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Sarah Brown and Karl Tayfbr
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University of Sheffield
9 Mappin Street
Sheffield S1 4DT,
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Abstract: Using data from the most recent large sdake householdlongitudinal survey
(UKHLS), we explore theeffectsof political ideology oncharitable behaviouspecifically
mondary donationsand timevolunteered.The UKHLS containsdetailedinformation on
political preferences, in terms of: political affiliation; the strength of supporpddtical
parties; the level of interest in politics and the party an individual would voterfartow.

We employ anumber of modelling frameworksicluding static andlynamic models and
double hurdle models, which allow political influences to have differing efeaisss the
decision to donate and the amount of money or time donated. The consistent finding across the
differentestimatorss that beingaligned to a stated political party is positively associated with
donaing time and money. In addition, we find thadlitical liberalism has a larger effeon
both types of philanthropic behaviotivan political conservatismThe largest effects across
specifications are generally for alignmenith the Green PartyHowever,further analysis
revealghat during theperiod of thedUK Coalition Governmentand after its collapse when the
Conservative Party gained powéhne effectof political affiliation to the Green Partgn
monetary donations is substantiatlyduced whereasthe opposite effect isound for the
amount of time volunteered.
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1. Introduction and Background
Weinvestigatehe effectof political ideology on donating behaviaarthe UK, in terms of the
amount of money donated to charity and the amount of time volunt&eeent figures from
theCharities Aid Foundation (2016a) estimates total donations by adults in 2015 at £9.6 billion
for the UK whilst Giving USA (2016) estimate total chritable contributions in the.8.in
2015 at $3725 billion. Hence, it is not surprising that amxtensive economics literature on
charitable donations exists, which has focused on the decision to domaéy! Hours of
unpaid labour volunteered by individuals in 2Gb2the UK are estimated aR.29 billion,
eguating to an average of arountdd@irsper week worth £25.6 billion to the economy (ONS
2013)? However, incontrastto the literature on monetary donatiptisere is a much smaller
body of researcimvestigatinghe amount of time volunteergde. the supply of unpaid labour.
Contributions includéMencik and Weisbrod@1987),Freeman (1997) andrown and Taylor
(2018)3

With respect to reasonshy individuals choose tdonatetime andor money the
economics literature hagnerallyadopted autility maximising framework, where utilitis an
increasing function amonetary donation® charityand/or time volunteeredt is possible to
think of twoprimarymechanisma by which donatig time or moneynayincreasautility, with
both operating through the impure altruistic motive. The firataem glow which arises as a
feel good factor from donatingseeAndreoni ((989,1990) and Ribar and Wilhelm (2002)

whilst the second operates through perceived social itfag@restige motivewhereby social

1 Andreoni (2006) and Andreoni and Payne (20fR)vide extensive surveys of the influences on charitable
donations. Common findings are that monetary donations avemtid by income (Autert al., 2002) and that
they fluctuate over the lifecycle (Glenday et al., 1986). For the Méhcik and Weisbrod (1987) found that
common with monetary donations, price and income effects were imptatants determining the number of
hours of unpal labour volunteeredrurthermore, the literature has also considénredmpact of tax deductibility
and the associated price and income effects, e.g. Bonke et al. (2013).

2The figures are based on individuals who volunteer at least once per annum.

3 Whilst not the focus of this papernamber of studies have also explored whethenetary and time donations
are substitutes or complements, e.g. Bauer et al. (2013NnBaad Lankford (1992) and Brown and Taylor
(2018) where findings generally supp@omplementarity
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approval is soughtby the individual see Bénabouand Tirole (2006), Ellingsen and
Johannesson (2009) and Cappellari et al. (2011).

We contribute to the small literatuoa the relationship between political ideology and
charitable behaviour, where the evidence to gaggedominantly for the U.&nd is mixed'
For the U.S.Brooks (2005, 2006argues that political conservatism is an important factor in
determining philanthropic behaviour. Indeed, his results stat politicaly conservative
individuals aremore likely to dona both time and moneyo charitable causesHe
hypothessesthat in the U.S, this arisesasthe factorslikely to drive charitable behaviour, e.qg.
religion and attendingeligious servicesare more consistent with the lifestyles and outlook of
conservative rather than liberatividuals.Kaikati et al. (2017analysegualitative data at the
individual level obtained from staff and students in a-mébtern US. university. The
findings areconsistent with Brooks (2005, 2006yicatingthat conservatives tend to be more
generous when fagg a liberal audience than when making donating decisions in priuate.
contrast, Forbes and Zampelli (2013) and Yen and Zampelli (20adijtfindingsfor the U.S.
suggestinghatliberals donate moran peoplevith other political affiliations’ Werfel (2018)
uses a number of largeale experiments in the.&l to investigate whether government
spending crowds out charitable givinghe analysis reveals thataritable giving can reduce
support for government spending among liberal responddotgover, he finds thatderals
are more inclined to suppdhosecauses related to the arts, while moderates and conservatives
are mordikely to support human services.

Other studies have found rsiatistically significant relationship between political

affiliation and donations of time afad money. For example;orbes and Zampelli (2014)

4 Although not directly related to the analysis hereising a national sample of Catholic church donatjmers
weekin the US. at the parish leveHungerman et al. (2018nd that a presidential campaign stop can increase
total dondions to the parish by around 2 percent.

5 In the context of the U.S. congress, Haas and Morton (2018) note that prpete liberals and democrats to
be more generous, whilst conservatives and republicans are more moral.
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analysethe decision to volunteer during the past yaaafind that the political identity of an
individual, i.e. whether conservative or liberal, has no impact on the likelihood of volunteering.
Luccasen et al. (2017) use a real donation experiment in.BedJexplore links between
contributions to povertyelief charities and perceptions of federal transfers to low income
households. They also ask participantsetiidentify political affiliation and find that there is
little correlation between political ideology and givitmycharity.

All of the aforementioned U.S. studjeshich examinethe role of political ideology
arebasel upon crossectiondataor datafrom experimentsandarenot able to account for
unobservedndividual specific effect§ In contrastwe analyse a nationally representative
panel datasetJnderstanding Societythe UK Household Longitudinal Study (UKHLS), to
investigatethe relationship between political ideology ackaritable behaviourfrom an
empirical perspectivéVe are aware of no other empirical study for the WKich hasnalysed
the relationship betweepolitical affiliation and charitable behaviouQur economeic
modelling strategy allows fahe fact that donations of money and time are not continuous
outcomes. Mnetary donationare censorednd the distribution of hours volunteered is a count
outcome Our estimationapproachtakes these aspects of thstributiors into account Both
types of donating behaviour aneodeled within a random effectffameworkallowing for
individual specific effects. In additiprexploiting the longitudinal nature of our datse
estimate dynamic models of charitable bebar to allow for the habitual aspect tionating
behaviour. Giverthat a large number of individuals do not donate money to charity and/or

volunteer timewe also estimate doubleurdle models to explore which part of the distribution

6 Wiepking (2010) uses data frothe Giving in the Netherlands Panel Studfere respondents record their
political values on a fivgoint scale from ‘very right’ through to ‘very left’ wing. She consgditire likelihood of
giving to a large number of different types of charitable degdions.Usinga conditional logit frameworkshe
finds that those individuals with political tendencies aligned towards theale¢ a higher probability of donating
to international organisations and a lower probability of donating ftoorto-door sdicitation. There are no
significant effects of political alignment to the left on the probabilitdganating to charitable causeghich are
faith based, or which have a focus on: children; culture; community/welfare; /fdésthility;, and
environment/aimal protection.



if any, political affiliation influencesi.e. the probability of undertaking charitable behaviour
and/or the noizero amount of money/time donatédnally, we investigatéhe effectof the
political party in power when the individual was interviewaslour sample coverthree
periods:when theLabourPartywasin power, the subsegent alition Liberal Democrat
Conservative Gvernment and most recentlythe Conservativesovernment. \W explore
whetherthe association between political affiliation atohating behaviouvaries over the
different periods of governmerin what follows Section 2 introduces the data used in the
analysis, Section 3 describes the empirical methodology, the resultsrementedand
discussedn Section 4 and Section 5 concludes.

2. Data

We usedatafrom Understanding Societyhe UK Household Longitudinal Study (UKHLS)
to investigate the relationship between political ideolaggithe proportion of annual income
donated tacharity overthe past yeaand the number of hours of unpaid labour volunteered
during the last four weeks. The UKHLS is designed to capture life in the UK and how it is
changingover time! Participants live in Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and Engldvel. T
survey contains information about people’s social and economic circumstancadesttit
behaviours and healtin the first waveover 50,000 individuals were interviewed between
2009 and 2011Correspondinglyin the latestaivailable wavéwave8) over 39,000 individuals
were interviewed between 20and 2038. Interviews forwaves 2, 4 and contain information

on the monetary amount donated to charity dlerlast twelve monthand the number of
hours volunteered during the past four wedksaddition,there are a number of questions

relating topolitical ideology® We construct an unbalancpdnel of individuals over the three

" The survey builds on its predecessor, the British Household Panel SBWB), which covered the period
1991 to 2008.

