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American Charitable Bequest Demographics

Introduction

This presentation of data related to charitable estate planning in the United States is intended to add to

information from existing cross-sectional surveys in several ways. Although several early charts come from U.S.

Census data, the primary source of information comes from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) which is
sponsored by the National Institute on Aging (grant number NIA U01AG009740) and administered by the
University of Michigan. This data source differs from other cross-sectional surveys in important ways.

1.

2.

It is large. More than 26,000 individuals respond to the survey, which is administered every two
years.

It is longitudinal. Not only are we able to observe trends over the last 20 years, but because the
same individuals are surveyed every two years, we can track when changes are made and examine
what triggers may have been associated with these changes

It is not a charitable survey. Surveys entirely focused on charitable behavior generate “non-
response bias”. People who don’t give are much more likely to simply avoid taking the survey.
Thus, the results often exclude a large segment of the population. In contrast, the HRS is an
extensive half-day survey on a variety of health and financial topics including only three questions
directly related to charitable giving and volunteering. Further the sophisticated weighting scheme
used corrects for non-response bias related to the survey in general.

It is nationally representative. The HRS surveys are initially conducted in person, based on
stratified probability sampling of household locations. Thus, the results are not limited to people
who willingly return mail surveys or take phone call surveys. Respondents are paid for their time.
The HRS uses a sophisticated weighting scheme to address both the sampling scheme and non-
response bias to produce truly nationally representative data.

It tracks respondents’ post-mortem distributions. Over 10,000 survey respondents have died
during the 20-year timespan of the HRS and its predecessor surveys. Post-mortem information is
gathered from close relatives or caretakers to ascertain the ultimate distribution of all assets in the
estate. This allows for the first time a connection of lifetime survey responses and post-death
distributions. Because of the relatively rare occurrence of charitable planning, this was the first

survey year in which a sufficient number of deceased respondents had accumulated to allow for more

reliable analysis of post-mortem charitable transfers.
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Population trends: Births
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The rise and fall of live births in the U.S.

Comment

While much attention has been focused on the positive demographic trends associated with the aging of baby
boomers, the preceding “baby bust” has largely escaped media attention. The reality of this sustained downward
trend in births during the decade from 1924 to 1933 is critically important to currently realized charitable
bequests. As demonstrated later (see “Cumulative percentage of charitable bequest dollars by donor age at
death”) the 80s age group is particularly important for matured bequest intentions, particularly among the
wealthiest households. A very large portion of the charitable bequest dollars realized come from those who die
in their 80s. Consequently, this is the critical age range to follow. As we see in the above chart, the absolute
lowest point in the downward trend represents those who are today age 79. This low point will thus be working
its way through the 80s age group for the next decade. On a more optimistic note, after the lowest total births
for those in their 80s is reached in 5 years, all future trends are positive for the following 25 years. This suggests
that the excitement about the much discussed wealth transfer for charities may still be a bit premature in terms
of dollars received. However, the population boom should ultimately have a positive impact on these numbers.
Methodology Notes

These statistics are taken from the U.S. Census Bureau Publication No. HS-13 Live Births, Deaths, Infant
Deaths, and Maternal Deaths: 1900 to 2001. It is important to note that births are not the only driver of
population in various age ranges. Improvements in medical technology, wars, changes in smoking behavior, and
a variety of other mortality-related factors can dramatically influence these numbers. Nevertheless, the total
starting population of a particular age cohort is still a major factor in predicting the number of deaths later.
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Total resident population by 5-year age groups
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Different stories for different age groups

Comment

The extreme changes reflected by the “baby bust” of 1924-1933 have been softened somewhat by changes in
longevity. For example, those born in 1933 (at the point of lowest births) had a longer life expectancy than those
born in 1923 (prior to the drop in births) due to improved medical technology and reduced exposure to war. So,
although fewer people were born in 1933 than in 1923, those born in 1933 had a greater likelihood of making it
to older ages. This, in turn, softened the effect of the baby bust such that the steep drop in births is only
modestly apparent in the current population. Nevertheless, the older age ranges critical for matured bequest gifts
have not been experiencing the same dramatic population increases seen in the younger ages.

If we consider the 80s age group as being the most critical for matured charitable bequest gifts (see later page on
“Cumulative percentage of charitable bequest dollars by donor age at death”), we may want to focus the
attention here. We can project upcoming trends for the 80s age group by looking at the current trends in the 75-
79 age group (unless some unusual age-related variation in deaths occurs). This chart suggests that the flat trend
line apparent in the 75 to 79 age group will gradually work its way through the 80s age group before this age
range starts to catch the first strong growth waves, now just starting to appear in the 70-74 age range. Taken
together, this suggests modest increases in the key populations for realized charitable bequests over the next 5-7
years, after which all population trends become enormously positive.

Methodology Notes

These statistics are taken from publication NP-T3-B, C, & D from the U.S. Census Bureau
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Total deaths in the U.S.
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Total deaths flatten in previous decade

Comment

The trend in total deaths in the U.S. has been relatively flat since 2002. This relative flatness is remarkable given
that the average population age has been steadily increasing (meaning that age-adjusted mortality has been
falling). This change may reflect improvements in medical technology and other mortality-related changes, such
as delayed effects from changes in smoking behavior. Nevertheless, the trend in total deaths also influences
realized bequests. Thus, everything else being equal, the last few years would not have been expected to have
generated dramatic increases in bequests.

Methodology Notes

This data is taken from the Center for Disease Control’s National Vital Statistics Report and uses data only from
the final reports. Data for the following years was from the following website addresses

1970-1976 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/misc/factsofliacc.pdf

1977 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/vsus/mort77_2a.pdf

1978-1993 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/vsus/mort93_2a.pdf

1994 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/mvst/supp/mv45_03s2.pdf

1995 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/presstoom/97facts/95morrel.htm

The following years wete from addresses starting with http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvst/ and ending with

1996: nvst47/nvs47_09.pdf ; 1997 nvstd7/nvs47_19.pdf; 1998 nvsr48/nvs48_11.pdf; 1999 nvsrd9/nvsr49_08.pdf; 2000
nvst50/nvst50_15.pdf; 2001 nvst52/nvst52_03.pdf; 2002 nvst53/nvst53_05acc.pdf; 2003 nvst54/nvse54_13.pdf; 2004
avst55/nvst55_19.pdf; 2005 nvst56/nvst56_10.pdf; 2006 nvst57/avst57_14.pdf; 2007 nvst58/nvst58_19.pdf; 2008
avsr59/nvst59_10.pdf; 2009 nvst60/nvst60_03.pdf

2010 from http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/deaths.htm

11
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Percent childless women at age 40-44 in U.S.
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Year (current age range)

Increased childlessness for 70+ age group in coming decades

Comment

Childlessness is the single strongest demographic predictor of including a charitable bequest in one’s estate plan.
This can be seen later in the report in section titled “U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient
by family status”. A more sophisticated analysis of the importance of this factor can be seen in the academic
journal article: James, R. N., I1L. (2009). Health, wealth, and charitable estate planning: A longitudinal examination of
testamentary charitable giving plans. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 38(6), 1026-1043. Because this factor
is so important, related trends can have dramatic consequences for charitable bequest planning. To capture
these trends, this chart examines the level of childlessness at age 40-44 among females. Viewing only this age
period allows us to compare across different cohorts. So, we can compare the childlessness levels at this age for
those who are currently in their 70s with those who are currently in their 60s and know that we are getting a
clean “apples to apples” comparison of trends. These trends show that childlessness for the 70+ age group is on
the edge of experiencing a dramatic increase in the coming years, approximately doubling from its current levels.
This increase in childlessness will occur at the same time that this age group will begin experiencing a dramatic
and sustained rise in total population. This combination creates a “multiplier” effect for future years of not only
increased population but an increased propensity within that larger population to engage in charitable bequest
planning. This suggests that the dramatically positive population trends for future years shown in previous pages
actually underestimates the trends in charitable bequest planning. Nevertheless, as a relatively small proportion
of charitable bequests are realized prior to age 80 (see later page on “Cumulative percentage of charitable bequest
dollars by donor age at death”), the most dramatic increases in actual dollars received by charities may not be
seen for several years.

Methodology Note: This data is from the U.S. Census. Table H-2
fromhttp://www.census.gov/hhes/fertility/data/cps/2010.html
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U.S. population share with bachelor's degree
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Increasing education levels for older adults will continue

Comment

Higher levels of education are associated with higher levels of charitable bequest giving (see section titled “U.S.
population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient by education level”). This is true even after controlling for
differences in wealth and income (see James, R. N., IIL. (2009). Health, wealth, and charitable estate planning: A
longitudinal examination of testamentary charitable giving plans. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 38(6), 1026-
1043) and may be especially important for gifts to educational institutions (see James, R. N., I11. (2008). Distinctive
characteristics of educational donors. International Journal of Educational Advancement, 8(1), 3-12). Consequently,
this trend in education levels may serve as a “multiplier” for coming years of charitable bequest planning,
meaning that not only will older age populations increase (see previous sections), but these larger populations
will have an increasing propensity to engage in charitable estate planning. The continuing growth in education at
older ages is demonstrated in both of the above trend lines. The steep growth in education levels in the 55+ age
population since 1970 shows that the older segments of that population will be seeing strong growth for many
years to come. (So, for example, a person aged 80 in 2012 would have first entered the 55+ population in 1987,
meaning that the future trend in education levels for those above 80 can be approximated by viewing the trends
in the education levels of the 55+ population from 1987 forward.)

Methodology Notes

This information is taken from the U.S. Census, Table A-1 Years of School Completed by People 25 Years and
Over, by Age and Sex: Selected, downloaded from

http:/ /www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/education/data/cps/historical /index.html
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U.S. aged 55+ giving ($500+) and volunteering
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Increasing giving and volunteering among older adults in the U.S.

Comment

From 1998 forward the population aged 55+ in the U.S. has been engaging in steadily increasing levels of
charitable and volunteering activity. Charitable engagement (both giving and volunteering) is a positive indicator
of the propensity to leave a charitable bequest (see section titled “U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient
among those with will/trust by giving/volunteering”), suggesting the potential for increased propensity to leave
charitable bequests in future years. This increased propensity, when multiplied by the growing total population
in these older age groups, suggests doubly positive trends for bequest giving in future years.

Methodology Notes: These results are from the Health and Retirement Study and represent sample averages
weighted to represent the national population age 55 and over. A donor was defined as a respondent who
answered “yes” to the question “In [Last Calendar Year], did you [or your husband/wife/partner] donate money,
property or possessions totaling $500 or more to religious or other charitable organizations?” or whose spouse
answered “yes” on their behalf. Some part of the positive trend in donations may relate to the inflation effects
on the real value of $500. Volunteers were defined as those answering “yes” to the question “Have you spent any
time in the past 12 months doing volunteer work for religious, educational, health-related or other charitable
organizations?” Those who did not know the answer or refused to answer the question were categorized as non-
donors or non-volunteers. The Health and Retirement Study is weighted to represents the U.S. population over
age 50. However, due to the aging of the cohort, the survey represents those over age 50 in 1998, those over age
52 in 2000, and those over age 54 in 2002. In 2004 (and every six years) a new, younger cohort of respondents is
added so that the survey is once again representative of those over age 50. In order to exclude this fluctuation
from the trend analysis, respondents younger than age 55 were excluded from all analyses.

14
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Trends in Charitable Plans Among U.S.
Population Aged 55+

These statistics are taken from the Health and Retirement Study and its predecessor survey
the Asset and Health Dynamics among the Oldest Old. In age segmented analyses the

covered period is 1993 to 2010 with 2012 projections. In other analyses the covered period
is 1998 to 2010 with 2012 projections. The HRS (Health and Retirement Study) is sponsored

by the National Institute on Aging (grant number NIA U0O1AG009740) and is conducted by
the University of Michigan.

15
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Charitable estate beneficiary among U.S.
population aged 55+ with a will or trust
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Increasing charitable planning among those with a will or trust

Comment: Among the U.S. population of adults aged 55 and above who have completed a will or trust there is
an increasing trend to include a charity as a beneficiary. In the decade following 1998, including a charitable
bequest grew by almost one fourth, from 8.28% to 10.12%. Examined in more detail later, this increasing trend
may be driven in part by growing levels of education and childlessness among this age group as both have been
associated with increased likelihood of charitable estate planning. It is important to note that these increasing
trends are not related to the increasing size of the older adult population as here the trend is following the
percentage of the population with a will or trust, not the total number.

Methodology Notes: These statistics are drawn from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). Inclusion of a
charitable estate recipient is considered present when a person answered “yes” to the question “Have you made
provisions for any charities in your will or trust?” The respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-
institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above. Note that these are not simply the percentages of the
samples drawn, instead each participant’s response is given greater or lesser weight depending upon the share of
the U.S. population (according to gender, age, and race of the respondent and the respondent’s spouse) each
respondent is representing. In this way, these projections are intended to be the most accurate reflection of
actual nationwide behavior. The HRS is a longitudinal survey, given every two years. Every six years a new
cohort of younger participants is added to the study. For example, in 1998 the HRS represented the population
over 50, in 2000 the population over 52, in 2002 the population over 54, and then in 2004 (with the addition of a
new cohort of younger participants) the population over 50. In order to make apples to apples comparisons, we
here project to the U.S. population over the age of 54, which can be done equally well in every year. Weighting
for new respondents entering the survey in 2010 is approximate as final weighting had not yet been released at
the time of creation of this document.
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Charitable estate beneficiary among U.S.
population with a will or trust by age segment
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Increasing charitable planning among those aged 55-64 with plans

Comment

Further exploring the trend in charitable planning among those with a will or trust, this chart separately graphs
three age segments, going back as far as 1993. The generally positive trend in charitable planning among the 55+
group appears to be most strongly driven by the youngest demographic, aged 55 to 64. In comparison, the 75
and older group is relatively flat over this period. To the extent that this trend in the youngest age groups
continues, we might expect to see similar positive trends eventually develop in the older age categories as this
younger generation gradually moves its way into the older ages.

Methodology Notes

Supplementing the HRS statistics from the previous analysis of those 55 and over, this chart includes data from
the 1993 and 1995 Asset and Health Dynamics among the Oldest Old Survey (AHEAD) and 1996 early HRS.
These surveys were precursors to the modern HRS, and covered only certain segments of the 55 and over
population. So, for example, the 65-74 age group has no observations prior to 1998. The pre-1998 age 55-64
observation is from data gathered in the early HRS in 1996. The pre-1998 age 75+ observations are from data
gathered in the 1993 and 1995 AHEAD sutrveys.

The total number of observations used to project the age 75+ numbers were 4,650 (1993); 4,722 (1995); 5,355
(1998); 5,357 (2000); 5,290 (2002); 5,289 (2004); 5,409 (2006); 5,549(2008); and 5,536 (2010). The total number
of observations used to project the age 65-74 numbers were 5,756 (1998); 5,785 (2000); 5,951 (2002); 6,177
(2004); 6,311 (20006); 6,028 (2008); and 5,484 (2010). The total number of observations used to project the age
55-64 numbers were 7,770 (1996); 7,394 (1998); 6,490 (2000); 5,924 (2002); 5,419 (2004); 4,762 (2006); 4,703
(2008); and 6,546 (2010). As before, the results reflect weighting of the sample to project to the national non-
institutionalized population and are not simply the raw sample percentages.

