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influence the saving behaviour of their offsprimig.contrast, financial optimism on
the part of parents does appear to lower the pilifyahat their children will save. In
addition, our empirical analysis reveals some e#tng differences relating to the
determinants of the saving behaviour of boys ami$ gis well as evidence of state
dependence in the saving behaviour of children.

Key Words: Household Financesitergenerational Analysis; Panel Data; Saving.
JEL Classification: D12; D14

Acknowledgements: We are grateful to the Data Archive at the Uniitgref Essex
for supplying the British Household Panel Surveyves 1 to 18. The normal
disclaimer applies. We are especially grateful tahADickerson and Arne Risa Hole
for excellent comments and advice.

October 2011



1. Introduction and background

Over the past three decades, the empirical litexaguploring household finances has
been growing steadily (see Guiso et @002, for a comprehensive review of this
area). In general, in the existing literature, ewoists have focused on specific
aspects of the household financial portfolio sushdabt (for example, Brown and
Taylor, 2008), the demand for risky financial asqébr example, Hochguertel et,al
1997) and savings (for example, Browning and Lusdr@96). One area, which has
attracted limited interest in the economics literaf concerns the intergenerational
link between the attitudes towards finances of p@rand their children. In contrast,
there has been considerable recent interest irethgonship between the educational
attainment of parents and their children (see Bt Devereux, 2011, for a recent
survey). Extensive empirical evidence has suppdhedxistence of a strong positive
intergenerational association in educational atteint®

The aim of this paper is to explore whether anrgeererational link exists
between the saving behaviour of parents and tindidren as well as to explore the
influences on the saving behaviour of children ngeaerally. One might conjecture
that an intergenerational link may exist betweer Hititudes towards finances
between parents and their children as parents mely ® equip their children with
particular values and life skills. A relatively exrsive literature exists exploring the
implications and importance of financial literaay fa range of financial decisions
such as preparation for retirement, saving behaystock market participation and
financial portfolio diversification, with the focugenerally being on U.S. households
(see, for example, Lusardi and Mitchell, 2007), twtre has been limited discussion

of the intergenerational relationship between sskhlls and attitudes. Such an

! See Brown et al. (2011) for discussion of possidtplanations for this positive intergenerational
relationship.



association may reflect an intergenerational lidtween both cognitive skills in
terms of financial literacy as well as non cogratskills in terms of personality traits
such as attitudes towards finances and taking dskargued by Lusardi and Mitchell
(2007), p. 213, ‘savings decisions are complexuireyy consumers to possess
substantial economic knowledge and informationrdty be the case, therefore, that
parents who possess a certain degree of finantehdy may seek to impart such
skills to their offspring in order to equip themtlwifinancial management skills for
the future.

There has been recent interest amongst policy-raakepromoting financial
literacy amongst children and adults to enhancanfiral outcomes. For example,
‘Economic-Well-being and Financial Capability’ fosmpart of the UK National
Curriculum for schools, albeit a non-statutory comgnt, with the aim of teaching
school pupils to manage their money and financesctfely. Guidance on how to
incorporate personal finance education into thei@uum is provided nationally by
the Department for Educatidrin the context of the need for ‘the adults of fiire’
to take responsibility for their finances, the Fio@l Services Authority (2006)
conducted a survey of 1,156 UK primary and secondahools to explore the
provision of personal financial education in sclsaol the UK? The findings indicate
that, although a high level of importance is ateatho such education in schools, it

attracts a relatively low profile within the schooulrriculum. Out of the 582

2 Brunello and Schlotter (2011) present a comprekienreview of the growing empirical literature in
economics exploring the role of non cognitive skfbr school and labour market outcomes, and argue
that there is evidence that high cognitive testesoeflect both high cognitive skills and non citiga
skills such as motivation and personality traits.al recent contribution, Anger (2011) explores the
transmission of cognitive and non cognitive skiiem parents to their offspring using the German
Socio-Economic Panel. The findings suggest thairttergenerational association is not as strong for
non-cognitive skills as compared to cognitive skill

3 See https://www.education.gov.uk.

* The Financial Services Authority, which was sethypthe UK Government, regulates the financial
services industry in the UK.



secondary schools teaching personal finance, 558red the topic of savings and
investments.

Although there has been limited interest in thenecoaics literature in this
area, some interest in this intergenerationaliogiahip exists in sociology and related
disciplines, with the focus on ‘parental finan@akialisation’ of college students. For
a concise survey of this area and a recent comiibto this literature, see Grinstein-
Weiss et al. (2011), who explore a sample of low aroderate income households
and find that adults who received relatively highvdls of money-management
education from their parents during their childhdwt lower credit card debt and
higher credit scores as adults.

It is apparent, therefore, that both parents arddhching of personal finance
in schools may serve to influence the current manapagement of children as well
as their future money management during adulthbigthce, we aim to contribute to
the existing literature by exploring the relatioipshetween attitudes towards finance
in the form of savings between parents and théapahg in order to shed some light
on the potential intergenerational aspect of thterda@nants of attitudes towards
finances, which has not been the focus of existiegearch in economics. In
particular, we focus on analysing potential paremduences on the financial
decisions made by their offspring during childhobg exploring the impact of
parental saving on their offspring’s saving behavias a child, as well as exploring
the influences on the saving behaviour of childrere generally.

The finances of children are arguably driven by tmain sources: pocket
money or allowances financed by parents; and egsrftom part-time work such as
paper rounds and baby-sitting. There are a smatibeu of studies in the economic

psychology literature exploring the provision ofcget money to children. For



example, Furnham (2001) explores parental attittoeards pocket money amongst
a sample of 300 British parents. Approximately ¢ageiarters of the sample believed
that children should be encouraged to save pockeegnor financial gifts with only a
third of the sample being of the opinion that aefixamount should be saved. The
majority of parents believed that saving should emnce with the start of pocket
money. Furthermore, three-quarters of parents egprethe opinion that children as
young as age 10 should explore savings accountsrder to choose the most
appropriate one. Such findings support the notiat the provision of pocket money
represents a kind of ‘economic education’ withie tiousehold, an area of research
which has attracted attention in the psychologgrditure (see, Barnet-Verzat and
Wolff, 2002, for a concise survey of this area).rigda-Verzat and Wolff (2002)
explore the motives behind intergenerational fimantransfers focusing on pocket
money and discuss three main motives in the ecarsohtérature for transfers from
parents to children: ‘altruism, exchange and pesfee shaping’’Their econometric
study of 5,300 families in France indicates hetenmity in parental motives to give
pocket money and no support for the assumptionarsihgle motive is universally
true.