8 Although wave 8 also contains information on charitable doratidrtime and money, it does not contain
guestiongegarding political ideology.



waveswhere thesample sizeomprise28,142 individualegedl6 and over, who are observed
between 1 and 3 times yielding total observations of 62,228.

With respect to political ideology, initiallyndividuals are asketh the interview
whether they support a particular political party and if they feel closeetparty in particular.

If the individual respondsyes to either of the aforementioned questioiiey are then asked
to statewhich political party thg areclosest to as well @he strength of support for the stated
political party Those individuals whdo not support a political party or do not fekse to
any one particular grougre asketb state thepolitical party that thewould vote for tomorrow
Finally, all individuals are asked to stdteir level of interest in politicOur samplecovers
England only and th following political parties: Conservative; Labour; Liberal Democrats;
and the @eenParty?

We estimate models ¢the amount of money donateddbarity in the past 12 months
as a proportion of the individualannualtotal income(from employment, benefits and other
sources)andwe alsomodelthe number of hours volunteered during the last four weeks. Each
outcome isconditiored on an extensive set of so@gonomic covariatesX;;, as well as
information on political ideologyPA;;. The modelling approadhk detailed in Section 3 below.

The set of ovariategncluded inX;; is informed by the existing literatuendincludes
the following Gender; ethnicity; age, specificalbged 1624, aged 2534, aged 3-44, agel
45-54 and aged 5-64 (over 6 is thereference categorythe number of children in the
householdaged 2 or undegged between-3, aged 511 andaged 1215; thenumber of adults
in the household; married or cohabiting; highest educational qualification, i.e. degree
(undergraduate or postghaate), other higher qualification (e.g. teaching or nursing),

Advanced Q) level, General Certificate of Secondary Education (GG8MBereno edication

9 For the analysis, only these four political parties are consistentliahblesin each wave.
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is the omitted categoy¥ the natural logarithm of monthly labour income; tiagunal logarithm
of monthly nonlabour income; the natural logarithm of monthly savings; labour force status,
specifically employed, seEmployed, or unemployed (all other labour market states constitute
the reference category) housing tenure, whethéne home is owned outright, owned \éa
mortgage or privately rented (all other types of tenure make up the omiggomgaiwhether
the individualattend religious services once a month or more frequently (with less than once
a month and never as the omitted categamfljgious denomination, Church of England,
Roman Catholic,other Christian, Muslim, or other religion (no religion iket reference
category) We alsocontrol forselfreportedhealth status, specifically excellent health, good
health or fair health (with poor and very poor heakhhe reference category); measures of
cognitive ability!? specifically word recallrespondents were asked to remember a list of 10
words and repeat them backhe interviewer immediate)y> numeric ability & series of short
number puzzles to measure the use of numbers in everyday liferbal fluency (the number
of animalsthatthe responderttan correctlyname in a minujethe Big Five personality traits,
i.e. agreeablenesgonscientiousnessxtraversion neuroticism and openness to experience.
The final set of controls akdeven region of residen@®ntrols(with London as the reference
category)and wave controls.

Summary statistics are given in Talila for the dependent varialslewhere Panel A

focuses orthe amount donated to charity as a proportiotot income and Panel B focuses

10 GCSE level qudfications are taken after eleven years of formal compulsory schoolirapanakimateo the
U.S. honours high school curriculum. The A level duedition is a public examinatigaken by 18 year olds over
a twoyear period studying between one to four subjects and is thed@mminant of eligibility for entry to
higher education in the UK.

1 This includegetirementfamily care, full time students and the letegm sick or disabled.

2The measures of cognitive skill are standardised to mean zero and unit stindatidn.

B For full details of the tests, see McFall (2013).

1 A similar test of cognitive lality has been used by Banks et al. (2010).

15 To mitigate against the potential problem of life cycle effects influencingpaligy traits and the subsequent
measurement error this might induce, following the existing literatueegondition each personality traih a
polynomial in ageThe resulting residuals are standardised (zero mean and unit standaridrjesrat used as
indicators of personality traits net of life cycle influences (see, for pkearNyhus and Pons, 2005, Brown and
Taylor, 2014 and Aidt and Rauh, 20)8



on the number of hours volunteeréd@he top part oPanel Areports the descriptive statistics
for all individuals regardless of whether thegke anonetarydonaton to charity The average
monetary amount donated to charitable causes during the past yed&lisGéaritable
donations over thpast year as a proportion of annual income @neaveragdpw, ataround
1%. It can be seen from Tablé& Panel Athat around 8% of the samplenade a monetary
donationto charityduring the past yeaBasedon donatorsonly, the proportion of annual
incomedonated to charitincreases td.5%, sedinal row of Table A Panel A.Turning to the
number of hours of unpaid labour volunteerdea top part of Panel B reports the descriptive
statistics Across all individuals,hte average number of hours volunteered over the last four
weeks is just undert@ours 30 minutedt can be seen from Tablé& PanelB that around.6%
of the sample&olunteered ovethelastmonth The number of hours volunteered amongst those
who volunteer is, on average,, Eee final row of TableA PanelB. Figures 1 and 2 show the
distributiors of thetwo dependent variabdgor those whadonag to charity and volunteers
respectively
In Table 1B summary statistics are providédr the explanatory variables, where
around 44% are mal8%% are aged betwee3b and54, 24% have a degree as their highest
level of educational attainmerdver 70% own their house either outright or vatmortgage,
around 19% of individualattenda religious service at least once a mautt the average level
of monthly labour (notiabour) income equates t& #13(£708)and monthly savings are £129
Table 1C provides summary statistics relatinghi® main covariates of interest, i.e.
political affiliation, PA;;, wherethe labour party is characterised by the highest proportion of
individuals responding that they feel closest to this parg7% The final two columns of the

table provide correlation coefficients between each poliaffdlation variable and the two

16 All monetary variables are deflated to 2009 constant prices.
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outcomevariablesof interest, where some differences across political party affiliatien a
apparent’

3. Methodology

We model charitable donations as a proportion of incaleeoted bydon;; as a censored
outcome via a random effects topgecificationas is common in the literature (eAndreoni
and Payne, 20)3across individuals = 1,2, ...,28142 and timet = 1,2,3 as follows:

donj, = XyB + PAyy + a; + € (1a)

don;; = max[0, donj,] (1b)
whereX;; is a vector of covariate®A;; is a vector of politicahffiliation variablesa; is an
individual specific random erraainde;; is a white noiseerror term. Following Brown and
Taylor (2018), when modelling the number of hours volunteerag , wetreat this as a count
outcome and adopin exponential functional formwvhere the expected value of volunteering
conditional on the covariates is given as:

E[vol;|X;, PAy, ;] = exp(X;.B + PA;,y + m;) (2a)

wheren; = log(a;). Assumingthat volunteering has oissondistribution with expectation
Air = exp(Xy B + PAyy + ;) (2b)

then the probability mass functionwafl;, conditional on the covariates and individual specific
effect is given afollows:

prob{voly; = v|X;t, PAyt, a;} = exp(—2;) A3 /v! (2c)

For both outcomeshe key parameters of interest are given in the vegcitioterms of whether

the politicalaffiliation variables: (i) have a positier negative) effect omonetarydonations

7 Amongst those individuals who state the political party they feeéstds, 13% switch party affiliation over
the sample period. The highest (lowest) percentégavitching political party alignment is for Labour (Green)
Party at 7% (2%). Considering all individuals, 34% switch from having rtg pHiliation to feeling aligned to a
stated party (where the dominant category is the Labour Party). Thesepaitt the relative stability of political
preferences are consistent with the evidence provided in Aidt and(R&L8).
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and/or time volunteeredind (ii) are larger for political conservativeas found by Brooks
(2006),or for liberals as reported by Yen and Zampelli (2013).

