE T STAT ATET T STAT ATEUT T STAT
E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=1] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to charity 0.152 3.45 0.153 3.25 0.151 3.87
E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to charity 0.061 153 0.062 1.48 0.060 1.62
E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=0]

Parent talks to child about donating 0.154 3.42 0.155 3.23 0.149 3.92

TABLE 2B: ATEs, ATETs and ATEUTSs: Religious donations
ATE T STAT ATET T STAT ATEUT T STAT
E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=1] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to religious charity 0.199 4.85 0.203 4.14 0.196 5.60
E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to religious charity 0.147 3.80 0.157 3.34 0.140 4.24
E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=0]

Parent talks to child about donating 0.133 3.02 0.132 2.87 0.134 3.44




TABLE 2C: ATEs, ATETs and ATEUTsNon religious donations

ATE T STAT

ATET T STAT ATEUT T STAT
E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=1] E[Y2(1)-Y2(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to non religious charity 0.132 2.99 0.132 2.82 0.132 3.30
E['Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=1] E['Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y1=0]

Parent donates to non religious charity 0.055 1.43 0.056 1.40 0.054 1.50

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)]
Parent talks to child about donating 0.158 3.50

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1]
0.160 3.32

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)| Y2=0]
0.151

4.07




TABLE 3A: Marginal Effects: Probability (parent donates = 1) and Probability (parent talks to the child about donating

1): All Donations

Age

Age squared

Male

White

Years of schooling

Health

Log labour income

Log non labour income
Log wealth

Own home

Catholic

Protestant

Other religion

Number of hours volunteered
Price

Discuss school activities
Discuss school experience
Discuss studies

Important to help others
Want child to get degree

Prob. (parent

Prob. (parent talksto child about donating=1)

donates=1) Indirect effect from
Direct effect parent donates Total effect

M.E. T STAT M.E. TSTAT | M.E. TSTAT | M.E. TSTAT
0.0173 1.73| 0.0033 0.40| 0.0028 152 | 0.0060 0.73
-0.0001 0.86 | -0.0003 0.35| -0.0002 0.82 | -0.0005 0.52
0.0365 1.36| 0.0230 099 | 0.0058 1.26| 0.0288 121
0.0950 3.69 | -0.1565 6.79 | 0.0151 259 | -0.1414 6.09
0.0430 890 | 0.0075 1.78 | 0.0068 329 | 0.0143 3.46
0.0247 2.34 | 0.0044 0.50 | 0.0039 2.02 | 0.0083 0.93
0.0124 298 | -0.0030 0.87 | 0.0020 2.32 | -0.0010 0.29
0.0025 1.00| 0.0012 0.55| 0.0004 096 | 0.0016 0.72
0.0342 11.74 | 0.0001 0.02| 0.0054 3.36 | 0.0055 2.04
0.1428 599 | 0.0488 228 | 0.0227 3.04| 0.0715 3.39
-0.0313 0.65| -0.0387 1.06 | -0.0050 0.63 | -0.0437 1.17
0.0023 0.05| -0.0106 0.32 | -0.0004 0.05| -0.0110 0.30
0.0512 0.87 | 0.0037 0.08 | 0.0081 0.76 | 0.0118 0.25
0.0002 3.11| 0.0005 1.31| 0.0004 231 | 0.0009 2.19
0.0073 0.09 - 0.0012 0.09| 0.0012 0.09
- 0.0278 3.75 - 0.0278 3.75
- 0.0033 0.31 - 0.0033 0.31
- 0.013 1.29 - 0.0133 1.29
- 0.0837 271 - 0.0837 2.71
- 0.0774 2.88 — 0.0774 2.88

Probability of event; p value
Chi Squared (159); p value
OBSERVATIONS

0.6414:=[0.000]

0.7183; p=[0.000]
1,314.87;p=[0.000]
3,130




TABLE 3B: Marginal Effects: Probability (child donates = 1): All Donations

Age

Age squared

Male

White

Years of schooling
Health

Log labour income

Log non labour income
Log wealth

Own home

Catholic

Protestant

Other religion

Number of hours volunteer
Price

Discuss school activities
Discuss school experience
Discuss studies
Important to help others
Want child to get degree
Male child

White child

Age of child

Age of child squared
Health of child

Child behaviour 1

Child behaviour 2

Log child allowance
Cooperate with siblings
Help siblings

Kind to siblings

Listen to siblings

Play with siblings
Emotional support

Help friends

Number of friends

Helps parents

Child volunteers

Child sports programme

Direct effect

Prob. (child donates=1)

