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Charitable Giving by Married
Couples Revisited

Barış K. Yörük

A B S T R A C T

This paper investigates the effect of gender differences and household bar-
gaining on charitable giving. I replicate the study of Andreoni, Brown, and
Rischall (2003) using a different data set—the recently available Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) supplement on charitable giving—and
test the sensitivity of their results to inclusion of additional control vari-
ables and the endogeneity of the tax price of giving. First, focusing on sin-
gles, I find that males and females have significantly different tendencies
toward giving to different areas of charitable activity. Next, comparing
households in which husband and wife make a joint decision on donations
with those in which couples separately decide or assign a sole decision-
maker, I show that bargaining over giving increases the amount of chari-
table contributions by almost 7 percent.

I. Introduction

The determinants of giving have long been the subject of intensive
economic research. The established stylized facts in the literature are that better
educated individuals with higher incomes are more likely to give and that the tax
price of giving has a negative effect on the amount of charitable gifts (Andreoni
2006). Results on other determinants of giving, in particular the effects of gender
and marriage, are mixed. For example, Duncan (1999) finds that married people tend
to give more, whereas Lankford and Wyckoff (1991) conclude that marital status is
not a significant determinant of giving. Piper and Schnepf (2008) find that women
are more generous than men, whereas Yen (2002) finds that gender does not have
a significant effect on giving. Andreoni and Vesterlund (2001) argue that males and
females significantly differ in the way they respond to changes in the tax price of
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giving. They show that males are more generous than females, but only when the
price of giving is relatively low.

In a seminal paper, Andreoni, Brown, and Rischall (2003), hereafter ABR, in-
vestigate the effect of gender differences in giving, using pooled cross-sectional data
from the household giving surveys conducted in 1992 and 1994 by the Gallup Or-
ganization, and commissioned by Independent Sector. This survey series is also
known as the Survey of Giving and Volunteering in the United States (SGV). They
show that males and females have different tastes for giving. Among single people,
females are more likely to donate than males to every charity category except adult
recreation. Females also tend to spread their contributions to more charity categories
by giving less to each category. Using the SGV, ABR argue that gender differences
in charitable giving carry over to married couples and that married couples do not
behave as if they are governed by a single utility function. They find that for married
couples, joint decisionmaking on charitable donations is costly and reduces total
contributions, on average by 6 percent. They also show that when a particular spouse
is the sole decisionmaking authority on allocating money to charities, the couple’s
giving decision seems to reflect his or her own tastes. When the giving decision is
made jointly, however, the couple’s decision mostly reflects the husband’s prefer-
ences.

In this paper, I reexamine the findings of ABR using a recently available charitable
giving supplement of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). Since this sup-
plement includes all the variables that ABR used, it offers a valuable way to check
the robustness of ABR’s results. I also test the sensitivity of their results to inclusion
of extra control variables and the possible endogeneity of the tax price of giving.
First, I investigate gender differences in giving. When total amount of contributions
are considered, I find that men and women behave similarly. However, males’ and
females’ tendencies toward giving are significantly different when different cate-
gories of giving are considered. Next, I examine the effect of marriage and household
bargaining. Like ABR, I find significant differences depending on whether the hus-
band or wife is the primary decisionmaker on charitable contributions. Husband-
deciding households tend to concentrate their giving on few charitable categories,
whereas wife-deciding households spread their contributions among different cate-
gories. Husband-deciding households are also much more responsive to changes in
the tax price of giving. In contrast to ABR, however, I find that bargaining over
charitable gifts increases households’ contributions by around 7 percent, and that
when couples decide jointly, the compromise behavior is far from the preferred
choices of husbands.

II. Data

This paper uses a newly available nationally representative house-
hold survey on the motivations for charitable giving in the U.S: the Center on
Philanthropy Panel Study (COPPS), the Philanthropy Module of the PSID. The 2003
wave of data contains detailed information on household giving, volunteering, and
various indicators of relevant motivations for a sample of 7,822 households. The
unique feature of the 2003 wave is that it also includes a question on who in the
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household is the primary decisionmaker in allocating money to charities.1 Compared
with the SGV, the COPPS data not only have a larger sample size but also do not
suffer from missing data. In the SGV, this problem is particularly severe in questions
about giving for disaggregated purposes. Wilhelm (2006) reports that around 35
percent of the SGV respondents in 1996 have missing data in at least one of the
questions about giving toward disaggregated purposes,2 whereas in the COPPS, the
ratio is only 1 percent. Moreover, compared with the SGV, the response rate for the
COPPS is much higher. Kirsch, McCormack, and Saxon-Harold (2001) report that
the response rates for the SGV (1996) and the COPPS (2001) are 19 percent and
66 percent, respectively.3 Wilhelm (2006, 2007) also argues that the quality of the
COPPS data may be superior to that collected in other household surveys of char-
itable giving because of the PSID staff’s experience in collecting data and the re-
spondents’ experience with the survey procedure.