18
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U.S. population aged 55+ with a will or trust
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Declining use of a will or trust

Comment

In contrast to the positive news about the increasing propensity of those aged 55 and above with a will or trust
to include a charitable component is the countervailing trend of declining use of a will or trust. One factor to
consider in the reduction in the use of these planning instruments is the increasingly common opportunities to
use non-probate transfers such as transfer-on-death or pay-on-death designations. In addition to financial
accounts, such transfer-on-death designations are available in many jurisdictions for automobiles and real estate.
In many cases, this can allow for the transfer of the entire estate without the use of either a living trust or the
probate process. Unfortunately, the current dataset does not contain information on the use of transfer on death
designations, so it is difficult to know how much this reduction in the use of traditional planning has been offset
by the use of transfer-on-death designations. An additional potential source of the reduction in planning may
relate to the substantial increase of the estate tax credit over this period of time. In 1998 the estate tax credit
exempted $625,000 of assets while by 2010 the (at that point optional) exemption equivalent had risen to
$5,000,000. In addition to the direct impact on planning for those no longer subject to estate taxation, there may
have been a spillover impact as estate tax planning issues gradually became less discussed in popular press
venues.

Methodology Notes

These statistics are drawn from the (HRS) question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?” and includes
responses of “No will, but have a trust” and “Yes, will and trust”. A small number (less than one half of one
percent of the sample) answer “no” to this question, but “yes” to a separate question about having a funded
trust. These are excluded here as they are not asked the charitable beneficiary question, which is the focus of the
present analysis. As before, the respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-institutionalized U.S.
population aged 55 and above. See Methodology Notes Appendix for more details.
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U.S. population aged 55+ with a will or trust by
age segment
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Stable use of will or trust by those aged 75+ with declines for younger ages

Comment

As a further exploration of the overall downward trend in the use of a will or trust by those age 55 and above, we
examine the behavior by age segment. The downward trend is not seen in the behavior of those age 75 and
above, where the use of a will or trust has stayed relatively stable around the 75% level. At younger ages,
however, the negative trend is much more apparent. The age 65-74 group has seen about a 7 percentage point
drop in usage while the 55-64 age group has seen a drop of over 10 percentage points. It is likely that this
negative trend will eventually be seen also in the oldest age group as these younger cohorts gradually age,
although we cannot know for certain that these groups won’t catch up once they reach the oldest age segment.
Methodology Notes

Although it is available, we exclude 1993 AHEAD data from this chart as the methodology for asking this
question was slightly different in that year. As before, these statistics are drawn from the (HRS) question “Do
you have a will that is written and signed?” and includes responses of “No will, but have a trust” and “Yes, will
and trust”. However, in the 1993 AHEAD these responses were neither recorded nor necessarily counted as
having a will. As one would expect, this change appears to have caused the number of those categorized as
answering “yes” to the question to be lower than it would have been had the later methodology been used. Thus
the change from 1993 to 1995 was not likely a trend, but a result of the change in methodology, hence the
exclusion of the 1993 data. Nevertheless, 1993 data is included for other questions where the methodology did
not change. Because this chart looks at specific age segments, both the 1995 AHEAD (for age 75+) and 1996
early HRS (for age 55-64) data were included. These eatly surveys did not represent the entire U.S. population
over age 55, but only subsets of that population. As before, the respondents are weighted so as to reflect the
entire non-institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above, within these particular age segments. See
Methodology Appendix for more details.
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U.S. population aged 55+ with charitable a
estate beneficiary
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Offsetting trends result in stable overall charitable planning

Comment

As shown in previous charts, a smaller proportion of the 55+ age group in the U.S. reports having a will or
funded trust. This negative trend is offset by the positive trend that a greater percentage of those with wills or
funded trusts are including a charitable provision in their plans. The net effect of these two trends is the
relatively flat trend seen above in overall charitable planning in the population. To the extent that the shift away
from wills and funded trusts could be partially explained by increased use of transfer-on-death type non-probate
transfers titling, it is also possible that some of this titling could include charitable beneficiaries. The current
dataset has no information on such non-probate transfers titling, thus any changes in the use of such transfer
mechanisms are speculative.

Methodology Notes: These statistics are drawn from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). Inclusion of a
charitable estate recipient is considered present when a person answered “yes” to the question “Have you made
provisions for any charities in your will or trust?” The respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-
institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above. Note that these are not simply the percentages of the
samples drawn, instead each participant’s response is given greater or lesser weight depending upon the share of
the U.S. population (according to gender, age, and race of the respondent and the respondent’s spouse) each
respondent is representing. In this way, these projections are intended to be the most accurate reflection of
actual nationwide behavior. The HRS is a longitudinal survey, given every two years. Every six years a new
cohort of younger participants is added to the study. For example, in 1998 the HRS represented the population
over 50, in 2000 the population over 52, in 2002 the population over 54, and then in 2004 (with the addition of a
new cohort of younger participants) the population over 50. In order to make apples to apples comparisons, we
here project to the U.S. population over the age of 54, which can be done equally well in every year. Weighting
for new respondents entering the survey in 2010 is approximate as final weighting had not yet been released at
the time of creation of this document.
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U.S. population aged 55+ comparative use of
funded trust or will alone
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Increasing use of trusts and decreasing use of wills alone

Comment

Within the overall distinctly negative trend in the use of wills or trusts, this chart demonstrates that the usage
decrease is coming entirely from the reduced use of wills alone (i.e., wills without inter vivos trusts). Remarkably,
despite the background of overall decrease in the use of wills or trusts, the use of funded inter vivos trusts has
seen a steady increase over this period. This further emphasizes the dramatic decrease in the use of wills as a
primary planning document. (Typically, wills are used with inter vivos trusts only as a “pour over” to catch any
missed probate assets and send them into the trust.)

Methodology Notes

The statistics for a funded trust comes from the HRS question “Have you (and your husband/and your
wife/and your partner/...) put any of your assets into a trust?” The “will only” category consists of all those who
answered positively to the question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?”, including those responding
“No will, but have a trust” and “Yes, will and trust”, but did not indicate that they had put any assets into a trust.
Thus, if someone indicated they had a trust, but did not indicate that they had put any assets into the trust, then
the person would fall into the “will only” category. In this way both testamentary trusts included in a will and
unfunded living trusts are treated similarly as being essentially equivalent to a “will only”. As before, the
respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above. See
Methodology Appendix for more details.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by
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Increasing use of trusts, especially among those aged 75+

Comment

An examination of the use of funded inter vivos trusts shows relative increases across all 55+ age segments.
However, the increase is strongest among the oldest sub-segment (75+) where usage approximately doubled
from 1993 to 2010. This increase comes despite the previously noted realities that this has been a time of both
increasing estate tax exemptions and increasing availability of non-probate transfer (pay-on-death) options
which, like funded inter vivos trusts, can avoid the probate process. Given the previously demonstrated steady
decline in the use of wills or trusts, this suggests a widening “planning gap” in the sense of there being more
people age 55+ without any planning documents and simultaneously more with sophisticated planning
documents. One possible explanation for this simultaneous reality is an intentional shifting away from probate
processes, either through complete reliance on non-probate transfer vehicles or through funded inter vivos
trusts. However, because we have no data on the use of non-probate transfers among those without a will, this
theory remains speculative.

Methodology Notes

The statistics for a funded trust comes from those answering yes to the HRS question “Have you (and your
husband/and your wife/and your pattner/...) put any of your assets into a trust?” It does not include those who
responded to the question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?” by stating either “No will, but have a
trust” or “Yes, will and trust” if the person did not also indicate that the trust had been funded. As before, the
respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above,
within these particular age segments.
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Consistently decreasing use of wills alone across all 55+ age segments

Comment

Where the 75+ age segment was previously shown to be relatively unchanged in the use of a will or trust, this
chart shows that this apparent stability was the result of two offsetting trends. As seen above, the use of wills
alone dropped consistently while a separate graph demonstrates that the use of funded trusts increased
consistently. Thus, despite the apparent stability when examining the use of either planning documents within
this age group, the actual use of wills as the primary planning document has decreased consistently. This decline
is even stronger among the younger age groups both of which saw a more than ten percentage point drop in the
use of wills alone. The use of the will as the primary planning document has clearly been in steady decline for
many years.

Methodology Notes

The statistics come from those who did not answer “yes” to the question “Have you (and your husband/and
your wife/and your partner/...) put any of your assets into a trust”’, but who did respond to the question “Do
you have a will that is written and signed?” by answering “Yes,” or “No will, but have a trust,” or “Yes, will and
trust.” Thus, the will alone category includes both unfunded inter vivos trust and testamentary trusts. As before
the respondents are weighted so as to reflect the entire non-institutionalized U.S. population aged 55 and above,
within these particular age segments.
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U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
recipient by household type
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Post financial crisis drop in single male charitable planning

Comment

This chart provides evidence that the financial crisis may have affected the charitable planning of men and
women in different ways. Between 2006 and 2008 the propensity to have a charitable plan decreased among all
three household types, however, the decrease among single males was much more dramatic. The presence of
charitable plans fell over twenty percent (1.1 percentage points) among single males. In contrast the presence of
charitable plans fell less than one percent (.04 percentage points) among single females and less than three
percent (.17 percentage points) among married households. Conversely, during the relatively positive economic
period of 1998 to 2000, single male participation in charitable planning increased more dramatically than in either
married or single female households. Indeed, in single female households there was no overall positive trend in
charitable planning between 1998 and 2006. Taken together, these results suggest that the presence of male
charitable planning is much more sensitive to macroeconomic conditions (both positive and negative) than
female charitable planning.

Methodology Notes

Examining charitable planning by gender is challenging as married couples most commonly have identical plans.
As analysis of the data confirmed relatively little difference in inclusion of a charitable component between
married male and female members of the same household, we group these responses together in married
households. Gender differences are thus largely identified by comparing male and female single households to
each other and to married households. Greater variation in the single male households may also be due to the
smaller sample size. As an example, in 2008 the results in the above table were based upon 10,073 married
respondents, 4,655 single female households and only 1,552 single male households. Although weighted to
project to nationally representative proportions, the smaller number of underlying responses for single males
increases the likelihood for greater variation in outcomes. Married here includes those who report being married
or who report living with a partner “as if married,” and does not exclude same-sex couples.
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U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
recipient among those with will or trust by
household type
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Increasing charitable planning among married couples with plans

Comment

Among married couples with a will or trust, the tendency to include a charitable beneficiary appears to be
steadily increasing over the period examined. Inclusion of a charitable component among married couples with
a plan increased over 28% from 1998 to 2010 (2.3 percentage points). During the same period, inclusion
increased among single females by only about 2% (.22 percentage points). Even with the dramatic decline in
charitable planning among single males with a plan following the financial crisis, single males still saw an overall
12% increase in charitable planning (1 percentage point).

Despite the positive trends among married and single male households, there is reason to focus on trends in the
single female households. It is common for the charitable plans of married couples to result in gifts following
the death of the second spouse. Thus, one might expect that prior to a charitable transfer it is common for the
household to become a single person household for some period of time. This makes the charitable plans of
single households potentially more important to the extent that they are less likely to be contingent plans.
Additionally, among those aged 55 and above there are twice as many single female households as single male
households. Among those aged 75 and over, there are over three times as many single female as single male
households. This dramatic difference in population is somewhat offset by the relatively larger average wealth of
single male households. Among those 55 and over, total combined single male held assets was 70% of the size
of combined single female held assets. Among those 75 and over, all single male households combined control
assets worth 54% of the assets controlled by single female households.

Methodology Notes: Numbers in the previous paragraph regarding relative size and wealth holding of single
households were calculated from the 2008 HRS. As elsewhere, inclusion of a charitable estate recipient is
considered present when a person answered “yes” to the question “Have you made provisions for any charities
in your will or trust?”
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by
household type
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Declining use of planning documents among all household types

Comment

Reflecting the national trend towards reduced use of planning documents (will or trust), we see similar trends
among all household types. Single male households were consistently the least likely to have planning
documents while married households were the most likely. The planning gap between married and unmarried
households increased over the years observed here. Between 1998 and 2010 the proportion of households with
planning documents dropped 6.5 percentage points for married households, 8.6 percentage points for single
female households, and 11.1 percentage points for single male households. The decreased use of planning
documents may be explained in part by the increasing availability of non-probate transfer title designations such
as transfer-on-death or pay-on-death designations. In several states, these revocable designations are also
available for automobiles and real estate, meaning that all titled assets may pass to heirs outside of the probate
process without the use of a will or trust.

Methodology Notes

These statistics are drawn from the (HRS) question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?” and includes
responses of “Yes,” “No will, but have a trust,” and “Yes, will and trust.” A small number (less than one half of
one percent of the sample) answer “no” to this question, but “yes” to a separate question about having a funded
trust. These are excluded here as they are not asked the charitable beneficiary question, which is the focus of the
present analysis. The label “married” includes all those who were married or living with a partner as if married
and is taken from the Health and Retirement Study tracker file.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by
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Growth in funded trust usage not seen in single male households

Comment

As reflected in the previous charts, the decline in the use of planning documents as a whole has occurred despite
the increased use of funded inter vivos trusts. This chart demonstrates that the increased use among both
married households and single female households is not matched by single male households. The use of trusts
among single male households is relatively flat over the period of 1998 to 2010, showing a net decline of 0.4%,
while single female households use of trusts approximately doubled over the same period of time.
Methodology Notes: Those with a funded trust are defined as respondents answering “yes” to the question
“Have you (and your husband/wife/pattner) put any of your assets into a trust?” It does not include
respondents who volunteered that they had a trust in response to the question “Do you currently have a will that
is written and witnessed?”, but did not answer “yes” to the question “Have you (and your
husband/wife/partner) put any of your assets into a trust?” It is possible to have an inter vivos trust that is not
funded during life. When combined with a pour-over will (one that pours all assets into the trust) this unfunded
trust may still control all assets. However, at this point the trust essentially functions as a testamentary trust (i.e.,
one that is described in the will but does not come into existence until after the death of the testator/testatrix).
Probate is not avoided (a common motivation for use of a living trust) unless the trust is actually funded during
life. Consequently, we treat the unfunded trust as equivalent to a testamentary trust for this trend analysis. This
also avoids the problem of counting the volunteered information regarding the presence of a trust in response to
the question “Do you currently have a will that is written and witnessed?”” as year-over-year fluctuations may
reflect differing tendencies to volunteer the information, which was not directly requested. These fluctuations
might relate to other factors such as the length of time the respondents have been in the survey panel, and hence
the number of times they have been asked this same question. Thus, we don’t deem the volunteered
information appropriately reliable for this analysis.
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U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
recipient among those with will or trust by
race/ethnicity
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Only modest charitable planning differences among racial/ethnic groups
with planning documents

Comment

Among those with a will or trust, non-Hispanic white individuals are only slightly more likely to include a
charitable recipient. This similarity in behavior is especially notable given the wealth differences between these
groups. During these years non-Hispanic white individuals with a will or trust held, on average, more than twice
as many assets as those in the other categories. All three groups showed increases in charitable participation
between 1998 and 2010.