For both dependent variablésee Table 1A)there are a large number ioflividuals
who do not donatenoneyand/or volunteer. Hence, we also model donations and volunteering
using a doubkdurdle approach following Cragg (197 $pecifically, wemodel the two prt
process of the distributian order to assess the following: (i) whetliee political affiliation
covariatesonly affectthe probability of donatingnoney (volunteeringime); (ii) whetherthe
political affiliation variables are only associated with the proportion of income donated to
charity (number of hours volunteered) conditional on donating (volunteering); or (iiiherhe
the political affiliation variables are associated with both parts of distribution i.e. the
probability (selection) and the amoutti€ outcomei.e. noney or tim¢. The hurdle model is
defined by the relationshify;; = (S;; X Y;;), whereY;, is the observed outcome of the
dependent variabje.e. the proportionof income donated to charjtgon;,, or the amount of
time volunteeredypol;;:

Sit = 1(X13eB1 + PAyy1 + &13c > 0) (3a)

Yi =X5uB2 + PALY, + &2 (3b)

The selection variableS;;, equalsone if the dependent variable is not bounded (i.e. the
individual donatesnoneyor volunteergime and is zero otherwi3ewhereX,;; is a vector of
covariateswhich influence the probabilitpf making a monetary donation wolunteering
time. The continuous outcome is a latent varidjlend is observed only §; = 1, i.e.if the
individual donaésmoneyor volunteersForthe proportion of income daatedto charity the

outcomeequation (3b) is a linear modeihilst, for the number of hours volunteerejuation

(3b) is exponential, whet¥,;, is a vector of explanatory variablassociated with this part of

the distribution'®

18 |n the double hurdle framework, the standard errors are clusterediatiividual level.
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To identify the modelfollowing Pudney (1989) and Yen and Zampelli (2Qi¥ enter
thebudget constraint variables, namiglgomeand savingspnly in the outcome equatiq@b).
In a similar vein, following existing literatureeeBen-Ner et al. (2004a,b), Hauser (2000) and
James (2011)which suggests that cognitive skills and personality traits influence the

probability of engaging in charitable behaviong entercognitive skillsandpersonality traits
only in the selection equation (3§ In addition there are common control variablesXpy,

andX,,, as defined above in Sectiorf2The parametersf particularinterest argz;, andy,,
in terms of the sign, statisticsignificance and the respective magnitudes.

4. Results

The results discussion is organised into threessations FHrstly, wefocus on the relationship
between political affiliation anthe amounbf money donated arine volunteeredestimating
random effects tobit and count modetespectively Secondly, weexplicitly model the
donating decision and the amount of money/time donated via a double hurdle apphietth
allows for the twepart nature of the distributioof charitable behaviouFinally, we explore
the impactof the changes igovernmentwhich occurred over the sample periah the
association between political affiliation and charitable behaviour.

4.1. The amount of money and time donated

Table 2presentghe results from modelling both monetary donations (first column) and time
volunteered (second column), conditional the covariates1 X;;, and which political party

the individual feels closest t®A;,. Monetary donationsra modelled via a random effects

9 For exampleBenNer et al.(2004a,b) foundhat personality traits are associated with a higher probability of
donating With respect t@ognitive skills Hauser (2000) showed an association between volunteering and verbal
proficiency, whilst James (20119undthat higher cognitive ability was associated with a higher probability of
charitable giving.

201t is important to acknowledge that the tobit and the count models detaded aizlude zero and non zero
values in the estimations. The findings indicate whether the explanatoaples influence the expected value of
the dependent variable, which could be operating at zero and/or posities wh the dependent variable. In
contrast, the double hurdle approach allows us to evaluate the effects ai thifaxent parts of the distribution

of the dependent variable.
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tobit estimator with marginal effects reportédyhilst hours volunteered are based upon a
random effecd Poissoncount model with coefficients reportéti Before focusing on the
political variables of interestve briefly discuss how other covariates are associated with
donations of time and money.

The age effects are consistent with the evideepertedn the existing literature, such
as Lankford and Wyckoff (1991), Auten and Joulfaian (1996) and Schoki&&®)for
monetary donationsandMencik and Weisbrod (1987) and Freen{af97) forvolunteering
time. As commonly found in the literaturbeingmaleis inversely associated wittonations
as a proportion of income artburs volunteexd,at approximately 5@er centand 17per cent
lower than femalesrespectively For time volunteeredthe composition of the family is
important, wiere haing children aged 2 or under is inversely associated with hours
volunteered. ndeed,individuals with children in this age group volunteer 58 per taner
hoursrelative to individualswithout dependenthildren Increasing levels of educational
attainment have a positive monotonic relationship ‘tth the proportion of income donated
to charityandthe number of houryolunteeredwhich is consistent witkthe findings in the
existing literature, see, for example, Schokkaert (2006) and Cappellarj2€ld).

In terms of the monetary controls, we find that the effects of labowiabauor income
and monthly savings agenerallystatistically significant yet inelastic, which is consistent with
the finding of Auten et al. (2002jor monetary donationd he share of income donated to
charitable causes is inversely associated with the level of income (from boti &nd non
labour sources). This findiragccordswith the existing literaturesee for exampleList (2011)

and therecent evidence frorthe Charites Aid Foundation (2016&)K Giving report which

2! These marginal effects are based on the expected value of the dependent vaoialbletl{fcensored and
uncensored observations), given a vector of covariates and parametersjifahange in @ovariate
22 Focusing on th@umber of hours volunteeredniiting subscripts from equation (2) for brevignd defining

w = (X',PA"), ¢ = (B,7), thenaddingl to thek independent variable mr (i.e., a unit changejhe functional
form of the model impligd el Wit e} _ Evollwiwz Wit DE _ o ) Given that the outcomef interest

E{vol|lw,wy,€} E{vol|lwq,wy,...Wk,€}

is a count variablehe normalized effeatxp(¢;) is the Incidence Rate Ratio (IRR) for a amét change iw,,.

12



suggestshat those indiduals with a lower income, such as the retired, contribute to charity
out of accumulated wealth rather than their current income. However, labour ataboon
income have opposireffecs on time volunteeredvhere a 1% increase in labour (Hlabour)

income decreases (increasistime spent volunteering by 2.4 (2.3) per cent. Monthly saving
arepositively associated with both types of charitable behaviour, increasingoiha oon of
income donated to charity by around 9 per cent and the number of hours of unpaid labour
volunteered by just under 3 per cent.

With respect to labour market statimeingselfemployal or employel is positively
associated with thproportion of incomelonatedo charityascompared to those not in the
labour force (predominately retiree§)onversely, when focusing on donations of timet
surprisinglybeingemployael is associated witfewer hours/olunteered relative to those not in
the labour market, which potentially reflects the opportunity cbsime in that employeés
leisure hours are likely to be more constrajreseFreeman (1997)n accordance with the
existingU.S. literature, such as Feldman (2010), homeownerskypicitly staing a religious
denomination, obeingan active member of a religious groaneall positively associated with
donations of money and time&his latter finding isconsistent with Bauer et al. (2018)ho
jointly model the probability of making a monetary donation and volunteeringdimaegroup
of European countrieg har analysis reveals that being a church merplbsitivelyinfluences
the likelihood of undertaking both typesdfaritablebehaviour.

The measure of cognitive ability are found to be positively associated with the
proportion of income given taharitable causeswvhich is consistent with James (2011).
Interestingly, numeric cognitive ability has the largest effect in terms of mdgniitnich
might reflect the possibility that such individuals may more accurately preticeflifetime
income angdhence may be more willing and prone to donate to chaki§th respect tahe

Big Five personality trés, agreeableness, extraversiand openness to experienaee all

13



positivdy related tothe proportion of annual income donated dbaritable causes.
Conscientiousness is inversely related to charitable donagiiotisvolunteering, whicls
consistent withthe results of Donnelly et al. (2012), who report that highly conscientious
individuals are moreble to manage their money through greater levels of financial self
control.

We now turn to the main variables of interassociated with political affiliatianin
accordance withesults for the U.Srom Yen and Zampelli (2014pur findingsare not in line
with the hypothesis put forward by Brooks (2005, 20@t political conservatives are more
charitable than liberals In terms ofthe magnitude of the estimated parameters find the
following effects for each political party.othpared to not sygortinga specific political party
or not feeing closer to any one pait we find thatfeeling closest to the GreenaRy is
associated witdonatingapproximately 73 per cent more of annual income to charitable causes
and volunteeng 54 per centmore houws. Being affiliated with the lberal Democrats in
comparison to not supporg a specific political partyis associatewith donatingaround 48
per centmoreof their annual income to charity and voluntegi35 per cent more hourshe
correspondindigures for nservatives aralso positive, althougmuch smaller at 37 per cent
and 22 per centgspectivelyFinally, the smallest effects are found bmingalignedwith the
Labour Rarty, where compared to not stating support for a specific paittg respective
magnitudedall to 32 per cenand 18 per centThese effectselating to political affiliation
remain afterincludinga large number of controtaich ageligion and frequency of attending

religiousserviceswhich are likely to be relatetd political outlook,seeBrooks (2006Y*

2 |t is debatable how comparable the results herein are to the U.S. literature,dififierénces in the political
system and that on averagdes.and European citizens differ when it comes to policy preferendtisthe former
being more conservatiye g. Alesina and Angeletos (2005) and Luttmer and Singhal (2011).

24We have been careful to refer to associations rather than causal sbi@$oin particular, political affiliation
may be endogenous due to reverse causation with donating behaviour. We hareel edpether our results hold
under a more stringent conditioning framework accounting for potentalgemeity bias. The UKHLS contains
some households with two or more generations of adults. By focasiagsample of young adults (aged 16 or
above), we model their donating behaviour on their political affiliation, Wiias been instrumented by whether
their parents changed their political affiliation between waves. Thésdésua sample 01,800 children @,235
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The results presented so far based on a statpanelestimatiorframework. Following
Wooldridge (2005)we examinethe robustness of the political affiliation effeatsadynamc
version of the model.e. where a lagged dependent variable is included, given that charitable
behaviour may be habitual (e.g. Meer, 2013). The regression model is of the form:

Yie =Y 1 + XieB+ PAY +a; + €

a; = ag + a1 Yo + X\ + w;

whereY;; is the outcome of interestd. the proportion of income donated to charityn;;, or

the amount volunteeredpl;;). The individual specifieffect a; is conditiored on the initial
state,Y;,, i.e. the amount donated (time or money) when first observed in the panel, and the
group means of time varying covariat¥s,?® State dependende ascertaineth terms of the
statistical significance df;;_; and the magnitude af.

