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Abstract

This study investigates the long-term associations between a childhood allowance (parental
pocket money) and financial literacy, monetary attitudes, and time-discounting preferences in
adulthood, with a specific focus on gender differences, using survey data from Japan. Gender
factor analyses were conducted to identify common factors in psychological attitudes toward
money. Subsequently, we estimated the relationship between childhood allowance and these
factors, as well as the time-discounting preference and financial literacy by gender. Interaction
terms between allowance types and gender were included to examine heterogeneous
associations. Our findings reveal that regular monthly allowances are associated with good
budgeting habits among males, whereas females receiving any form of allowance tend to have
less negative attitudes toward money. Furthermore, the relationship between a childhood
allowance and time-discounting preferences varies by gender, with females being more affected
by the allowance. Additionally, the association between childhood allowance and financial
literacy differs by gender and varies depending on how the allowance is received. Overall, this
study underscores the importance of considering childhood financial experiences to understand
financial behaviors and attitudes.

Keywords: long-term associations of childhood allowance; financial literacy; monetary attitudes;
gender differences; Japan
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lI. Introduction

This study examines the gender gap in the relationship between receiving a childhood
allowance and later financial outcomes, including financial literacy, monetary attitudes,
and time preferences, which together influence long-term financial decision-making.!
Gender differences in financial literacy are well-documented worldwide, with women
consistently scoring lower than men (Hasler and Lusardi 2017; Lusardi and Messy 2023;

! In this study, “childhood allowance” refers specifically to pocket money provided by parents on a regular
basis (e.g., monthly) to their children. This is distinct from government child support payments.
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Nguyen et al., 2022).? Enhancing women’s financial literacy is critical for improving
retirement preparedness and overall financial well-being, particularly given their longer
life expectancies, lower lifetime income, and career interruptions due to childcare and
caregiving responsibilities (Hasler and Lusardi 2017; Bucher-Koenen et al. 2017).

Surprisingly, this gender gap is evident as early as age 15, according to the OECD (2017),
suggesting that childhood experiences may play a critical role in shaping financial literacy
and that these experiences might differ between boys and girls. This contributes to
disparities that persist into adulthood.?

Research on adult financial literacy has identified factors such as age, education level,
income disparity, and the frequency of financial information access as contributors to the
gender gap in financial literacy (Fonseca et al. 2012; Bucher-Koenen et al. 2017; Chen and
Volpe 2002); however, these factors do not fully account for the observed differences
(Maruyama 2022; Hasler and Lusardi 2017; Bucher-Koenen et al. 2017).? In Japan, financial
literacy levels are particularly low among young women and individuals with lower
education levels (Sticha and Sekita 2023).

To understand this potential gender gap in financial literacy, research has increasingly
focused on how financial literacy is formed. Childhood experiences - such as parental
financial behavior, family discussions about money, exposure to financial education, and
socioeconomic background - are recognized as significant influences on individuals’ adult
financial literacy (LeBaron et al. 2020; Grohmann, Kouwenberg, and Menkhoff 2015; Kaiser
and Menkhoff 2017; Rudeloff, Brahm, and Pumptow 2019). An early introduction to
financial literacy has also been shown to foster healthy financial habits that persist into
adulthood (Pramitasari et al. 2023). Early financial socialization, including parental
discussions about financial decisions, can enhance financial understanding even among
young children, potentially laying the foundation for lifelong financial literacy (Fletcher
and Wright 2024). However, despite these insights, limited research exists examining how
home education during childhood contributes to the gender gap in adult financial literacy
(Agnew, Maras, and Moon 2018).

This study explores the role of receiving an allowance (or pocket money) as a
component of early childhood financial education. Providing children with an allowance
offers practical experience in money management, allowing them to make choices about
spending and saving, and helping them to understand the value of money.

Some studies have used the method of receiving allowances as a proxy for financial
education at home. For instance, Lewis and Scott (2000) found that receiving regular
allowances during childhood may enhance financial ability in adolescence, based on a
study of a UK sample aged 16-18 in full-time education. Similarly, data from the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics on young adults in the United States revealed a negative
association between receiving an allowance as a childhood socialization variable and
financial worry in adulthood (Kim and Chatterjee 2013). Brotherson (2023) further
emphasized the benefits of providing children with allowances and teaching them money

2 Even in countries with well-developed financial markets, financial literacy remains inadequate, particularly
among women (Lusardi and Messy 2023).

3 A strong foundation in financial literacy is increasingly vital for navigating modern economic challenges, such
as managing personal finances, avoiding debt traps, and retirement planning. However, financial literacy remains
inadequate worldwide, with notable disparities based on gender. Furthermore, a lack of financial literacy not only
complicates individuals’ economic lives but also exacerbates wealth inequality on a broader scale (Lusardi and
Mitchell 2023).

* A trend toward lower financial literacy has also been identified, with women being more likely than men to
respond “I do not know” to more difficult financial literacy questions (Lusardi and Mitchell 2011; 2008). Research
suggests that such responses may reflect not only actual knowledge gaps but also differences in confidence
(Wilmarth, Kim, and Pak 2023), highlighting the importance of considering both knowledge and confidence in
financial literacy assessments.
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management skills from an early age. By presenting five key guidelines for children’s
allowances, the study highlighted that giving children a regular allowance to manage
significantly contributes to developing financial management skills and behaviors for the
future.®

Based on these insights, this study investigates the potential gender gap in how
children receive allowances in Japan. Specifically, it explores how different methods of
receiving allowances, such as regular or as needed, contribute to the gap in financial
literacy observed in adulthood, emphasizing the role of early childhood education.

Several studies in Japan (Maruyama 2022; Matsukawa, Sekiguchi, and Akiyama 2018)
have examined whether allowances, as a measure of home education, influence the gender
gap in children’s financial literacy and self-efficacy but found no significant association. In
contrast, this study focuses on the long-term relationship between childhood allowance
and adult financial literacy, exploring how early financial education shapes gender
disparities later in life.

Previous research has identified various factors influencing financial literacy, such as
academic background, parental education, income, numeracy skills, confidence, time
preference, risk aversion, monetary attitudes, gender, age, and marital status (Goyal and
Kumar 2021; Bianchi 2018; B6hm et al. 2023; Jappelli and Padula 2015; Kawamura et al.
2021; Lusardi et al. 2017; Yamarne et al. 2021a, 2021b). Among these, time preference - the
tendency to value present rewards over future benefits - and money ethics, which reflect
attitudes and behaviors toward money, are of particular interest here. These factors are
not only critical for shaping financial literacy but may also be influenced by early financial
experiences, such as receiving an allowance.®

This study examines various outcomes associated with childhood allowances in
adulthood. These outcomes include financial literacy, monetary attitudes, and time-
discounting preferences. Previous studies have shown that monetary attitudes and time-
discounting preferences significantly influence financial literacy (Kawamura et al. 2021;
Yamane, Aman, and Motonishi 2021a; 2021b).” Additionally, some studies have explored
how time preference affects participation in financial education programs, which, in turn,
may improve individuals’ financial literacy (Meier and Sprenger 2013). Therefore, it is
essential to analyze these variables alongside financial literacy.

Given the scarcity of studies on this topic in Japan, this research provides new insights
into the potential gender gap in how children receive allowances, addressing an important
gap in the financial literacy literature.

While this study is based on questionnaire survey data and does not attempt to identify
causality, we interpret the observed associations with care, considering a range of
socioeconomic controls.?

® Some studies have explored how allowances are spent. Agnew et al. (2018) identified a gender gap in spending
patterns, influenced by the gender of the parent present during spending. These findings suggest that boys and
girls experience different financial socialization processes depending on whether a male or female parent is
present during spending.