Methodology Notes

As the minority samples are relatively smaller, we can expect (and we observe) relatively more fluctuation in the
rates from minorities from year to year. The lines for Hispanic and non-Hispanic black households intersect at
two points and lines for non-Hispanic black and non-Hispanic white very neatly intersect in 2002. Thus, we
would have relatively lower confidence of clear racial/ethnic differences for this behavior. White or black ate a
race categories and Hispanic is an ethnicity category meaning that the categories are not mutually exclusive.
Thus, we separate the categories as Hispanic, non-Hispanic white, and non-Hispanic black. A Hispanic
individual is one who responds “Yes” to the question “Do you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino?” and is
taken from the Health and Retirement Study Tracker File. For 2006 and later surveys when respondents could
identify with multiple racial categories, their race was the one with which the respondent indicated that they
considered themselves primarily affiliated. However, the race category was used only when the respondent did
not consider himself or herself to be Hispanic or Latino. As before all variables are weighted to reflect national
populations using the respondent-level weight variable provided with the Health and Retirement Study.
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Lack of planning documents among racial/ethnic minorities

Comment

This chart demonstrates the dramatic difference in the use of planning documents by non-Hispanic whites and
either minority group. Although the planning gap between non-Hispanic white and other households decreased
from 1998 to 2010, this was largely due to the relatively rapid decrease of planning documents among non-
Hispanic white individuals. During this time, the presence of planning documents declined 4.8 percentage points
among non-Hispanic white respondents and 1.4 percentage points among Hispanic respondents. In contrast,
planning document usage actually increased by 0.6 percentage points among non-Hispanic black respondents.
The information displayed in the section titled “U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient
among those with will or trust by race/ethnicity,” shows that minorities are as likely as non-Hispanic whites to
include a charitable component in their plans once completed. Taken together, this suggests that the primary
barrier to charitable planning among minorities is simply the lack of planning documents.

Methodology Notes: Those with a will or trust are defined as those answering the question “Do you currently
have a will that is written and witnessed?”” with “Yes, will,” “Yes, will and trust,” or “No will, but have trust.”
White or black are race categories and Hispanic is an ethnicity category meaning that the categories are not
mutually exclusive. Thus, we separate the categories as Hispanic, non-Hispanic white, and non-Hispanic black.
A Hispanic individual is one who responds “Yes” to the question “Do you consider yourself Hispanic or
Latino?” and is taken from the Health and Retirement Study Tracker File. For 2006 and later surveys when
respondents could identify with multiple racial categories, their race was the one with which the respondent
indicated that they considered themselves primarily affiliated. However, the race category was used only when
the respondent did not consider himself or herself to be Hispanic or Latino. As before, all variables are
weighted to reflect national populations using the respondent-level weight variable provided with the Health and
Retirement Study.
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Strongly increasing use of inter vivos trusts among non-black households

Comment

Both Hispanic and non-Hispanic white individuals substantially increased their use of funded inter vivos trusts
during this time. Hispanics more than doubled their use of inter vivos trusts from 1998 to 2010 (an increase of
2.7 percentage points), while non-Hispanic whites increased usage by nearly half (an increase of 4.2 percentage
points). In contrast, non-Hispanic black individuals increased their use by only 0.4 percentage points over this
same time. Although Hispanics were less likely than blacks to have any planning documents (will or trust),
Hispanics were much more likely to have a funded living trust.

Methodology Notes

Those with a funded trust are defined as respondents answering “yes” to the question “Have you (and your
husband/wife/partner) put any of your assets into a trust?” It does not include respondents who volunteered
that they had a trust in response to the question “Do you currently have a will that is written and witnessed?”,
but did not answer “yes” to the question “Have you (and your husband/wife/pattner) put any of your assets into
a trust?” White or black are a race categories and Hispanic is an ethnicity category meaning that the categories
are not mutually exclusive. Thus, we separate the categories as Hispanic, non-Hispanic white, and non-Hispanic
black. A Hispanic individual is one who responds “Yes” to the question “Do you consider yourself Hispanic or
Latino?” and is taken from the Health and Retirement Study Tracker File. For 2006 and later surveys when
respondents could identify with multiple racial categories, their race was the one with which the respondent
indicated that they considered themselves primarily affiliated. However, the race category was used only when
the respondent did not consider himself or herself to be Hispanic or Latino. As before all variables are weighted
to reflect national populations using the respondent-level weight variable provided with the Health and
Retirement Study.

31



Dr. Russell James

U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
estate recipient by race/ethnicity
8%
i A A A
6% A

5%

A White (NH)
a@mBlack (NH)
3% [=Hispanic

2% M}. oo o o
= —

1%

4%

0%
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p

Lower overall charitable planning rates among minorities

Comment

The lower rates of charitable planning among minorities are in line with expectations given the relatively lower
household net worth of minorities and the relatively younger average age (even among those age 55 and above).
However, based upon previous charts, it appears this difference is largely driven by a simple lack of planning,
rather than any difference in preferences for charitable beneficiaries. This suggests the possibility that increasing
planning among minorities may be particularly fruitful for increasing the number of planned charitable estate
gifts.

Methodology Notes: Inclusion of a charitable estate recipient is considered present when a person answered
“yes” to the question “Have you made provisions for any charities in your will or trust?” Those who indicated
that they did not know the answer to the question or who refused to answer the question were assumed not to
have a charitable plan. The share of respondents who did not know or refused to answer was typically only
about 1.0-1.5%. This question was asked only to those who previously answer the question “Do you currently
have a will that is written and witnessed?”” with “Yes, will,” “Yes, will and trust,” or “No will, but have trust.” It
thus excluded those who indicated that they did not have a will, didn’t know if they had a will, or refused to
answer the question regarding wills. White or black are a race categories and Hispanic is an ethnicity category
meaning that the categories are not mutually exclusive. Thus, we separate the categories as Hispanic, non-
Hispanic white, and non-Hispanic black. A Hispanic individual is one who responds “Yes” to the question “Do
you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino?” and is taken from the Health and Retirement Study Tracker File. For
2006 and later surveys when respondents could identify with multiple racial categories, their race was the one
with which the respondent indicated that they considered themselves primarily affiliated. However, the race
category was used only when the respondent did not consider himself or herself to be Hispanic or Latino. As
before, all variables are weighted to reflect national populations using the respondent-level weight variable
provided with the Health and Retirement Study.
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U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
estate recipient by family status
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Consistently greater charitable planning by those without children

Comment

The consistently greater tendency for those without children to leave a charitable bequest is demonstrated in the
above chart. The overall trend for charitable planning was flat for those with grandchildren, positive for those
with children only, and relatively flat, but with wider fluctuations, for those without offspring. The fluctuations
seen in the childless group were larger, but this likely relates to the smaller size of this group which typically
makes up a small proportion of the sample (e.g. in 2010 13,859 respondents had grandchildren, 2,558
respondents had children but no grandchildren, and only 1,151 respondents had no offspring). Childlessness is,
in fact, the strongest single demographic predictor of the propensity to engage in charitable planning. A more
detailed statistical analysis of this relationship can be found in the academic journal article: James, R. N, I1L.
(2009). Health, wealth, and charitable estate planning: A longitudinal examination of testamentary charitable giving plans.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 38(6), 1026-1043.

Methodology Notes: In a few cases respondents answered the question regarding how many grandchildren
they had with the answer “don’t know”. The assumption was made that in these cases the respondent had
grandchildren, but was uncertain as to the number. Thus, these respondents were excluded from calculations
regarding the number of grandchildren, but included for calculations comparing those with grandchildren to
those without. Similatly, the very small number not answering the question were placed into the majority
category of having grandchildren, but excluded from calculations regarding the number of grandchildren. Thus,
those without grandchildren were those who affirmatively stated they had none and are compared against all
others. The total number of these special cases varied from year to year, but was typically less than 2% of the
sample. As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national
averages. The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with
separate offspring categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national
population based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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Decreasing use of planning documents across family status types

Comment

The previously demonstrated trend in decreased use of planning documents does not appear to differ markedly
by offspring type. All categories experienced similar reductions in the presence of planning documents. Given
the especially high propensity of those with no offspring to leave a charitable bequest, the fact that
approximately half have no planning documents may represent an important opportunity for planned giving
officers.

Methodology Notes

In a few cases respondents answered the question regarding how many grandchildren they had with the answer
“don’t know”. The assumption was made that in these cases the respondent had grandchildren, but was
uncertain as to the number. Thus, these respondents were excluded from calculations regarding the number of
grandchildren, but included for calculations comparing those with grandchildren to those without. Similarly, the
very small number not answering the question were placed into the majority category of having grandchildren,
but excluded from calculations regarding the number of grandchildren. Thus, those without grandchildren were
those who affirmatively stated they had none and are compared against all others. The total numbers of these
special cases varied from year to year, but were typically less than 2% of the sample. As before all data come
from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national averages. The weighting here may be
less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with separate offspring categories, but simply
reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national population based upon age, gender,
race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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Married childless couples with plans increasingly likely to include charity

Comment

Approximately half of all married households aged 55+ with planning documents who have no offspring report
having a charitable estate beneficiary. When contrasted with those aged 55+ with planning documents who have
grandchildren, for whom only about 7% have a charitable beneficiary, the shocking predictive power of these
simple demographics emerges. Further, this gap in charitable planning appears to be a widening trend, with
increasing propensity to name a charitable beneficiary among married childless couples aged 55+.

Methodology Notes: In a few cases respondents answered the question regarding how many grandchildren
they had with the answer “don’t know.” The assumption was made that in these cases the respondent had
grandchildren, but was uncertain as to the number. Thus, these respondents were excluded from calculations
regarding the number of grandchildren, but included for calculations comparing those with grandchildren to
those without. Similarly, the very small number not answering the question were placed into the majority
category of having grandchildren, but excluded from calculations regarding the number of grandchildren. Thus,
those without grandchildren were those who affirmatively stated they had none and are compared against all
others. The total number of these special cases varied from year to year, but was typically less than 2% of the
sample. As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national
averages. The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with
separate offspring categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national
population based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status. The label “matried” includes all those who
were married or living with a partner as if married and is taken from the Health and Retirement Study tracker
file.
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Greater charitable planning by those with higher education

Comment

Although demonstrating no strong trends over time, greater education consistently predicts a greater propensity
to engage in charitable planning. It is worth noting that this remained true, even though average education levels
for this group rose during this period of time (see section titled “U.S. Population Aged 55+ Education Levels”).
This suggests that the inevitable future increases in education levels of this age-group (see section titled “U.S.
Population Share with Bachelot's Degree and Above”) may be expected to continue to have a positive impact
for years to come, even as typical education levels change. The reported propensity with education levels did vary
over time, but only slightly. For example, college graduates varied from 9.26% charitable planning in 1998 to
8.63% in 2010 and those with any level of graduate education varied from 13.07% with a charitable plan in 1998
to 14.49% with a charitable plan in 2010.

Methodology Notes

Education levels are calculated based on respondent’s reported years of formal education. The category of
“some college” includes those with 13, 14, or 15 years of education, which would encompass associate degree
graduates. The category of “college grad” includes only those who have 16 years of education. Any formal
education beyond the bachelor’s level results in inclusion in the “grad school” category.

As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national averages.
The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with separate
education level categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national population
based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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U.S. population aged 55+ education level
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Increasing levels of higher education attainment by older age groups

Comment

Consistent with the U.S. Census results displayed in the section titled “U.S. Population Share with Bachelor's
Degree and Above,” the education levels from the Health and Retirement Study (weighted to project to national
population), also increased during this period of time. Given that higher education continued to predict
charitable planning propensity during this time, it appears that much of the growth in charitable planning could
be associated with changes in typical education level. It is also useful to note the inter-relationship between
education levels and childlessness. Acquiring advanced education (as well as early stages of the careers available
to those with advanced education) often involves the intentional postponement of child-bearing. This
postponement can increase the ultimate level of childlessness. Conversely, childbearing at young ages makes the
attainment of higher education less likely. Thus, these two variables are interconnected.

Methodology Notes

Education levels are calculated based on respondent’s reported years of formal education. The category of
“some college” includes those with 13, 14, or 15 years of education, which would encompass associate degree
graduates. The category of “college grad” includes only those who have 16 years of education. Any formal
education beyond the bachelor’s level results in inclusion in the “grad school” category.

As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national averages.
The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with separate
education level categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national population
based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by
education level
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Decreasing use of planning documents across all educational levels

Comment

Across the period of time examined, higher levels of education were consistently associated with greater
likelihood of having planning documents. This makes sense given both the complexity of the planning process
and the association of greater wealth with those with higher levels of education. However, any notion that the
general trend in the reduced use of planning documents over time might be a limited to the less educated is
dispelled by this chart. All education levels showed similarly negative trends in the use of planning documents.
The reduced use of planning documents by the most highly educated gives additional support to the idea that
part of this trend could be driven by the growing using of non-probate transfers (e.g., transfer-on-death title
designations), rather than by an increased preference for using intestate succession.

Methodology Notes

Education levels are calculated based on respondent’s reported years of formal education. The category of
“some college” includes those with 13, 14, or 15 years of education, which would encompass associate degree
graduates. The category of “college grad” includes only those who have 16 years of education. Any formal
education beyond the bachelor’s level results in inclusion in the “grad school” category.

As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national averages.
The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with separate
education level categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national population
based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by
education level
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Increasing use of funded trusts across all educational levels

Comment

In contrast to the consistent reduction in using planning documents (will or trust) demonstrated in the section
titled “U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by education level,” this chart shows the increased use of
funded inter vivos trusts. As with other estate planning documents, those with higher levels of education are
more likely to have a funded inter vivos trust. However, the growth in using inter vivos trusts is not limited to
the highly educated as even those without a high school diploma demonstrated increasing use during this time.
Methodology Notes

The statistics for a funded trust comes from those answering yes to the HRS question “Have you (and your
husband/and your wife/and your pattner/...) put any of your assets into a trust?” It does not include those who
responded to the question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?” by stating either “No will, but have a
trust” or “Yes, will and trust” if the person did not also indicate that the trust had been funded.

Education levels are calculated based on respondent’s reported years of formal education. The category of
“some college” includes those with 13, 14, or 15 years of education, which would encompass associate degree
graduates. The category of “college grad” includes only those who have 16 years of education. Any formal
education beyond the bachelor’s level results in inclusion in the “grad school” category.

As before all data come from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to reflect national averages.
The weighting here may be less reliable as the weighting is not specifically designed to be used with separate
education level categories, but simply reflects the respondent-level weighting to project to a national population
based upon age, gender, race/ethnicity, and marital status.
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U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient
among those with will/trust by
giving/volunteering
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Those both giving and volunteering most likely to include charity

Comment

Among those with planning documents, those who both volunteer and give ($500+) are dramatically more likely
to plan a charitable estate gift than those who only volunteer or only give ($500+). Those who only volunteer
plan charitable estate gifts at approximately the same rate as those who only give. Although not pictured here,
these same relationships hold when examining the propensity to have a charitable plan among the population as
a whole (i.e., including those who do not have planning documents). Unsurprisingly, those who neither give nor
volunteer are the least likely to have a planned charitable estate gift. However, despite neither giving nor
volunteering, their propensity to leave a charitable bequest gift is still nearly half that of those who only volunteer
or only donate (e.g., in 2010 3.6% compared with 7.5% or 8.5%). This corresponds with numerous stories from
nonprofit organizations of receiving charitable estate gifts from previously unknown individuals.

Methodology Notes

These results are from the Health and Retirement Study and are sample averages weighted to represent the
national population age 55 and over. A donor was defined as a respondent who answered “yes” to the question
“In [Last Calendar Yeat], did you [of your husband/wife/partnet] donate money, property ot possessions
totaling $500 or more to religious or other charitable organizations?”” or whose spouse answered “yes” on their
behalf. Volunteers were defined as those answering “yes” to the question “Have you spent any time in the past
12 months doing volunteer work for religious, educational, health-related or other charitable organizations?”
Those who did not know the answer or refused to answer the question were categorized as non-donors or non-
volunteers.

40



American Charitable Bequest Demographics

U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by
giving/volunteering
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Decreasing use of wills or trusts among volunteers, donors, and others

Comment

Of critical importance to nonprofit organizations, the national trend towards decreased use of planning
documents appears to be affecting both donors and volunteers. As these are the people who make up the bulk
of charitable bequest donors, such a trend may not be positive for nonprofit organizations. However, it is
possible to name charities in a non-probate transfer title designation. But, it is unknown how common this is, or
whether it would ameliorate the negative trends seen here. Also notable is that although non-donor volunteers
with planning documents are just as likely to include a charity as non-volunteer donors, they are much less likely
to have planning documents.