The resultare shown in Table, 8vhich is structureth the samevayas Table 2, where
for brevity, only the lagged dependent variable and politaféliation variablesare shown.
There isclear evidence of persistence in charitable givignoney and timewhich is
consistent with the findings of Smith et al. (1995), Rosen and Sims (2011) and2W&g) (
Moreover theeffecs of thepolitical party the individual feels closest to remain in ternthef
statistical significance and magnitude of the effects. Affiliation with the Greety Rnd
affiliation with the Liberal Democratfiave the largegiositiveeffectson donating behavio
relative to those who do not state an affiliatibhisis consistent with the fatihat many views
of thesetwo parties areomplementaryi.e. they compete for voters of a similar profigee
Birch, 2009) Affiliation with the Conservative Party ardfiliation with the Labour Party have

smaller effects on donating behaviour, but these remain positive relative to havimagedo st

observations), matched to themrents, reveals that, relative to no party affiliation, the effects of b#ilated
to the Green Party and Liberal Party have the dominant effects on botiodsrmdttime and money, which is
consistent with the above findings.

25Wooldridge (2005) shows that this framework is appropriate for a numbendihear estimators.
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political affiliation.In summarywhen accounting for dynamics in donating behavimiative
to those who do not statgalitical affiliation, having an alignment to a particular party remains
positive and statistically significant as found in the static mddiedlly, the effects of Labour
Party affiliation are larger than those of Conservative Rifitiation, relative to those who do
not express a political affiliation

We nowfurtherexplore the robustness of our findings related to the political affiliation
variables.In Table4 Panels A to Dwe examine: (i) the strength of support for the stated
political party; (ii)the sample of individuals who do not state a political affiliation but who
statethe party thg would vote for tomorrow; (iii) the level of interest that the individual has
in politics; and (iv) the political party they feel closest to interacted witin lgneel of interest
in politics2® Considering Table 4 Panel, An comparison tdndividuals who do not state
support for a political party, the effects on donating behaviooeiofyaffiliated withthe Green
Party orthe LiberalDemocratsre still greater thatie corresponding effects loéing affiliated
with the LabourPartyor the WnservativesHowever, surprisinglythe degree of support does
not uniformly have a monotonieffect on the level of charitable behaviaaross political
parties For examplethe largest effects for those who feel closeshe Conservativedrty are
for individuals who do not have very strong support for the party. In contrast, forbiell
Democras, the strength of support for the party has a positive monotonic effect on donations
of both time and money, whichiiscreasing in théevel of support.

In Table 4 Panel Bve focus on thesubsample of 15,355 individuals wistate that
theydo not support a political partgnddo not feel close to any one particular grotipese
individualsareasked to state the political party that they would vote for tomorrow. Consistent

with the evidenepresented so fathe analysis of this sukample reveals that the largest effects

26 Given thatallowing for dynamics did not alter our findings, we return to the statieefveork for theadditional
robustness analysis.
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on both donations of time and money stem from those individuals who would vote for the
LiberalDemocrats and the Greear compared to individuals who would not vote tomorrow
or do not state who they would vote.flor general, these effects are positive with the exception
of those who would vote for the Labour Party tomorrow and time voluntdetedestingly,
there is no association between whether the individual would vote fQuingervative &ty
tomorrow and the amount of time donated.

Returning to the full sample, we now focustbe level of interest thahé individual
has in politics. The results in Table 4 Panel C suggesincreasingpositive monotonic
relationship with both types of charitable behavifmurthe level of intereghat the individual
states that they hawe politics, relative to having no intereat all. In PaneD, we intead the
level of interest that the individuatates they havim politics with the party that they feel
closest toFor each political partyhe magnitude of the association with donations of time and
money increases with the level of interest itit@s, relative to those individuals who do not
state an alignment a political partyFor example, focusing dhe Conservative Partyor the
proportion of income donated to charity (time volunteegsd) for thosewho are not very
interested, fairly interestior very interesteth politics,the increasée donatiorsis 30, 40 and
60 per centrespectively (21, 24 and 42 per carspectively, relative to not statingpolitical
affiliation. The positive effects are particularly large b@ingvery interested in politics and
supporting the&sreen Rrty orthe Liberal Democratselative to having nolitical affiliation.
These effects are larger than the comparéipleres for either thelLabour Party or the

Conservative &rty.?’

2" The above models were-estimated conditioning donations (of time or money) at tiroa the political
affiliation variables measured in the previous wave tile Conditioning on lagged political affiliation helps to
mitigate the potential for reversausality since, as argued by Angrist and Pischke (2088political affiliation
variables nowpredate the outcome variable of interest. The results were essentiallpgedtisom the analysis
reported in Tables 2 to 4. However, given the wording @ated with the political affiliation questions, we
interpret these as the respondentigrrent view (which may change over time) and, hence, prefer the
contemporaneous specifications. Moreover, the introduction of lagsa®the length of the panel.
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4.2. Modelling the two parts of the distribution — the double hurdle approach

Given that a large proportion of the sample do not make a monetary donation to charity and/or
do not volunteer any hours of unpaid labour, as can be seen from Figures 1 anasty we
estimate double hurdle modétdlowing Yen and Zampelli (20147 his alows us to explicitly
model both parts of the distributiowhere we allow the politad variables to influence both

the probability of donating, i.e. the hurdénd the amount donated. The results are shown in
Tables 5 and 6 for monetary and time domatjoespectivelyEach table has thremlumns
reporting: (1) overall average marginal effects; (2) results for the huvtkre coefficients

and average marginal effects for the probability of donating are given; acdef8rients for

the outcome, i.e. amount (money or time) conditional on donatingappi®actallows us to
compare the mangtudesof the effects ofpolitical affiliation across both the selection ate
outcomewhere the overall average marginal effect is a combination of the two respectve part
of the model. @nitting i andt subscripts, this is given by:

OE(Y|X, PA)/dx, = d{prob(S = 1|X;, PA) x E(Y|Y > 0, X,, PA)}/dx,,

where the numerator is the derivative of the conditional meaah table is split into five
panels wherePanel (A) focuses orthe party the indindual is closest to; (B) relates toe
strength of support for the stated political party; f@&uses orthe subsample of individuals

who do not state a political affiliation but who stéte party the individual would vote for
tomorrow; (D)exploreghe level of interest in politics; and (E}plores thénteraction baveen
thelevel of interest in politics and the political patiye individual feels closest to.

Table 5 shows the result§ thehurdle model of charitable donations as a proportion of
total income.Panel Apresentoverall marginal effectswvhich are very similar in terms of
magnitude to those in Table 2 PaneWwkere the outcome was modelled via a random effects
tobit estimator. These similaritiefighlight the robustness of our findings. It is apparent that

in general, for each political partye largest effect is on the hurdle part of the distribution, i.e.
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the decision to donate money, rather than the outcome, i.e. the proportion of income. donated
The exception is fothose who feel closest to the Greartl, where the coefficient is larger

for the proportion of income donated to charity conditional on givieglingclosest to the
ConservativeGreen) Rrtyis asociated witta7.7 (10.6) per cent higher probability of making

a monetary donation ancbnditional on donatinghese individuals give 15 (60) per cembre

income to charitable causes than individuals who araligited to any particular partin

tems of the strength of support for the stated political party, Pam@ke8entghe overall
marginal effectsThere is a monotonic relationship with the proportion of incdoreéd to

charity as the level of support increasdsis would appear tetemfrom the effecton the
outcome rather than selection into donating behaviour, i.e. comparing the magnitude of the
coefficients between columns 2 and 3.

For thosendividuals who do not statepreference for any political party, but are asked
who they would vote for tomorrovihe analysis from Panel C reveals thating for the Liberal
Party or the GenPartyis positively associated witlthe amountonaed asa proportion of
incomerelative to those individuals who would not vote tomorrowede effects are larger
than thecorrespondingstimates found fahe Gnservativgarty. Consistent with the findings
from Table 5Panel A, the largest effects in terms of magnifwdeen comparing coefficients
across the two parts of the distributiaem from the hurdle, i.e. donating money, rather than
the outcome, i.e. the proportion of income donated conditional on donsgmé@ énel C). The
level of interest that an individual has in politics has a positive associatibndaitating
behaviour, inceasing monotonically in the level oftanest(consistent with the evidence from
the tobit analysis shown in Table 2), where again the doméfiatt stems from the decision
to donateas can be seen from Panel D by comparing columns 2 &nubBy, Panel E reveals

that for each political partyacross both parts of the distributjothe magnitude of the
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association with donations of money increases with the level of interest ingablitive to
those individuals who do not state an alignmentpolgical party.