¢ Simultaneity cannot be ruled out for variables such as attitudes toward money, time discount preference, and
financial literacy because they likely influence each other bidirectionally, forming a complex network of
relationships. However, this study does not delve into the issue of simultaneity. Instead, it focuses on
investigating the association between childhood allowance and later money-related variables.

7 By contrast, studies such as Batty, Collins, and Odders-White (2015) have found that the level of financial
literacy influences time preferences. In other words, it is important to note there is a two-way relationship
between financial literacy and time preference, with each potentially influencing the other.

8 Although we control for several observable characteristics, unmeasured factors such as family dynamics or
parental financial practices may simultaneously affect childhood allowance experiences and adult financial
outcomes. The results should thus be interpreted as associative rather than causal.
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The rest of this study is organized as follows. The “Data and methods” section explains
the data and methods employed. Specifically, we present the results of a factor analysis of
survey data to gain insights into the underlying dimensions of monetary attitudes. We
then report the results of regression analyses that examine the associations between
childhood allowance and monetary attitudes, time preferences, and financial literacy. The
following section discusses the innovation in our results and links them to those of
previous studies. Finally, the Conclusion discusses our study’s limitations and reviews
future research avenues.

2. Data and methods

In this section, we provide an overview of our survey and key variables, followed by the
results of the factor analysis conducted on the survey data to gain insights into dimensions
of monetary attitude.

2.1. Survey outline

This study used purpose-built survey data obtained from the Research Institute for Socio-
Network Strategies (RISS) of Kansai University. The survey was conducted online by
MyVoice Communications, Inc. from March 31 to April 6, 2020, using a stratified sampling
method based on the 2019 Basic Resident Register. The sample was designed to
approximate the national average distribution in terms of gender, prefecture, and age
structure, resulting in 3,601 valid responses (male: 1,784, female: 1,871; mean age: 50.30
years, SD=15.75). In addition to questions about how respondents received their
allowance as children, financial literacy, and monetary attitudes, the survey included a
wide range of questions about education, household income, time-discounting
preferences, and parents’ education.

2.2. Monetary attitudes

Monetary attitudes are a critical aspect of individuals’ financial behavior and decision-
making processes and have been extensively researched in psychology. Scales such as the
Money Attitudes Scale, Money Beliefs and Behavior Scale, and Money Ethic Scale have been
developed to measure these constructs (Furnham 1984; Tang 1992; Yamauchi and Templer
1982).° These basic scales have allowed various other scales to be constructed. Although
they are referred to by different names, they all measure the image of money, the use of
money, and feelings toward money. Substantial overlap exists in their content (Furnham
2014; Watanabe and Sato 2010). Furthermore, these attitudes vary according to gender,
culture, education, and other sociodemographic factors that influence financial decision-
making processes (Furnham 1984; Lim and Teo 1997; T. L. Tang 1993; Yamane, Aman, and
Motonishi 2021a; 2021b; Aman, Motonishi, and Yamane 2024). Generally, men tend to view
money as a cognitive element of achievement, freedom, and power more than women.
Women tend to view money as an emotional element of anxiety more than men (Furnham
et al. 2012; Tang 1992). Moreover, some studies suggest that monetary attitudes can have
tangible associations with economic behaviors and outcomes, including investment
experience and decisions (Keller and Siegrist 2006a, 2006b; Tang and Chiu 2003).
Additionally, people with negative attitudes toward money have less investment

9 For existing measures of attitudes toward money, see Furnham (2014), Lay and Furnham (2019), and Watanabe
and Sato (2010). They summarize the characteristics of each measure according to the decade in which they were
created.
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experience and poor financial literacy (Yamane, Aman, and Motonishi 2021a; 2021b; Aman,
Motonishi, and Yamane 2024).

2.3. Factor analysis

Thirty questions concerning monetary attitudes were included in the survey, designed
with reference to Tang (1992, 1993). We conducted factor analysis on three sets of 30
questions: one for the entire sample, one for male respondents, and one for female
respondents. This approach was adopted because previous studies have suggested that
men and women may perceive and internalize monetary attitudes differently, which
could result in different factor structures (T. L. Tang 1992; Yamauchi and Templer 1982;
Furnham 1984). Moreover, several studies in psychology, psychiatry, and public health
have conducted subgroup-specific factor analyses to account for potential heterogeneity
in the factor structures (Everson, Millsap, and Rodriguez 1991; Yamaguchi et al. 2009;
Tomokawa et al. 2020). Initially, we conducted a factor analysis using principal
component analysis with promax rotation to determine the number of factors, as
indicated by the screen plot.!° Subsequently, we eliminated items with factor loadings
below 0.40 and performed another factor analysis for each group. The results suggested a
three-factor structure appropriate for each group. Table 1 presents the results of the
factor analysis for each group.

While Yamane et al. (2021b) found four factors in their analysis, our study resulted in
only three because of the difference in sample grouping. They conducted factor analysis on
the entire sample, whereas we performed separate analyses for male and female
respondents, resulting in distinct factor structures. We named these factors based on our
interpretation of previous research (T. L. Tang 1992; 1993; T. L. P. Tang 1995; Yamane,
Aman, and Motonishi 2021b; Aman, Motonishi, and Yamane 2024). We named the first
factor POSITIVE, representing positive attitudes toward money such as perceived honor,
opportunities, and social status. The second factor, BUDGET, signifies good budgeting habits
related to responsible financial management, including budgeting, savings, and bill
payments. Finally, the third factor, NEGATIVE, indicates negative attitudes toward money,
such as associations with evil or shame.

2.4. Hypotheses

As mentioned in the introduction, some studies have found that receiving an allowance as
a child - serving as a proxy variable for financial education at home - is positively
associated with financial activities. Receiving an allowance during childhood serves as an
early form of financial education, exposing children to money management, budgeting,
and decision-making at a young age. This hands-on experience provides practical skills and
an understanding of the value of savings and budgeting. These experiences may contribute
to the development of stronger financial literacy skills in adulthood. Therefore, we initially
hypothesized that receiving an allowance as a child would be associated with attitudes
toward money. Accordingly, we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 1: Receiving an allowance during childhood is associated with enhanced
positive monetary attitudes during adulthood.

Individuals who received an allowance during childhood are expected to have a more
positive mindset toward money, which is characterized by fewer negative attitudes.

10 As the oblique rotation (promax rotation), which assumes correlation between factors, was conducted and
revealed that some, but not all, of the factors were correlated, we employed promax rotation.
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Table I. Rotated factor loadings

