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Abstract
This paper is a replication study of Brouwer, T., Galeotti, F., & Villeval, M. C. (2023), using the original
data. The study explores how social norms are transmitted from one generation to another, specifically
from parents to children. The authors conducted a field experiment involving 601 parents of children aged
3 to 12 in Lyon, France, to examine whether parents engage more in norm enforcement in the presence
of their child, and whether the nature of punishment changes in the presence of the child. The study
found that parents do engage more in norm enforcement in the presence of their child, and tend to use
more indirect punishment when their child is present. This study highlights the role that parents play in
transmitting social norms to their children. The replication analysis was successful, with the results of
the original study being robust to changes in the model specification.

Keywords: replication, experiment, information provision, inequality, field experiment

⋆This replication was undertaken as part of the "Vienna Replication Games", organized by the Institute for Replication.
We are grateful to Abel Brodeur and the Institute for Replication for the organization. We extend our appreciation to the
original authors of the paper for sharing their code and responding to our inquiries. All code for the replication can be
found at Zenodo, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8114738.
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1. Introduction

This paper is a replication of Brouwer, T., Galeotti, F., & Villeval, M. C. (2023).
Teaching Norms: Direct Evidence of Parental Transmission. The Economic Journal,
133(650), 872-887. We use the same date as the original authors for this replication.

Brouwer et al. (2023) explores how social norms are transmitted from one generation to
another, particularly from parents to children. The authors conducted a field experiment
involving 601 parents of children aged 3 to 12 in Lyon, France, to address two main
questions: (1) whether parents engage more in norm enforcement in the presence of their
child, and (2) whether the nature of punishment changes in the presence of the child.
The authors found that parents do engage more in norm enforcement in the presence of
their child, presumably to educate their child, and that parents tend to use more indirect
punishment (withholding help to the violator) in the presence of their child, likely to avoid
retaliation or negative externalities. The authors focus on the norm of non-littering and
the violation thereof and employ a 3x2 design in which they varied the opportunity to
enforce the norm and the presence of the child. The study suggests that parents play a
crucial role in transmitting social norms to their children, not only by complying with
them but also by punishing norm violations of others in the presence of their child.

1.1. Experimental Design

The study was conducted in Lyon, France, where 30 public elementary schools were
randomly selected. A 3x2 between-subject design was employed to manipulate two vari-
ables. The first variable focused on the child’s presence (Child and Alone), while the
second variable pertained to the setting of a norm violation (Violation, Violation+Help,
and Help). To ensure consistency, two trained actors, one male and one female, were
recruited from a professional acting school. Data collection involved teams comprising an
actor, two research assistants, and a supervisor. Both the actors and research assistants
were unaware of the study’s objective. Actors then recreated a scene in front of parents
depending on the treatment condition. One treatment consisted of a norm violation (lit-
tering) and the other of an opportunity of helping the actor (the actor drops something
which can be picked-up). Research assistants then recorded the reaction from the parents
to the scene and then tried to conduct a short survey with the parent which was seem-
ingly unrelated to the incident. Doing so, the study aimed to examine the prevalence of
direct and indirect punishment for a social norm violation and investigate the influence
of educative motives on parents’ inclination to punish when their child is present.
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2. Reproducibility

In general, the replication package was very complete and we acknowledge the authors’
extensive efforts to make the replication as easy as possible. We find some minor issues
with the replication package. Importantly, these did not change the qualitative interpre-
tation of the results. We received feedback from the authors, who shared additional code
that addressed most of our comments. Following, we state the minor issues we found and
add the responses received.

First, there are some minor coding conventions the authors did not follow in the
replication package. Most notably, the variable names were not consistently written in
lower cases, and the variable values were not labeled. Especially the former made the
construction of tables unnecessary complicated and lengthy. An additional code that
corrected this was later shared by the authors. We appreciate the authors shared it and
encourage them to add it to the replication package.