In terms of children’s earned income, there apptaise less interest in the
economics literature in the part-time work of chaéld in the context of developed
countries in contrast to the literature on deveigptountrie$. The standard labour
supply framework predicts an inverse relationshgpueen children’s hours of paid

labour supply and parental allowances/pocket moneyjth parental

® Altruistic motives refer to the ‘warm glow’ parsnmay enjoy from giving their children money
whereas exchange motives refer to the servicedrehilmay provide to parents such as carrying out
household chores and preference shaping relatls farovision of economic education.

® Gong (2009) concludes from a review of findingsnfrthe existing literature on developed countries
that ‘the primary motivation for youths to worktis finance short-term personal consumption rather
than support family expenses or save for college654.
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allowances/pocket money serving to act essentzdlynearned income for children.
In general, this inverse relationship has beenigoefl by the findings reported in the
relatively small empirical literature in this ardar example, Dustmann et al. (2009)
analyse the labour supply of British 16 year olgsvall as the financial transfers that
they received from their parents. The findings @atle interdependency between the
labour supply of 16 year olds and parental findrtcgansfers. Similarly, Gong (2009),
analysing a sample of 12 to 16 year olds drawn ftloenUS National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth, finds that parental pocket moreguces the incentives of youths to
work. In our empirical analysis of the saving babav of children, we explicitly
allow for the effects of allowances or pocket moaag income from work received
by children.
2. Data and Methodology
Our focus on the intergenerational relationshipween the saving behaviour of
parents and their offspring clearly requires infation on the saving behaviour of
both parents and their children. For this purpeageuse the British Household Panel
Survey (BHPS), a survey conducted by the Institisie Social and Economic
Research comprising approximately 10,000 annua&Vichaal interviews, which meets
our data requirements. For wave one, interviewgwenducted during the autumn of
1991. The same individuals are re-interviewed iccessive waves — the latest
available being 2008. Since 1994, children agetbll5 completed a short interview
for the BHPS Youth Questionnaire. Thus, we are &blmatch the responses to the
BHPS Youth Questionnaire with that of the adult sfismnaires in order to link
information relating to children and their parents.

Specifically, in the BHPS Youth Questionnaire f@ars 1997 to 2001 and

2005, the children were askedHat do you usually do with your mongyhe



possible responses wersave to buy thingssave and not spendand spend
immediately The responses thus provide information relatinthe saving behaviour
of children and enable us to analyse the savingnbetr of a sample of dependent
children as opposed to young adults. We pool theaees of the BHPS Youth
Questionnaire in order to form an unbalanced paheiata with 6,201 observations.

The responses to this question by the age of 8porelents are detailed below.

Saving Behaviour of Children Aged 11 to 15
Age 11| Age 12| Age 13| Age 14| Age 15| All ages

Save to buy things 41% 41% 45% 44% 45% 43%
Save and not spend 4000 39% 36% 34% 29% 35%
Spend immediately 19% 20% 19% 22% 26% 22%

OBSERVATIONS 1,157 1,295 1,251 1,259 1,239 6,201

It is apparent that the proportion of children msging in each category is relatively
stable across the age range. The responses indnzdt@ significant proportion of
children spend their money immediately and, hedoejot save.

For these years, children aged 11 to 15 are alsedasbout the amount of
money that they received in the form of pocket nyooe allowances. Specifically
children are askedHow much money did you receive last week to spenauorself?
Please include pocket money and any allowance gauBgit if you have a job, do not
include money you earnéd\dditional information is also available relatiig hours
worked for pay and the money they have received ftbat work. Specifically,
children were asked:.Last week, how many hours did you spend doing viark

pay?’ They were also askedHow much money did you earn last week? Do not

" In the UK, there are legal restrictions imposed aild employment (for further details see
http://www.direct.gov.uk/en/Parents/ParentsRigh®/B002945). In particular, during school term
time children may work a maximum of 12 hours peekyevhereas during school holidays, 13 to 14
(15 to 16) year olds may work a maximum of 25 (B&Jrs per week. The interviews for the BHPS
took place in January, February, March, April, M&gptember, October, November and December.
Since the interviews did not take place in the nsaimool holiday period (July and August), we trkat
hours per week as the upper limit on hours work®d, therefore, omit 2% of the sample of children
who report weekly hours of work in excess of 12rsou
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include pocket money or allowancéslt is apparent that the responses to this
guestion could potentially cover earnings from biotimal and informal employment.
Indeed, children in the UK are legally allowed t@rw from the age of 13, with
certain exceptions that allow working at a yourgge, such as work in television, the
theatre or modelling, which requires a performalicnce. Hence, reported hours of
work below the age of 13 could relate to this sjetype of work or could reflect
informal work, possibly carried out at home. Thepenses to the questions on

allowances and part-time work by the age of thpaedents are summarised below.

Income Sources of Children Aged 11 to 15
Sample = All Children

Average Age 11| Age 12| Age 13| Age 14| Age 15| All ages
Allowance (£) 6.51 8.07 9.03| 11.35| 12.81 9.59
Weekly Earnings (£) 1.28 1.70 3.19 451 7.40 3.63
Hours Worked 039 0.51 0.89 1.41 2.08 1.05
% Positive Hours 14% 17% 26% 32% 39% 26%

OBSERVATIONS 1,157 1,295 1,251 1,259 1,239| 6,201
Sample = Children Reporting Positive Hours of Work

Average Age 11| Age 12| Age 13| Age 14| Age 15| All ages
Allowance (£) 8.70 8.17 8.56 9.91 10.75 9.53
Weekly Earnings (£) 5.24 7.87 10.92| 13.45| 18.20 12.72
Hours Worked 258 2.95 3.44 4.44 5.30 4.10
OBSERVATIONS 161 224 323 399 486 1,593

In accordance with expectations, the amount ofwaltces, the number of hours
worked and weekly earnings all increase with add@s Ts also the case with the
number of children reporting positive hours of workith 39% of 15 year olds
reporting positive hours of paid work as comparedrily 14% of 11 year olds.
Parents, on the other hand, were askBdr you save any amount of your
income for example by putting something away nod then in a bank, building
society, or Post Office account other than to nmegular bills? About how much on
average do you manage to save a monffife responses to this question provide

relatively detailed information pertaining to thegular saving behaviour of parents.