Following Wilhelm (2006), I use only PSID’s nationally representative sample
(n�4,887) for the empirical analysis. In the COPPS, 69 percent of the households
reported having contributed money for charitable causes during the survey year,
with an average contribution of $1,348. This amount corresponds to a 3 percent
average contribution as a percentage of household income. The data contain all the
relevant variables in order to replicate ABR’s analysis except for information on the
tax price of giving. I estimate the tax price of giving as 1-t for those who itemize
deductions and 1 for those who do not, where t is the marginal tax rate that the
donor faces.4 Since the data do not report marginal tax rates, I calculate this variable
for each household using information on itemization status, number of household
members, gross income, probable filing status, and the federal and state tax schedules
for the relevant year.

The main obstacle in identifying the possible gender differences in charitable
giving is the lack of individual level survey data. Since the survey obtains infor-
mation at the household level, following ABR, I use the information on single males
and single females. Excluding married couples, and couples living together yields a
subsample of 1,793 individuals, 701 of whom are single males. Among singles, 53
percent of males and 56 percent of females were donors. Among contributors, the
average contribution was $602 for males and $618 for females. Moreover, relative
to their incomes, females contributed more to charities than males did. On average,
they gave 3 percent of their incomes to charities compared with 2 percent for males.
For married couples (n�2,970), a unique question in the survey enables me to
identify who within the household is the primary decisionmaker in allocating money
to charities; the question is “Who in your family was involved in decisions about

1. The 2001 wave does not include this information. The 2005 wave was not available when this paper
was written.
2. Although it is not possible to determine whether the same rate also applies to the 1992 and 1994
editions of the SGV, ABR report that they had to eliminate roughly 27 percent of their total sample due
to missing data in key variables.
3. The response rates for the 1992 and 1994 editions of the SGV were not published.
4. The marginal tax rate is calculated as the sum of the state and federal marginal tax rates, corrected for
the fact that charitable deductions were not allowed in the state income tax in some states as of 2003.
These states were Indiana, Massachussets, Ohio, Connecticut, Michigan, New Jersey, Illinois, Pennsylvania,
Lousiana, and West Virginia and identified through NBER’s TAXSIM data, available at http://
www.nber.org/�taxsim/charity-state.
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how much support to give individual charities in 2002?”. However, in contrast to
the SGV, this question is asked only to those couples who have contributed money
to charities. Given their answers to this question, married couples are categorized
into four groups: husband-deciders (n�311), wife-deciders (n�600), joint-deciders
(1,167), and separate-deciders (n�207).5 The household characteristics of these
groups are generally in line with the sample statistics presented in ABR except that
joint-deciders donate on average more than 4 percent of their income to charities,
which is considerably higher than the other groups.6

III. Gender Differences

Following ABR’s analysis, I first look for gender differences in the
decision to give. The first four columns of Table 1 report coefficient estimates and
marginal effects of probit estimation of the probability of giving for each sex. As
expected, the tax price negatively affects the probability of giving for both single
men and single women, while the coefficient on the income variable is highly sig-
nificant and positive for both. For both males and females, education, age, and
regular attendance of religious services have a significant and positive effect on the
propensity to give, whereas the effects of race and family size are insignificant.
Comparing single male and single female equations, in contrast to ABR’s result,
the hypothesis that the equations for the propensity to give are the same for males
and females cannot be rejected at conventional significance levels (�2(11)�5.21,
p-value�0.920).

Next, I turn my attention to the sizes of contributions. Following ABR, given the
censoring of the charitable donations at zero, I estimate a tobit model, where the
dependent variable is the logarithm of the dollar amount of contributions censored
at zero.7 I report the parameter estimates and the associated marginal effects for this
model in the last four columns of Table 1. In both the male and female tobit models,
age, educational attainment, attendance of religious services, and household income
are positively associated with the total amount of charitable contributions. Again in
contrast to ABR’s results, I fail to reject the hypothesis that the contribution amount
equations of males and females are the same (�2(11)�5.23, p-value�0.919).