All Male Female

Items Factor| Factor2 Factor3 Factor| Factor2 Factor3 Factor| Factor2 Factor3
Money is honorable. 0.770 0.014 0.041 0.759 —0.003 0.045 0.790 0.012 0.019
Money can give you the opportunity to be what you want to be. 0.712 —0.024 0.024 0.738 —-0.050 0.052 0.690 —0.009 —0.021
Money makes people respect you in the community. 0.701 —0.030 0.143 0.701 0.011 0.140 0.704 —0.062 0.154
Money will help you express your competence and abilities. 0.699 —0.090 0.147 0.713 —-0.102 0.133 0.689 —0.069 0.158
Money means power. 0.664 0.021 0.085 0.672 —0.003 0.054 0.677 0.015 0.102
Money is the most important thing (goal) in my life. 0.646 0.039 —0.085 0.664 0.048 —-0.080 0.624 0.028 —-0.101
Money is a symbol of success. 0.642 —0.005 0.099 0.664 —-0.027 0.101 0.602 0.043 0.096
Money can bring you many friends. 0.628 —0.089 0.137 0.624 —0.085 0.125 0.640 —0.081 0.152
Money can buy everything. 0.583 —0.061 —0.028 0.603 —-0.057 —0.024 0.545 —-0.036 —0.028
Money gives you autonomy and freedom. 0.496 0.082 —0.246 0.524 0.106 -0.217 0.473 0.033 —0.288
Money is attractive. 0.481 0.113 —-0.329 0.474 0.151 —0.308 0.484 0.050 —0.360
| work very hard for money. 0.408 0.088 —-0.109 0.470 0.050 —-0.127

| use my money very carefully. —-0.170 0.723 0.130 —-0.166 0.739 0.139 -0.178 0.716 0.095
| budget my money very well. —-0.016 0.561 0.288 0.051 0.566 0.312 —0.086 0.577 0.246
| think that it is very important to save some money. 0.115 0.536 —-0.170 0.118 0514 —-0.148 0.128 0.505 —0.233
| pay my bills immediately in order to avoid interest or penalties. 0314 0.442 —0.231 0.344 0414 —-0.237 0.276 0.457 —0.252
| value money very highly. —0.083 0.430 —0.082 —0.100 0.467 —0.066

A penny saved is a penny earned. 0.073 0.410 0.099 0.060 0.445 0.099
Money is shameful. 0.051 0.036 0.645 0.047 0.041 0.679 0.068 0.041 0.606
Money is evil. 0.039 0.070 0.634 0.025 0.031 0.673 0.069 0.112 0.589
Money is useless. 0.016 —0.052 0.598 0.019 —-0.030 0.619 0.022 —0.047 0.595
Money is the root of all evil. 0.105 0.166 0.541 0.080 0.125 0.558 0.149 0.207 0513

Factor |, Factor 2, and Factor 3 represent POSITIVE, BUDGET, and NEGATIVE monetary attitudes, respectively. Each response was measured on a 4-point Likert scale, where 4 = totally agree, 3 = slightly agree,
2 = slightly disagree, and | = totally disagree. Factor analysis with promax rotation and Kaiser normalization was applied to each group. Factor loadings of 0.4 or greater are presented in bold. The sample size was
N = 3,085 for the entire sample, N= 1511 for males, and N = 1574 for females.
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Specifically, after controlling for parental education and demographic variables, we
hypothesized that receiving an allowance would be positively associated with POSITIVE and
negatively associated with NEGATIVE.

Hypothesis 2: Regular allowances during childhood are associated with better money
management skills in adulthood.

Individuals who received a regular allowance on a consistent schedule during childhood
were expected to have better money management skills in adulthood than those who did
not receive a regular allowance. By controlling for parental education and demographic
variables, it was expected that receiving an allowance would be positively associated with
good budgeting habits (BUDGET), which are key components of overall money management
skills.

Next, the association between receiving an allowance as a child and time-discounting
preferences is complex and multifaceted. Receiving a regular allowance on a consistent
schedule (e.g., monthly) may encourage children to practice delayed gratification, as they
learn to save money for future goals rather than spending it immediately. This experience
could potentially shape time-discounting preferences, leading to a preference for delayed
rewards during adulthood. However, receiving an allowance on an as-needed basis may
foster a mindset focusing on immediate needs and instant gratification. Children who
receive money only when necessary may be more inclined to prioritize short-term desires
over long-term goals, leading to a preference for immediate rewards in adulthood. This
leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: The method of receiving an allowance during childhood is associated with
time-discounting preference in adulthood.

It is expected that how an allowance is received during childhood will influence time-
discounting preferences in adulthood. Specifically, individuals who received a regular
allowance on a consistent schedule during childhood are expected to have lower levels of
time discounting, whereas those who received an allowance on an as-needed basis are
expected to have higher levels. Thus, a regular allowance is negatively associated with the
time-discounting preference, whereas an as-needed allowance is expected to be positively
associated after controlling for parental education and demographic variables.

Finally, regarding the relationship between receiving an allowance and financial
literacy, individuals who received a regular allowance on a consistent schedule during
childhood were expected to have higher levels of adult financial literacy than those who
did not. Therefore, we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 4: Regular allowances during childhood are associated with higher financial
literacy.

2.5. Estimation models

Figure 1 depicts the timeline from birth to the survey, illustrating the connection between
receiving an allowance in childhood and each outcome related to financial activities.™
Although the outcome variables such as monetary attitudes (POSITIVE, BUDGET, NEGATIVE),

11 Although the focus of this figure is the relationship between receiving an allowance and financial outcomes,
the inspiration for the timeline concept itself comes from Yamane and Tsutsui (2022), which provided insights
into birthweight.
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At birth Career decision At the time of the survey
] . . >

I T
0 years old 18~22 years old

Control variables

- Father's education :ﬁge”de'
 Mother's education - Prefecture of birth l

How to receive an allowance

i i i
! 1 ] !
H 1 | !
i ! ' i
| - Regularly (e.g. Monthly) H H I
L— L - Eachtime (e.g. as needed) —_— | = !
i - Regularly + each time 1 ] \ '
1 !
; b !
I H H I
H I
H I
H I
I

« Do not receive

—— Direct association of exogenous variables t

=== Uni-direct association between outcomes Control variables to be added.
4===) \|utual associations between outcomes - Martial status

- Household income

- Prefecture of residence

Figure 1. Path diagram illustrating the associations between childhood allowance and long-term outcomes. This
figure depicts the timeline path from birth until the survey, illustrating how allowance is associated with each outcome
related to financial activities.

time-discounting preference, and financial literacy were assessed at the time of the survey
and thus simultaneity cannot be completely ruled out, the allowance-giving style is a
predetermined variable that occurred during childhood and precedes the development of
these outcomes. This temporal ordering reduces concerns about reverse causality.

Therefore, to test Hypotheses 1-4, we regressed each of the five outcome variables on
receiving an allowance in childhood. We employed ordinary least squares (OLS) to estimate
the associations between childhood allowance and each outcome variable. Thus, the
equation is as follows:

Yy = ak+ ) BumALLOWANCE,, + yMALE

(1)
+ Y 8,,\(ALLOWANCE;,, x MALE) + 6,X; + ex, k=1,....5
m

Here, Y represents the k-th dependent variable (POSITIVE, BUDGET, NEGATIVE, time-
discounting preference, and financial literacy) for the i-th individual. ALLOWANCE,,
is the m-th dummy variable indicating the receipt of an allowance during childhood
(e.g., Regularly, Each time, Regularly + Each time). MALE; is a gender dummy variable
equal to 1 if the respondent is male and 0 otherwise. The interaction terms capture gender
differences in the associations between allowance and each outcome. X; is a set of control
variables, including age, marital status, household income, and educational attainment as
individual attributes, as well as parents’ education and prefecture of birth as confounding
factors.'? All these variables are regarded as exogenous to the outcome variables. e;
denotes the disturbance term. The estimated coefficients represent conditional
associations between childhood allowance and each outcome.

If receiving an allowance during childhood is positively associated with stronger
monetary attitudes (as measured by the POSITIVE factor) in adulthood among females (the
reference group), the corresponding coefficient (8) will be positive, consistent with
Hypothesis 1. Conversely, if receiving an allowance is associated with a lower NEGATIVE
factor, then the coefficient will be negative, which also supports Hypothesis 1.

12 parents’ education level could be considered a confounding variable because it may influence both the
childhood allowance received by individuals and their financial literacy in adulthood.
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Additionally, a positive coefficient for the BUDGET factor would be consistent with
Hypothesis 2, indicating better money management skills.