Methodology Notes

A donor was defined as a respondent who answered “yes” to the question “In [Last Calendar Year], did you [or
your husband/wife/partner] donate money, property or possessions totaling $500 or more to religious or other
charitable organizations?” or whose spouse answered “yes” on their behalf. Volunteers were defined as those
answering “yes” to the question “Have you spent any time in the past 12 months doing volunteer work for
religious, educational, health-related or other charitable organizations?” Those who did not know the answer or
refused to answer the question were categorized as non-donors or non-volunteers. Those with a will or trust are
defined as those answering the question, “Do you currently have a will that is written and witnessed?” with “Yes,
will,” “Yes, will and trust,” or “No will, but have trust,” or who answered “Yes” to the question “Have you (and
your husband/wife/pattner) put any of your assets into a trust?”’
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U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable
estate recipient by wealth
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Clear wealth stratification in charitable planning frequency

Comment

The IRS statistics of income information on taxable estates demonstrates that among the wealthy (defined as
those with taxable estates), those with more wealth are more likely to engage in charitable planning. This chart
adds to that knowledge by showing that this relationship exists across the wealth spectrum, not just at the high
end seen in estate tax data. Except for a generally growing trend toward charitable planning among the
wealthiest, there do not appear to be any consistent trends over time within the wealth quintiles.
Methodology Notes

Wealth quintile cutoff points were calculated using the respondent weights from HRS data in each year. (Thus,
more or less than 20% of the sample will fall into each quintile segment as the quintiles were based upon
projected national population quintiles and not simply the sample quintiles.) For 1998-2008 the wealth variable
used was the imputed net wealth calculated by RAND and listed as the “H_ATOTA” variable. For 2010, the
new younger cohort added to the survey had not yet had this variable calculated at the time of this analysis and
so this younger group is excluded from the above chart for the 2010 survey year. As such, the standard
respondent weights were used for this 2010 analysis rather than the estimated weights.

Inclusion of a charitable estate recipient is considered present when a person answered “yes” to the question
“Have you made provisions for any charities in your will or trust?” Those who indicated that they did not know
the answer to the question or who refused to answer the question were assumed not to have a charitable plan.
The share of respondents who did not know or refused to answer was typically only about 1.0-1.5%. This
question was asked only to those who previously answer the question, “Do you currently have a will that is
written and witnessed?” with “Yes, will,” “Yes, will and trust,” or “No will, but have trust.” It thus excluded
those who indicated that they did not have a will, didn’t know if they had a will, or refused to answer the
question regarding wills.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by
wealth
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Clear wealth stratification in use of planning documents

Comment

The differences in charitable planning by wealth quintile demonstrated in the section titled “U.S. population aged
55+ planned charitable recipient by wealth” are explained, in part, by the differences in the presence of planning
documents as shown in this chart. Thus, one reason why those with lower wealth are less likely to have a
charitable estate plan is that they are less likely to have planning documents. All wealth quintiles demonstrated a
trend toward decreased use of planning documents over this period, although the trend was relatively slight in
the highest wealth quintile.

Methodology Notes

The statistics are from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to project to national means (although
the weighting scheme does not anticipate division by wealth). Wealth quintile cutoff points were calculated using
the respondent weights from HRS data in each year. (Thus, more or less than 20% of the sample will fall into
each quintile segment as the quintiles were based upon projected national population quintiles and not simply the
sample quintiles.) For 1998-2008 the wealth variable used was the imputed net wealth calculated by RAND and
listed as the “H_ATOTA” variable. For 2010, the new younger cohort added to the survey had not yet had this
variable calculated at the time of this analysis and so this younger group is excluded from the above chart for the
2010 survey year. As such, the standard respondent weights were used for this 2010 analysis rather than the
estimated weights.

Use of planning documents is based upon the HRS question, “Do you have a will that is written and signed?”
and includes responses of “No will, but have a trust,” and “Yes, will and trust.” A small number (less than one
half of one percent of the sample) answer “No” to this question, but “Yes” to a separate question about having a
funded trust. These are excluded here as they are not asked the charitable beneficiary question, which is the
focus of the present analysis.
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U.S. population aged 55+ charitable estate
recipient among those with will/trust by wealth
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Wealth stratification in charitable planning among those with plans

Comment

Part of the wealth stratification seen in charitable planning is due to the relative lack of planning documents held
by those within the lower wealth segments. However, this is not the entire story. Even among those with
planning documents there is still an association between greater wealth and increased propensity to include a
charitable plan. The distinction is not always clear with the 2™ wealth quintile (20 percentile to 40 percentile)
which in some years approximated the same level of the 1% or 3" quintile.

Methodology Notes

The statistics are from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to project to national means (although
the weighting scheme does not anticipate division by wealth). Wealth quintile cutoff points were calculated using
the respondent weights from HRS data in each year. (Thus, more or less than 20% of the sample will fall into
each quintile segment as the quintiles were based upon projected national population quintiles and not simply the
sample quintiles.) For 1998-2008 the wealth variable used was the imputed net wealth calculated by RAND and
listed as the “H_ATOTA” variable. For 2010, the new younger cohort added to the survey had not yet had this
variable calculated at the time of this analysis and so this younger group is excluded from the above chart for the
2010 survey year. As such, the standard respondent weights were used for this 2010 analysis rather than the
estimated weights which were used in other analyses.

Use of planning documents is based upon the HRS question “Do you have a will that is written and signed?”” and
includes responses of “No will, but have a trust” and “Yes, will and trust”. A small number (less than one half
of one percent of the sample) answer “no” to this question, but “yes” to a separate question about having a
funded trust. These are excluded here as they are not asked the charitable beneficiary question, which is the
focus of the present analysis.
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by
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Increasing wealth stratification in use of funded trusts

Comment

As expected, the use of funded inter vivos trusts was more likely for those with greater wealth. Although the use
of funded trusts grew for all wealth segments during this period, the growth was more notable among the higher
wealth segments. The top wealth quintile grew from 21.9% usage in 1998 to 28.7% usage in 2010. Similarly, the
wealth 4™ quintile grew from 9.1% usage to 15.9% usage; the 3 quintile grew from 4.8% usage to 8.6% usage;
the 2™ quintile from 1.8% to 2.8%; and the lowest wealth quintile from 0.5% to 1.0%.

Methodology Notes

The statistics are from the Health and Retirement Study and are weighted to project to national means (although
the weighting scheme does not anticipate division by wealth). Wealth quintile cutoff points were calculated using
the respondent weights from HRS data in each year. (Thus, more or less than 20% of the sample will fall into
each quintile segment as the quintiles were based upon projected national population quintiles and not simply the
sample quintiles.) For 1998-2008 the wealth variable used was the imputed net wealth calculated by RAND and
listed as the “H_ATOTA” variable. For 2010, the new younger cohort added to the survey had not yet had this
variable calculated at the time of this analysis and so this younger group is excluded from the above chart for the
2010 survey year. As such, the standard respondent weights were used for this 2010 analysis rather than the
estimated weights.

Those with a funded trust are defined as respondents answering “yes” to the question, “Have you (and your
husband/wife/partner) put any of your assets into a trust?” It does not include respondents who volunteered
that they had a trust in response to the question, “Do you currently have a will that is written and witnessed?”,
but did not answer “yes” to the question, “Have you (and your husband/wife/partner) put any of your assets
into a trust?”
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Examining Estates of Deceased Survey

Respondents

__ T

Over 10,000 respondents who had been in the Health and Retirement Study or its
predecessor surveys have died during the panel. Surviving relatives (or close friends in some
cases) were interviewed following the respondent’s death to determine, among other things,
what had happened to the respondent’s assets. In some cases the initial interview with
surviving relatives or friends did not provide complete answers to all questions. At times this
could relate to the time needed for completing estate administration. In these cases, new
interviews were conducted during subsequent survey years (i.e., every two years) to
ascertain the missing information. Such follow up interviews continued indefinitely until
estate administration was completed and the missing information was obtained.
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Distributed estates where decedent reported
having a written and witnessed will (n=6,063)
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Reported wills are often lost or unused

Comment

Among the over 6,000 “written and witnessed” wills reported to have existed in the most recent survey response
prior to the decedent’s death, only 38% were actually probated. In 16% of cases the will was never found. In
19% of cases the will was found but non-probate transfers resulted in complete distribution of the estate. In
11% of cases a living trust was used in such a way as to make probate unnecessary. (Typically, probate in these
cases would have involved only a pour-over will transferring any assets to the trust that had not been
appropriately retitled prior to death.) In 10% of the cases the will was unnecessary as the estate contained
nothing much of value. And in the remaining 6% of cases no reason was given for the lack of probating the will.
As the surveys were given every two years, the most recent survey wave would have occurred, on average, one
year prior to the time of death. These results amplify the relative weakness of a will in ultimately disposing of
the assets of the estate, a result that will likely continue given the expansive use of transfer-on-death type non-
probate transfers. The need for comprehensive estate planning advice is highlighted by the reality that most
reported wills ultimately control no assets.

Methodology Notes: The presence of a will was based upon the response to the question “Did [decedent’s
name] have a will that was written and witnessed?” Whether or not a will had been probated was based upon the
answer to the question “Has [her/his] will been probated?” The division of assets among those with an
unprobated will was based upon the response to the question “The next questions are about [decedent name]'s
assets and possessions, excluding any life insurance. Have they been divided up among the heirs, have they not
yet been distributed, was there nothing of much value to distribute, or what?” For estates in which multiple
interviews were necessaty to ascertain information (a.k.a. “post-exit” interviews), the decedent was considered to
have no will only if a will was never reported as existing in any interview. A will was considered to have been
probated if any interview indicated that the will had been probated, even if this answer was changed in a later
interview. Finally, the classification of “Unprobated will: other” was given only if no reason for the lack of
probating the will was ever given in any interview.
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Distributed estates where decedent reported
having a funded trust (n=913)
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Comment

As compared with 38% of cases in which having a self-reported will resulted in an actual probated will at death,
75% of cases of reported funded trusts during life resulted in the report of a funded trust after death. An
additional 10% report transfers were made through a probated will. Thus, only 15% of these estates were
transferred without the use of planning documents. The relative effectiveness of lifetime reported trusts, as
compared with wills, is especially notable given the private nature of trusts. The nearest relatives are required by
law to be notified of a will probate process, but no such notification is required of a funded trust. This suggests
that the near relative interviewed might be less likely to know of the existence of a trust (which is private) than of
a probated will (which is public).

Methodology Notes

The presence of a funded trust was based upon the response to the question “Before [her/his] death, had
[Decedent’s name] put any of [her/his] assets into a trust?” The presence of a will was based upon the response
to the question “Did [decedent’s name| have a will that was written and witnessed?” Whether or not a will had
been probated was based upon the answer to the question “Has [her/his] will been probated?” The division of
assets among those without a trust or a probated will was based upon the response to the question “The next
questions are about [decedent name]'s assets and possessions, excluding any life insurance. Have they been
divided up among the heirs, have they not yet been distributed, was there nothing of much value to distribute, or
what?”

For estates in which multiple interviews were necessary to ascertain information (a.k.a. “post-exit” interviews),
the decedent was considered to have no documents only if a will or trust was never reported as existing in any
interview. A funded trust was considered to have existed if it was reported in any interview. A will was
considered to have been probated if any interview indicated that the will had been probated, even if this answer
was changed in a later interview. The classification of “Unprobated will: other” was given only if no reason for
the lack of probating the will was ever given in any interview.
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Distributed estates where decedent reported
having a planned charitable gift (n-4ss)
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Comment

Among those who reported having a charitable estate plan in the most recent survey completed prior to death,
only 41% actually generated a charitable transfer at death. One common factor explaining part of this
discrepancy is that married couples frequently have all assets going to the surviving spouse with any charitable
transfers occurring at the death of the surviving spouse. In such a case, the report of a charitable plan may be
entirely accurate but the charitable distribution is simply delayed until the death of the surviving spouse.
Nevertheless, 30% of those who reported having a charitable plan did not generate any post-mortem gifts and
also had no surviving spouse. Here we have a clear discrepancy between the lifetime report and actual post-
mortem transfers. One source of this problem may be that respondents had a will with a charitable plan, but the
will actually controlled no assets. Assets that are jointly titled with right of survivorship or have a beneficiary
designation (e.g., “transfer on death”) are not controlled by the will. The common practice of naming children
in financial account beneficiary designations may result in the will controlling few, if any assets. Such an
argument corresponds with the 11% of decedents who had no surviving spouse and who left a will, but the will
was not probated — presumably, because there were no assets titled in such a way as to require the will for
transfer of title. An additional 5% of decedents had no documents found at death. This can result from lost
documents or, in some cases, intentional destruction by heirs who would be more benefitted by intestate
succession. Finally, 14% left no surviving spouse and did have a probated will or funded trust, but still generated
no charitable gift. Such discrepancy might be explained by contingent charitable gifts where the contingency was
not met, by changes in the plan occurring after the date of the most recent survey response, or by inaccurate
reporting during life.

Methodology Notes: Decedents who reported having a planned charitable gift were those answering “yes” to
the question “Have you made provisions for any charities in your will or trust?” in their most recent response
prior to death. The most recent response was typically in the last survey wave prior to death, but could have
been earlier if no response was made in the final survey.
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Distributed estates where decedent with no surviving
spouse reported having a planned charitable gift
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Increased likelihood of gift fulfillment with reported trust v. will

Comment

These charts examine only those who reported a charitable estate plan in the most recent survey response prior
to death and who died with no surviving spouse. In this scenario we would normally expect for the charity to
receive an estate gift after the death of the respondent. But, even in this scenario a substantial share of estates do
not generate any charitable transfers. Those indicating a planned charitable gift who reported having a funded
trust during life were more likely to actually generate charitable transfers after death. This could be due to
several factors. First, the problem of assets titled in such a way as to pass outside the planning documents is
usually less of a problem with funded trusts as the funding operation requires retitling, bringing this issue to the
forefront. Second, the problem of lost documents may be less of an issue with trusts. Trust documents are
required for lifetime transfers of assets and thus are actually used in the regular conduct of financial affairs.
Wills, in contrast, have no function prior to death and may not be revisited regularly. Nefarious document
destruction may be less of an issue with trusts because, with assets actually titled in the name of a trust,
destroying a trust document does not cleanly result in transfer of the assets to the closest heirs by intestate
succession as it would with destruction of a will document. Finally, trusts are more commonly used by those
with larger estates, which are less likely to exhaust before paying charitable beneficiaries. (For an analysis finding
that wealth differences are not solely responsible for this difference in document effectiveness see: James, R. N,
II1. (2009). Wills, trusts, and charitable estate planning: A panel study of document effectiveness. Financial Counseling &
Planning, 20(1), 3-14.)

Methodology Notes

These graphs consider only fully distributed estates. (Including estates that were not fully distributed might
disadvantage wills as probate often takes longer than trust administration, and might lead to a mistaken
conclusion where an ultimately charitable estate simply had not yet paid its charitable beneficiaries.)
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Both wealth and bequest donor status associated with older age at death

Comment

This chart shows the linear trend line relating estate size with median age at death. Larger estates and those
containing a charitable bequest are both associated with older age of death. [Estate size is measured in deciles
where the 10" decile represents those with estates in the top 10% of all estates in the sample.] As demonstrated
above, these appear to be separate factors. Both of these factors push the realization of estate bequest gifts
dollars to a much older decedent age than might otherwise be expected. Additionally, as more than half of all
charitable bequest dollars were generated by female decedents (see other chart), this gender imbalance further
pushes estate bequest gift dollars to older decedent ages.