8 All monetary variables in the subsequent analgeésdeflated using 2001 prices.
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We are thus able to match the saving behaviouadrs with that of their offspring:
36% of the matched sample indicate that both psramd offspring save whilst 13%
indicate that neither parents nor their offspriages In addition, parents were asked
to indicate whether they were saving fao‘specific reasah The responses to this
guestion reveal information relating to whethemot individuals are in the habit of
regular saving without a specific purpose. As wadl providing information on
parental saving, the BHPS includes informationt@nfitnancial expectations of adults
in the household. To be specific, adult membersthef household were asked:
‘Looking ahead, how do you think you yourself walfimancially a year from now,
will you be: better than now; worse than now; ooabthe saméHence, we are also
able to explore whether parental financial expemtatinfluence the saving behaviour
of their offspring.

We focus on exploring the determinants of the abality that children spend
their money immediately, i.e. they do not save, aisandom effects binary probit

framework as follows:

S=1 if §=ylog( A)+OH+F ‘g+X ‘g+5 >0 )
S, =0 otherwise

where there ar&=1,...N children, and=1,...T time periods,S; is a latent dependent
variable, Iog(At) is the allowance received by the child in the jmes week’ Hr,
denotes the number of hours worked by the chikthénprevious weekE, is a vector

of parental financial controls (described in detadlow) and X, is a vector of

additional child and household characteristics {sdew). The error term in equation

(1) can be written as a function of two componentsjnaiividual specific element

° Approximately 14% of children do not have a weekljowance. In order to convert to natural
logarithms, we add one to the level of the weekiyvaance.
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that does not vary with time and a remaining congpbnwhich is assumed to be

uncorrelated over timeg, =a, +v, . The individual specific unobservable effect is

denoted bya; and v, is a random error term. We adopt a random effects

specification, where/, UIN (O,Jf) . To marginalise the likelihood, it is assumed that

conditional on the covariates in equation (1), theare IN (O,J;) and independent

of &£, and the covariates. Since the individual spedifiee invariant random effect,

a,, captures unobserved individual heterogeneity, taadom effects probit

specification controls for unobserved heterogeneltye correlation between the

individual specific element of the error term is eonstant given by
p =corr(&,&,) 205/(05 +0'V2) k #1, which represents the proportion of the total

variance contributed by the panel variance comporfésr a full discussion of the
random effects probit model see Arulampalam (1980¢rder to explore whether the
influences on the saving behaviour of boys ands giiffer, we repeat the analysis
splitting by the gender of the child, where aro®0&o of the sample of 6,201 children
are boys.

The child may be less likely to save if he/she édsbited such behaviour in
the past. Hence, in order to explore the robustoéssir findings, we also explore
whether state dependence is exhibited in the chdding behaviour by analysing the
dynamics of their saving behaviour over the timeique The child’s likelihood of
spending money immediately, i.e. not saving, ohergeriod is modelled as follows,

based upon a random effects dynamic panel estir(sgerStewart, 2006):

S =1 if §=mg,+ylog( A)+6 Hr+F 'g+X '¢+y +g >0
S, =0 otherwise 2)
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Although it is assumed tha, is white noise, the composite error tegn, = v +«), ,
is likely to be correlated over time due to theiwtlial specific time invariany;

term. The individual specific random effects speation adopted implies equi-

correlation between thg, in any two different time periods given by theldaling
constant: A = corr (¢, ¢ ) = 0. /(a2 +072) k#1. The covariates are defined as in

equation (1), which are discussed in detail beland S, is a binary indicator of the

child’s past saving behaviour, that is whether ¢hédd did not save in the previous
year. The analysis is conducted over 5,103 obdenstcovering the period 1997-
20011° We also consider the saving behaviour of boysgris separately within this
dynamic framework, with sample sizes of 2,580 aja@2 respectively.

State dependence in terms of the statistical sagm€e ofS,_;, and the size of

77, as well as the importance of heterogeneity, deated byA , can be investigated
by estimating equation (2). In order to deal wikle tinitial conditions, following
Stewart (2006, 2007), we include a static reduceth fequation for the first period
using the same covariates as in equation (2), kauding the lagged dependent
variable. Also included in the static reduced farquation are binary controls for the
occupation that the head of household, i.e. thiel'shparent, was first employed in
(where an unskilled occupation or never employeanfehe reference category),
which act as identifying variables. These additiaratrols are jointly significant in
the static reduced form equation.

In estimating the random effects probit and theagtiyic probit models, we
explore three specifications, which differ in terpfsthe parent’s financial variables,

F.. The first specification includes the natural lotlen of the total amount of

19We have excluded the year 2005 from the analysenghe three year gap in the panel.

11



savings of both parents as well as a binary indiclatr whether both parents save for
‘no specific reasdnand a binary indicator for whether both paremts @inancially
optimistic (i.e. they both think that they will lixetter off financially in a year’s time)
and a binary indicator for whether they believet ttieey will be about the sanie
financially in a year’'s time. In the second spesifion, the natural logarithm of the
total amount of the father’s savings is includedvali as a binary control for whether
the father saves for no reason and controls fofitla@cial expectations of the father.
In the third specification, we control for the metis saving behaviour and the
mother’s financial expectations. The second andthire specifications allow us to
explore whether fathers and mothers exert differmfluences on the saving
behaviour of their childret:

In the set of explanatory variables in vectdt,, we control for child
characteristics including: gender; a quadratic ge;awvhether the child lives with
his/her birth parents; a binary indicator for whegtthe child has a computer at home;
in terms of educational aspirations, we controlvithether the individual intends to go
to college or sixth form after the compulsory sdiv@page of 16. Additionally, we
control for household characteristics, in particulaousehold labour income;
household non labour income; housing tenure toyphmusehold wealth, i.e. owning
the home without a mortgage, owning the home wihoatgage and renting from the
council; the number of adults in the household; thenber of children in the
household; a binary indicator for a single paremidehold; year controls; and region
controls. Summary statistics of the above varialales presented in Table 1. The
average age of the children in the sample is 1% 883%) of fathers (mothers) are

financially optimistic, in terms of educational asgpions 67% (77%) of boys (qgirls)

M For all monetary covariates, in order to converbatural logarithms, we add one to the level ef th
variable in question.
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intend to continue in education after reachingdbmnpulsory school leaving age, and
around 21% of children live in a single parent fesedd.