Similarly, if receiving a regular allowance is positively associated with financial literacy,
this supports Hypothesis 3. Furthermore, if a regular allowance is associated with lower
time-discounting preferences, a negative coefficient would support Hypothesis 4.
Conversely, if receiving an allowance on an as-needed basis is associated with higher
time-discounting preferences, the coefficient will be positive, which is also consistent with
Hypothesis 4.

In models with gender interaction terms, the main coefficients reflect the associations
for females, while the interaction terms capture the deviations for males.

To complement this interaction analysis, we also estimate Eq. (1) separately by gender,
excluding the interaction terms. This stratified approach allows for a more direct
assessment of whether the associations between allowance patterns and financial
outcomes differ between males and females.

It is also important to note that the associations identified in this study should not be
interpreted as causal effects. Given the observational nature of the data, the results may be
subject to unobserved variable bias - particularly due to parental characteristics such as
financial values and parenting styles that were not captured in the survey. These
limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings.

3. Estimation results

3.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 2 summarizes the definitions of the variables used in the estimation, and Table 3
presents the descriptive statistics.

In terms of childhood allowance experience, 53.4 percent of respondents reported
receiving a regular monthly allowance (D_REG_MONTHLY), 23.2 percent received an
allowance only when needed (D_EACH_NEEDED), and 11.7 percent received both regularly
and on an as-needed basis (D_REG_EACH). Only 11.7 percent reported not receiving any
allowance (D_NOT_RECEIVE). These distributions are broadly consistent with the 2023
Survey on Financial Literacy and Daily Life among 15-year-olds, which found that 61.2
percent received a regular monthly allowance and 25.9 percent received allowances only
when needed. Although our respondents are adults recalling past experiences, the
similarity in allowance patterns suggests that such practices have remained relatively
stable over time, supporting the relevance and generalizability of our data.'®

We also conducted two-sample t-tests to examine gender differences in key variables.
As shown in Table 3, the differences in F_LITERACY, T_DISCOUNT, and BUDGET, among
others, are statistically significant. For example, the average financial literacy
(F_LITERACY) score is approximately 73.09 for males and 62.43 for females. The difference
of —10.66 is statistically significant at the 1 percent level, indicating that females have
significantly lower financial literacy than males.

3.2. OLS estimates with gender interactions

Tables 4 and 5 present the OLS estimation results for the three monetary attitude factors
(POSITIVE, BUDGET, NEGATIVE), time discounting (T_DISCOUNT), and financial literacy
(F_LITERACY), incorporating gender interaction terms with childhood allowance variables.

13 This comparison is based on the 2023 Survey on Financial Literacy and Daily Life among 15-year-olds
conducted by the Central Council for Financial Services Information. While the age of respondents and the recall
period differ, the comparison offers insight into long-term patterns of allowance distribution in Japan.

https://doi.org/10.1017/flw.2026.10007 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/flw.2026.10007

10 Chisako Yamane et al.

Table 2. Definition of the variables

Name of the variables Definition of the variables

How to receive allowance

Regularly, for example, Dummy variable with | for those who received a regular (e.g., monthly)
monthly allowance as children and 0 otherwise.
(D_REG_MONTHLY)

Each time, for example, as  Dummy variable with | for those who received an allowance each time (e.g, as
needed needed) as children and 0 otherwise.
(D_EACH_NEEDED)

Regularly and each time Dummy variable with | for those who received both regular and as-needed

(D_REG_EACH) allowances as children and 0 otherwise.
Do not receive Dummy variable with | for those who did not receive any allowance as
(D_NOT_RECEIVE) children and 0 otherwise.

Time discount preference The average score from three hypothetical questions comparing immediate and
(T_DISCOUNT) delayed monetary rewards. Higher values indicate stronger present bias. For
details of the questions, see Supplemental Material A.

Financial literacy The percentage of correct responses to five questions related to interest
(F_LITERACY) calculation, inflation, mortgage, diversification, and foreign exchange. Refer to
Supplemental Material B.

Education (EDUCATION)  Highest level of education completed. For Japan, from | = “Grade School” to
6 = “Graduate School.”

Father’s education Education level of the respondent’s father
(F_EDUCATION)

Mother’s education Education level of the respondent’s mother
(M_EDUCATION)

Gender (MALE) | = male, 0 = female

Age (AGE) Respondent’s age

Age-squared (AGESQ) Squared term of the respondent’s age

Marital status (MARRIAGE) | = married, 0 = otherwise

Household income Annual household income (10,000 yen). Respondents selected from |= “less
(H_INCOME) than 3 million yen” to 6 = “more than |5 million yen.” To assign

representative values to each income category, we fitted a log-normal
distribution to the observed category frequencies and calculated the
conditional mean within each interval.

Each outcome is estimated using three model specifications with progressively expanded
sets of control variables.™ The results are robust across specifications, showing consistent
signs and levels of statistical significance for the childhood allowance variables.

Regarding POSITIVE and BUDGET, neither the childhood allowance variables nor their
interactions with the male dummy show statistically significant associations with these
monetary attitudes. These results indicate that monetary attitudes are not substantially
associated with childhood allowance experience, and no robust gender-specific patterns
were observed.

* Column (1) includes only exogenous control variables, such as demographic and parental background
characteristics. Column (2) adds individual socioeconomic attributes (e.g., education, income, and marital status).
Column (3) further includes the five outcome variables — POSITIVE, BUDGET, NEGATIVE, T_DISCOUNT, and
F_LITERACY - as controls in the mutual estimation.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the variables

All Male Female Mean Diff
Mean sD Mean SD Mean SD (Female — Male)

D_REG_MONTHLY 0.534 0.499 0.527 0.499 0.540 0.499 0.013
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.232 0.422 0.251 0.434 0.213 0410 —0.038**
D_REG_EACH 0.117 0.321 0.112 0.315 0.121 0.327 0.010
D_NOT_RECEIVE 0.117 0.322 0.109 0.312 0.125 0.331 0.016
POSITIVE 0.000 0.949 0.009 0.986 —0.008 0913 -0.017
BUDGET 0.000 0.863 —0.051 0.888 0.049 0.835 0.10 1%k
NEGATIVE 0.000 0.866 0.023 0917 —-0.022 0.814 —0.045
T_DISCOUNT 1.477 0.408 1.509 0.409 1.446 0.404 —0.063**+*
F_LITERACY 67.650 30.137 73.091 28.525 62.427 30.723 —10.664*++
EDUCATION 3234 1.042 3.457 1.084 3.020 0.953 —0.438**+*
F_EDUCATION 2.420 1.216 2413 1.225 2.428 1.209 0.015
M_EDUCATION 2.112 0.891 2.120 0919 2.104 0.863 -0.016
MALE 0.490 0.500 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -
AGE 50.371 15.443 50.301 15.327 50.438 15.538 0.137
MARRIAGE 0.599 0.490 0.563 0.496 0.634 0.482 0.072%%*
H_INCOME 584.952 327711 605924 339513 563.860 314.635 —43.063***
Obs. 3,085 1,511 1,574

Obs. represents the number of observations, and SD represents standard deviation. “Mean Diff (Female — Male)” shows the
differences in means between female and male respondents. Factor scores for POSITIVE, BUDGET, and NEGATIVE were standardized
with a mean of zero and unit variance based on the pooled sample; therefore, gender differences in these scores reflect relative
tendencies within the shared factor structure. Asterisks indicate statistical significance of the difference based on two-sample t-tests:
#E p < 0.01, ¥ p <0.05 *p <O0.1.

In contrast, all three types of allowance are significantly and negatively associated with
the NEGATIVE factor among females at the 5 percent significance level. This finding
suggests that receiving any form of allowance during childhood is associated with less
negative monetary attitudes in adulthood among women.