Although the above analysis suggests that males’ and females’ giving equations
are similar, this result may also be misleading since regressions consider aggregate
contribution amount. Do single men and single women behave similarly when al-
locating money across different areas of charitable activity? The COPPS enables me

5. The number of married donors for which decisionmaking authority is identified is 2,300. There are
missing data for 15 observations for this group. Notice also that the SGV data contain information on
husband-deciding, wife-deciding, and jointly deciding households, but not on separate-deciders. In the SGV,
among those who reported “who decides,” 19 percent are husband-deciders, 29 percent are wife-deciders,
and 52 percent are joint-deciders. In the COPPS, 14 percent of the couples are husband-deciders, 26 percent
are wife-deciders, 51 percent are joint-deciders, and 9 percent are separate-deciders. Hence, the fractions
are similar in the two surveys.
6. In contrast to the COPPS data, in ABR’s data, average donation by husband-deciders is much higher
compared with joint-deciders or wife-deciders.
7. I add the constant one to the contribution amount so that the transformed variable is still censored at
zero.
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to identify gender differences in 11 different areas of charitable activity. Table A3
shows that females are more likely than males to give to every single category of
charity except for combined purpose and neighborhood organizations. Although not
reported, conducting tests for the equality of male and female probability of giving
and contribution amount equations, I find that the gender differences are persistent
across different charitable areas. The hypothesis that the probability of giving equa-
tions are the same for males and females is rejected for all charity categories, except
for religious, combined purpose, health, and other unnamed organizations. I also
reject the hypothesis that the contribution amount equations for males and females
are the same for all charity categories, except for health and religious organizations.
These results are consistent with the corresponding results of ABR.

IV. Married Couples

Since the COPPS reports the decisionmaking authority only for
households that have donated money, I cannot replicate ABR’s analysis on married
couples’ likelihood of making a gift. Hence, I focus only on the total amount of
contributions by married couples. Table 2 reports the ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimates of the contribution amount equations for the four possible types of couples.
As expected, the tax price effects are significantly negative, while household income
and the respondent’s regular attendance of religious services positively affect the
contribution amount. The other variables have their expected signs but are mostly
insignificant. I also conduct tests across all pairings of equations for married couples.
Similar to ABR’s finding, I find that the giving behavior of wife-deciders and joint-
deciders are significantly different (�2(15)�45.35, p-value�0.000). In contrast to
ABR’s finding however, I also find significant difference between husband-deciders
and joint-deciders (�2(15)�39.59, p-value�0.001).

Next, I examine giving to different areas of charitable activity by married couples
and conduct tests across all pairings of equations. The results in Table 3 show that
the predicted contribution amounts of husband-deciding and wife-deciding couples
are significantly different in every type of charity, except for art organizations.8

Another finding is that the predicted contribution amount of wife-deciders is signifi-
cantly different from the joint-deciders in every charity category. In the SGV data,
ABR also report that while husband-deciding couples concentrate their giving to few
areas of charitable activity, wife-deciding couples tend to spread their giving among
several types of charities. Furthermore, when couples decide jointly, the concentra-
tion is not significantly different from when the husband decides alone, but is sig-
nificantly different from when the wife decides alone. In order to test whether the
same result also applies using the COPPS, I calculate a Herfindahl index of the
concentration of giving. Following ABR, this index is defined as

2HI� s for c �1,...,11(1) � c
c

8. Although not reported, husband-deciders tend to donate more than wife-deciders to each charitable
category except for art and environmental organizations.
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Table 2
Total Amount of Contributions by Married Couples

Decisionmaking authority

Husband Wife Joint Separate

ln (price) �1.592 �0.732 �1.438 �1.073
(0.441)*** (0.327)*** (0.242)*** (0.481)**

ln (income) 0.181 0.450 0.183 0.510
(0.120) (0.092)*** (0.061)*** (0.145)***

Age of husband 0.008 0.005 0.021 0.012
(0.015) (0.010) (0.009)** (0.019)

Age of wife 0.023 0.027 0.003 0.016
(0.015) (0.011)** (0.009) (0.020)

Husband high school
graduate

�0.068 0.027 �0.098 0.310

(0.323) (0.153) (0.158) (0.371)
Husband attended college 0.034 0.397 0.243 0.371

(0.329) (0.168)** (0.164) (0.398)
Husband college graduate 0.413 0.508 0.187 0.403