The double hurdle analysis for hours volunteered is shown in Table 6. In contrast to the
positive association between politiedfiliation andmonetary donationsevealed across both
pats of the distribution, i.e. on the probability of giving morey the proportion of income
donatedin Table 5, the analysis of hours voluetted reveals opposing effecis thetwo parts
of the distribution. Throughout each panel of Tahl& 6an be seen that statingpalitical
affiliation is positively associated wittihe probability of volunteering time, buéducesthe
number of hours volunteered (conditional on being a volunteer). For example, considering the
political party an individual feels closest to (see Panel A), the overall maargifect are
positive which isconsistent with the analysis of Tables 2 to 4 amdarger for affiliaton with
the Liberal Democrats compared to affilmtwith the Gnservatives (indeed the overall effect
is insignificant for the latter)Feeling closest to the Conservative (Libdd@&mocra} Party is
associated with being.4 (5.7) per cent moréely to volunteerrelative to those not stating a
political affiliation. However, conditional on providing unpaid laboaffiliation with the
Conservativess associated witkiolunteering around 12 per cent fewer hours than individuals
who do not state aaffiliation to a political party.

Turning to the strength of support for the stated padgTable 6 Panel B, with the
exception obeingaligned with the @nservativesthe dominantategory for the overall effect
and the hurdle is for ‘very strong suppddée columns 1 and.Zor the outcom@art of the
distribution, i.e. the number of hours volunteered, conditional on donatingitira@erhaps
not surprisinghatexpressingnot very strong supporis associated with the largest negative
effect on theamount of timedonatedFor the subset of the sample not stating support for any
political party butwho indicate the political partythat they would vote for tomorrow, the only

significant overalleffect relates tothe Labour Party with negative effects on both the
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probability of volunteering and the amount of time given. Finally, considering tieé dév
interest in politics(see Parle D and B, greaterinterest in politicshas an overall positive
influence on time volunteered and this stems from selection into volunteering behaviour
4.3. Changes in Government, political affiliation and donating behaviour

In this subsection, weinvestigate whether chargyen government over the period of our
sample influenced the relationship between political party alignment and donatingbeha
On 6" May 2010 a general election was held in the Wkereprior to this datehe Labour
Partyhad been in power since 199¥ter 11" May 2010, a coalition government was formed
between the Conservative Party and the Liberal Democrat Party. The cegie@menasted
for five yearsendingon 7" May 2015 wherthe Conservatives gained powespladng the
Coalition Government. W adoptthe following modelling frameworko explorewhetherthe
political party in poweaffects the relationship between charitable behawondpolitical party
affiliation:

Y. = X, B + 8;coalition;, + §,conservative; + Yq—q T PAyir +

Y3 1 Pr(PAgie X coalition;) + a1 0, (PAy;: X conservativey) + a; + €

whereY;; is the outcome of interest, i.e. the proportion of income donated to cllarity, or
the number of hoursolunteeredypol;;, modelledvia a tobitor count estimatorespectively
incorporating random effects. We focus on individuals who state a politicalgsgligtion in
orderto link political affiliationwith the govenment in power. fie samplés reducedo 18,832
individuals 37,215 observationsyho state a political partgffiliation, where the reference
category is feeling affiliatedo the Labour Part$® The following binary indicatar are
constructedcoalition;, = 1, if the date that the individual was interviewed on was aftér

May 2010but before " May 2015 (i.ethe period of theCoalition Government85.3% of the

28 The interpretation of the results is different to the previous analysis the reference category has changed.
We have selected affiliation with the Labour Party as the reference category as tieRaiypwas in power at
the start of our period of alyais.
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sample were interviewed during this windgwandconservative;; = 1 if the individual was
interviewed after ff May 2015(7.9% of the sample were interviewed during this window)
Hence the referenceeriodis when thd.abour Party was in officevhich corresponds to 6.8%
of the sampleWe also define political partgffiliation controls PA; = 1 if the individual
identifies as being mordosely affiliated tahe Gnservative Brty, PA, = 1 if the individual
identifies as being more closely affiliated to the Libé&amocratParty; andPA; = 1 if the
individual identifies as being more closely affiliated to the Green Fariyng the period of
the Labour Governmentthe role of political affiliationis ascertained by each of the
parameterqall relative to being affiliatedo the Labour Party. During the period of the
Coalition Governmentthe effect ofaffiliation to the Conservative (Liberal Democragrg is
given byr, + ¢4 (7, + ¢,), relative to being affiliated to the Labour Paffifie corresponding
effects for when the Conservative Party came into government arebgiwent 6, (7, + 6,).
The results of the empirical analysis are shown in Table 7, which is struoiuted
sameway as Table 2, wh the first column focusing on the proportion of income donated to
charity and the second column focusing on the number of unpaid hours of labour volunteered.
Additional controls include binary indicators ftre day, month and yeaof interview. The
change in government apps&o have no direct statistically significant effect aronetary
donationsasthe null hypothesis tha; = 0 andd, = 0 cannot be rejectedonversely, time
spent volunteeringis positively associated witithe Coalition Government and the
Conservative Governmeheing in power compared to the period when the LaParty was
in power.Considering the differential effects of political affiliation during the periothef
coalitionagreemenandtheperiod of theConservativé&sovernmentsome interesting findings
emerge. Whilst the joint parameter tests are significant for each party affilidtiong the
Coalition Governmentthe only significanindividual differential effect is for the Green Party.

Specifically, compared to thopeoplewho are aligned to the Labr Party, during the period
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of the LabourGovernmentfeeling closest to the Green Party is associated eotiating
approximatelyl82 per cent more of annual income to charitable cal$esever, during the
period of the @alition Government, this effect falls to 85 per cent, (& + ¢5). In terms of
time volunteeregthe effect of being aligned to the Conservative Paryssmoderated under
the Coalition Government.

Following the collapse of theCoalition Government after thélay 2015 general
election, the results reveal thihe association betweefeeling closest to th€onservative
(Green Party and the proportion of incomedonatedto chariy is dramatically reduced
comparedo the period when the Labour Party was in governnietgrestingly, the effect of
feeling closest to the Conservative Party whilst @onservatives welia government has a
negative effect on monetary donations to charity of around 17 percentage points, i.e.
(7, + 0,) = (0.2627 — 0.4354) = —0.173. The findings for monetary donations after the
collapse of th&€oalition Governmentontrast with those found when considering amount
of time volunteeed During the period of the Labo@overnmentthere waso influence of
alignment to the Green Party (relative feeling closest tahe Labour Party) on hours
volunteered. Howevepostelection after the iberalDemocras losttheirplace in government
the effect of alignment with th&reen Partypecomes statistically significant increasing time
volunteered by around 56 per cent, éEp(f[3 + 93). Interestingly, the analysis of Table 7
reveals that the only time thablitical alignmentto the Liberal Democrat Party has an
influence on donations of time and money is during the period of the L&awernment and,
perhaps surprisingly, not during the period of @malition Government.

5. Conclusion
We have explorechow political ideology influencedonations of time and money, after
conditioning on a wide range of covariatés. far as we are awarthis is the first paper for

the UK to exploe this issugas well as being the first in the literaturestaploy longiudinal
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data. The smil existing literature basedn evidence for the U.S. has revealed conflicting
evidence, with Brooks (200%gportingthat conservatives donate more than libenatslst
Yen and Zampelli (2014) find the opposite resahd Luccasenteal. (2017) find no
relationship between giving and political ideolog@ur analysiswhich is robust to using a
number of estimation strategjesveals thabeing affiliated to thd.iberal Democrats has a
greater effect ocharitablebehaviour than being affiliated to the Conservati@grestingly,
affiliation with the Green Party relative to having no affiliation generally has the largest eff
on donations of time and money. However, the extetthiefssociation between monetary
donationsas a proportion of incomand aligment to the GreenParty was substantially
moderatedduring the period of thdJK Coalition Governmentand its successor the
Conservative Governmerdffer theCoalition Governmentollapsed, relative to the period of
whenthe Labour Party was in power.