Although the interaction terms between the allowance variables and the male dummy
are statistically significant in the NEGATIVE models, linear combination tests indicate that
none of the total effects for males (i.e., the sum of the main and the interaction terms) are
statistically significant (p > 0.1 in all cases)." This suggests that the significantly negative
associations observed in the full sample are primarily driven by the female subsample.

These findings indicate that the relationship between receiving an allowance and
monetary attitudes may differ by gender, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.

Next, we discuss the results for time discount preferences and financial literacy
presented in Table 5. Regarding time discounting, all three types of allowance are
positively and significantly associated with T_DISCOUNT. However, none of the interaction

15> We conducted post-estimation linear combination tests (using the lincom command in Stata) to assess the
total effects of each allowance variable on monetary attitudes by gender. The results indicated that the combined
associations for males were not statistically significant, whereas the negative associations remained significant
for females.
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Table 4. OLS results: allowance patterns and financial attitudes with gender interactions

POSITIVE BUDGET NEGATIVE
ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL
(N 2 (3) “) ) (6) @) (8 9
D_REG_MONTHLY ~0.069 —0.058 —0.061 0.107 0.095 0.090 —0.277%5% —0.27 1% —0.236%5*
(0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.073) (0.073) (0.072) (0.072) 0.071) (0.069)
D_FACH_NEEDED 0.078 0.086 0.081 0.075 0.064 0.072 —0.223%5% —0.218%* —0.195%*
(0.087) (0.087) (0.087) (0.080) (0.081) (0.080) (0.078) (0.077) (0.076)
D_REG_EACH -0016 ~0.006 —0.008 0.002 -0015 -0.028 —0.230%5* —0.215%* —0.168%*
(0.095) (0.095) (0.095) (0.088) (0.088) (0.087) (0.088) (0.087) (0.085)
D_REG_MONTHLY x MALE 0.111 0.100 0.104 0.085 0.089 0.069 0.242%* 0.245%* 0.254%*
(0.119) (0.119) (0.119) 0.113) (0.114) 0.112) (0.107) (0.105) (0.102)
D_EACH_NEEDED x MALE 0.005 0.002 0.006 0.007 0015 ~0.000 0.273%* 0.276%* 0.279%*
(0.131) (0.131) (0.131) (0.124) (0.124) (0.122) (0.116) (0.115) 0.112)
D_REG_EACH x MALE 0.085 0.086 0.085 0.081 0.092 0.114 0.340%* 0.332%* 0.296%*
(0.148) (0.148) (0.148) (0.139) (0.139) (0.136) (0.135) (0.133) (0.130)
MALE ~0.058 —0.032 —0.037 ~0.158 —0.174* -0.172 ~0.183* ~0.146 —0.108
(0.109) (0.110) (0.110) (0.105) (0.106) (0.105) (0.097) (0.096) (0.093)
F_EDUCATION -0.022 —0.014 —0.014 ~0.002 -0.007 ~0.009 ~0.000 0013 0013
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) 0.017) (0.017)
M_EDUCATION -0.027 -0019 -0.019 —0.027 -0.033 -0.031 0.029 0.039 0.034
(0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
AGE ~1.036 ~1.056 —1.024 ~1.000 —1.441% —1.718% —3.17g%5k —3.193%5k —2.82 |k
(0.793) (0.808) (0.809) (0.761) (0.777) (0.767) (0.725) (0.745) (0.733)
AGESQ -0.010 ~0.003 ~0.005 0.075 0.119 0.132% 0.333%5% 03175 0.307%5*
(0.078) (0.079) (0.079) (0.074) (0.075) (0.074) (0.070) (0.071) (0.070)
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Table 4. (Continued)

POSITIVE BUDGET NEGATIVE
ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL
() @ ) Q) 5) © ™ ®) Q)
EDUCATION —0.06 16k —0.057%%* 0016 -0.007 —0.052%5* —0.028*
(0.018) (0.019) 0.017) 0.017) (0.016) (0.016)
MARRIAGE -0.017 -0.018 0015 0.026 0.129%5% 0.110%5k
(0.041) (0.041) (0.038) (0.037) (0.037) (0.036)
InH_INCOME 0.085%* 0.0867* 0.093%5% 0.076%* —0.0945 —0.066%*
(0.038) (0.038) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
T_DISCOUNT 0.061 —0.214%5% —0.014
(0.043) (0.039) (0.038)
F_LITERACY —0.000 0.003+5* —0.005%"*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Cons 0,689+ 0.308 0210 0.301 -0.186 0.204 0.804+5 | 44675 I.362%5%
(0.231) (0314) (0.320) (0.227) (0.301) (0.304) (0.207) (0.283) (0.282)
Obs. 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085
R? 0.046 0.050 0.051 0.021 0.025 0.048 0.034 0.042 0.067

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but
not shown here to save space. Robust standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000.
ek p <001, ¥ p<0.05 *p<0.l.
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Table 5. OLS results: allowance patterns, time discounting, and financial literacy with gender interactions

T_DISCOUNT F_LITERACY

ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL
Q)] 2 3) “) () (6)

D_REG_MONTHLY 0.070%* 0.078%* 0.092%5% 8.094+5% 6.812%5% 6.024%5%
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (2.450) (2.396) (2.330)
D_FACH_NEEDED 0.097+5% 0.104%5% 0.105%5* 5.466% 4.456* 4.378*
(0.037) (0.037) (0.036) (2.742) (2.664) (2.586)

D_REG_EACH 0.068* 0.078* 0.086%* I 1,184 9.3375% 9.104%5*
(0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (3.078) (3.014) (2.910)
D_REG_MONTHLY x MALE -0.053 —0.059 -0.043 1.597 2.085 2.570
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (3.520) (3.443) (3332)
D_FACH_NEEDED x MALE ~0.056 ~0.059 -0.047 0.445 0.831 1.479
(0.053) (0.053) (0.052) (3.903) (3.803) (3.676)
D_REG_EACH x MALE ~0.005 —0.008 ~0.006 ~8.266* —7.444% —6.172
(0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (4.475) (4.344) (4.164)

MALE 0.104%* 0.120%5* 0.1 155k 10.71 2 7.480% 8.23g%5k
(0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (3.237) 3.181) (3.075)
F_EDUCATION -0012 —0.006 ~0.006 | 242 0.160 0.156
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.571) (0.574) (0.564)
M_EDUCATION ~0.007 ~0.002 ~0.004 0015 ~0.979 -0.777
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.848) (0.834) (0.807)

AGE -0316 ~0.190 -0.239 97.22745% 75.963%5% 62.426%
(0.344) (0352) (0.344) (25.023) (25.188) (24.447)
AGESQ 0.043 0.032 0.050 —4715% ~2.109 —0.747
(0.034) (0.034) (0.033) (2422) (2.430) 2.361)

(Continued)
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Table 5. (Continued)

T_DISCOUNT F_LITERACY
ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL ALL
() @ ©) Q) ) ©
EDUCATION —0.03 |5k —0.019% 5.005%5* 43955k
(0.008) (0.008) (0.553) (0.543)
MARRIAGE —0.007 -0.007 3,808k —3.373%
(0.018) 0.017) (1210) (1.185)
InH_INCOME 0.002 0013 5,619 5,139k
(0.016) (0.016) (1.121) (1.095)
POSITIVE 0.04g#5% —1.370%*
(0.009) (0.615)
BUDGET —0.0867%5* 2.28 %5k
0.011) (0.770)
NEGATIVE —0.035%5* — 4,304
(0.009) (0.678)
T_DISCOUNT —8.579%k
(1.284)
F_LITERACY —0.002+5
(0.000)
Cons | 495 .51 5k | 493 16.24 1% —21.286% —1.251
(0.096) (0.131) (0.128) (7.083) (9.061) (9.135)
Obs. 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085
R? 0.027 0.032 0.071 0.118 0.155 0.194

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but
not shown here to save space. Robust standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000.

p <001, # p <0.05 *p<0.l.
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terms between allowance types and the male dummy are statistically significant. This
suggests that the observed positive associations are primarily driven by females.