(0.336) (0.187)*** (0.165) (0.395)
Wife high school graduate 0.249 0.189 0.194 �0.119

(0.219) (0.176) (0.140) (0.283)
Wife attended college 0.262 0.259 0.484 �0.136

(0.233) (0.187) (0.144)*** (0.287)
Wife college graduate 0.654 0.332 0.617 0.101

(0.245)*** (0.202) (0.149)*** (0.299)
Hispanic 1.071 0.248 �0.349 1.231

(0.620)* (0.370) (0.369) (0.821)
Black 0.104 0.139 0.058 0.612

(0.309) (0.224) (0.220) (0.309)**
Churchgoer 0.734 0.449 0.660 0.924

(0.143)*** (0.164)*** (0.079)*** (0.170)***
Family size 0.185 0.112 0.115 0.050

(0.069)*** (0.048)** (0.034)*** (0.081)
Constant 1.529 �1.072 2.446 �1.223

(1.376) (1.040) (0.680)*** (1.618)
R2 0.345 0.260 0.232 0.338
Number of observations 308 599 1,166 207

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
*** estimate is significant at a 1 percent level.
** estimate is significant at a 5 percent level.
* estimate is significant at a 10 percent level.
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where sc is the share of charitable category c, which is calculated as the amount of
money that the household gives to the charitable category divided by the total
amount of charitable contribution made by the household. Notice that this index
equals one if the household donates money to only one charitable category and
reaches its lower bound when the household donates money evenly to all 11 char-
itable categories. The average value of Herfindahl index for husband-deciding house-
holds is 0.72, for wife-deciding households 0.68, for joint-deciders 0.70, and for
separate-deciders 0.58. This result is similar in pattern to ABR. Running simple tests
of equality of means for each pair of decisionmaking modes, I find that husband-
deciding households concentrate their giving significantly more than wife-deciding
and separately deciding households. However, in contrast to ABR’s finding, the
concentration of joint-deciders is not significantly different from either husband-
deciders or wife-deciders.

In the SGV data, ABR show that husband-deciding couples tend to give more
than wife-deciding couples when the tax price of giving is low and as the price of
giving increases, this difference vanishes. In Figure 1, I plot the response of the
charitable contributions to changes in the tax price of giving for a median house-
hold.9 The results are in line with ABR. Wife-deciding couples are the least respon-
sive group to a change in the tax price. Although husband-deciders tend to donate
more than wife-deciders at relatively lower prices, they are also the most responsive
group to changes in the tax price. When the tax price of giving equals one, wife-
deciders tend to give more than husband-deciders.10

V. Household Bargaining over Charitable Gifts

I have shown that married couples differ in their giving depending
on the decisionmaking authority in the household. In this section, I focus mainly on
joint decision-makers. ABR show that for these households, bargaining over chari-
table gifts may either be costly or beneficial depending on the preferences of wife
and husband. For example, consider a couple with opposing tastes in charities. Bar-
gaining may decrease total household giving if donations favored by one spouse
create a negative externality for the other. In contrast, if the couple has identical
preferences over charitable gifts, then this may positively affect household giving
because of the decrease in costs associated with identifying potential charities to
give to.

Following ABR, I first investigate the amount given to charity by joint-deciders
as a linear combination of the amount that the husband would choose, were he the

9. In order to control for the possible endogeneity of the tax price, I run two robustness checks. First, I
exclude the tax price of giving from the giving equations and check whether the major results are sensitive
to this alternative specification. Second, I instrument the last dollar price with the “first dollar price,” which
is the marginal tax rate that applies to the first dollar donated to charity, and re-estimate the giving
equations. The main results of the paper are robust to these alternative specifications and available from
the author upon request.
10. Following ABR, I also conduct a similar analysis for religious giving. Results are similar and available
upon request.
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decisionmaking authority, and the amount the wife would choose, were she in
charge. The predicted donation made by the jointly deciding couples can be ex-
pressed as