Indirect effect from
parent donating

Indirect effect from
talking to child

Total effect

M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT | M.E. TSTAT | M.E. T STAT
- 0.0015 1.38| 0.0005 040 | 0.0020 1.23
- 0.0001 0.81| 0.0001 0.35| 0.0002 0.79
- 0.0032 111 | 0.0036 096 | 0.0068 1.40
- 0.0084 186 | -0.0245 310 | -0.0161 177
- 0.0038 214 | 0.0012 159 | 0.0050 2.64
— 0.0022 165| 0.0007 049 | 0.0029 1.45
-0.0043 133 | 0.0011 1.81 | -0.0005 0.85| -0.0037 113
-0.0054 274 | 0.0002 088 | 0.0002 054 | -0.0050 2.53
-0.0020 0.67 | 0.0030 216 | 0.0001 0.02| 0.0011 0.46
-0.0076 0.38| 0.0127 210 | 0.0077 195| 0.0128 0.66
— -0.0028 0.61| -0.0061 1.03 | -0.0089 1.20
- 0.0002 0.05| -0.0017 0.32| -0.0015 0.22
- 0.0045 0.52 | 0.0006 0.07 | 0.0051 0.42
- 0.0002 1.82| 0.0001 0.97| 0.0003 2.26
0.0006 0.09 - 0.0006 0.09
- - 0.0044 270 | 0.0044 2.70
- - 0.0005 0.31| 0.0005 0.31
- - 0.0021 124 | 0.0021 124
- — 0.0131 211| 0.0131 211
- - 0.0121 214 | 0.0121 211
-0.0307 1.78 - - -0.0307 1.78
-0.0242 1.08 — - -0.0242 1.08
-0.0269 0.83 - - -0.0269 0.83
0.0012 094 - - 0.0012 0.94
-0.0124 1.18 - - -0.0124 1.18
0.0539 2.16 - - 0.0539 2.16
0.0502 1.82 - - 0.0502 1.82
-0.0017 0.34 - - -0.0017 0.34
-0.0181 0.75 - - -0.0181 0.75
-0.0038 0.19 — - -0.0038 0.19
0.0396 1.67 - - 0.0396 1.67
-0.0160 0.75 - - -0.0160 0.75
0.0214 1.01 - - 0.0214 1.01
0.0505 261 - - 0.0505 261
0.0324 1.52 - - 0.0324 1.52
0.0077 1.09 - - 0.0077 1.09
0.0223 121 - - 0.0223 121
0.1222 6.25 — - 0.1222 6.25
0.0565 3.36 - - 0.0565 3.36

Probability of event; p value
Chi Squared (159); p value
OBSERVATIONS

0.742p=[0.000]
1,314.87; p=[0.000]
3,130




TABLE 4A: Marginal Effects: The Amount of Parental Donations

Prob. (parent talksto child
PANEL A: All Donations about donating=1)
Direct effect

Direct effect

Prob. (child donates=1)

Indirect effect from
talking to child

Total effect

M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT | M.E. T STAT
Log (donations) 0.0263 9.67 | 0.0076 236 | 0.0045 239 | 0.0122 4.76
Prob. (parent talksto child Prob. (child donates=1)
PANEL B: Religious Donations about donating=1)

Direct effect

Direct effect

Indirect effect from
talking to child

Total effect

M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT | M.E. T STAT
Log (donations to religious causes) 0.0331 11.29 | 0.0168 473 | 0.0047 201 | 0.0215 7.92
Prob. (parent talksto child Prob. (child donates=1)
PANEL C: Non Religious Donations about donating=1)

Direct effect

Direct effect

Indirect effect from
talking to child

Total effect

M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT M.E. T STAT | M.E. T STAT

Log (donations to noreligious causes) 0.0252 8.66 | 0.0066 2.02| 0.0047 254 | 0.0113 4.20
OBSERVATIONS 3,130
TABLE 4B: ATEs, ATETs and ATEUTSs: The Aaunt of Parental Donations

ATE T STAT ATET T STAT ATEUT
PANEL A: All Donations

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=0]
Parent talks to child about donating 0.171 248 0.175 2.46 0.159
PANEL B: Religious Donations

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=0]
Parent talks to child about donating 0.138 2.02 0.140 201 0.131
PANEL C: Non Religious Donations

E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=1] E[Y3(1)-Y3(0)|Y2=0]
Parent talks to child about donating 0.184 2.68 0.189 2.68 0.169