For financial literacy, all three types of allowance are also positively and significantly
associated with F_LITERACY. Although the interaction term for D_REG_EACHx MALE shows a
weakly significant and negative coefficient in Column (4) of Table 5, this association
becomes statistically insignificant once additional controls are included. These findings
suggest limited evidence for a gender difference in the association between childhood
allowance and financial literacy.

When additional control variables are included, the signs and significance levels of the
childhood allowance dummies remain consistent, confirming the robustness of the results.

Furthermore, several psychological and monetary attitudes are significantly associated
with both time discounting and financial literacy. Specifically, T_DISCOUNT is negatively
associated with BUDGET and positively associated with POSITIVE (Tables 4 and 5, Column
(6)), suggesting that individuals with stronger present-oriented preferences tend to be less
budget-conscious.

In addition, financial literacy is positively associated with BUDGET and negatively
associated with both NEGATIVE and T _DISCOUNT (Tables 5, Columns (6) and (9)). These
findings provide additional insights into how childhood allowance experiences relate to
various financial attitudes and behaviors in adulthood.

3.3. Gender-specific factor structures and OLS results

Building on the gender-specific factor structures presented in Table 1, we estimate
separate OLS models for male and female respondents (Tables 6-10). These regressions
examine the associations between childhood allowance types and each outcome variable -
POSITIVE, BUDGET, NEGATIVE, T_DISCOUNT, and F_LITERACY - within each gender group. The
estimation specifications include the same set of control variables as those used in the
pooled models.

To highlight the most relevant patterns, we focus below on the statistically significant
associations identified in the gender-specific OLS regressions. Full estimation results are
presented in Tables 6-10.

Regarding BUDGET (Table 7), a positive and statistically significant association is
observed between D_REG_MONTHLY and the BUDGET factor among male respondents,
whereas no such association is found among females. These results suggest that
Hypothesis 2 is supported for males but not for females.

In the case of NEGATIVE (Table 8), all three types of allowance are negatively and
significantly associated with negative monetary attitudes among females. These findings
are consistent with those from the pooled models and suggest that receiving any form of
allowance in childhood is associated with lower levels of negative attitudes toward money
in adulthood for women. No comparable associations are observed for males.

With respect to T_DISCOUNT (Table 9), all three types of allowance are positively and
significantly associated with time-discounting preferences among female respondents.
This suggests that the relationship between childhood allowance and time discounting
differs by gender, with a clear and consistent association observed among females but not
among males. However, contrary to Hypothesis 3, all types of childhood allowance were
positively associated with time discounting among females, indicating a more present-
oriented pattern rather than future-oriented behavior.

Turning to F_LITERACY (Table 10), D_REG MONTHLY is positively and significantly
associated with financial literacy scores for both males and females across all model
specifications. For D_EACH_NEEDED, a significant positive association is observed among
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Table 6. OLS results: allowance patterns and POSITIVE monetary attitudes by gender

POSITIVE
MALE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE FEMALE
(N ) A3) 4) (5) (6)
D_REG_MONTHLY ~ —0.003 ~0.008 —0.0004 -0.071 ~0.050 ~0.060
(0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.082) (0.081) (0.082)
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.064 0.064 0.067 0.064 0.082 0.071
(0.092) (0.092) (0.092) (0.092) (0.092) (0.092)
D_REG_EACH 0.019 0.024 0.024 ~0.014 0010 ~0.000
(0.108) (0.108) (0.108) (0.100) (0.100) (0.100)
F_EDUCATION —0.022 —0.022 -0.020 ~0.014 0.001 0.002
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
M_EDUCATION —0.034 -0.033 ~0.034 -0.026 -0.008 -0.007
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
AGE —0.456 —0.774 ~0.704 ~1.701 —1.425 —1.414
(1.186) (1.196) (1.197) (1.051) (1.085) (1.083)
AGESQ -0.078 —0.043 ~0.045 0.069 0.043 0.038
(0.116) (.116) (0.116) (0.104) (0.106) (0.106)
EDUCATION -0.033 -0.027 —0.091%6  —0,090%"
(0.025) (0.025) (0.027) (0.028)
MARRIAGE 0.008 0.001 ~0.040 -0.036
(0.057) (0.058) (0.060) (0.060)
InH_INCOME 0.120%* 0.125%* 0.042 0.039
(0.054) (0.054) (0.055) (0.055)
T_DISCOUNT 0.045 0.095
(0.061) (0.061)
F_LITERACY ~0.020 0.005
(0.019) (0.017)
Cons 0.494 -0.073 ~0.156 0.786% 0.669 0.543
(0.335) (0.452) (0.466) (0.299) (0.429) (0.434)
Obs. 1,511 1,511 1,511 1,574 1,574 1,574
R 0.067 0.071 0.072 0.057 0.064 0.065

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are
presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but not shown here to save space. Robust
standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for
AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000. *** p < 0.01, ** p <0.05, * p <O0.1.

males, with the coefficient remaining significant at the 5 percent level in Column (3). In
contrast, among females, the association is significant only in the baseline model and
becomes statistically insignificant once additional controls are included.

https://doi.org/10.1017/flw.2026.10007 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/flw.2026.10007

18 Chisako Yamane et al.

Table 7. OLS results: allowance patterns and BUDGET monetary attitudes by gender

BUDGET
MALE MALE MALE FEMALE  FEMALE FEMALE
(N 2 (©) 4) ) (6)
D_REG_MONTHLY 0.193%* 0.181%* 0.152% 0.068 0.065 0.069
(0.084) (0.084) (0.082) (0.073) (0.074) (0.073)
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.091 0.084 0.076 0.053 0.050 0.059
(0.090) (0.090) (0.088) (0.082) (0.082) (0.081)
D_REG_EACH 0.079 0.069 0.073 -0.032 —0.036 ~0.039
(0.103) (0.103) (.101) (0.089) (0.090) (0.090)
F_EDUCATION 0.000 —0.014 -0.020 —0.007 —0.001 ~0.000
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
M_EDUCATION —0.020 -0.028 -0.023 —0.052 —0.050 ~0.050
(0.035) (0.034) (0.034) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
AGE ~1.353 —1.896* —2.165* —1.446 —1.890%  —2.058%
(121 (1.133) (1.113) (1.006) (1.035) (1.032)
AGESQ 0.109 0.168 0.176* 0.113 0.151 0.161
(0.108) (0.108) (0.107) (0.098) (.101) (0.100)
EDUCATION 0.041% 0017 —0.028 ~0.042
(0.023) (0.022) (0.026) (0.027)
MARRIAGE —0.04| —0.015 0.071 0.069
(0.054) (0.053) (0.053) (0.053)
InH_INCOME 0.13gs 0.1175% 0.053 0.047
(0.047) (0.047) (0.049) (0.049)
T_DISCOUNT —0.237#%* —0.15 |k
(0.055) (0.055)
F_LITERACY 0.075%5* 0.032*
(0.018) (0.016)
Cons 0.199 —0.602 —0.174 0.523* 0.349 0.595
(0.332) (0.435) (0.444) (0.284) (0.396) (0.401)
Obs. 1,511 1,511 1,511 1,574 1,574 1,574
R 0.045 0.053 0.083 0.032 0.035 0.044

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are
presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but not shown here to save space. Robust
standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for
AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000. ** p < 0.01, ** p <0.05, * p <O0.1.