Methodology Notes

This sample looks at all deaths occurring in the AHEAD since 1993 and HRS since 1996. Because the AHEAD
sample was much older, these numbers should not be taken as representative of the over 55 typical age at death,
as the sample was overweighted in the older ages for deaths occurring prior to the 1998 HRS wave when the
survey began to be representative of entire 55+ population. The estate size deciles were based upon the total
number of estates from deceased survey respondents, and do not necessarily reflect national estate size decile
divisions. The lines represent the simple linear trend lines from the median age at death within each estate decile
for all estates or only those estates including a charitable bequest gift. The underlying data points are not plotted
here to avoid cluttering the graph, and also, given the relatively small sample within some charitable bequest
estate deciles, the individual decile medians vary widely. Note that the deciles used were based upon the total
number of estates from all respondents and were not recalculated separately for the charitable bequest estates or
for each gender. As a result either fewer or more than ten percent of all charitable bequest observations may be
found in each wealth decile for a particular gender or donor group.

53



Dr. Russell James

Cumulative percentage of charitable bequest
dollars by donor age at death
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Over 80% of charitable bequest dollars came from decedents aged 80+

Comment

In the deaths occurring in survey respondents after the Health and Retirement Survey began representing the
entire 55+ U.S. population in 1998 where both age and charitable bequest amount were available, 83.5% of all
charitable bequest dollars came from donors dying at age 80 or older. The majority of all charitable bequest
dollars came from those dying in their 80s. Given improvements in medical technology driving the relatively
rapid expansion in population groups at the oldest ages, it is likely that this over-representation of the oldest old
will increase in future years.

Methodology Notes

This chart excludes all deaths occurring before 1999 because prior to the 1998 Health and Retirement Survey,
the sample did not cover the entire age 55+ population. The chart excludes all decedents for whom a reliable
charitable gift estimate could not be made, or for whom the exact age at death was not ascertained. These
exclusions resulted in a sample of 343 decedents making charitable bequests. All gifts were truncated to a
maximum of $1MM. Without this reduction, a few estates would dominate the graph, and the association with
the oldest ages would become even stronger, with nearly 1/3 coming from estates of decedents over age 95. The
amounts shown are the result of applying the donor’s most recent positive lifetime weighting for projection to
the national population. Using the unweighted sample produces similar results, although with a slightly larger
share being attributed to those age 90+. The unweighted cumulative totals were 55-59: 0.92% (0.43%), 60-64:
1.95%(1.38%), 65-69: 3.64% (2.89%), 70-74: 10.36% (9.23%), 75-79: 16.53% (16.41%), 80-84: 32.39% (32.08%),
85-89: 70.92% (65.62%), 90-94: 90.37% (88.48%), 95+: 100.00% (100.00%)
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Living reports of decedents who Living reports of decedents by
generated charitable estate gifts share of total charitable estate $

Most realized charitable planning is completed relatively near death

Comment: A substantial number of decedents appear to have added a charitable component to their estate
plans in the years leading up to the time of death. However, these late-change gifts are, on average, of a smaller
size than the longer-term planned gifts. For 36% of estate donors, every response to the charitable planning
question was negative, including the last one asked within two years of the date of death. (Note that because the
lifetime survey is given approximately every two years, this time frame would have included the most recent
survey opportunity for most decedents.) This 36% of estate donors generated only 18% of the total estate gift
dollars. However, those 10% of estate donors who also responded negatively to the last inquiry made within two
years of the date of death, but who had previously reported the presence of a charitable plan, generated 21% of
total estate gift dollars. Thus, it appears that when reportedly dropped charitable plans re-emerge near the end of
life, they represent relatively larger gifts than truly new end of life charitable plans. Similarly, the 21% of estate
donors for whom every response to the charitable planning question was positive generated 40% of the total
estate gift dollars. In total 2/3 of donors (representing over half of all charitable estate dollars) gave a negative
response to the charitable plan question at some point within five years of the date of death. This suggests that
planning within the final five years prior to death is particularly critical. Combining these results with the
previous findings regarding the relatively older age of decedents who generate the bulk of charitable estate gifts
suggests that late life planning is critical.

Methodology Notes: At times the lifetime survey questions may be answered not by the respondent but by
another person on behalf of the respondent. This often occurs when the health or mental condition of the
respondent does not permit direct answering. Most commonly the proxy respondent is the spouse, but it can be
another caretaker. Because information provided by the spouse or caretaker regarding the decedent’s estate
plans may be less reliable, in this analysis we consider only responses provided directly by the respondent.
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Lifetime reports of will/trust among decedents
dying with planning documents
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Estate donors less likely to be new to planning

Comment

Although another chart suggests that much charitable planning is accomplished within the few years approaching
the date of death, this chart suggests that this shift to charitable planning is not driven by those who had no
previous estate planning documents. Over 93% of decedents who made a charitable estate transfer already
reported having a will or trust document in the surveys given in the decade prior to death. This differs from the
overall pattern which reflects a stronger tendency to create initial planning documents nearer to the time of
death.

This chart examines all decedents who died with planning documents, either a will (n=5847) or funded trust
(n=1312). The time immediately prior to death (here approximately 0-2 years between the most recent survey
and time of death), appears particularly important for adoption of a funded trust.

Methodology Notes

It is important to note that the total number of observations is smaller in each subsequent survey wave, as fewer
decedents were in the survey in prior years. This analysis does overweight older donors in eatlier survey waves
as this is more likely to be concentrated in the 1993 or 1995 AHEAD waves, which, in 1993, was intended to
represent the population over age 75. Because older age is associated with planning, this has the effect of raising
the right had side of the curves higher than they might otherwise have been.
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Charitable bequests by gender and marital status
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Unmarried have less wealth but generate more charitable bequests

Comment

Respondents dying with a surviving spouse represented 58% of the total estate wealth transferred, but only 29%
of charitable bequests dollars transferred. Married male decedents controlled the largest amount of total estate
wealth (40%), but left only 19% of all charitable bequest dollars. Married female decedents controlled 18% of
total estate wealth, but left only 10% of all charitable bequest dollars. This corresponds with the common
practice of leaving all assets to the surviving spouse. Two-thirds of all bequests by number and 71% by dollar
amount came from those with no surviving spouse. Unmarried females generated almost half of all charitable
bequests by number. But, largely due to the lower estate sizes of unmarried females, these bequests represented
only 36% of total bequest dollar transferred to charity. In contrast to married male decedents, unmarried male
decedents generated charitable bequests more than double their share of total estate wealth. Among those with
no surviving spouse, women were more likely than men to leave a charitable bequest (6.7% v. 5.2%), but men
left larger gifts ($113,389 v. $41,504).

Methodology Notes

These statistics are based upon all respondents dying during the HRS or AHEAD surveys captured in the exit or
post-exit interviews. As before, charitable bequest gift amounts were artificially capped at §1MM. One large gift
of $62MM+ in the unmarried male category would have otherwise dominated the analysis.
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Lifetime giving and volunteering by estate donors
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Estate givers may not be your donors, but they often used to be

Comment

It is not surprising that those with planned gifts are more likely to be donors or volunteers during lifetime (see
section titled “U.S. population aged 55+ planned charitable estate recipients among those with will/trust by
giving/volunteering”). However, this chart shows that in the years leading up to the actual charitable estate
transfer, the tendency to give or volunteer drops notably. Barely half of all charitable estate donors indicated
that they were making any charitable gifts in the last survey wave prior to death. At the same time, many
charitable estate planning decisions are made within the last two years prior to death (see section titled “Living
reports of decedents who generated charitable estate gifts/$”). Thus, it appeats that these critical decisions are
being made at a time when about half of those who ultimately generate charitable gifts are not donors to any
charitable organizations. This issue is explored in more detail later in an examination of lifetime changes to
charitable plans. Although not shown here, this trend of reduced giving and volunteering in the years
approaching death is also seen for those who do not leave a charitable estate gift. Thus, the general reduction as

one approaches death may relate to other issues such as health, cognition, and medical expenses. (For an analysis of
late-life reduction in charitable giving see: Wiepking, P. & James, R. N., III (2013). Why are the oldest old less generous? Explanations
for the unexpected age-related drop in charitable giving. Ageing & Society, 33(3), 486-510.)

Methodology Notes: The survey asks only about whether the total of all charitable gifts given in the previous
12 months exceeded $500. The intent is to limit positive responses due solely to social acceptability bias (the
argument being that I can answer “no” and it doesn’t mean that I never give to anyone) and to ignore minor
behaviors like dropping a few dollars into an offering plate or a cultural attraction donation box. Only those
who ultimately generated a charitable estate transfer after death are included in the above analysis. Volunteers
were defined as those answering “yes” to the question “Have you spent any time in the past 12 months doing
volunteer work for religious, educational, health-related or other charitable organizations?”
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10-Year retention of charitable estate plans
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Most still report charitable plans 10 years later

Comment

This chart examines those who initially reported the presence of a charitable plan and then, approximately 10
years later, again reported whether or not they still had a charitable plan. The older age group is included
separately as the initial surveys for this age group started eatlier. There do not appear to be strong age-related
retention differences between the groups. All groups appear to approximate a 55% retention rate over 10 years.
It is important to note that this measures the inclusion of any charitable beneficiaries. Thus, even among those
who retained a charitable plan, the charitable beneficiaries included 10 years later may differ from the initial
charitable beneficiaries.

Methodology Notes

At first, a 55% retention rate may appear to contradict the results of the 2000 NCPG survey (Planned Giving in
the United States 2000: A Survey of Donors) which found among those with a charitable plan “nearly three-
quarters have never revised their charitable bequest”. Note, however that the NCPG survey (1) used one-time
recall rather than repeatedly measuring current status (2) involved recall of an action that may have reflected
negatively on the respondent by revealing that he or she was in error, or at least flip-flopping, on his or her
earlier charitable decision (3) was limited to those desiring to complete an entire survey on charitable planning,
thus excluding those with more limited interest in charities and revealing their charitable preferences, and most
importantly (4) looked backwards for those with current charitable plans. If we also looked backwards to
identify those with a current charitable plan who had dropped a charitable plan in the previous decade, we find
such dropping occurred in 26.5%-30.5% of cases for the older group and 25.2%-25.7% for the younger group,
thus bringing the results closer to those found in the 2000 NCPG survey.
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Looking backwards among those who have a current charitable plan may be required for a cross-sectional
survey, but it answers a question different than the one answered here. The backward looking question is similar
to trying to estimate the likelihood that a new marriage will end in divorce by examining the number of married
people who have previously been divorced. The two questions are different. For example, if every marriage
ended in divorce and no divorced person ever remarried, then the percentage of married people who had
previously been divorced would be 0% and the likelihood that a new marriage would end in divorce would be
100%. A similar effect is at work here. In order for a person with a current charitable plan to report that he or
she had dropped a charitable plan in the past requires an initial addition, then a drop, then another addition or
retention of a charitable beneficiary. This backwards looking question simply a different than estimating the
likelihood that a new charitable plan will stay in place until maturation of the gift.

Note also, that estate planning changes are most common with changes in family structure (such as birth of a
new grandchild or widowhood) or with new mortality reminders (such as diagnosis with serious illness). Both of
these may be more likely during the older ages surveyed here as compared with the relatively stability of younger
age groups such as those in their 40s. Thus, comparable surveys that include these younger respondents may
show more stability in retention of plans over the same period of time, due to age differences.

There is, of course, a risk that these changes over time reflect “errors” in the respondents recall of his or her
estate plans. In other words, the document may not have changed, but only the response to the question
changed. One concern is that these type of errors may especially common among the oldest population groups
due to increased risk of cognitive impairment. However, the above results show similar retention rates for the
younger group (50-69) and the older group (70+) suggesting that age-related cognitive impairment is not driving
these results. Further, recall errors seem less likely in this longitudinal setting where the respondents are
consistently asked this same question survey wave after survey wave, as compared with a one-time cross-
sectional survey where the question, and hence the recall task, is novel.

The averages in the chart are based upon only those who responded to both the charitable planning question
initially and 10-years later. It thus excludes any who were not surveyed, responded with “don’t know”, or
refused to respond to either the initial or ending question. Thus, inclusion in the analysis requires an affirmative
response to both the initial and ending question. (If, however, the ending question response was that respondent
had no estate planning documents — no will or trust — then this is taken as a negative response to the question as
to whether or not those documents named a charitable beneficiary.) The 1993 AHEAD survey was taken in
calendar years 1993 and 1994 with a slight majority of surveys being gathered in 1994. The 1995 AHEAD
survey was taken in calendar years 1995 and 1996 with a slight majority of survey being gathered in 1995. The
later surveys were taken in the calendar year noted. Thus, the first two bars represent slightly longer time
petiods, on average, than the second two. The results with no age restrictions were 185 (1993/4-2004) retention
of 51.3% and initial age mean 77.14 range 38-98; 151 (1995/6-20006) retention of 53.0% and initial age mean
78.70 range 40-96; 599 (1998-2008) retention of 57.1% and initial age mean 69.29 range 43-99; 601 (2000-2010)
retention of 55.4% and initial age mean 69.7 range 37-101
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Which single-item lifetime factors best predict the
likelihood of leaving a charitable estate gift after death?

Likelihood A by __ percentage

Rank Variable points Comparing

1% years giving $500+ 8.69% 100% v. 0%

2% years reporting funded trust 13.99% 100% v. 0%

3 Highest $ year of giving 0.15% +5$1000

4 Average S giving per year 0.29% +5$1000

5Gave $500+ in last report 6.41% Yes v. No

6 of givingin last report 0.24% +5$1000

7 Funded trust in last report 9.37% Yes v. No

8 No offspring exists 8.21% Yes v. No

9% of years reporting a will 5.22% 100% v. 0%
10Last reported wealth 0.14% doubles
11 Living children at last report -7.36% Yes v. No
12 Average reported wealth 0.20% doubles
13 Highest reported wealth 0.19% doubles
14 Will in last report 3.97% Yes v. No
15 Not a high school graduate -3.60% v. all other levels
16 % years volunteering 100+ hrs 6.21% 100% v. 0%
17 Grandchildren at last report -3.77% Yes v. No
18Trend in reported wealth 3.01% 40% growth trend v. no growth
19 Graduate education 5.28% v. all other levels
20Number of children -0.53% + 1 child
21Bachelor's degree 5.22% v. all other levels
22100+ vol. hours at last report 3.53% Yes v. No
23Some (< 4 years) college 3.15% v. all other levels
24Female 1.95% v. male
25 Average volunteer hrs per year 0.91% +100 hours
26 Married -1.85% v. not married
27 % of years as homeowner 1.73% 100% v. 0%
28Highest vol. hours reported 0.34% +100 hours
29 Last volunteer hours reported 0.44% +100 hours
30Homeowner at last report 0.95% V. not own
31Age at death 0.17% +10 years
32Lowest reported wealth -0.03% doubles

Comment

This chart lists the relative importance of statistically significant variables in predicting the presence of an actual
charitable estate transfer after death. This analysis examines each variable by itself, i.e., assuming that nothing
else is known about the person. Because of this, these percentages cannot be combined. For example, once
you know the average giving level and highest giving level, the lowest giving level isn’t that important anymore.
The top 10 factors included lifetime giving, presence of trust, childlessness, presence of will, and wealth.
Methodology Notes: The 32 items above are statistically significant (p<.05) predictors of post-mortem
charitable transfers ranked by relative R* value using individual linear probability models with no other
regressors. Race variables were also significant, due in part to association with wealth. The following variables
were not statistically significant: High school education v. all other levels, linear trend in charitable giving
amounts reported, whether or not the death was expected, the number of days between the start of the last
illness and death, whether or not the cause of death was cancet, the linear trend in the number of volunteer
hours reported, whether or not the person was ever diagnosed with cancer.
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What are the best multi-item models to predict the
likelihood of leaving a charitable estate gift after death?