3. Results

Random Effects Probit Framework

In Table 2 Panel A, we present the findings from thndom effects probit analysis
for the three specifications described in detaibvab Clearly, across the three
specifications, over time the unobserved individtlald heterogeneity of the panel is
of importance both in terms of magnitude and diasiksignificance in explaining the
residual variance, as can be seen by the estinmapedameter. The results indicate
that the child’s allowance is positively associavath the probability that the child
spends his/her money immediately, i.e. does nat,sawross all three specifications.
The magnitude of the effect of a 1 per cent in@dasthe child’s allowance is also
stable across the three specifications increasiagtobability that the child does not
save by 2.1 percentage points. In contrast, thebeurof hours that the child works
per week is inversely associated with the probigbdf not saving, thus, indicating a
distinct difference in the influence of these twiiedtent sources of children’s income
on their saving behaviour.

Across the three specifications, the total amotdirsiaeings of the parents, the
father's savings and the mother’s savings all reaéstically insignificant effects on
the saving behaviour of their children. Hence, duld appear that the actual saving
behaviour of parents does not influence the sabvetwviour of their offspring, which
may reflect the possibility that parents do notrehaformation regarding such
household financial matters with their children. dontrast, with respect to the
parent’s financial expectations, optimistic or $alnancial outlooks as compared to

pessimistic financial expectations are positivedgaciated with the probability of the
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child not saving, with a magnitude of approximat2lyo 3 percentage points. This
corresponds to around a 14% increase in the unonai probability that the child
does not save. Hence, the financial outlook of ¢h#dd’'s parents does appear to
matter as compared to the actual saving behavibyacents, with the financial
expectations of the father being particularly impot in terms of the magnitude of
the influence.

Turning briefly to comment on the additional cahtvariables, the age of the
child and whether the child resides with his/hetthbiparents are both inversely
associated with the probability of not saving. tagtingly, the age effects dominate
the marginal effects in terms of magnitude acrbssthree specifications, yet no clear
pattern was evident in the raw data discussed atid®e2 above. In addition, whether
the child indicates that he/she intends to go ttege or sixth form after completing
compulsory education has a relatively large inveffect on the probability of not
saving. In contrast, not having a computer in tbesehold and being in a single
parent household are both positively associatell thi¢ probability of the child not
saving, which accords with intuition in that singlarent households are more likely
to be financially constrained and, hence, incomeeived by the child may be
required for immediate consumption purposes. Then® influence from the level of
household labour and non labour income on the pibtyaof the child not saving,
rather it would appear that wealth effects are moneortant as proxied by housing
tenure. Specifically, whether the home is ownedighit decreases the likelihood that
the child does not save by approximately 5 perggntpoints across the three
specifications. To summarise, the magnitudes oéffexts stemming from the child’s

allowance and the financial attitudes of the parané around a third of the size of the
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marginal effect associated with whether the chiitbmds to go to college or sixth
form and are comparable with the influence of thitdes gender?

It is apparent from the small existing empirigedriature on children’s income
in the context of developed countries that the arhaf the parental allowance
received by the child and the number of hours warks the child may be
interdependent (see Gong, 2009). Hence, in ordexpbore the robustness of the
findings presented in Table 2 Panel A, althoughdeecontrol for both the parental
allowance and the child’s hours of work in the jpoer¢ analysis, we endogenise the
child’s allowance and the number of hours workedejimating a bivariate tobit
model following the approach of Gong (2088Bpecifically, the child’s allowance is
modelled conditional upon their hours of work, dndnd household characteristics.
The identifying covariates, which follow the exisdi literature, are total family
income and the education and employment statubeofrtother and the father. The
number of hours worked is modelled conditional uploa child’s allowance, child
and household characteristics, where, again foligwihe existing literature, the
identifying covariates are the hourly pay receibgcdhe child for paid work and the
education and employment status of the mother hadather:* We use the results
from estimating this simultaneous equations modgbredict the allowance and the

number of hours worked per week and we then reaasti equation (1) replacing the

12 1n order to further explore the robustness of ewmmpirical findings, we have also utilised a
multinomial logit framework with clustered standamtrors to control for the repeated child
observations distinguishing between three categaiesaving behaviour: spend immediately; save to
buy things; and save and not spend. We specifydsppemediately as the base category. Our findings
are in line with those reported in Table 2 with ttféld’s allowance being inversely associated with
both saving categories and hours of work beingtipe$y associated with both saving categories.

3 The tobit framework allows for the truncation bétdependent variable at zero since work hours by
definition cannot take negative values.

% The results from estimating the simultaneous maadlkich are available upon request, are consistent
with the existing literature in that there is amdrse relationship between the child’s weekly adaee

and hours worked.
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exogenous values of the allowance and hours work#ébdthe values predicted from
the bivariate framework’

In Table 2 Panel B, we summarise the findings frepeating the analysis in
Table 2 Panel A replacing the parental allowancd haurs of work with their
predicted values obtained as described above. rimsteof signs and statistical
significance, it can be seen that the resultsingdb the parental allowance and hours
of work are robust to this approach, with the magte of the marginal effect of the
parental allowance being heightened and that ofshaworked being reduced. Thus,
our findings of a positive influence of parentdbalances and a negative influence of
children’s work hours on the probability of childr@ot saving would appear to be
relatively robust.