Furthermore, for females, D_REG_EACH shows the strongest association with financial
literacy, with large and statistically significant coefficients across all model specifications.
This finding suggests that individuals who received an allowance both regularly and on an
as-needed basis demonstrated the highest levels of financial literacy. Therefore, although
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Table 8. OLS results: allowance patterns and NEGATIVE monetary attitudes by gender

NEGATIVE
MALE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE FEMALE
(" 2 (©) 4) (5) (6)
D_REG_MONTHLY ~ —0.033 —0.021 0.031 —0.285%F 0285k —0.260%
(0.078) (0.078) (0.075) (0.075) (0.074) (0.073)
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.053 0.064 0.095 —0.231%R 0233 02| 4%
(0.083) (0.082) (0.080) (0.081) (0.080) (0.079)
D_REG_EACH 0.102 0.113 0.131 —0232% 0228  —0.192%
(0.100) (0.099) (0.094) (0.090) (0.090) (0.089)
F_EDUCATION ~0.006 0013 0.021 0.008 0015 0010
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023)
M_EDUCATION 0.069* 0.076% 0.068* 0.000 0.006 0.003
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035)
AGE —2601% 2328 _|.92* —3501%R 3776k _3.50%
(1.085) (1.104) (1.083) (0.969) (1.000) (0.988)
AGESQ 0.268%* 0.219% 0209 0.372%5* 0.3867% 0.384%5
(0.105) (0.105) (0.103) (0.095) (0.097) (0.096)
EDUCATION —0.067%  —0.040% —0.024 -0.003
(0.021) (0.021) (0.026) (0.026)
MARRIAGE 0.1 59 0.133%* 0.1 145 0.104%
(0.053) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052)
InH_INCOME —0.138%  —0,107* —0.060 ~0.040
(0.048) (0.047) (0.049) (0.049)
T_DISCOUNT -0015 ~0.040
(0.055) (0.055)
F_LITERACY —0. 12475k —0.072%5*
(0.017) (0.016)
Cons 0.520% | 4475 | 44075 0.798%5 2395k |2 3
(0.310) (0.407) (0.403) (0.264) (0.383) (0.389)
Obs. 1,511 1,511 1,511 1,574 1,574 1,574
R 0.043 0.058 0.093 0.064 0.068 0.081

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are
presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but not shown here to save space. Robust
standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for
AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000. *** p < 0.01, ** p <0.05, * p <O0.1.

these findings support Hypothesis 4 for males, the same hypothesis is not supported for
females.!®

16 We briefly mention the association with controls. MALE is positively associated with T_DISCOUNT and
F_LITERACY and negatively associated with BUDGET. AGE demonstrates a linear relationship with F_LITERACY but a
U-shaped relationship with respect to NEGATIVE. The bottom of the U-curve is approximately 47-49 years old.
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Table 9. OLS results: allowance patterns and time discounting by gender

T_DISCOUNT
MALE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE FEMALE
Q) ) (©) 4) ) (6)
D_REG_MONTHLY ~ 0.008 0011 0.045 0077 0.086%* 0.095%5+
(0.036) (0.036) (0.035) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.039 0.043 0.060 0.098%5+ 0.106%5* 0.1067*
(0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.037)
D_REG_EACH 0.055 0.061 0.077+ 0.072* 0.082+* 0.089°*
(0.045) (0.045) (0.044) (0.041) (0.042) (0.041)
F_EDUCATION ~0.009 -0.002 0.001 -0013 ~0.008 -0.010
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 0.011) 0.011) 0.011)
M_EDUCATION ~0.005 -0.001 -0.002 -0013 ~0.007 -0.011
(0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
AGE ~0.134 —0.089 -0218 ~0.505 -0311 ~0.354
(0.503) (0512) (0.497) (0.473) (0.488) (0.478)
AGESQ 0017 0.009 0.034 0.069 0.052 0.070
(0.049) (0.050) (0.048) (0.046) (0.047) (0.047)
EDUCATION —0.033F  —0.021%* —0.031% 0018
0.011) 0.011) (0.012) (0.012)
MARRIAGE 0.040 0.034 ~0.040 ~0.034
(0.026) (0.026) (0.024) (0.024)
InH_INCOME —0.010 0.001 0.021 0.031
(0.024) (0.024) (0.023) (0.023)
POSITIVE 0.052%5% 0.04675+
(0.013) (0.013)
BUDGET —0.101%* —0.0687*
(0.016) (0.015)
NEGATIVE —0.04475+ —0.031%*
(0.014) (0.013)
F_LITERACY —0.038* —0.037%5*
(0.008) (0.007)
Cons |.586%++ 171255k 17085 | 483 1,387 13765
(0.140) (0.190) (0.183) (0.128) (0.182) (0.178)
Obs. 1,511 1,511 1,511 1,574 1,574 1,574
R 0.026 0.034 0.078 0.039 0.044 0.076

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are
presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but not shown here to save space. Robust
standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for
AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000. ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p <O0.1.
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Table 10. OLS results: allowance patterns and financial literacy by gender

F_LITERACY
MALE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE FEMALE
(" 2 ©) 4) (5) (6)
D_REG_MONTHLY ~ 0.450%% 041755k 0.390%* 0.376%5* 0.302 0284
(0.133) (0.130) (0.125) (0.124) (0.122) (0.119)
D_EACH_NEEDED 0.275* 0.247* 0.275%* 0.263* 0.199 0.203
(0.140) (0.137) (0.132) (0.139) (0.136) (0.133)
D_REG_EACH 0.186 0.140 0.184 0.56 %5 0,454 0,449+
(0.167) (0.162) (0.154) (0.153) (0.150) (0.147)
F_EDUCATION 0.123 0.070* 0.072* -0.010 —0.065 ~0.066
(0.039) (0.039) (0.038) (0.041) (0.041) (0.040)
M_EDUCATION -0.038 ~0.067 —0.049 0.043 -0.031 -0.032
(0.056) (0.056) (0.054) (0.062) (0.061) (0.060)
AGE 44517 3.305* 2.902* 4,835 3.734% 2.875
(1.813) (1.801) (1.731) (1.753) (1.818) (1.786)
AGESQ -0218 ~0.086 ~0.058 -0.203 —0.061 0.037
(0.175) (0.174) (0.168) (0.170) (0.176) (0.173)
EDUCATION 0.222 0,184+ 0.306%5* 0.286%
(0.036) (0.035) (0.045) (0.045)
MARRIAGE —0218%  —0.I57* —0.121 —0.119
(0.085) (0.082) (0.088) (0.087)
InH_INCOME 0.25 | 0.207%* 0263+ 0.261%5
(0.077) (0.076) (0.084) (0.082)
POSITIVE —0.102%* -0013
(0.044) (0.045)
BUDGET 0.140%* 0.024
(0.055) (0.056)
NEGATIVE —0.237%5* —0.196%5
(0.048) (0.048)
T_DISCOUNT —0.4067* —0.468%5
(0.088) (0.093)
Cons 14936 0275 0.841 0.790 —1.133% —0.241
(0.499) (0.638) (0.639) (0.489) (0.643) (0.659)
Obs. 1,511 1,511 1,511 1,574 1,574 1,574
R 0.100 0.135 0.187 0.119 0.158 0.185

The coefficients were estimated by OLS. Table 2 lists the definitions and units of each variable. The regression coefficients are
presented in the upper rows. The prefecture dummies are included in the estimation but not shown here to save space. Robust
standard errors are indicated in the parentheses. As the estimated coefficients are very small, the coefficients and standard errors for
AGE are multiplied by 100 and AGESQ by 1000. *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05, * p <O0.1.
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4. Discussion

Our analysis results offer valuable insights into the relationship between childhood
allowance and financial outcomes in adulthood, with particular attention paid to gender
differences. In addition to examining the overall associations between childhood
allowance and financial attitudes, time-discounting preferences, and financial literacy
in adulthood, it is important to explore the interactions of the independent variables.
Therefore, in this section, we discuss our estimation results in the context of previous
studies while also examining the interactions among the independent variables.