Given thefundamentally important role that charities play in supporting a vast range of
national and international causas)derstanding what drives people to matteritable
donationds an important area of research. ISgonsiderations may also influence the policy
agenda in terms of, for example, fiscal policy and tax relidfen considering monetary
donations.This is also apparent when considering the supply of unpaid labour, i.e. time
donations. Ror to the 2015 UKgeneral electionthe government had intendéldat such
activity should be recogsed by amending the Working Time Regulatiom&ntitlepeople to
28 days of paid vacation and 3 days of paid volunteering, although subsequently after the
election andhe change inGovernmentthis pledge was not metlearly, understanding what
influences volunteeringnd donatindpehaviou at the individual level is important, given the
contribution of donations of time and money to the UK econorRgr example, mpaid
volunteeringhasrecentlybeenestimatecat £25.6 billion(ONS, 2013)and monetary donations

to charity areapproximately0.7?6 of annualGDP (Charities Aid Foundation, 2015MWe hope
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that ourempirical findings will stimulate further research into the motivahmhind charitable
behaviour.
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FIGURE 1: Charitable donations (donators only) as a proportion of total income
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FIGURE 2: Number of hours volunteered (volunteers only)
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TABLE 1A: Summary statistics dependent variables

PANEL A: Charitable donation as a proportion of annual incaime;,

MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX
Charitable donations over past 12 months (£) 160.909 496.08 0 11,546
Charitable donations as a proportion of annual income (%  1.004 4.13 0 10
OBSERVATIONS 62,228
IF NOT EQUAL TO ZERO MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX
Charitable donations over past 12 months (£) 235.26 585.08 1 11,546
Charitable donations as a proportion of annual income (%  1.468 4.93 0.001 10
OBSERVATIONS (% norzero) 42,562(68.40%0)
PANEL B: Number of hours volunteeredgl;;

MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX
Number of hours volunteered during past 4 weeks 2.389 9.97 0 200
OBSERVATIONS 62,228
IF NOT EQUAL TO ZERO MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX
Number of hours volunteered during pasteeks 15.038 20.88 1 200

OBSERVATIONS (% noreero) 9,884(15.88%)




TABLE 1B: Summary statistics explanatory variablEs

MEAN STD. DEV. MIN MAX

Aged 16-24 0.0789 0.2697 0 1
Aged 25-34 0.1450 0.3521 0 1
Aged 35-44 0.1946 0.3959 0 1
Aged 45-54 0.1972 0.3979 0 1
Aged 55-64 0.1668 0.3728 0 1
Male 0.4398 0.4964 0 1
Number of children aged 2 or under 0.1014 0.3387 0 6
Number of children aged 3-4 0.0726 0.2726 0 3
Number of children aged 5-11 0.2523 0.5944 0 7
Number of children aged 12-15 0.1468 0.4166 0 5
Number of adults in household 2.1936 0.9724 0 12
Married or cohabiting 0.5509 0.4974 0 1
GCSE 0.1867 0.3897 0 1
A level 0.0777 0.2677 0 1
Degree 0.2389 0.4264 0 1
Other higher qualification 0.0894 0.2978 0 1
Employee 0.5151 0.4997 0 1
Self employed 0.0812 0.2732 0 1
Unemployed 0.0390 0.1937 0 1
Home owned outright 0.3309 0.4705 0 1
Home owned on a mortgage 0.3980 0.4895 0 1
Home privately rented 0.0807 0.2723 0 1
White British 0.5423 0.4982 0 1
Frequency of attending religious services 0.1888 0.3907 0 1
Church of England 0.2622 0.4398 0 1
Roman Catholic 0.0745 0.2625 0 1
Christian 0.0375 0.1901 0 1
Muslim 0.0440 0.2050 0 1
Other religion 0.0928 0.2902 0 1
Health excellent 0.1525 0.3595 0 1
Health good 0.6193 0.4856 0 1
Health fair 0.1273 0.3333 0 1
Word recall 0 1 -3.6995 2.1631
Numeric ability 0 1 -3.2334 1.2505
Verbal fluency 0 1 -3.1236 8.3020
Agreeableness 0 1 -4.4689 1.3164
Conscientiousness 0 1 -4.0293 1.3723
Extraversion 0 1 -2.7537 1.8498
Neuroticism 0 1 -1.7762 2.3908
Openness to experience 0 1 -2.6985 1.8743
Natural logarithm of monthly labour income 4.5914 3.6460 0 9.7667
Natural logarithm of monthly nelabour income 4.5647 2.9137 0 9.7667
Natural logarithm omonthly savings 2.0942 2.5833 0 11.3015
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142

OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228




TABLE 1C: Summary statistics political explanatory variable®A;;

MEAN STD. DEV. p1 D2
which plitical party closest to
Conservative 0.2502 0.4331 0.0333 0.0311
Labour 0.2675 0.4427 0.0019 -0.0102
Liberal democrat 0.0635 0.2438 0.0268 0.0412
Green party 0.0168 0.1286  0.0201 0.0160
No party stated (reference category) 0.4020 0.4902 -0.0496 -0.0429
political party closest t& strength of support
Conservative very strong support 0.0162 0.1266  0.0066  0.0117
Conservative fairly strong support 0.0900 0.2862  0.0196 0.0277
Conservative not very strong support 0.1437 0.3508  0.0225 0.0116
Labour very strong support 0.0287 0.1670 -0.0038 0.0154
Labour fairly strong support 0.0978 0.2970 0.0054 -0.0102
Labour not very strong support 0.1408 0.3478 -0.0004 -0.0115
Liberal very strong support 0.0022 0.0472  0.0090 0.0127
Liberal fairly strongsupport 0.0157 0.1244  0.0198 0.0277
Liberal not very strong support 0.0455 0.2084  0.0175 0.0287
Green party very strong support 0.0010 0.0321  0.0011 0.0132
Green party fairly strong support 0.0071 0.0839  0.0155 0.0140
Green party not vergtrong support 0.0087 0.0928  0.0135 0.0050
level of interest in politics
Very interested 0.1164 0.3207  0.0329 0.0536
Fairly interested 0.3714 0.4832 0.0356 0.0299
Not very interested 0.2792 0.4486 -0.0079  -0.0287
Not at all intereste(reference category) 0.2330 0.4228 -0.2001  -0.4237
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228

MEAN STD. DEV. p1 P2
political party would vote for tomorrow
Conservative 0.1634 0.3697  0.0262 0.0179
Labour 0.2278 0.4194 -0.0005 -0.0360
Liberal democrat 0.0840 0.2765  0.0363 0.0223
Green party 0.0653 0.2471  0.0100 0.0191
No party stated (reference category) 0.4601 0.4984 -0.0441  -0.0048
INDIVIDUALS (N) 15,355
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 24,882

Notes: (i) p; (p,) arepairwisecorrelationcoefficientsbetweereach otthepolitical variablesand charitable donation as a proportion
of annual incoménumber of hours volunteergdii) * denotes statistically significant at the 5 per cent level.



TABLE 2: Modelling charitable donations as a proportion of total income and hours volunteered

DONATION +~ ANNUAL HOURS
INCOME VOLUNTEERED
ME t-stat COEF t-stat
Aged 16-24 -0.6570 6.68 -0.3318 4.18
Aged 25-34 -0.2747 3.29 -0.4831 7.13
Aged 35-44 -0.0073 0.09 -0.3567 5.74
Aged 45-54 0.0656 0.91 -0.1633 2.97
Aged 55-64 0.1448 2.44 -0.1008 2.35
Male -0.5183 13.19 -0.1760 5.58
Number of children aged 2 or under -0.0002 0.01 -0.5409 10.70
Number of children aged 3-4 -0.0797 1.41 -0.0657 1.35
Number of children aged 5-11 0.0028 1.09 0.1232 5.04
Number of children aged 12-15 0.0201 1.51 0.0958 3.19
Number of adults in household -0.0235 1.20 -0.0243 1.48
Married or cohabiting 0.2960 7.40 0.1172 3.53
GCSE 0.2477 4.79 0.1882 4.33
A level 0.5378 7.50 0.3045 5.30
Degree 0.5587 10.50 0.5518 13.30
Other higher qualification 0.2912 4.52 0.4105 8.09
Employee 0.3138 3.84 -0.2531 4.25
Self employed 0.7391 8.22 0.1430 2.26
Unemployed -0.3120 3.43 -0.0100 0.14
Home owned outright 0.5839 10.61 0.3238 7.29
Home owned on a mortgage 0.5218 10.60 0.1559 3.77
Home privately rented -0.3736 5.11 -0.2018 2.95
White British 0.1780 3.13 0.1082 2.36
Frequency of attendingligious services 0.8953 18.60 0.7366 21.37
Church of England 0.1212 2.67 0.2088 5.72
Roman Catholic 0.1227 1.73 -0.0173 0.29
Christian 0.6995 7.42 0.5409 8.16
Muslim 0.7986 8.14 -0.0516 0.59
Other religion 0.4414 6.57 0.3011 6.05
Health excellent 0.4953 7.62 0.4263 7.86
Health good 0.4672 8.68 0.3730 7.90
Health fair 0.2573 4.03 0.2091 3.80
Word recall 0.1385 6.64 0.0891 5.28
Numeric ability 0.2891 13.75 0.1949 11.39
Verbal fluency 0.1541 7.53 0.1238 7.58
Agreeableness 0.0426 2.24 -0.0269 1.71
Conscientiousness -0.0317 1.84 -0.0367 2.35
Extraversion 0.0561 3.01 0.0824 5.49
Neuroticism 0.0324 1.72 -0.0124 0.81
Openness to experience 0.0955 4.93 0.1144 7.23
Naturallogarithm of monthly labour income -0.2617 22.68 -0.0236 2.93
Natural logarithm of monthly nelabour income  -0.1451 20.13 0.0233 3.97
Natural logarithm of monthly savings 0.0894 14.39 0.0284 6.07
which plitical party closest to
Conservative 0.3681 8.50 0.2022 5.89
Labour 0.3233 7.97 0.1692 5.05
Liberal democrat 0.4779 7.19 0.2973 6.33
Green party 0.7276 6.17 0.4340 5.46
Wald y?(58); p-value 4,615.88; p=0.000 3,724.82; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228

Notes: (i) other controls include regiand year dummies; (ii) charitable donations as a proportion of incomeiaratedtvia a tobit
model with random effects where the table reports marginal effects (ME}h@inumber of hours volunteered are modelled a
count outcome with random eéfis where the table reports coefficients (COEF).