To investigate whether differences exist betweenitfiluences on the saving
behaviour of boys and girls, we repeat the analgbmve splitting by the gender of
the child. In addition, this also allows us to expl the relationship between the
saving behaviour of mothers and daughters anddlaionship between the saving
behaviour of fathers and sons. The results are suised in Table 3A, where both
the child’s allowance and hours worked are exogen@riables and in Table 3B,
where these variables are treated as endogenoas @he two panels in Tables 3A
and 3B: Panel A presents the results for boys amkeIPB presents the results for
girls. For brevity, both tables only show the paetens associated with the key
covariates of interest. As found for the sampla aghole, the estimated parameters
indicate that unobserved child heterogeneity inphael is of importance for both

girls and boys.

!5 The standard errors have been adjusted to allothéoinclusion of the predicted variables. It skou
also be noted that the estimated coefficients effiredicted allowance and hours variables might be
inconsistent, see Wooldridge (2002). However, wemimarily concerned with only the sign and the
significance of the effect in order to ascertaim thbustness of our previous results.
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It is evident for both boys and girls that the amtoof the allowance received
is positively associated with the probability thiae child does not save, with the
magnitude of the marginal effect being slightlyglar for girls. This is the case when
the allowance is exogenous (see Table 3A) andvettem the allowance is treated as
endogenous (see Table 3B). Interestingly, the émibe of the number of hours
worked per week for boys is statistically insigogint when hours of work are treated
as exogenous (Table 3A), whereas the influence airsh of work becomes
statistically significant once this variable isated as endogenous (Table 3B). Such
findings highlight the importance of allowing fohe potential interdependence
between the parental allowance received by boygtmdumber of hours they work.
For girls, the number of hours worked has an ireveegationship with the probability
of not saving in both Table 3A and Table 3B.

In accordance with the results presented in Taptae2total amount saved by
the parent does not influence the probability @f ¢hild not saving for both boys and
girls. However, controlling for whether the parstdtes that they save for no specific
reason does decrease the probability that boysotlsave. If the father saves for no
specific reason then the son is 3.6 percentagetgptess likely not to save, whilst
there is no significant effect from whether the hestsaves for no specific reason. A
noticeable difference between the saving behavwduvoys and girls concerns the
influence of parent’s financial expectations. Fotsgregardless of whether it is the
financial optimism of the father or the mother, imgva financially optimistic parent
increases the probability that the child does aokdy around 3.6 percentage points,

whilst no such effect is evident for boys.
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Dynamic Panel Probit Framework

We now explore the robustness of our empirical ifigd once the potential state
dependence of the child’s saving behaviour is albvior. The results of estimating
equation (2) are summarised in Table 4 (exogenlhmwance and hours of work) and
Table 5 (endogenous allowance and hours of worehePA of Tables 4 and 5
presents the results based upon all children, anél® B and C present the results of
estimating equation (2) for boys and girls, respett. Given the statistical
significance of the random effects terms throughbatdifferent models, unobserved
heterogeneity is once again clearly of importanoe ekplaining unsystematic
variation.

Following Stewart (2007), we focus our discussion the estimated
coefficients. Throughout the specifications, theseevidence of state dependence
since whether the child did not save in the previpariod is positively correlated
with the child’s current saving behaviour — regasdl of gender. Despite the presence
of state dependence, the allowance received bycliid is still of importance in
influencing saving behaviour and this is apparentobth boys and girls. Noticeably,
the effect of the allowance is much stronger imgeiof magnitude for girls’ saving
behaviour once the allowance is endogenised. Tikalso a noticeable effect for the
financial expectations of the parents, which cargito have a statistically significant
influence once state dependence is allowed forekample, the effect of whether the
father of the child is financially optimistic onetchild’s saving behaviour is around a
tenth of the magnitude of the effect of the laggkgpendent variable. However,
decomposing the analysis by gender reveals thaetfect increases to approximately
a third of the size of the influence of the laggegendent variable when considering

boys only. Furthermore, once state dependencéoiwed for, the father-son and the
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mother-son associations between financial optimasih the child’s saving behaviour
are greater in magnitude than those for the fadlaeighter and the mother-daughter
pairings. Hence, there is some evidence of an ‘ayender effect for males in the role
of the financial expectations of the parent inueficing the saving decisions of their
offspring.

4. Conclusion

This paper contributes to the growing empiricakrbtture exploring household
finances and, specifically, contributes to our ustbnding of a relatively neglected
area of the economics literature relating to thangabehaviour of children. To be
specific, we explore the determinants of childreséving behaviour using British
panel data focusing on the role of parents viangallowances to their children, their
own saving behaviour and communicating their owmaricial outlook. We find
relatively robust evidence suggesting that thewalace or pocket money that the
child receives from their parents influences tlsaiving behaviour and, in particular,
that the amount of the allowance is positively agged with the probability of not
saving. In contrast, hours of paid work undertakgn the child are positively
associated with the probability that the child savgence, it is apparent that different
sources of income received by children appear ftagnce their saving behaviour in
contrasting ways. This finding is robust to allogifor the potential interdependence
between allowances received by children and howadk supplied by children.

Our findings also suggest that the actual savirgbeur of parents does not
influence the saving decisions of their offspriafihough the financial outlook of the
parents does affect the saving behaviour of childda addition, our findings
highlight some interesting differences in the daieants of the saving behaviour of

boys and girls, such as the influence of pareimanicial expectations, suggesting that
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the differences in household finances, such agptbpensity to hold risky financial
assets, across adult males and females reportiet iexisting literature, may relate
back to differences in attitudes towards financesng childhood. Finally, although
the sample used for the analysis is based upoaup @f children aged 11-15, there is
evidence that their past attitudes towards sawfigance their current behaviour, i.e.
state dependence.