Another minor issue that came to our attention was the deviation from the pre-
registered control variables. We are in favor of learning from practice and from the data
and improving upon a pre-analysis plan where necessary. Therefore, we understand why
the authors have pre-specified to control for the gender of the child, which then probably
turned out to be difficult in practice (the authors did probably not anticipate many par-
ents to bring more than one child with them, which made assigning the gender of the child
difficult).1 However, the authors also control for the daytime and if there were witnesses
present at the experiment (which were not pre-specified). Although this did not change
the results, we believe that this change from the pre-analysis plan should have been noted
in the paper.

Aside from deviating from the vector of pre-specified control variables, the authors
demonstrate an exemplary handling of the pre-analysis plan. Most notably, they indicate
in the paper which analysis was pre-specified and which was not. As this helps with
differentiating between data exploration and main results, we think of this as a nice
feature of the study.

Besides from a different control vector, we deviate from the authors analysis by in-
cluding a missing imputation into control variables. For imputed values, we include a
missing category for categorical variables variables and include an indicator variable for
continuous variables. However, this is only the case for very few observations, so the im-
pact on the results is limited. Yet, in our point of view, this procedure should be included

1This point was confirmed by the authors as a response to our comments.
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as to not switch samples between analysis. We therefore recommend the adaption of this
practice in all future analysis where missing values in control variables might be more
common.

The largest issue we had with the original replication package was the missing code
for the creation of the variables. This was later corrected by the authors, who shared code
that allows reconstructing the variables used in the analysis and incorporated it into the
replication package. Analyzing the variable construction code, we confirmed the variables
are correctly processed.

3. Replication

We are generally capable of replicating the results of the authors when we use the
vector of control variables used by the authors and do not include a missing imputation.
However, we prefer the pre-specified vector of control variables and impute a few missing
values in the control variables. This is why all our estimates are a bit different than the
ones by the authors. Most importantly, our small changes to the regression do not change
the interpretation, the rough effect size, or the significance level in any meaningful way.
All the results of the authors are robust to our changes in the model specification.

Furthermore, we test the robustness of the results by including the following additional
categorical variables to the pre-specified model: day time, if there were witnesses present,
day fixed effects and the poverty rate in the district of the school as categorical variables.
All results hold qualitatively for this change in model specification.

In one of the robustness checks done by the authors, reported in Appendix Table A7
Columns (1) and (4), the authors try to exclude guardians from the analysis. They im-
plement this by excluding those who answer the survey and report they are not with their
own child. This only excludes guardians who answer the survey. Within the sample used,
there may still be children who are accompanied by their guardians but were not surveyed.
We impose a stronger restriction and use only the sample where the accompanying adult
is surveyed and reports to be the parent (excluding cases where the child is accompanied
by the parent but is not surveyed). We note that the resulting sample is substantially
diminished as we select a subset of those who are surveyed. The results to this is reported
in Tables 14 and 15. There are significant quantitative differences in the results but the
main qualitative conclusions reported in the paper remain.

For completeness, we also report the results when all robustness conditions are imposed
simultaneously. The resulting sample then (1) excludes guardians, (2) excludes parents
accompanying more than one child, and (3) excludes cases where a witness was recorded.
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This again involves a significant reduction in observations. The main qualitative results
of the paper remain, adding additional support for the robustness of the results.

4. Conclusion

Most importantly, we did not find any conventional mistakes, or even manipulations
that would compromise the findings of the study. While we did use other model spec-
ifications, all results were perfectly robust and did not change in significance or in the
economic interpretation. Furthermore, the authors made a great effort to provide a clean
dataset and document their analysis step by step in the replication package. They even
provided a code-book which was greatly appreciated. Finally, we also want to congrat-
ulate the authors on their transparent use of the pre-analysis plan and the indication of
pre-registered analysis in the paper.