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Base rate 236% 1.47% 1.49% 1.11% -2.73% -4.70% -3.20% -3.12%  -2.89% -3.03%
% years
giving 8.69% 8.85% 8.66% 6.40% 6.73% 5.96% 6.22% 6.16% 6.29% 5.68%
No offspring 8.66% 8.55% 8.60% 8.36% 9.56% 8.05% 8.00% 7.92% 7.95%
Highest giving Sk 0.12% 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.07% 0.07% 0.07%
% years reporting trust 10.19% 10.24% 8.43% 9.45% 9.36% 9.39% 9.46%
Female 2.45% 2.65% 2.00% 1.96% 1.90% 1.91%
Last wealth (doubles) 0.07% 0.08% 0.08% 0.06% 0.06%
Married -2.18% -2.23% -2.30% -2.26%
Last giving Sk 0.10% 0.10% 0.10%
Wealth trend 1.76% 1.83%
% years volunteering 2.41%

Comment: The previous table indicated the relative importance of various factors in predicting the likelihood
of leaving an estate gift after death if each single factor was the only piece of information known about the
person. However, those numbers cannot be combined. This chart addresses this shortcoming by displaying
the best 1-variable, 2-variable, 3-variable, etc. model to predict leaving an estate gift and the relative change in
predicted probability. To take an example from the 4 variable model, suppose we had a person who had no
offspring and always reported the presence of a funded trust, but made no charitable gifts. Their predicted
likelihood of leaving a charitable bequest gift would be 1.11% (the base rate) + 8.6% (childless factor) +
10.19% (funded trust factor), for a total predicted likelihood of 19.9%. In those later cases where an ultimate
predicted percentage could be negative, this should be taken to mean simply a higher confidence that there
will not be a charitable estate gift. It is important to note that the “% of years” variables represent the
percentage of years the item was reported out of all lifetime surveys taken, but that the total number of
lifetime surveys could vary from one to eight covering a period of time from one to eighteen years, depending
upon when the person entered and exited the survey. As a rule of thumb, users might think of this % variable
as applying to the ten years prior to death.

Methodology Notes: As before, all variables come from the HRS and preceding surveys, including core and
exit files. Data is incorporated from all years 1992 and forward. Due to the 1993 AHEAD sample, this
sample has a larger number of older respondents than would be the case for data collected in 1998 and
beyond. This table is generated as the result of a stepwise linear probability regression. The entry (or exit) of
variables is based upon the incremental effect on the fit of the model determined by R”. The “last wealth”
variable is the log of total wealth (based upon RAND imputations). The wealth trend is the coefficient
obtained for each respondent by regressing (OLS) each level of reported wealth by the year in which the
wealth is reported (showing the average annual growth or decline in wealth) divided by the average wealth
level across all years reported. This creates a rough approximation of the overall trend, positive or negative, in
the net worth of the decedent.
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Which single-item lifetime factors best predict the amount
of money left to charities at death?

Rank Variable S Effects Comparing
1  Average S giving per year $1,415 +$1000
2 Sofgivingin last report $1,089 + $1000
3 Highest S year of giving $562 + $1000
4  Average reported wealth $15 +$1000
5 Last reported wealth S7 +$1000
6 Highest reported wealth S4 + $1000
7 % years reporting funded trust $19,853 100% v. 0%
8 Funded trust in last report $12,441 Yes v. No
9  Gave S500+ in last report $7,946 Yes v. No
10 % years giving S500+ $8,718 100% v. 0%
11 No offspring exists $10,233 Yes v. No
12 Living children at last report -$9,346 Yes v. No
13 Bachelor's degree $10,678 v. all other levels
14 % of years reporting a will $5,047 100% v. 0%
15  Willin last report S4,137 Yes v. No
16 Grandchildren at last report -$4,870 Yes v. No
17 Number of children -5678 + 1 child
18 Graduate education $6,796 v. all other levels
19 Not a high school graduate -$3,119 v. all other levels
Comment

This chart lists the relative importance of statistically significant variables in predicting the dollar level of actual
charitable estate transfer after death. Although analyses based on the dollar level may seem more practical (and
thus more attractive) for fundraisers, such analyses are also less reliable than estimates of who will or will not
generate an estate gift. This is because dollar level regressions are heavily influenced by the few individuals who
make very large gifts. In other words, the variables can change dramatically by simply adding or removing a few
key individuals. In order to slightly modify this problem here we cap the maximum recorded estate gift at
$1,000,000 (meaning that larger gifts are recorded as $1,000,000). Nevertheless, the dollar amount estimates
should still be considered less reliable than estimates based on who is participating. As before, this analysis
examines each variable by itself, i.e., assuming that nothing else is known about the person. Because of this,
these dollar values cannot be combined for a total estimate.

Methodology Notes

The 32 items above are statistically significant (p<.05) predictors of post-mortem charitable transfers ranked by
relative R” value using individual linear probability models with no other regressors. Race variables were also
significant, due in part to association with wealth. The following variables were not statistically significant: High
school education v. all other levels, linear trend in charitable giving amounts reported, whether or not the death
was expected, the number of days between the start of the last illness and death, whether or not the cause of
death was cancer, the linear trend in the number of volunteer hours reported, whether or not the person was
ever diagnosed with cancer.
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What are the best multi-item models to predict the amount
of money left to charities at death?

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

base rate 1,499 703 -242 -199 -826 -561 -836 -636 -567 346
Average Sk

giving 1,415 1,3441,340 1,024 1,004 1,078 1,056 1,044 1,244 1,250
Last reported

wealth Sk 4 4 3 3 5 4 4 4 5
No offspring exists 9,774 9,722 9,815 9,807 9,917 9,868 9,844 9,325
Sk of giving in

last report 336 341 317 301 293 286 286
% years reporting

funded trust 9,96011,12510,049 10,01410,096 10,195
Highest reported wealth Sk 2 -4 -5 -5 -5
Average reported wealth Sk 7 10 10 10
Lowest reported wealth Sk -13 -13 -12
Highest Sk year of giving -113  -114
Married -2,409

Comment: The previous table indicated the relative importance of various factors in predicting the dollar
amount of charitable estate transfers if each single factor was the only piece of information known about the
person. However, those numbers cannot be combined. This chart addresses this shortcoming by displaying the
best 1-variable, 2-variable, 3-variable, etc. model to predict the dollar amount of charitable estate giving. To take
an example from the 4 variable model, suppose we had a person who over the last 10 years gave, on average,
$1,000 per year to charity, was worth $1,000,000 in the most recent survey prior to death, had children, and gave
$2,000 to charity in the year of the last survey prior to death. The predicted charitable estate gift for the person
would be -$199 (the base rate) + $1,024 (average giving of $1k) + $3,000 (1MM wealth translates at $3 x 1,000)

+ $672 ($2k of giving in the last report before death), for a total predicted dollar gift of $4,497. Thus, if we had
a large group of people with these characteristics, we would expect the group as a whole to leave an average of
$4,497 (with most leaving nothing and some leaving very large amounts). Because we are looking at dollar
amounts, the wealth variables become much more important in this analysis. The negative coefficients on
highest wealth and highest giving suggests that once we know the average wealth and average giving (which are
strongly positive), having a higher high point is not good because it suggests wild fluctuations in wealth or giving.
In other words, consistently high giving or wealth is better than sharp spikes in either.

Methodology Notes: As before all variables come from the HRS and preceding surveys, including core and exit
files. Data is incorporated from all years 1992 and forward. This table is generated as the result of a stepwise
linear (OLS) regression. The entry (or exit) of variables is based upon the incremental effect on the fit of the
model determined by R*. Wealth variables were not log transformed, but are simply the numbers themselves.
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Examining Changes: Timing of Additions and
Deletions of the Charitable Component of an
Estate Plan

Because the Health and Retirement Study and its predecessors are longitudinal studies, we
can examine changes to plans over time. Additionally, we can consider what other factors
also changed during the same time to gain some insight into what might be triggers for
either adding or dropping the charitable component of an estate plan.
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What changes during life are associated with the timing of
adding a charitable plan

rank A in factor A in conditional

probability
1  The last survey before death 0.2253
2  Becoming a widow/widower 0.2265
3  Beingdiagnosed with cancer 0.2497
4  Decline in self-reported health (1 pt. on 1-5 scale) 0.0496
5 Exiting (entering) marriage 0.2062
6 Being diagnosed with heart problems 0.1675
7  Being diagnosed with a stroke 0.1647
8  First grandchild 0.1340
9  S10k change in Assets 0.0002
10 Silkchange in giving to charity 0.0012

Mortality-related events and change in family structure drive plan additions

Comment

This analysis examines WHEN a charitable component is most likely to be added to an estate plan. It looks at
what else also changed at the same time that the charitable component was added. Consequently, this excludes
any variables that don’t change (such as race or gender). The strongest predictor of adding a charitable plan was
when the survey was the last survey prior to death. This fits with findings from other sections showing that a
large amount of charitable planning is completed relatively near death. Other changes related to increased
mortality are also significant including a decline in self-reported health, and being diagnosed with cancer, heart
problems, or a stroke. Also, changes to family structure were associated with adding a charitable plan including
becoming a widow/widower, exiting marriage, and having a first grandchild. The most likely reason why
mortality-related events and change in family structure drive charitable planning additions is that these factors
simply drive planning as a whole. Thus having the first grandchild, which normally would be considered very
negative for the propensity to leave a charitable estate gift, is positively associated with adding a charitable
component most likely because it is a motivation to engage in new planning. Increasing wealth and increasing
charitable giving were also positively associated with adding a charitable component. It is important to note that
this analysis tracks when a plan adds a charitable component, meaning that in the previous survey the respondent
had reported no charitable estate beneficiaries, and in this survey the respondent reported having one or more
charitable estate beneficiaries. It does not capture shifts in charitable planning from one charity to another or
changes in the amount designated to go to charity.

Methodology Notes: The analysis is a conditional fixed effects regression (xtlogit with fe option in STATA 10).
Coefficients are converted to conditional probabilities with “mfx compute, predict (pu0)”. All other analyses in
this report were completed in SAS. Separate regressions were run for each variable and these were ranked based
upon statistical significance.
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What is the combined effect (considering both adding and
dropping) of various lifetime changes on the presence of a
charitable plan existing

rank A factor A in conditional

probability
1  Start (stop) giving 0.0798
2  Start (stop) volunteering 0.0585
3 Increase assets by 10k 0.0001
4  Increase annual volunteering hours by 100 0.0091
5 Being diagnosed with cancer 0.0728
6  Silkchange in giving to charity 0.0010
7  Becoming a widow/widower 0.0572
8 The last survey before death 0.0528

Mortality-related events and change in family structure drive plan deletions

Comment:

Many of the same factors that predicted an increased likelihood of adding a charitable component also predict an
increased likelihood of dropping a charitable component. Again, the common issue is that these factors trigger
planning. These times of planning are when all changes are made (both additions and deletions). It is important
to note that we are tracking here those who completely remove all charitable components to their plan (i.e., in
the previous survey they had reported having a charitable component and in the current survey report that they
do not have any charitable beneficiaries). This analysis does not capture charitable deletions that represent
switching from one charity to the next. Once again, mortality related events trigger planning, including the
dropping of all charitable beneficiaries. These important mortality related events include decline in self-reported
health, the survey being the last one prior to death, and being diagnosed with cancer, heart problems, or a stroke.
Changes in family structure were also important, including becoming a widow/widower, exiting marriage, and
having a first child or grandchild. Other statistically significant factors included stopping volunteering and
stopping giving. This may reflect individual who simply reject charitable causes altogether and cease all forms of
support. Conversely, starting giving or volunteering would reduce the likelihood that a preexisting charitable
plan would have been dropped. The final significant variable was exiting homeownership, i.e., switching from
owning to renting or living with a family member. It is possible that this may also be a mortality related variable
to the extent that leaving homeownership was associated with projecting permanent residence in a nursing home
or other medically assisted rental arrangement. Methodology Notes: The analysis is a conditional fixed effects
regression (xtlogit with fe option in STATA 10). Coefficients are converted to conditional probabilities with
“mfx compute, predict (pu0)”. All other analyses in this report were completed in SAS. Separate regressions
were run for each variable and these were ranked based upon statistical significance. The drop variable was 1 in
any survey wave in which the respondent reported having no charitable plan following a survey wave in which
the respondent reported having had a charitable plan, and was otherwise 0.
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What is the combined effect (considering both adding and
dropping) of various lifetime changes on the presence of a
charitable plan existing

rank A factor A in conditional

probability
1  Start (stop) giving 0.0798
2  Start (stop) volunteering 0.0585
3  Increase assets by 10k 0.0001
4  Increase annual volunteering hours by 100 0.0091
5 Being diagnosed with cancer 0.0728
6 Slkchange in giving to charity 0.0010
7/ Becoming a widow/widower 0.0572
8  The last survey before death 0.0528

Charitable planning positively affected by increasing wealth, giving and
volunteering, as well as approaching mortality and widowhood

Comment

Because many factors trigger both additions and deletions of the charitable component to an estate plan, their
net effect is uncertain. This analysis combines both additions and deletions to determine the net effect of
changes in these variables on the presence of a charitable estate plan. Changes in two mortality variables, being
diagnosed with cancer and being the last survey before death, were positively associated with a net addition of
charitable plans, as was becoming a widow/widower. Other significant changes were those associated with
increasing involvement with charity including starting to give (i.e., did not report giving in the previous survey
and did report giving in the current survey), starting to volunteer, increasing giving amounts, and increasing
volunteering hours. Finally, increasing wealth was also positively associated with an increased likelihood of
having a charitable component.

Methodology Notes

The analysis is a conditional fixed effects regression (xtlogit with fe option in STATA 10). Coefficients are
converted to conditional probabilities with “mfx compute, predict (pu0)”. All other analyses in this report were
completed in SAS. Separate regressions were run for each variable and these were ranked based upon statistical
significance. The combined variable was 1 in any survey wave in which the respondent reported having a
charitable plan and 0 in any survey wave in which the respondent reported not having a charitable plan.
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Appendix A: Data tables underlying charts

Historical: Live Births

1914 (Age 1915 (Age 1916 (Age 1917 (Age 1918 (Age 1919 (Age 1920 (Age
99) 98) 97) 96) 95) 94) 93)
2966000 2965000 2964000 2944000 2948000 2740000 2950000
1924 (Age 1925 (Age 1926 (Age 1927 (Age 1928 (Age 1929 (Age 1930 (Age
89) 88) 87) 86) 85) 84) 83)
2979000 2909000 2839000 2802000 2674000 2582000 2618000
1934 (Age 1935(Age 1936 (Age 1937 (Age 1938 (Age 1939 (Age 1940 (Age
79) 78) 77) 76) 75) 74) 73)
2396000 2377000 2355000 2413000 2496000 2466000 2559000
1944 (Age 1945 (Age 1946 (Age 1947 (Age 1948 (Age 1949 (Age 1950 (Age
69) 68) 67) 66) 65) 64) 63)
2939000 2858000 3411000 3817000 3637000 3649000 3632000
1954 (Age 1955 (Age 1956 (Age 1957 (Age 1958 (Age 1959 (Age 1960 (Age
59) 58) 57) 56) 55) 54) 53)
4078000 4097000 4218000 4300000 4255000 4244796 4257850
1964 (Age 1965 (Age 1966 (Age 1967 (Age 1968 (Age 1969 (Age 1970 (Age
49) 48) 47) 46) 45) 44) 43)
4027490 3760358 3606274 3520959 3501564 3600206 3731386
1974 (Age 1975 (Age 1976 (Age 1977 (Age 1978 (Age 1979 (Age 1980 (Age
39) 38) 37) 36) 35) 34) 33)
3159958 3144198 3167788 3326632 3333279 3494398 3612258

Total Resident Population by 5-Year Age Groups in Thousands
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
18,184 18,240 18,628 19,122 19,661 20,200 20,754 21,244
13,596 14,771 15,355 16,092 16,842 17,744 17,796 18,175
10,953 11,342 11,972 12,421 12,848 13,128 14,269 14,809
9,411 9,487 9,685 9,928 10,086 10,350 10,721 11,328
8,744 8,642 8,491 8,375 8,375 8,364 8,440 8,625
7,401 7,387 7,440 7,432 7,429 7,435 7,361 7,247
5,070 5,228 5,334 5,432 5,514 5,515 5,523 5,579
2,772 2,835 2,888 2,954 3,028 3,143 3,256 3,336
1,218 1,257 1,305 1,351 1,402 1,446 1,488 1,527
375 391 409 425 442 462 482 507
72 76 82 88 96 101 107 114

Total Deathsin the U.S.