Our empirical findings, thus, reveal some interggtinsights relating to the
saving behaviour of children and indicate that sbehaviour is influenced by a
variety of factors, some of which can be shapedbérents via, for example, the
provision of allowances/pocket money or encouragimitdren to carry out some paid
work. In addition, it is apparent that the extent which parents share their
expectations regarding household finances witlr ttt@ldren may also influence the
saving behaviour of their offspring. The diffusiohinformation regarding finances
amongst household members thus appears to playnportant role in the saving
behaviour of children, especially for girls. Fumimere, the evidence of state
dependence in children’s saving behaviour indictastheir future saving may also
be influenced. Parents may thus be able to instthn attitudes towards finances in
their children, which consequently may be takenchydren into adulthood. With
increasing levels of debt and relatively low levetssaving at the household level, it
is apparent that exploring the extent to whichgheing behaviour and the financial
management skills of children can be influencedvigies potentially important
information from a policy-making perspective. Wephotherefore, that our empirical
findings will serve to stimulate further researaftoi this important aspect of
household finances and intergenerational analysibjch remains relatively

unexplored in the economics literature.
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TABLE 1. Summary Statistics

ALL CHILDREN BOYS GIRLS

MEAN STD MEAN STD MEAN STD
Child does not save 0.214 | 0.410 0.205 0.404 0.223 0.416
Log child allowance 1.687 1.094 1.628 1.094 1.747 1.091
Hours worked by child per week 1.083 2.306 1.123 2.351 0.983 2.257
Log savings: both parents 2.294 2.660 2.370 2.700 2.217 2.618
Log savings: father 1.79¢ 2.323 1.890 2.372 1.699 2.269
Log savings: mother 1.991 2.343 2.050 2.374 1.932 2.312
Save for no specific reason: both parénts 0.171| 0.377 0.181 0.385 0.162 0.368
Save for no specific reason: fatfier 0.173| 0.378 0.182 0.386 0.163 0.369
Save for no specific reason: motfier 0.188 | 0.391 0.195 0.396 0.181 0.385
Expect finances to improve: both parehts 0.328 | 0.469 0.327 0.469 0.329 0.470
Expect finances to improve: father 0.334| 0471 0.336 0.472 0.332 0.471
Expect finances to improve: motHer 0.384 | 0.486 0.381 0.486 0.387 0.487
Expect no change in finances: both parénts  0.592 | 0.491 0.602 0.490 0.582 0.493
Expect no change in finances: father 0.602 | 0.489 0.617 0.486 0.587 0.493
Expect no change in finances: mother 0.711| 0.453 0.711 0.453 0.712 0.453
Male child 0.504 | 0.500 —~ —
Age of child 13.035| 1.423 13.038 1.419 13.031 1.427
Age of child squared 171.924 37.258 | 172.014 | 37.145 | 171.832 | 37.379
Natural child” 0.919 | 0.274 0.912 0.283 0.925 0.263
Number of children in household 1.483 0.595 1.470 0.584 1.496 0.607
Child has computeft 0.281| 0.450 0.252 0.434 0.311 0.463
Child intends to go to college 0.723 | 0.447 0.677 0.468 0.770 0.421
Child in single parent famil{ 0.213 | 0.409 0.210 0.407 0.215 0.411
Number of adults in household 4.352 1.270 4.340 1.218 4.364 1.321
Home owned outright 0.089 | 0.285 0.092 0.290 0.085 0.279
Home owned on mortgade 0.598 | 0.490 0.606 0.489 0.589 0.492
Home rented 0.203 | 0.403 0.198 0.398 0.209 0.407
Log labour income 7.729 0.692 7.745 0.693 7.112 0.690
Log non labour income 6.410 1.173 6.379 1.166 6.442 1.179
OBSERVATIONS 6,201 3,128 3,073

*denotes a binary variable.



TABLE 2: Probability that child does not save; random effgxrbbit model

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER

PANEL A: Exogenous allowance, hourg COER TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.113f (4.27) 0.0215 0.1135 (4.26) 0.0214 0.1132 (4.25) 0.0214
Hours worked by child per week -0.0355 (2.88) -0.0067 -0.0354 (2.87) -0.0067 -0.0351 (2.85) -0.0066
Log savings 0.0010 (0.01) 0.0001 -0.0030 (0.18) -0.0006 -0.0015 (0.10) -0.0003
Save for no specific reason -0.1585 (1.93) -0.0289 -0.1412 (1.58) -0.0267 -0.1051 (1.25) -0.0199
Expect finances to improve 0.1232 (1.92) 0.0233 0.1255 (1.99) 0.0237 0.1096 (1.66) 0.0207
Expect no change in finances 0.1681 (2.10) 0.0317 0.1702 (2.21) 0.0321 0.1441 (2.07) 0.0271
Male child -0.1130 (1.67) -0.0213 -0.1152 (1.70) -0.0218 -0.1104 (1.63) -0.0208
Age of child -1.0087 (2.77) -0.1905 -1.0106 (2.78) -0.1908 -1.0062 (2.76) -0.1899
Age of child squared 0.0411 (2.96) 0.0078 0.0412 (2.96) 0.0078 0.0410 (2.95) 0.0077
Natural child -0.2597 (2.56) -0.0491 -0.2574 (2.53) -0.0486 -0.2594 (2.55) -0.0489
Number of children in household 0.0228 (0.43) 0.0043 0.0233 (0.44) 0.0044 0.0220 (0.42) 0.0041
Child has computer 0.2856 (4.11) 0.0539 0.2853 (4.11) 0.0539 0.2854 (4.11) 0.0539
Child intends to go to college -0.3247 (5.19) -0.0613 -0.3245 (5.19) -0.0613 -0.3239 (5.18) -0.0612
Child in single parent family 0.3749 (3.00) 0.0708 0.3629 (2.98) 0.0685 0.2591 (2.58) 0.0489
Number of adults in household 0.00B81 (0.25) 0.0015 0.0074 (0.23) 0.0014 0.0080 (0.24) 0.0015
Home owned outright -0.2621 (1.80) -0.0495 -0.2624 (1.80) -0.0495 -0.2591 .77) -0.0489
Home owned on mortgage -0.0105 (0.10) -0.0020 -0.0091 (0.09) -0.0017 -0.0114 (0.11) -0.0022
Home rented 0.1554 (2.37) 0.0294 0.1553 (2.37) 0.0293 0.1593 (1.41) 0.0301
Log labour income -0.0221 (0.40) -0.0042 -0.0205 (0.37) -0.0039 -0.0215 (0.39) -0.0041
Log non labour income 0.0049 (0.18) 0.0009 0.0056 (0.20) 0.0010 0.0034 (0.12) 0.0006
Wald chi squared (41jp value 174.94, p=[0.000] 175.11, p=[0.000] 173.70, p=[0.000]

p, p value 0.5803, p=[0.000] 0.5805, p=[0.000] 0.5807, p=[0.000]