However, we noted some minor issues in the analysis. First, the authors did not
follow all coding conventions in labelling and naming variables. This made the replication
unnecessary tedious. We recommend to name all variables in lower case and label all
variable values as seen in the tables (see “Coding Conventions”, or “A Practitioners Guide”
for suitable references). The authors produced a code for it to answer our comments. We
encourage them to add it to the replication package.

Second, the authors deviated from their pre-specified vector of control variables. In
general, we are in favor of learning from the data and deviating from pre-analysis plans
where new insights demand it. However, the results were qualitatively unchanged by
the inclusion of the two additional control variables that were used in the results. As
we would in this case prefer to stick to the pre-registered vector of control variables,
we did not replicate the numerical values of the estimates without looking at the model
specification in the code of the authors. Therefore, this (unwarranted) change in model
specification led to some confusion in the replication.

Third, we would recommend including a missing imputation in control variables. This
did not have a large impact on the main analysis, as only few variables had missing values,
but did change the sample in some of the analysis conducted in the appendix. In general,
we think of a missing imputation for control variables combined with a missing indicator
as a good practice to not change samples between analysis.

Finally, we thank the authors for following our recommendation and improving the
original replication package by adding the code for creation of the variables used. In many
cases, mistakes happen at this stage of the analysis (Huntington-Klein et al., 2021), so
code for creating and labelling the respective variables should be part of any replication
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package. We believe replication packages should be as extensive as possible in this part
of the analysis and we strongly recommend their inclusion in replication packages.

Taken together, we were able to (qualitatively) replicate all the findings in the study
by Brouwer et al. (2023) and congratulate the authors on a well conducted and nicely
documented study.
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5. Figures

Figure 1: Replication of Figure 1: Behavior of Parents, by Treatment and Condition

(a) Punishment Rates
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(b) Helping Rates
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Figure 2: Original Figure 1: Behaviour of Parents, by Treatment and Condition from
Brouwer et al. 2022 for Comparison
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Figure 3: (a) Punishment Rates
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Figure 4: (b) Helping Rates
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6. Tables

Table 1: Replication of Table 1: Summary Statistics

(1) (2) (3) (4)
ALL ALONE CHILD DIFF.

Male Target 0.35 0.36 0.34 0.02
(0.48) (0.48) (0.47) (0.04)

Witness 0.15 0.12 0.17 -0.05*
(0.35) (0.33) (0.38) (0.03)

Male Actor 0.51 0.52 0.50 0.02
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.04)

Rich IRIS 0.51 0.50 0.51 -0.01
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.04)

Morning 0.52 0.46 0.58 -0.13***
(0.50) (0.50) (0.49) (0.04)

Rain 0.080 0.090 0.070 0.02
(0.27) (0.29) (0.25) (0.02)

Hot 0.28 0.31 0.26 0.05
(0.45) (0.46) (0.44) (0.04)

Survey Response 0.47 0.42 0.51 -0.09**
(0.50) (0.49) (0.50) (0.04)

Observations 601 301 300 601
Notes: Columns (1)-(3) contain standard deviations in parentheses. Column (4) contains standard
errors in parentheses. a: Parents who could not be reached are excluded. Hence, the statistics are
computed based on 503, 251, 252 observations in All, Alone, and Child, respectively. All tests are

two-sided t-tests on the equality of means. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01

Table 2: Table 1: Summary Statistics

Mean (All) SD (All) Mean (Alone) SD (Alone) Mean (Child) SD (Child) Difference SE
Male Target 0.35 0.48 0.36 0.48 0.34 0.47 0.02 0.04
Witness 0.15 0.35 0.12 0.33 0.17 0.38 -0.05* 0.03
Male Actor 0.51 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.02 0.04
Rich IRIS 0.51 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.51 0.50 -0.01 0.04
Morning 0.52 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.58 0.49 -0.13*** 0.04
Rain 0.08 0.27 0.09 0.29 0.07 0.25 0.02 0.02
Hot 0.28 0.45 0.31 0.46 0.26 0.44 0.05 0.04
Survey Response 0.47 0.50 0.42 0.49 0.51 0.50 -0.09** 0.04
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Table 3: Replication of Table 2: Determinants of Punishment Rate (Left) and Helping
Rate (Right)