TABLE 3: Modelling charitable donations as a proportion of total income and hours volunteered — allowin

for dynamic
DONATION + ANNUAL HOURS
INCOME VOLUNTEERED
ME t-stat COEF t-stat
Lagged dependent variable 0.0516 5.44 0.0167 14.03
which plitical party closest to
Conservative 0.2431 4.39 0.1352 3.56
Labour 0.3354 6.53 0.1608 4.28
Liberal democrat 0.3394 3.64 0.2444 4.41
Green party 0.7017 4.86 0.5363 6.51
Wald y?(85); p-value 4,218.40; p=0.000 6,575.46; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 20,208
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 32,558

Notes: (i) other controlss in Table 2 and the mean of time varying covaridii¢€haritable donations as a proportiorirafome are
estimated via a tobit model with random effects where the table repartggnal effects (ME); (iii) the number of hours voteered
are modelled as a count outcome with random effects where the table repoitgeote{fCOEF).



TABLE 4: Modelling charitable donations as a proportion of total income and hours volunteered

PANEL A: Strength of support for stated DONATION = ANNUAL HOURS
political parted INCOME VOLUNTEERED

ME t-stat COEF t-stat

political party closest t& strength of support
Conservative very strong support 0.2636 2.17 0.2079 2.38
Conservative fairly strong support 0.3611 6.68 0.1865 4.18
Conservative not very strong support 0.3946 7.36 0.2183 5.72
Labour very strong support 0.2391 2.51 0.2961 4.32
Labour fairly strong support 0.3566 6.38 0.1740 3.87
Labour not very strong support 0.3151 6.59 0.1485 3.77
Liberal very strong support 0.7957 2.54 0.8920 5.27
Liberal fairly strong support 0.5910 4.97 0.4212 5.50
Liberal not very strong support 0.4295 5.77 0.2305 4.39
Green party very strong support 0.7061 1.60 0.5093 2.11
Green party fairly strong support 0.9034 5.16 0.4919 4.48
Green party not very strong support 0.5955 3.83 0.3795 3.48
Wald y?(65); p-value 4,622.03; p=0.000 3,752.63; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
DONATION + ANNUAL HOURS

PANEL B: Party would vote for tomorrow INCOME VOLUNTEERED

ME t-stat COEF t-stat

political party would vote for tomorrow

Conservative 0.3367 5.72 0.0277 0.44
Labour 0.2034 3.77 -0.1258 1.99
Liberal democrat 0.5171 6.91 0.3121 4.13
Green party 0.3977 4.76 0.4315 5.15
Wald y2(58); p-value 1,975.18; p=0.000 1,423.23; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 15,355
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 24,882

Notes: (i) other controls as in Table 2; (ii) charitable donations as a proportion ofiénace estimated via a tobit model with random
effects where the table reports marginal effects (ME); (iii) the numbleowrs volunteered are modelled as a count outogitie
random effects where the table reports coefficients (COEF); (iv) Paa&d3éd upon a stdample of individuals who do not support
a particular political party and who are not closer to one political party tharso



TABLE 4 (cont.): Modelling charitable donations as a proportion of total income and hours voluntee

_ , . DONATION + ANNUAL HOURS
PANEL C: Level of interest in politics INCOME VOLUNTEERED
ME t-stat COEF t-stat
level of interest in politics
Very interested 0.8178 13.42 0.6063 12.76
Fairly interested 0.6485 14.40 0.3565 9.05
Not very interested 0.4145 9.38 0.2090 5.25
Wald y?(58); p-value 4,727.38; p=0.000 3,826.05; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PANEL D: Level of interest in politics and DONATIII\?CIZ\IJMAI\ENNUAL VOLUCN)%'ERESRED
political party closest to ViE stal COEE stal
political party closest tex political interest
Conservativex very interested 0.6017 6.93 0.3501 5.83
Conservative x fairly interested 0.3970 7.68 0.2175 5.49
Conservative x not very interested 0.2998 4.85 0.1877 3.94
Labour x very interested 0.5573 7.40 0.5402 10.28
Labour x fairly interested 0.3585 7.10 0.1581 3.87
Labour x not verynterested 0.1829 2.97 0.0108 0.20
Liberal x very interested 0.6336 4.13 0.5706 6.21
Liberal x fairly interested 0.6058 6.86 0.3390 571
Liberal x not very interested 0.3610 3.31 0.2518 3.22
Green party x vgrinterested 1.0321 4.39 0.5805 4.17
Green party x fairly interested 0.8646 5.30 0.4843 4.54
Green party x not very interested 0.3651 1.60 0.3685 2.18
Wald y2(67); p-value 4,669.55; p=0.000 3,859.12; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228

Notes: (i) other controls as in Table 2; (ii) charitable donations as a praopofiiltccome are estimated via a tobit mod&h random
effects where the table reports marginal effects (ME); (iii) the numleows volunteered ammodelled as a count outcome with

random effects where the table reports coefficients (COEF).



TABLE 5: Hurdle model of charitable donations as a proportion of total income

PANEL A: Political party closest to (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative 0.2131 13.53 0.2327 15.49 0.0767 15.62 0.1549 8.87
Labour 0.1854 12.57 0.2241 16.22 0.0740 16.36 0.1280 7.61
Liberal democrat 0.3508 12.05 0.2930 11.78 0.0951 12.41 0.2696 9.99
Green party 0.7884 10.37 0.3292 7.16 0.1059 7.76 0.6005 12.36
Wald y2(49); p-value 15,250.92; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 0.1922
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PA!\!EL B: Strength of support for stated (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
political parted AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative very strong support 0.2911 6.22 0.1992 4.42 0.0640 4.43 0.2525 4.99
Conservative fairly strong support 0.2356 10.58 0.2498 11.60 0.0803 11.63 0.1662 6.93
Conservative not very strong support 0.2025 10.77 0.2259 12.71 0.0726 12.76 0.1379 6.79
Labour very strong support 0.2431 6.64 0.2300 6.79 0.0740 6.80 0.1834 4.60
Labour fairly strong support 0.2253 10.47 0.2350 11.85 0.0756 11.89 0.1605 6.88
Labour not very strong support 0.1605 8.58 0.2144 12.60 0.0689 12.64 0.0941 4.62
Liberal very strong support 0.5455 4.41 0.1449 1.22 0.0466 1.22 0.5715 4.27
Liberal fairly strong support 0.4303 9.29 0.3902 8.03 0.1255 8.05 0.3319 6.73
Liberal not very strong support 0.3011 10.42 0.2670 9.46 0.0868 9.47 0.2335 7.54
Green party very strong support 0.8133 4.67 0.7017 3.24 0.2256 3.24 0.6428 3.58
Green party fairly strong support 0.6826 9.94 0.3748 5.31 0.1205 5.31 0.6317 8.65
Green party not very strong support 0.5852 9.32 0.2589 4.19 0.0832 4.19 0.5685 8.45
Wald y2(57); p-value 15,284.98; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PANEL C: Party would vote for tomorrow (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative 0.1584 7.21 0.2498 10.00 0.0885 10.13 0.1174 3.80
Labour 0.0801 4.28 0.1697 7.79 0.0607 7.86 0.0398 1.36
Liberal democrat 0.2308 7.44 0.3103 9.49 0.1091 9.72 0.1867 4.77
Green party 0.2866 7.76 0.3312 9.11 0.1160 9.47 0.2470 5.69
Wald y2(49); p-value 6,199.43; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 15,355
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 24,882




TABLE 5 (cont.): Hurdle model of charitable donations as a proportion of total income