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER

PANEL B: Endogenous allowance, hours COEFK TSTAT M.E COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.3336 (2.57) 0.0631 0.3364 (2.59) 0.0636 0.3264 (2.51) 0.0617
Hours worked by child per week -0.0065 (4.39) -0.0012 -0.0065 (4.38) -0.0012 -0.0065 (4.37) -0.0012
Log savings -0.0010 (0.01) -0.0001 -0.0031 (0.19) -0.0006 -0.0016 (0.11) -0.0003
Save for no specific reason -0.1511 (2.70) -0.0286 -0.1388 (1.55) -0.0262 -0.1026 (1.22) -0.0194
Expect finances to improve 0.1226 (2.91) 0.0232 0.1259 (1.90) 0.0238 0.1075 (1.63) 0.0203
Expect no change in finances 0.1684 (2.11) 0.0319 0.1722 (2.24) 0.0326 0.1436 (2.07) 0.0271

Wald chi squared (41jp value
p, p value

175.49, p=[0.000]
0.5788, p=[0.000]

175.76, p=[0.000]
0.5790, p=[0.000]

174.17, p=[0.000]
0.5792, p=[0.000]

OBSERVATIONS

6,201

Notes: (i) 5 year dummy variables and 16 regiopatmwls are included. Control variables in Panelr8 as given in Panel A; (ii) Standard errors agglable for the marginal effects
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TABLE 3A: Probability that child does not save (split by gemgdexogenous allowance and hours; random effgotst model

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL A: Boys COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF| TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.112p (3.05) 0.0203 0.1119 (3.05) 0.0202 0.1114 (3.03) 0.0201
Hours worked by child per week -0.0182 (1.08) -0.0033 -0.0180 (1.07) -0.0033 -0.0183 (1.08) -0.0033
Log savings 0.0049 (0.26) 0.0009 0.0063 (0.28) 0.0011 0.0025 (0.12) 0.0005
Save for no specific reason -0.2023 (1.82) -0.0365 -0.2001 (1.80) -0.0361 -0.1194 (1.01) -0.0216
Expect finances to improve 0.0965 (0.96) 0.0174 0.0982 (1.01) 0.0177 0.0598 (0.65) 0.0108
Expect no change in finances 0.1769 (1.55) 0.0319 0.1520 (1.41) 0.0274 0.1156 (1.19) 0.0209
CONTROLS As in Table 2
Wald chi squared (40p, value 117.13,p=[0.000] 116.79, p=[0.000] 115.76, p=[0.000]
p, p value 0.5603, p=[0.000] 0.5606, p=[0.000] 0.5597, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 3,128

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL B: Girls COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF| TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.122y (3.14) 0.0242 0.1228 (3.14) 0.0242 0.1214 (3.10) 0.0239
Hours worked by child per week -0.0566  (3.09) -0.0111 -0.0566 (3.09) -0.0112 -0.0559 (3.05) -0.0110
Log savings -0.0046 (0.24) -0.0009 -0.0103 (0.44) -0.0020 -0.0057 (0.26) -0.0011
Save for no specific reason -0.1338 (1.05) -0.0264 -0.1146 (0.89) -0.0226 -0.1177 (0.98) -0.0231
Expect finances to improve 0.1801 (1.95) 0.0355 0.1783 (1.96) 0.0351 0.1845 (1.93) 0.0363
Expect no change in finances 0.1378 (1.21) 0.0272 0.1643 (1.48) 0.0324 0.1558 (1.55) 0.0306
CONTROLS As in Table 2

Wald chi squared (40p, value
p, p value

101.72, p=[0.000]
0.5878, p=[0.000]

101.88, p=[0.000]
0.5885, p=[0.000]

101.83, p=[0.000]
0.5897, p=[0.000]

OBSERVATIONS

3,073

Notes: (i) 5 year dummy variables and 16 regiooatmls are included. Control variables in Panalr8 as given in Panel A; (ii) Standard errors a&eélable for the marginal effects
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TABLE 3B: Probability that child does not save (split by gemdendogenous allowance and hours; random efbectst model

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL A: Boys COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF| TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.2439 (2.15) 0.0440 0.2401 (2.12) 0.0433 0.2456 (1.91) 0.0444
Hours worked by child per week -0.0094  (3.06) -0.0017 -0.0094 (3.04) -0.0017 -0.0094 (3.05) -0.0017
Log savings 0.0052 (0.28) 0.0009 0.0065 (0.29) 0.0012 0.0029 (0.13) 0.0005
Save for no specific reason -0.2002 (1.81) -0.0361 -0.1977 (1.80) -0.0356 -0.1175 (1.01) -0.0212
Expect finances to improve 0.1016 (1.01) 0.0183 0.0999 (1.02) 0.0180 0.0677 (0.73) 0.0122
Expect no change in finances 0.1793 (1.58) 0.0324 0.1495 (1.38) 0.0269 0.1224 (1.25) 0.0221
CONTROLS As in Table 2
Wald chi squared (40p, value 118.69, p=[0.000] 118.23, p=[0.000] 118.12, p=[0.000]
p, p value 0.5602, p=[0.000] 0.5607, p=[0.000] 0.5580, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 3,128

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL B: Girls COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF TSTAT M.E. COEF| TSTAT M.E.
Log child allowance 0.346Q (1.99) 0.0686 0.3471 (1.94) 0.0687 0.3354 (1.97) 0.0662
Hours worked by child per week -0.00y8 (3.38) -0.0015 -0.0078 (3.38) -0.0015 -0.0077 (3.35) -0.0015
Log savings -0.0050 (0.28) -0.0010 -0.0110 (0.48) -0.0022 -0.0060 (0.28) -0.0012
Save for no specific reason -0.1298 (1.02) -0.0257 -0.1096 (0.86) -0.0218 -0.1152 (0.97) -0.0227
Expect finances to improve 0.1752 (1.90) 0.0347 0.1733 (1.92) 0.0343 0.1781 (1.97) 0.0352
Expect no change in finances 0.1352 (1.19) 0.0268 0.1619 (1.46) 0.0320 0.1569 (1.56) 0.0310
CONTROLS As in Table 2

Wald chi squared (40p, value
p, p value

99.13, p=[0.000]
0.5849, p=[0.000]

99.30, p=[0.000]
0.5860, p=[0.000]

99.21, p=[0.000]
0.5869, p=[0.000]

OBSERVATIONS

3,073

Notes: (i) 5 year dummy variables and 16 regiooatmls are included. Control variables in Panalr8 as given in Panel A; (ii) Standard errors a&eélable for the marginal effects

on request.