Punishment Helping
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Child 0.11** 0.12 ** 0.21 *** 0.22 ***
(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

VH -0.04 -0.04 -0.10 ** -0.10 **
(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04)

Child x VH -0.13 *** -0.12 *** -0.06 -0.07
(0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.08)

Male Target 0.06 ** 0.03
(0.03) (0.04)

Male Actor -0.06 -0.22 ***
(0.04) (0.05)

Morning -0.04 0.01
(0.03) (0.04)

Witness -0.04 -0.13
(0.04) (0.08)

Rich area 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.05)

Rain 0.01 -0.08
(0.04) (0.07)

Hot -0.04 0.06
(0.05) (0.05)

Constant 0.11 *** 0.14 *** 0.26 *** 0.36 ***
(0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)

Observations 400 399 401 400
Clusters 30 30 30 30
R2 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.13
F 7.74 5.17 7.36 6.45
df 29 29 29 29

Notes: The table contains results from pooled Ordinary Least Squared regressions. The dependent
variable is a binary variable for punishment (columns 1 and 2) or helping (columns 3 and 4). Standard
errors in parentheses are clustered at the school level (30 clusters). One observation is dropped due to

missing data on the target’s gender. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 4: Table 2.1 - Punishment

Punishment
No Controls Pre-specified Controls Paper Controls Extended Controls

Constant 0.11 (0.03)∗∗ 0.11 (0.04)∗∗ 0.14 (0.05)∗∗ 0.30 (0.05)∗∗∗

VH −0.04 (0.03) −0.03 (0.03) −0.04 (0.03) −0.04 (0.03)
Child 0.11 (0.05)∗ 0.11 (0.05)∗ 0.12 (0.04)∗∗ 0.12 (0.04)∗∗

Child x VH −0.13 (0.04)∗∗ −0.13 (0.04)∗∗ −0.12 (0.04)∗∗ −0.13 (0.05)∗

Male Actor −0.06 (0.04) −0.06 (0.04) 0.15 (0.07)∗

Male Target 0.06 (0.03)∗ 0.06 (0.03)∗ 0.07 (0.03)∗∗

Rich Area 0.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.04) −0.38 (0.08)∗∗∗

Rain 0.02 (0.04) 0.01 (0.04) −0.01 (0.04)
Hot −0.02 (0.05) −0.04 (0.05) −0.08 (0.07)
Morning −0.04 (0.03) −0.04 (0.04)
Witness −0.04 (0.04) −0.03 (0.05)
Clusters 30 30 30 30
F - - - -
df 29 29 29 29
R2 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.15
Adj. R2 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06
Num. obs. 400 399 399 399

Table 5: Table 2.2 - Helping

Helping
No Controls Pre-specified Controls Paper Controls Extended Controls

Constant 0.26 (0.04)∗∗∗ 0.35 (0.05)∗∗∗ 0.36 (0.05)∗∗∗ 0.61 (0.07)∗∗∗

VH −0.10 (0.05)∗ −0.10 (0.05)∗ −0.10 (0.04)∗ −0.12 (0.05)∗

Child 0.21 (0.05)∗∗∗ 0.21 (0.06)∗∗∗ 0.22 (0.06)∗∗∗ 0.25 (0.06)∗∗∗

Child x VH −0.06 (0.07) −0.07 (0.08) −0.07 (0.08) −0.10 (0.07)
Male Actor −0.21 (0.05)∗∗∗ −0.22 (0.05)∗∗∗ −0.12 (0.16)
Male Target 0.02 (0.04) 0.03 (0.04) 0.02 (0.04)
Rich Area 0.01 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) −0.37 (0.18)∗