ˆ ˆ ˆY �Y �� �Y �� �ε(2) j h h w w

where Ŷh and Ŷw denote the amount of predicted gifts that would have been donated
by the husband and wife, if either had sole control over the allocation, Ŷj is the
amount of predicted gifts donated by the joint-deciders, and ε is the associated error
term.11 The coefficients �h and �w show whether bargaining over charitable gifts is
costly, beneficial, or has no effect. If �h��w�1, then bargaining over household
gifts neither creates an additional donation nor destroys the sum of the total gifts
that the husband and wife would donate, if each were the sole decisionmaker. If
�h��w�1, then household bargaining over charitable gifts creates extra giving. Fi-
nally, if �h��w �1, then bargaining is costly and decreases the total amount of
giving that would have been made by the household. In Equation 2, the estimates

11. The predicted gifts that would have been donated by the husband or wife, if either one had the sole
discretion over the allocation is calculated by using the personal characteristics of husbands and wives,
including own age, own education, household income, family size, and the price of giving as independent
variables, but excluding spouse’s age and education. This excluded information is used when calculating
the predicted gifts donated by the joint-deciders.
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for �h and �w are 0.499 and 0.567 with standard error 0.011. Since �h��w�1.066
with standard error 0.005, bargaining significantly increases household giving by
around 7 percent. The coefficient estimates also suggest that in jointly deciding
households, wives have significantly more bargaining power than husbands, the op-
posite of ABR’s result. They estimate that bargaining reduces giving by 6 percent
and husbands have more bargaining power than wives in jointly deciding couples.
I also find that bargaining increases household giving even for couples who allocate
money to different types of charities. Husbands’ preferences prevail when joint-
deciders donate to health, education, art, neighborhood, international, and environ-
mental organizations.12

These results could be subject to a selection problem. To control for systematic
differences in the characteristics of households that choose different decisionmaking
regimes, ABR perform a standard Oaxaca decomposition of differences in mean
levels of giving across different types of married couples. Here, I replicate their
decomposition analysis using the COPPS data.13 The differences in mean levels of
giving across different types of couples can be decomposed as

¯ ¯ ¯ ¯ ˆ ¯ ˆ ˆY �Y �[ (X �X )�� ]�[X �(� �� )] for g�h, w, s(3) g j g j g j g j

where is the mean level of giving by the husband-deciders, wife-deciders, orȲg

separate-deciders, is the mean level of giving by the joint-deciders, is the vector¯ ¯Y Xj

of mean values of observable characteristics, and is the vector of regression co-�̂
efficients. In Equation 3, the first term in brackets represents the difference in mean
giving across different types of couples due to observable characteristics (due to
differences in means of independent variables). The second term in brackets is the
“unexplained” part, which captures the differences in mean giving due to differential
propensities to give.

Looking at the differences between joint-deciders and husband-deciders, I decom-
pose a giving shortfall of 5 percent by husband-deciding couples relative to mean
giving by jointly deciding couples. The decomposition reveals that almost all of this
difference is due to differential propensities to give. Similarly, I decompose the
observed 9 percent shortfall in mean giving by wife-deciding households relative to
joint-deciding households into a predicted 4 percent shortfall due to the differences
in mean characteristics and a 5 percent shortfall if these households had the mean
characteristics of the jointly deciding households. Hence, in contrast to ABR’s re-
sults, Oaxaca decomposition suggests that joint decisionmaking is associated with
higher contributions than sole decisionmaking by either husband or wife.

12. In estimating couples’ giving equations, following ABR, I included independent variables controlling
only for respondents’ race and religious attendance. In contrast to the SGV, the COPPS contains infor-
mation on both husbands’ and wives’ race and religious attendance regardless of who was the actual
respondent. Including this extra information to giving equations, I find that bargaining increases giving by
an estimated 8 percent and joint-deciders behave significantly differently from both husband-deciders and
wife-deciders.
13. When I use propensity score matching methods to match the joint-deciders that are similar in observ-
able characteristics to other couples, and re-estimate Equation 2 using the matched data, I find similar
results.
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VI. Selection of the Decisionmaker

The results above show the importance of the selection of the deci-
sionmaker. But what factors determine who decides in the household? In Table 4, I
report the results of a multinomial logistic model of the selection of the decider.
Following ABR, the independent variables are whether the husband is the primary
earner, relative age (husband’s age minus wife’s age), relative education (husband’s
education minus wife’s education), average age and education in the household,
family size, race dummies for the respondent, and whether the respondent regularly
attends religious services. The base case is that the wife decides, hence Table 4
presents the effect of each observable characteristic on the probability that the hus-
band decides or the decision is made jointly.14

The results in Table 4 are similar to the corresponding results of ABR. If the
husband is the primary earner, then he is much more likely to decide on how to
allocate money to charities. However, the effect of husband being the primary earner
on the probability that couple decides jointly is insignificant. Moreover, age variables
do not significantly affect the selection of the decisionmaker, but education variables
do. An additional finding is that couples are less likely to decide jointly in black
households.