PANEL D: Level of interest in politics (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Very interested 0.5675 21.85 0.4519 21.10 0.1490 21.89 0.4464 18.03
Fairly interested 0.3285 21.70 0.3778 24.97 0.1267 24.47 0.2483 12.96
Not very interested 0.1825 12.38 0.2349 15.49 0.0811 15.38 0.1407 7.08
Wald y2(48); p-value 15,887.29; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PANEL E: Level of interest in pOIitiCS and pO“tiC&l (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
party closest to AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
political party closest to x political interest
Conservative x very interested 0.4231 13.03 0.3716 11.13 0.1191 11.16 0.3325 9.65
Conservative x fairly interested 0.2286 11.82 0.2658 14.17 0.0852 14.23 0.1519 7.31
Conservative x not very interested 0.1558 6.49 0.1475 6.51 0.0473 6.51 0.1179 4.53
Labour x very interested 0.4305 15.32 0.3302 11.96 0.1058 12.00 0.3588 12.02
Labour x fairly interested 0.2270 11.82 0.2809 15.55 0.0900 15.64 0.1437 6.92
Labour x not very interested 0.0875 3.56 0.1492 6.81 0.0478 6.82 0.0380 1.41
Liberal x very interested 0.6543 11.12 0.4366 6.93 0.1399 6.94 0.5730 9.23
Liberal x fairly interested 0.3888 11.46 0.3305 9.44 0.1059 9.46 0.3103 8.60
Liberal x not very interested 0.1972 4.64 0.2177 5.24 0.0698 5.24 0.1360 2.96
Green party x very interested 0.7832 8.56 0.4639 4.73 0.1487 4.73 0.7111 7.33
Green party x fairly interested 0.6629 10.28 0.3812 5.70 0.1222 571 0.6067 8.87
Green party x not very interested 0.5020 5.53 0.2627 2.91 0.0842 2.91 0.4706 4.81
Wald y2(57); p-value 15,787.44; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228

Notes: (i) other controls as in Table 2, with the exception that monedaables (labour income, ndabour income and saving) enter the outcageaation only and cognitive and ron
cognitive (i.e. the Bigrive personality traijsenter the hurdle equation only; (i) column (1) shows the overalage marginal effects (AMES); column (2) shows thdfiodents in the
selection equation and the AME#ich show the impact upon the probability of donating; and column (3)ssth@acoefficients on the amount donated, conaifion donating.



TABLE 6: Hurdle model of number of hours volunteered

PANEL A: Political party closest to (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative 0.1108 1.10 0.1107 5.40 0.0242 5.33 -0.1080 3.48
Labour 0.0149 0.15 0.0952 4.86 0.0206 4.81 -0.1284 412
Liberal democrat 0.7294 4.21 0.2470 8.22 0.0573 7.63 -0.0548 1.22
Green party 0.7130 2.38 0.2930 5.75 0.0694 5.16 -0.1183 1.57
Wald y2(49); p-value 416.96; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PA_I\!EL B: Strength of support for stated (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
political parted AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative very strong support 0.2977 1.14 0.1051 1.94 0.0233 1.94 -0.0176 0.21
Conservative fairly strong support 0.1895 1.41 0.1163 4.25 0.0258 4.25 -0.0796 1.94
Conservative not very strong support 0.0460 0.41 0.1106 4.77 0.0245 4.77 -0.1333 3.85
Labour very strong support 0.6313 2.93 0.2474 5.78 0.0548 5.78 -0.0713 1.11
Labour fairly strong support -0.1641 1.25 0.0892 3.36 0.0198 3.36 -0.1939 4.71
Labour not very strong support 0.0139 0.12 0.0697 3.00 0.0155 3.00 -0.0905 2.48
Liberal very strong support 2.1709 4.43 0.6527 4.95 0.1447 4.95 0.0287 0.28
Liberal fairly strong support 0.8491 3.65 0.3241 6.32 0.0719 6.33 -0.0840 1.17
Liberal not verystrong support 0.5166 3.07 0.1955 5.82 0.0433 5.82 -0.0487 0.92
Green party very strong support 1.8231 2.05 0.5218 2.87 0.1157 2.87 0.0605 0.23
Green party fairly strong support 1.0199 2.84 0.3609 4.80 0.0800 4.80 -0.0616 0.58
Green party not vergtrong support 0.1983 0.63 0.2100 3.16 0.0465 3.16 -0.2053 2.07
Wald y2(57); p-value 430.88; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PANEL C: Party would vote for tomorrow (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Conservative -0.0265 0.18 0.0366 1.10 0.0065 1.09 -0.0712 1.25
Labour -0.4498 3.60 -0.0596 1.82 -0.0101 1.84 -0.1798 3.18
Liberal democrat 0.2460 1.27 0.1560 3.82 0.0297 3.64 -0.1130 1.67
Green party 0.3166 1.47 0.1898 4.21 0.0368 3.94 -0.1294 1.73
Wald y2(49); p-value 226.28; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 15,355
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 24,882




TABLE 6 (cont.): Hurdle model of number of hours volunteered

PANEL D: Level of interest in politics (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
Very interested 0.8823 5.60 0.3382 13.53 0.0881 13.02 -0.1849 4.19
Fairly interested 0.2245 1.98 0.1973 8.93 0.0416 9.20 -0.1858 4.93
Not very interested -0.0473 0.43 0.1129 5.17 0.0228 5.23 -0.1892 4.93
Wald y2(48); p-value 432.19; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228
PANEL E: Level of interest in pOIitiCS and political (1) OVERALL (2) HURDLE (3) OUTCOME
party closest to AME tstat COEF tstat AME (pr=1) tstat COEF tstat
political party closest to x political interest
Conservative x very interested 0.5592 3.08 0.2364 6.15 0.0523 6.15 -0.0863 1.58
Conservative x fairly interested 0.0795 0.67 0.1213 5.00 0.0268 4.99 -0.1334 3.68
Conservative x not very interested 0.1169 0.82 0.1020 3.50 0.0225 3.50 -0.0906 2.11
Labour x very interested 0.7854 4.82 0.3480 10.27 0.0769 10.27 -0.1433 3.00
Labour x fairly interested -0.0638 0.53 0.0827 3.42 0.0183 3.42 -0.1416 3.76
Labour x not very interested -0.2981 1.90 0.0023 0.07 0.0005 0.07 -0.1311 2.62
Liberal x very interested 1.4428 5.00 0.4710 7.20 0.1041 7.20 -0.0311 0.36
Liberal x fairly interested 0.8398 4.43 0.2752 7.02 0.0609 7.02 -0.0195 0.33
Liberal x not very interested 0.3089 1.24 0.1884 3.88 0.0417 3.88 -0.1275 1.65
Green party x very interested 1.5527 3.25 0.4674 4.76 0.1033 4.76 0.0211 0.15
Green party x fairly interested 0.5535 1.66 0.3392 4.96 0.0750 4.96 -0.2308 2.33
Green party x not very interested 0.2775 0.60 0.1657 1.60 0.0366 1.59 -0.1096 0.74
Wald y2(57); p-value 426.94; p=0.000
INDIVIDUALS (N) 28,142
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 62,228

Notes: (i) other controls as in Table 2, with the exception that monedagbles (labour income, ndabour income and savingnter the outcome equation only and cognitive and non
cognitive (i.e. the Bigrive personality traijsenter the hurdle equation only; (ii) column (1) shows the overalage marginal effects (AMES); column (2) shows thdfimdents in the
selection eqation and the AMEs which show the impact upon the probability of voltinggeand column (3) shows the coefficients on the number of hours voleditemditional on
volunteering.



TABLE 7: Modelling charitable donations as a proportion of total income and hours voluntetired
effect ofchangsin government.

DONATION = ANNUAL HOURS
INCOME VOLUNTEERED

ME t-stat COEF t-stat
which mlitical party closest to
ConservativeRA;) 0.2627 1.26 0.3039 2.57
Liberal democrafPA.,) 0.5066 2.21 0.2265 2.46
Green partyPA;) 1.8162 4.06 -0.3304 0.80
interactions
PA; % coalition -0.0780 0.46 -0.2296 1.92
PA, % coalition -0.2977 1.25 -0.0013 0.01
PA; x coalition -0.9631 3.55 0.7036 1.67
PA; x conservative -0.4354 1.94 -0.4259 2.76
PA, X conservative -0.4485 1.26 -0.2518 1.13
PA; X conservative -1.0774 2.69 0.7751 2.68
which political party in gvernment
coalition -0.0484 0.36 0.2712 2.75
conservative 0.1261 0.62 0.2558 1.82
Wald x2(109); p-value 2,605.68; p=0.000 2,328.45; p=0.000
Hy:m; = ¢ = 0; x2(2); p-value 6.30; p=0.043 8.92; p=0.012
Hy:m, = ¢, = 0; x%(2); p-value 10.21; p=0.006 18.73; p=0.000
Hy:m; = ¢35 = 0; x%(2); p-value 18.19; p=0.000 17.77; p=0.000
Hy:my, = 6, = 0; x%(2); p-value 3.84; p=0.147 8.20; p=0.017
Hy:m, = 0, = 0; x2(2); p-value 4.92; p=0.086 2.17; p=0.337
Hy:m3 = 03 = 0; x?(2); p-value 26.94; p=0.000 5.37; p=0.068
INDIVIDUALS (N) 18,832
OBSERVATIONS (NT) 37,215

Notes: (i) other controls as in Tablevidth the addition oflay of interview, month of interview arygar dummies; (ii) charitable
donations as a proportion of income are estimated via a tobit model witmiaffiécts where the table reports marginalatéfe
(ME); (iii) the number of hours volunteered are modelled as a coucbroet with random effects where the table reports
coefficients (COEF)