TABLE 4: Probability that child does not save, exogenousaahce and hours; dynamic panel probit model

. BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER

PANEL A: All Children COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 1.2843 (5.12) 1.2706 (5.03) 1.7358 4.77)
Log child allowance 0.1222 (2.92) 0.1231 (2.94) 0.1225 (2.90)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0245 (1.25) -0.0248 (1.27) -0.0244 (1.24)
Log savings -0.0201 (0.99) -0.0353 (1.41) -0.0337 (1.43)
Save for no specific reason -0.0373 (0.27) 0.0287 (0.21) 0.0294 (0.22)
Expect finances to improve 0.1152 (2.23) 0.1729 (2.82) 0.2113 (2.112)
Expect no change in finances 0.0596 (0.62) 0.1399 (1.44) 0.1785 (1.64)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 57.0%5[0.000] 61.12, p=[0.000] 59.17, p=[0.000]

A, p value 0.2003, p=[0.000] 0.2017, p=[0.000] 0.2199, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 5,103

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL B: Boys COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 1.0228 (2.73) 0.9832 (2.54) 1.0465 (2.77)
Log child allowance 0.1019 (1.92) 0.1006 (2.90) 0.0945 (1.81)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0083 (0.36) -0.0076 (0.33) -0.0107 (0.46)
Log savings 0.0220 (0.82) 0.0146 (0.45) 0.0165 (0.54)
Save for no specific reason -0.3329 (1.72) -0.3006 (1.56) -0.1367 (0.79)
Expect finances to improve 0.2672 (2.12) 0.2882 (2.29) 0.2455 (1.99)
Expect no change in finances 0.1104 (0.85) 0.0986 (0.75) 0.1065 (0.75)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 22.735[0.009] 19.44, p=[0.022] 21.35, p=[0.011]

A, p value 0.1069, p=[0.000] 0.0859, p=[0.000] 0.1056, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 2,580

. BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL C: Girls COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 0.6718 (3.15) 0.6610 (3.14) 0.6661 (3.16)
Log child allowance 0.0877 (1.90) 0.0888 (1.92) 0.0882 (1.92)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0254 (1.17) -0.0069 (2.17) -0.0237 (2.09)
Log savings -0.0098 (0.44) -0.0148 (0.54) -0.0144 (0.56)
Save for no specific reason -0.2257 (1.43) -0.2155 (1.36) 0.1734 (2.17)
Expect finances to improve 0.0708 (2.68) 0.0848 (1.81) 0.1162 (2.05)
Expect no change in finances 0.0247 (0.23) 0.0368 (0.35) 0.1429 (1.20)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 22.135[0.007] 22.85, p=[0.007] 23.08, p=[0.000]

A, p value

0.3088, p=[0.057]

0.3616, p=[0.045]

0.3142, p=[0.000]

OBSERVATIONS

2,523

Note: Additional controls throughout each specifima are time varying covariates.



TABLE 5: Probability that child does not save, endogendasvahce and hours; dynamic panel probit model

. BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER

PANEL A: All Children COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 1.3358 (5.58) 1.3231 (5.49) 1.2876 (5.23)
Log child allowance 0.1983 (1.79) 0.2048 (1.85) 0.1942 (1.74)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0060 (2.79) -0.0060 (2.79) -0.0060 (2.78)
Log savings -0.0201 (1.01) -0.0352 (1.43) -0.0338 (1.46)
Save for no specific reason -0.0298 (0.22) 0.0363 (0.27) 0.0369 (0.29)
Expect finances to improve 0.1124 (2.22) 0.1693 (1.92) 0.2039 (2.07)
Expect no change in finances 0.0587 (0.63) 0.1389 (1.46) 0.1729 (1.62)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 64.335[0.000] 68.56, p=[0.000] 66.57, p=[0.000]

A, p value 0.1710, p=[0.000] 0.1717,p=[0.000] 0.1880, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 5,103

BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL B: Boys COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 0.9678 (2.52) 0.9443 (2.42) 0.9838 (2.51)
Log child allowance 0.0745 (0.60) 0.0691 (0.56) 0.0835 (0.68)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0073 (1.67) -0.0071 (1.64) -0.0068 (1.58)
Log savings 0.0223 (0.83) 0.0156 (0.48) 0.0167 (0.54)
Save for no specific reason -0.3367 (1.72) -0.3053 (1.57) -0.1409 (0.80)
Expect finances to improve 0.2650 (2.08) 0.2816 (2.22) 0.2453 (1.92)
Expect no change in finances 0.1081 (0.82) 0.0904 (0.68) 0.1137 (0.80)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 19.985[0.019] 19.78, p=[0.019] 17.18, p=[0.046]

A, p value 0.1221, p=[0.000] 0.1187, p=[0.000] 0.1014, p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 2,580

. BOTH PARENTS FATHER MOTHER
PANEL C: Girls COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT COEF TSTAT
Child does not saye 0.6971 (3.27) 0.6860 (3.26) 0.6891 (3.25)
Log child allowance 0.3255 (2.78) 0.3271 (2.79) 0.3172 (2.72)
Hours worked by child per week -0.0029 (1.112) -0.0029 (1.13) -0.0029 (1.12)
Log savings -0.0081 (0.37) -0.0137 (0.51) -0.0129 (0.51)
Save for no specific reason -0.2226 (1.43) -0.2087 (1.34) -0.1649 (1.13)
Expect finances to improve 0.0802 (1.79) 0.0938 (1.92) 0.1138 (2.05)
Expect no change in finances 0.0359 (0.35) 0.0487 (0.47) 0.1419 (1.20)
Wald chi squared (10), p value 30.7%25[0.000] 30.63, p=[0.003] 30.61, p=[0.000]

A, p value

0.2788, p=[0.097]

0.2864, p=[0.079]

0.2861, p=[0.086]

OBSERVATIONS

2,523

Note: Additional controls throughout each specifima are time varying covariates.