VII. Conclusion

In this paper, I investigate the effect of gender differences and house-
hold bargaining on charitable giving using newly available COPPS data. Some of
my findings contrast with those of ABR, who used the SGV data. Focusing on single
households, I find significant differences in contribution behavior between men and
women, with women more likely to donate to different areas of charitable activity.
Gender differences in giving to different charity categories also carry over to married
couples. As in ABR, I find that husband-deciding couples concentrate their giving
to few areas of charitable activities, while wife-deciders tend to spread their giving
over more areas. Wife-deciders are also far less sensitive to changes in the tax price
of giving compared with other types of couples.

Given the importance of the decisionmaker in allocating money to charities, I
investigate the factors associated with the selection of the decisionmaker in the
household. Like ABR, I find that if the husband is the primary earner, then he is
much more likely to decide on how to allocate money to charities. However, the
effect of the husband being the primary earner on the probability that the couple
decides jointly is insignificant.

In contrast to ABR, I find that bargaining increases household giving. This effect
is also robust to inclusion or exclusion of various explanatory variables and to ad-
justment for endogeneity of the tax price of giving. I find that on average, bargaining
increases household giving by 7 percent. Although wives prevail in household bar-

14. In this analysis, I exclude separate-deciders so that my results are comparable to the corresponding
results of ABR.
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Table 4
Selection of Decisionmaking Authority for Allocating Money to Charities:
Multinomial Logit Model

Probability that the
husband is the giver

Probability that the
couple decides jointly

Husband is the primary earner 0.426 0.085
(0.166)*** (0.114)

Husband’s age - wife’s age 0.018 0.001
(0.017) (0.012)

Husband’s education - wife’s
education

0.159 0.094

(0.037)*** (0.025)***
Average age 0.000 �0.003

(0.006) (0.004)
Average education 0.094 0.130

(0.041)** (0.028)***
Hispanic �0.558 �0.675

(0.696) (0.471)
Black �0.073 �0.578

(0.362) (0.281)**
Family size �0.010 �0.009

(0.072) (0.050)
Churchgoer 2.065 1.627

(0.186)*** (0.153)***
Constant �2.822 �1.319

(0.744) (0.514)***
Predicted probability if husband is

the primary earner
0.154 0.513

Predicted probability if wife is the
primary earner

0.112 0.511

Pseudo R2 0.082
Number of observations 1,979
Log-likelihood �1,760.020

Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated at the mean of the variables. Standard errors are in parentheses.
*** estimate is significant at a 1 percent level.
** estimate is significant at a 5 percent level.

gaining over aggregate giving, husbands are dominant in bargaining over giving
when the household donates to health, education, art, neighborhood, environment,
or international organizations. My results not only highlight the positive effect of
household bargaining over charitable gifts but also provide new evidence for the
effects of assortative mating and other demographic characteristics on charitable
giving.
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Appendix 1

Table A1
Definition of Key Variables

Variable Definition

Gives to charity Binary giving variable. 1 if the respondent donated
any amount to a charitable organization during the
survey year.

Total amount of
contributions

Total amount of money that the respondent has
reported giving to charity during the survey year.

Price Equals 1 minus the marginal tax rate, defined as a
sum of the federal and state income tax rates for
those who itemize deductions and 1 for who do
not. Tax rates are calculated from information on
income, itemization status, probable filing status,
and the number of household members.

Income Gross household income as reported in the data.
Age of male and female Age of the respondent or spouse.
Education dummies for

male and female
Binary variables for the highest level of education

obtained. The omitted category is those who did
not complete high school.

Black, Hispanic Binary variables for the race of the respondent or
spouse.

Family size Total number of people living in the household
including the respondent.

Churchgoer Binary variable, equals 1 if the respondent or spouse
has reported that he or she personally attends
religious services at least once a month. The data
report the total number of days that the
respondent has attended religious services during a
year. Regular attendance is coded as 1 if this
number is greater than or equal to 12.

Primary earner is male Binary variable, equals 1 if the male is the chief
wage earner. The wage rate for the respondent
and the spouse is reported in the data.
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