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
1927542 1963944 1973003 1934388 1892879 1909440 1899597
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
1977931 1974797 2019201 2029369 2066440 2105361 2123323
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
2169516 2175613 2262553 2278994 2312132 2314690 2314245
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
2416425 2443387 2448288 2397615 2448017 2426264 2423712

Percent Childless Women at Age 40-44 in U.S.

10.2%1982 (71-76)
10.9%1983 (70-75)
9.8%1984 (69-74)
10.1%1985 (68-73)
9.5%1986 (67-72)

11.0%1987 (66-71)
10.1%1988 (65-70)
11.1%1990 (63-68)
11.4%1992 (61-66)
13.2%1994 (59-64)

73

14.2%1995 (57-62)
14.7%1998 (55-60)
16.0%2000 (53-58)
15.7%2002 (51-56)
17.5%2004 (49-54)

17.9%
19.3%

1921 (Age
92) 1922 (Age 91)
3055000 2882000
1931 (Age
82) 1932 (Age 81)
2506000 2440000
1941 (Age
72) 1942 (Age 71)
2703000 2989000
1951 (Age
62) 1952 (Age 61)
3823000 3913000
1961 (Age
52) 1962 (Age 51)
4268326 4167362
1971 (Age
42) 1972 (Age 41)
3555970 3258411
1981 (Age 1982 (Age 1983 (Age
32) 31) 30)
3629238 3680537 3638933
2009 2010 2011
21,611 21,934 22,193
18,661 19,177 19,707
15,490 16,252 17,113
11,758 12,159 12,411
8,848 8,995 9,239
7,163 G175 7,179
5,588 5,600 5,619
3,411 3,476 3,493
1,573 1,625 1,701
531 556 579
121 129 137
1978 1979
1927768 1913241
1988 1989
2167999 2150466
1998 1999
2337256 2391399
2008 2009 2010
2471984 2437163 2468435
17.5%2006 (47-52) 20.4%
19.0%2008 (45-50) 17.8%
19.0%2010 (43-48) 18.8%
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U.S. Population Share with Bachelor’s Degree and Above

Year 55+ 35to 54 55+ 35to 54 55+ 35to 54 55+ 35to 54
1970 7.5% 11.4% 1980 9.9% 18.3% 1991 14.1% 25.8% 2002 20.7% 29.2%
1971 7.7% 11.8% 1981 10.2% 18.9% 1992 14.2% 25.7% 2003 21.7% 29.9%
1972 7.9% 12.2% 1982 10.8% 19.6% 1993 14.7% 26.1% 2004 23.0% 30.0%
1973 7.9% 13.2% 1983 11.6% 21.2% 1994 15.1% 26.7% 2005 23.3% 29.7%
1974 7.9% 13.8% 1984 11.6% 22.0% 1995 15.4% 27.2% 2006 24.0% 30.2%
1975 8.1% 14.1% 1985 11.7% 23.0% 1996 16.5% 27.0% 2007 24.3% 31.2%
1976 8.9% 14.6% 1986 11.7% 22.9% 1997 17.2% 26.8% 2008 25.5% 31.3%
1977 8.9% 15.5% 1987 12.1% 23.7% 1998 17.8% 27.4% 2009 26.4% 30.9%
1978 8.9% 16.3% 1988 12.5% 24.5% 1999 18.4% 28.2% 2010 26.9% 31.2%
1979 9.7% 17.4% 1989 13.3% 25.5% 2000 18.9% 28.5% 2011 27.2% 32.1%
1990 13.9% 25.4% 2001 19.6% 29.1% 2012 27.6% 32.5%
U.S. aged 55+ giving ($500+) and volunteering (100+ hours)
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
(n=18,987) (n=18,142) (n=17,353) (n=17,464) (n=17,033)  (n=16,464)  (n=18,370) (projected)
volunteer 0.304963 0.312957 0.327038 0.338287 0.343592 0.338903 0.371358 0.372104
charitable giving 0.436725 0.452354 0.466711 0.478304 0.494797 0.481326 0.501758 0.5133

Charitable beneficiary among those aged 55+ with a will or trust

1998 (n=18,987) 2000 (n=18,142) 2002 (n=17,353) 2004 (n=17,464) 2006 (n=17,033) 2008 (n=16,464) 2010 (n=18,370) 2012 (projected)

8.28% 9.6% 9.6% 9.5% 10.1% 10.12% 10.0% 10.3%
Charitable beneficiary among those with a will or trust by age segment
1993 1995/6 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012(p)
55-64 7.60% 8.28% 9.93% 10.18% 11.20% 11.68% 11.14% 11.62% 12.56%
65-74 7.08% 8.96% 8.93% 7.47% 8.78% 8.88% 9.53% 9.52%
75+ 9.23% 9.91% 9.52% 9.96% 9.52% 9.49% 9.58% 10.06% 8.59% 9.18%

1998 (n=18,987) 2000 (n=18,142) 2002 (n=17,353)

U.S. 55+ population with a will or trust
2006 (n=17,033) 2008 (n=16,464) 2010 (n=18,370) 2012 (projected)

2004 (n=17,464)

61.2% 61.2% 60.8% 58.9% 58.7% 56.1% 53.9%
5.1% 5.9% 5.8% 5.6% 5.9% 5.7% 5.4%
U.S. population aged 55+ with a will or trust by age segment
1993 1995/6 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
55-64 50.7% 49.2% 50.1% 49.8% 46.7% 46.7% 44.1% 40.8%
65-74 65.0% 64.1% 63.5% 63.3% 62.2% 60.3% 58.7%
69.4% 75+ 74.0% 74.7% 74.7% 75.3% 74.6% 75.5% 75.0% 74.0%
U.S. population aged 55+ with a with a charitable estate beneficiary
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
5.07% 5.89% 5.82% 5.58% 5.93% 5.67% 5.37%
U.S. population aged 55+ comparative use of funded trust or will alone
Funded Trust 0.078148 0.092678 0.093139 0.109197 0.111624 0.107666 0.108816
Will Only 0.538805 0.524445 0.518588 0.486666 0.482034 0.460045 0.438103
U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by age segment
1993 1995/6 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
55-64 0.044473  0.047344 0.056788 0.054803 0.055602 0.063463  0.060798 0.061331
65-74 0.08841 0.102793 0.107179 0.13067 0.129435 0.130697 0.12915
75+ 0.090517 0.096278  0.112286  0.135293 0.138531 0.176614 0.175743 0.174506 0.1783
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will alone by age segment
1993 1995/6 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
55-64 0.46649 0.449229 0.448063 0.446063 0.415448 0.407805 0.385601 0.353487
65-74 0.565665 0.544462 0.530884 0.511217 0.49946 0.480011 0.464895
0.609906 75+ 0.645559  0.641582  0.616857  0.620108 0.58051 0.591348  0.585222  0.573158
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient in will or trust by household type
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Married Households 5.2% 6.2% 6.0% 5.9% 6.3% 6.2% 6.1%
Single Female HH 5.1% 5.5% 5.7% 4.9% 5.1% 5.0% 4.4%
Single Male HH 4.2% 4.8% 5.0% 5.1% 5.5% 4.3% 3.7%
U.S. Population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient among those with will or trust by household type
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Married Households 8.07% 9.69% 9.50% 9.60% 10.37% 10.45% 10.39%
Single Female HH 8.80% 9.56% 9.77% 8.81% 9.04% 9.39% 9.02%
Single Male HH 8.40% 9.28% 9.49% 10.40% 11.02% 9.52% 9.43%
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by household type
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Married Households 64.3% 64.4% 62.9% 61.6% 61.0% 58.9% 59.1%
Single Female HH 57.8% 57.4% 58.3% 55.6% 55.9% 53.4% 49.3%
Single Male HH 50.3% 51.3% 53.1% 49.2% 49.6% 45.5% 39.0%

74

53.8%
5.7%

2012(p)
40.0%
58.5%
74.2%

2012(p)
5.70%

0.120248
0.42589

2012(p)
0.066616
0.145517
0.202885

2012 (p)
0.337181
0.447708
0.559714

2012p
6.3%
4.6%
3.8%

2012p
10.98%
9.25%
9.75%

2012p
57.7%
49.2%
39.2%



American Charitable Bequest Demographics

U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by household type

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Married Households 9.2% 10.3% 10.4% 11.9% 12.1% 11.7% 12.4%
Single Female HH 5.8% 7.6% 7.6% 9.4% 9.9% 9.9% 9.6%
Single Male HH 6.7% 7.1% 6.9% 8.1% 7.6% 7.6% 6.3%
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient among those with will or trust by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
White (NH) 8.5% 9.9% 9.7% 9.7% 10.3% 10.3% 10.2%
Black (NH) 5.3% 7.3% 9.3% 8.8% 8.7% 7.7% 7.7%
Hispanic 6.7% 4.8% 5.3% 4.7% 5.8% 7.0% 8.3%
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
White (NH) 68.6% 69.0% 68.4% 66.4% 66.3% 63.6% 63.9%
Black (NH) 22.9% 23.3% 24.4% 21.7% 22.4% 23.0% 23.4%
Hispanic 21.0% 22.0% 20.5% 19.6% 20.8% 19.3% 19.6%
U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded inter vivos trust by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
White (NH) 9.0% 10.8% 10.8% 12.6% 12.9% 12.4% 13.2%
Black (NH) 1.3% 1.0% 1.4% 1.6% 1.2% 1.7% 1.7%
Hispanic 1.9% 2.6% 2.5% 3.2% 3.9% 4.2% 4.6%
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient by family status
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grandchildren 0.0391032 0.044573 0.042324 0.040829 0.042071 0.041013 0.042104
Children only 0.0467849 0.069443 0.064819 0.066275 0.079662 0.071169 0.070888
No Offspring 0.1769915 0.194292 0.217146 0.191034 0.206641 0.180077 0.172275
No Offspring (unmarried) 0.1640594 0.163102 0.184017 0.162035 0.156573 0.147048 0.131417
No Offspring (married) 0.2054444 0.267543 0.288321 0.252695 0.312302 0.245435 0.250018
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by family status
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grandchildren 0.6174853 0.616469 0.613397 0.590039 0.588623 0.570272 0.570798
Children only 0.594792 0.603706 0.586025 0.593748 0.588136 0.541244 0.552907
No Offspring 0.5818826 0.581886 0.595779 0.561841 0.560032 0.509904 0.507131
No Offspring (unmarried) 0.5722206 0.548474 0.582679 0.532579 0.533057 0.490215 0.48664
No Offspring (married) 0.6031409 0.660355 0.623924 0.624058 0.616961 0.548865 0.546121
U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient among those with will/trust by family status
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grandchildren 0.063327 0.072304 0.069000 0.069196 0.071474 0.071918 0.073763
Children only 0.078658 0.115028 0.110608 0.111621 0.135449 0.131492 0.128210
No Offspring 0.304170 0.333900 0.364474 0.340015 0.368980 0.353159 0.339705
No Offspring (unmarried) 0.286707 0.297373 0.315812 0.304245 0.293727 0.299967 0.270050
No Offspring (married) 0.340624 0.405151 0.462109 0.404922 0.506194 0.447168 0.457807
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient by education level
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grad School 0.130723 0.157248 0.140559 0.139256 0.148511 0.147863 0.143898
College Grad 0.092599 0.102864 0.098106 0.093948 0.092374 0.078011 0.086251
Some College 0.056198 0.063184 0.060162 0.049568 0.054393 0.049332 0.052953
HS Grad 0.040404 0.043767 0.042505 0.040245 0.040496 0.036232 0.030604
<HS Grad 0.020661 0.022838 0.024598 0.021247 0.020067 0.020682 0.017016
U.S. population aged 55+ education level
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grad School 0.096073 0.105465 0.112071 0.123816 0.130229 0.134701 0.135932
College Grad 0.089605 0.095099 0.099825 0.10864 0.116654 0.12396 0.127882
Some College 0.185208 0.193686 0.19967 0.212634 0:219717 0.228967 0.236153
HS Grad 0.342393 0.339857 0.344019 0.337648 0.329891 0.325703 0.317955
<HS Grad 0.284079 0.263226 0.243914 0.216394 0.199079 0.184394 0.179589
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by education level
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Grad School 0.789722 0.783131 0.785228 0.755548 0.761234 0.735961 0.737395
College Grad 0.739869 0.752522 0.745486 0.717176 0.71938 0.68824 0.703396
Some College 0.683155 0.674191 0.658377 0.614355 0.605089 0.569778 0.559109
HS Grad 0.633237 0.631839 0.620795 0.596624 0.584357 0.547459 0.552984
<HS Grad 0.444310 0.431247 0.410329 0.398541 0.388836 0.362731 0.358296

75

2012p

12.7%
10.5%
6.7%

2012p
10.6%
8.0%

8.4%

2012p
62.6%
23.5%
19.3%

2012p

13.7%
1.8%
5.1%

2012p
0.042073
0.076642
0.175211
0.129875
0.261426

2012p
0.559733
0.53562
0.490188
0.470085
0.527292

2012p
0.075166
0.143091
0.357435
0.276279
0.495789

2012p
0.148156
0.079831
0.050887
0.030568
0.017462

2012p
0.144579
0.135703
0.24498
0.314685
0.157131

2012p
0.726151
0.687462
0.534825
0.530010
0.340033
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U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by education level