This study has three key findings. First, our results suggest that the relationship
between childhood allowance and monetary attitudes varies by gender. While males
receiving regular monthly allowances tended to have more disciplined budgeting habits,
females receiving any form of allowance displayed enhanced positive monetary attitudes.
This gender disparity in the association between childhood allowances and monetary
attitudes underscores the importance of considering gender-specific factors in
understanding financial behavior. Our study contributes to the existing literature on
gender differences in monetary attitudes, which has been explored in previous studies
(Furnham et al. 2012; Gresham and Fontenot 1989; Tang 1992). These studies have
established that men and women often perceive money differently. Males tend to associate
it more with cognitive factors such as achievement and power, while females view it as
more emotionally charged and often experience more anxiety related to financial matters
than males. This study extends this understanding by examining the specific influence of
childhood allowance experiences on monetary attitudes. The observed gender disparity in
the association of childhood allowances highlights the complex interplay between early
financial experience and gender-specific attitudes toward money.

Second, our findings indicate a different relationship between childhood allowances
and time-discounting preferences. Contrary to our expectations in Hypothesis 3, all types
of childhood allowance were positively associated with time-discounting preferences
among females. This finding suggests that receiving an allowance - regardless of its form -
may have fostered more present-oriented financial habits rather than the ability to delay
gratification. One possible interpretation is that receiving allowances during childhood,
regardless of type, may have increased short-term consumption opportunities, which in
turn shaped a stronger preference for immediate rewards in adulthood. Another
possibility is that the presence of money during early years - without accompanying
guidance on delayed consumption - might have weakened self-regulation over time. These
findings imply that the mere act of receiving money may not be sufficient to cultivate
future-oriented thinking unless it is accompanied by structured financial education or
parental guidance, warranting further investigation.

Additionally, our regression results also indicate that negative attitudes toward money
(NEGATIVE) are significantly and negatively associated with financial literacy for both
males and females, while budgeting attitudes (BUDGET) are positively associated only
among males (Table 10). Thus, childhood allowance may be indirectly associated with
financial literacy through its relationship with time-discounting preferences, particularly
among females. Understanding these potential pathways is crucial for designing effective
interventions to promote financial literacy and responsible financial behavior from an
early age.l’

Additionally, F_EDUCATION has a positive association with F_LITERACY for males. M_EDUCATION is not significantly
associated with any of the outcomes for any groups, except for its association with NEGATIVE for males.

17 The relationship between gender and time-discounting preference is complex and subject to variation
depending on factors such as culture, age, and geographic location. For example, while research by Castillo et al.
(2011) investigated the time preference of high school students and concluded that boys had a higher discount
rate than girls, Mudzingiri et al. (2018) revealed that female university students had higher personal discounting
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Third, the association between childhood allowance and financial literacy differed
between genders. While males who received a regular monthly allowance demonstrated
the highest level of financial literacy, females who received both regular and as-needed
allowances demonstrated the highest levels of financial literacy. We conducted tests to
compare the allowance variables’ coefficients in Table 10. For the female group, among the
three types of allowance patterns, only the difference between D_EACH NEEDED and
D_REG_EACH was statistically significant at the 10 percent level (F = 3.75, p = 0.0531). This
suggests that receiving both regular and as-needed allowances may be differently
associated with financial literacy compared to receiving only need-based allowances. No
significant differences were observed between the other pairs. This difference implies that
the combination of regular and need-based allowances may provide a more
complementary financial learning environment, contributing more effectively to financial
literacy than either form alone. Further research is required to fully understand the
related implications. Exploring additional dimensions of childhood allowances, such as the
amount received, duration of allowance provision, and allowance source (whether parents
or grandparents), could provide a more comprehensive understanding of their influence
on financial behaviors and attitudes in adulthood. Further investigation of these factors
could uncover the underlying mechanisms by which childhood allowances shape financial
literacy outcomes. This deeper understanding is crucial for developing targeted
interventions to improve financial literacy skills among diverse demographic groups.

Taken together, these results underscore the pivotal role of early financial experiences
such as childhood allowances in shaping individuals’ financial behaviors and attitudes
throughout adulthood. Our findings suggest that receiving an allowance - without
sufficient guidance - may foster present-oriented preferences, especially among females,
which could partly explain the observed gender gap in financial literacy.

Understanding these mechanisms is essential for developing more effective financial
education strategies that account for both early monetary experiences and gender-specific
behavioral patterns.

5. Conclusions

This study examined how childhood allowance affects monetary attitudes, time-
discounting preferences, and financial literacy in adulthood, with a specific focus on
gender differences. Analyzing a survey from Japan, our study is unique in the following
ways: First, it investigated the long-term association between childhood allowances and
financial attitudes and behaviors in adulthood. Second, a separate factor analysis for male
and female respondents uncovered potential gender-specific differences in financial
attitudes and behaviors. Additionally, this study employed OLS models to estimate direct
associations between key variables, without specifying structural mechanisms. This made
it easier to estimate and interpret the model.

The OLS estimates revealed that receiving a regular monthly allowance was associated
with good budgeting habits in males; for females, receiving any form of allowance was
linked to less negative attitudes toward money.

The relationship between childhood allowances and time-discounting preferences
varied by gender. While no significant association was observed for males, females who
received any form of allowance tended to have higher time-discounting preferences than
those who did not. Additionally, childhood allowance influenced financial literacy

rates than male students, suggesting that women are more impatient. In our data, males had a significantly higher
average T_DISCOUNT (1.51) than females (1.45), indicating gender disparity. This highlights the need to
comprehensively analyze the gender gap in time-discounting preferences, considering diverse sociocultural
factors.
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differently for males and females. For males, receiving a regular monthly allowance is
associated with the highest increase in financial literacy. For females, receiving an
allowance on a regular basis and each time as needed appears to be most strongly
associated with financial literacy.

This study has limitations related to data quality. First, data regarding childhood
allowance were self-reported, which introduces the possibility of memory bias.
Additionally, our analysis focused solely on how individuals received their allowance
during childhood without considering factors such as the amount or duration of the
allowance. Future research could explore these additional dimensions to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the relationship between childhood allowance and
financial attitudes and behaviors. Second, the survey data used here may have suffered
from a sampling bias. This may limit our findings’ generalizability to a broader population.

There are also some methodological limitations. Despite efforts to control for confounding
variables, such as parents’ education, there may still be omitted variables that influence the
relationships under study. For example, other aspects of parental influence that were not
captured here could affect both childhood allowance and financial outcomes in adulthood.

Despite these limitations, our study provides valuable insights into the long-term
associations between childhood allowance and monetary attitudes and behaviors. Our
findings emphasize the need for targeted interventions aimed at improving financial
literacy skills among diverse demographic groups. Future research could explore
additional dimensions of childhood allowances and investigate the complex interplay
between financial literacy, time-discounting preference, and other socioeconomic factors
to provide a more comprehensive understanding of individuals’ financial well-being.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.1017/
flw.2026.10007.
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