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Grad School 0.153513 0.177231 0.164371 0.178226 0.185782 0.182491 0.187674 0.19231
College Grad 0.128785 0.159258 0.140544 0.157358 0.170055 0.159416 0.161374 0.167229
Some College 0.103556 0.114359 0.11262 0.122663 0.116577 0.103382 0.11404 0.10939
HS Grad 0.069643 0.082229 0.080701 0.099922 0.100872 0.094227 0.103436 0.105764
<HS Grad 0.03154 0.035539 0.042157 0.04981 0.045797 0.047924 0.044705 0.047979
U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient among those with will/trust by giving/volunteering
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Donor & volunteer 0.160641 0.186504 0.175533 0.171935 0.172407 0.167027 0.176128 0.173619
Donor only 0.086309 0.089523 0.093367 0.083144 0.102205 0.102429 0.08464 0.095415
Volunteer only 0.075951 0.07509 0.093621 0.102182 0.083316 0.094262 0.075319 0.080412
Neither 0.027256 0.037804 0.030086 0.03215 0.038555 0.034967 0.036359 0.038344
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by giving/volunteering
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Donor & volunteer 0.784788 0.778514 0.773505 0.743023 0.73061 0.726338 0.703942 0.694295
Donor only 0.713713 0.707822 0.698995 0.668263 0.656317 0.667709 0.649905 0.642557
Volunteer only 0.58793 0.598911 0.580673 0.57693 0.549928 0.540208 0.515155 0.504344
Neither 0.490312 0.485897 0.476993 0.45614 0.451535 0.41079 0.429084 0.406161
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable estate recipient by wealth
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Top 20% 0.112794 0.13389 0.12402 0.112894 0.128125 0.136934 0.139007 0.145263
60%-80% 0.056989 0.076003 0.068137 0.070065 0.075851 0.062336 0.058458 0.059627
40%-60% 0.040996 0.048104 0.052406 0.045894 0.045688 0.044575 0.046993 0.046658
20%-40% 0.025675 0.021682 0.031827 0.03247 0.031923 0.025238 0.022475 0.022922
Bottom 20% 0.012264 0.012483 0.013947 0.01193 0.012691 0.014446 0.013112 0.014048
U.S. population aged 55+ use of will or trust by wealth
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Top 20% 0.83703 0.8518 0.846659 0.833326 0.826994 0.819956 0.822844 0.81613
60%-80% 0.767843 0.762039 0.758323 0.727112 0.729645 0.704175 0.691157 0.680261
40%-60% 0.661622 0.662994 0.652745 0.639954 0.61395 0.59485 0.601915 0.580669
20%-40% 0.488661 0.506562 0.4881 0.450318 0.478246 0.437704 0.445698 0.435326
Bottom 20% 0.281209 0.268031 0.290258 0.25829 0.271917 0.246897 0.254777 0.248217
U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient among those with will/trust by wealth
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Top 20% 0.134755 0.157184 0.146482 0.135474 0.154929 0.167002 0.168934 02157799
60%-80% 0.07422 0.099736 0.089852 0.096361 0.103956 0.088524 0.084579 0.087653
40%-60% 0.061962 0.072556 0.080285 0.071715 0.074417 0.074935 0.078073 0.080352
20%-40% 0.052541 0.042802 0.065207 0.072105 0.06675 0.057659 0.050427 0.052656
Bottom 20% 0.043611 0.046572 0.048051 0.046189 0.046673 0.058509 0.051465 0.056597
U.S. population aged 55+ use of funded trust by wealth
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Top 20% 0.218728 0.253666 0.25832 0.277805 0.297905 0.292736 0.286895 0.304914
60%-80% 0.090801 0.123012 0.114723 0.139244 0.144062 0.143582 0.158898 0.165468
40%-60% 0.047678 0.053111 0.060125 0.077019 0.070059 0.068168 0.086366 0.085159
20%-40% 0.018151 0.020548 0.019949 0.026246 0.027906 0.022921 0.027955 0.027846
Bottom 20% 0.004694 0.008004 0.011287 0.011002 0.012958 0.010749 0.009551 0.011139

Distributed estates where decedent reported having a signed and

Distributed estates where decedent reported having a funded trust

witnessed will Funded trust exists 696
No will found 949 No documents 48
Will probated 2260 Will probated 91
Unprobated will: nothing much of value 561 Unprobated will: Otherwise divided 41
Unprobated will: estate otherwise distributed 1091 Will - Nothing much of value 15
Unprobated will: trust distributed 634 Will - Unknown 41
Unprobated will: other 372 Distributed estates where decedent with no surviving spouse reported

Distributed estates where decedent reported having a planned
charitable gift
Generated charitable transfer
No will or trust documents present at death
Will not probated

Trust/Probated Will - Surviving Spouse
Trust/Probated Will - No surviving Spouse

having a planned charitable gift

Trust reported 72

200 Gift resulted 44
34 No gift resulted 28
86 Only will reported 183
88 Gift resulted 77
66 No gift resulted 106
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MEDIAN AGE AT DEATH
Male Bequest  Female Bequest All All
Donor Donor Female Male
1st estate decile 87.2 82.5 83 76
2nd estate decile 75 88.6 84 78
3rd estate decile 76 81.1 82.4 79
4th estate decile 78 83 82 79
5th estate decile 82.5 86.9 82 78.7
6th estate decile 83.5 84 819 78
7th estate decile 83 86.8 82 79
8th estate decile 83 86.7 83 79
9th estate decile 82.7 87 84 81
10th estate decile 85 88.5 85 80.8
Living reports of decedents who generated charitable estate gifts
last "no" within 0-2 years of death (always "no") 35.7%
last "no" within 0-2 years of death (previously varied) 9.7%
last "no" within 2-5 years of death 20.7%
last "no" over 5 years before death 12.8%
always reported charitable plan 21.1%
Lifetime reports of will/trust among decedents with planning documents
All decedents Decedent donors
at death 100.0% 100.0%
prior survey 88.4% 93.1%
2nd survey 85.6% 92.0%
3rd survey 84.6% 93.5%
4th survey 83.4% 93.9%
5th survey 82.6% 93.9%
6th survey 81.6% 92.4%
7th survey 80.8% 91.5%
Giving and Volunteering by Decedent Donors
Giving
(5500+) Volunteering
0-2 years pre-mortem 52.3% 21.1%
2-4 years pre-mortem 56.5% 26.8%
4-6 years pre-mortem 59.4% 31.4%
6-8 years pre-mortem 64.5% 33.8%
8-10 years premortem 71.1% 37.3%
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Cumulative percentage of charitable bequest dollars by donor age at

death

Age

55-59 0.92%
60-64 1.95%
65-69 3.64%
70-74 10.36%
75-79 16.53%
80-84 32.39%
85-89 70.92%
90-94 90.37%
95+ 100.00%

Living reports of decedents by share of total charitable estate $

last "no" within 0-2 years of death (always "no")

last "no" within 0-2 years of death (previously varied)

last "no" within 2-5 years of death
last "no" over 5 years before death
always reported charitable plan

18.3%
20.6%
15.1%

5.6%
40.4%

Charitable Charitable

Decedents # Total Estate $ Bequests # Bequest $

Unmarried Males 17.8% 17.0%
Unmarried

Females 39.8% 25.1%
Married Males 28.9% 39.6%
Married Females 13.5% 18.3%

10 year retention rate of planned bequest gifts

age 70+
1993/4 to 2004 51% (163/320)
1995/6 to 2006 56% (134/239)
1998 to 2008 61% (183/299)
2000 to 2010 54% (206/382)

17.3% 34.6%
49.4% 36.5%
20.0% 19.0%
13.3% 9.9%
age 50-69
56% (401/718)
56% (385/686)
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Appendix B: Data not presented in charts

U.S. population aged 55+ use of will alone by household type

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Married Households 56.0% 54.5% 53.0% 50.3% 49.6% 48.0% 47.5% 45.3%
Single Female HH 52.4% 50.4% 51.2% 47.1% 46.6% 44.2% 40.4% 39.9%
Single Male HH 44.3% 44.5% 46.2% 41.6% 42.6% 38.4% 33.4% 34.6%
U.S. population aged 55+ average assets by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
White (NH) 38.1673 44.23476 45.16497 55.7095 72.54122 63.42464 55.81269 65.10
Black (NH) 8.293065 9.353409 11.29679 14.22714 16.88083 16.18978 14.55286 16.97
Hispanic 9.258961 10.92165 12.82461 15.7266 20.02015 19.38293 25.47576 26.96
U.S. population aged 55+ use will only by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
White (NH) 60.2% 58.8% 58.0% 54.6% 54.2% 51.9% 51.5% 49.8%
Black (NH) 21.9% 22.6% 23.3% 20.7% 21.5% 21.6% 22.2% 22.1%
Hispanic 19.3% 19.7% 18.6% 16.6% 17.2% 15.6% 16.0% 15.2%
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable estate recipient by race/ethnicity
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
White (NH) 5.8% 6.8% 6.7% 6.4% 6.8% 6.5% 6.5% 6.7%
Black (NH) 1.2% 1.7% 2.3% 1.9% 2.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.9%
Hispanic 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 1.2% 1.3% 1.6% 1.6%
U.S. population aged 55+ charitable recipient among those with will/trust by education level
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Grad School 0.16553 0.200794 0.179004 0.184311 0.195093 0.200912 0.195144 0.204029
College Grad 0.125156 0.136692 0.131601 0.130998 0.128407 0.113348 0.12262 0.116125
Some College 0.082262 0.093719 0.091379 0.080683 0.089893 0.086582 0.094709 0.095148
HS Grad 0.063805 0.06927 0.068469 0.067455 0.0693 0.066182 0.055344 0.057675
<HS Grad 0.046502 0.052958 0.059948 0.053313 0.051609 0.057018 0.047491 0.051353
U.S. population aged 55+ inclusion of charitable recipient by giving/volunteering
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012p
Volunteer 0.099626 0.114823 0.111298 0.106909 0.104088 0.101395 0.100048 0.09903
Donor 0.091904 0.102636 0.099834 0.091251 0.096994 0.09515 0.091713 0.093338
Neither 0.013364 0.018235 0.014351 0.01466 0.017532 0.014381 0.015601 0.01561
Distributed estates where decedent reported having aA planne.d charitable gift Distributed estates where decedent reported having a signed and
Charitable Gift 200 . .
. e witnessed will and no funded trust
No Gift: Surviving Spouse 140 .
- No will found 949
No Gift or Spouse: No Documents 23 :
- - Will probated 2015
No Gift or Spouse: Unprobated Will 54 : :
; - Unprobated will: nothing much of value 546
No Gift or Spouse: Trust/Probated Will 70 : e
5 - - Unprobated will: estate otherwise distributed 1037
Documentsreported in last interview response before death . e
: Unprobated will: trust distributed 250
No will or trust reported 3934 GRrabaETwilEaikar 365
Will reported (no trust) 5198 P !
Trust reported 920

Documents located after death

No Will or Trust Found 4122
Will Found (no trust) 4799
Trust Found 1312
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Appendix C: Methodology notes

Health and Retirement Study
Risk of 6" year bias
As people age, die, or drop out of the study, the ongoing sample from the HRS risks becoming less
representative of the U.S. over 50 population. In order to manage this problem a new cohort of respondents are
added into the study every six years. The HRS managers work diligently to instill in respondents the social
importance of their full participation for scientific research and social benefit. Despite this there is still voluntary
drop out between waves. It is possible that those with a lower sense of social responsibility are more likely to
drop out after having initially experienced the effort required to complete such a comprehensive survey. As
such, the waves following a group’s inclusion of the survey may suffer from a selection bias as a result of the
higher probability of drop out among these less pro-social respondents after the initial survey. To the extent that
this pro-social characteristic also influences charitable planning, we would see a mechanism for relatively lower
self-reported charitable planning behavior in the sixth year’s when new cohorts are initially added to the survey.
In the HRS, these survey waves are in 1998, 2004, and 2010. A perusal of the trends in charitable planning
propensity provides evidence that this may be occurring. Self-reported charitable planning appears to be
relatively lower in these 6" year surveys. Concern about this bias may be alleviated by comparing similar survey
years. Thus, one could look at trends using 1998, 2004, and 2010 as comparable data points. Additionally, one
could look at 2000, 2002, 20006, and 2008 as comparable trend data points.
Projections
Projected numbers are based upon a combination of ordinary least squares regressions. Typical projections are
based upon a combination of two ordinary least squares regressions. The first projection results from using all
years of data where the variable of interest is the outcome variable and the year is the independent variable. The
second projected results from using only the previous four observations (2004-2010). These two projections are
averaged together resulting in an overweighting of the trend from the most recent four observations.
2010 Weighting
Final weights for the final 2010 survey were not available at the time of this analysis. Returning respondents
were part of the early 2010 HRS survey and final weights were available for these respondents. However, for the
newly entered cohort, no weights were available. Consequently, we constructed approximate weights to apply to
the non-early 2010 HRS survey data in order to incorporate this new data. The process used was to calculate the
average weight given to all respondents in a single age, gender, and race (white/non-white) category in the 2004
survey, which was the last survey year in which a new cohort was entered (allowing the survey to represent the
U.S. population over age 50). This weight was then applied to all new respondents without a weight in each
particular age, gender, race (white/non-white) category. The total weights in 2010 then exceeded the total
weights in 2004. All weights in 2010 were then reduced by a fixed percentage to allow the total weights in 2010
to match the total weights in 2004. This resulted in an unreasonably high projected population for Hispanic
individuals, which were oversampled in 2010. Weights for new Hispanic respondents were then reduced by a
fixed percentage in order to project to a total population in line with previous trends as reflected by HRS final
weights in previous years. Additionally the weights on Hispanic married individual and Hispanic females in the
sample were increased, with an offsetting decrease in Hispanic single individuals and Hispanic males to bring the
weighted estimates of marriage and gender in line with the levels and trends from 2008. These weights are an
approximation and will be updated with the final 2010 HRS weights when those become available.
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Post-Exit Information

In some cases the initial interview with surviving friends or relatives did not provide complete answers to all
questions. At times this could relate to the time needed for completing estate administration. In these cases,
new interviews were conducted during subsequent survey years (i.e., every two years) to ascertain the missing
information. In some cases a single decedent may have an exit interview and several post-exit interviews. In
some cases the information provided in a later interview differed from that provided in an earlier interview and
vice-versa. In the analysis presented here the following were counted as existing if they were reported to exist in
any exit or post-exit survey and otherwise were assumed to be missing: presence of a charitable bequest, a will, a
funded trust, a probated will, a marriage at the time of death, a transfer to a charity, spouse, offspring, sibling,
relative or friend, a report that the estate had “nothing much of value”, or that the estate had been fully divided
among the heirs.

For the following variables, this report used the largest amount reported in any exit or post-exit interview:
number of children, size of charitable gift, and percentage of estate being transferred to charity. For the
following variables, this report uses the first non-missing observation, i.e., the report made closest following the
time of death: age at death, date of death, whether the death was expected or not, and the number of days
between commencement of the final illness and death. For the following variable this report uses the most
recent non-missing observation: Size of estate, an affirmative report that no estate documents could be found,
and an affirmative report that the estate had not yet been distributed.

Charitable Gift Size

When the interviewee indicated that the decedent’s plans included provisions for a charity, in less than 1% of
cases, the interviewee did not know or refused to divulge how much money went to charity. In these cases we
attribute the gift as being the median estate percentage given by all other decedents in the survey where the
actual positive amount was reported (i.e., 5% of the estate). This is a more conservative estimate than either the
average of percentages of 19.8%, or the overall average (total gifts from donor estates/total size of all donor
estates) of 35.8%. However, this 5% is reduced or eliminated if the interviewee identified transfers to other
recipients in excess of 95% of the estimated size of the estate.

Estate size

Where the estate value was reported as within a range of values, we use the midpoint of the range as the estate
value. Where the estate value was not revealed we use the most recently available household wealth estimate
from surveys conducted during life. For unmarried decedents this wealth estimate is the estimated estate size.
For married decedents one half of this wealth estimate is the estimated estate size.

Age at death

In a very small number of cases (<1%) the date of death was not reported. In these cases we assume death took
place in the year prior to the first exit interview year.

SAS Coding

Two SAS programs were written to generate these results. The first looks at the lifetime data reports over the
years. The second examines post-death transfers (from the HRS Exit files) and connects them with lifetime
reports generated in the first program. The text of the two programs is available at:

http:/ /www.encouragegenerosity.com/coding.pdf
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