Rain −0.07 (0.07) −0.08 (0.07) −0.18 (0.11)
Hot 0.05 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.06 (0.11)
Morning 0.01 (0.04) 0.02 (0.06)
Witness −0.13 (0.08) −0.14 (0.08)
Clusters 30 30 30 30
F - - - -
df 29 29 29 29
R2 0.06 0.12 0.13 0.20
Adj. R2 0.05 0.10 0.11 0.11
Num. obs. 401 400 400 400
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Table 6: Table A2

Morning Afternoon
Alone Child All Alone Child All

Help 0.48 0.60 0.54 0.22 0.46 0.62 0.54 0.16
(0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06)

Violation 0.32 0.45 0.39 0.21 0.40 0.51 0.46 0.34
(0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.08) (0.09) (0.06)

Violation+Help 0.44 0.39 0.41 0.62 0.40 0.55 0.46 0.20
(0.08) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.09) (0.06)

Total 0.41 0.48 0.45 0.30 0.42 0.56 0.48 0.03
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03)

N 123 151 274 128 101 229
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Table 7: Table A3

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All Alone Child Diff.

Own Child 0.88 0.91 0.85 0.06
(0.33) (0.29) (0.36) (0.05)

Son 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.01
(0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.07)

Daughter 0.64 0.63 0.64 -0.01
(0.48) (0.49) (0.48) (0.07)

No. of Children 1.46 1.40 1.52 -0.12
(0.64) (0.59) (0.67) (0.09)

Child Age = 3 0.06 0.06 0.06 -0.00
(0.25) (0.24) (0.25) (0.03)

Child Age = 4 0.16 0.16 0.17 -0.01
(0.37) (0.37) (0.38) (0.05)

Child Age = 5 0.26 0.25 0.27 -0.02
(0.44) (0.44) (0.45) (0.06)

Child Age = 6 0.18 0.17 0.19 -0.03
(0.39) (0.38) (0.40) (0.05)

Child Age = 7 0.23 0.19 0.26 -0.07
(0.42) (0.39) (0.44) (0.06)

Child Age = 8 0.21 0.23 0.20 0.03
(0.41) (0.42) (0.40) (0.06)

Child Age = 9 0.19 0.15 0.22 -0.07
(0.39) (0.36) (0.41) (0.05)

Child Age = 10 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.05
(0.27) (0.31) (0.23) (0.04)

Child Age = 11 0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.00
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.02)

N 229 104 125 229
Notes: For gender and age, totals are not equal to 1 because some parents reported

having more than one child at the school. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 106

15



Table 8: Replication of Table A4: Determinants of Punishment Rate (Left) and Helping
Rate (Right)

Punishment Helping
(1) (2)

Child 0.11** 0.22***
(0.04) (0.05)

VH -0.04 -0.10**
(0.03) (0.04)

Child x VH -0.13*** -0.07
(0.04) (0.08)

Male Target 0.06** 0.03
(0.03) (0.04)

Male Actor -0.06 -0.22***
(0.04) (0.05)

Morning -0.04 0.01
(0.03) (0.04)

Witness -0.09*** -0.15
(0.03) (0.10)

Child x Witness 0.09 0.02
(0.07) (0.10)

Rich area 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.05)

Rain 0.01 -0.08
(0.03) (0.07)

Hot -0.03 0.06
(0.04) (0.05)

Constant 0.14*** 0.37***
(0.05) (0.05)

Observations 399 400
Clusters 30 30
R2 0.07 0.13
F 6.45 6.00
df 29 29

Notes: The table contains results from pooled Ordinary Least Squared regressions. The dependent
variable is a binary variable for punishment (column 1) or helping (column 2). Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the school level (30 clusters). One observation is dropped due to missing
data on the target’s gender. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.

13
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Table 9: Replication of Table A5: Punishment in the Violation Treatment

Punishment Helping
(1) (2)

Child 0.11** 0.09
(0.04) (0.06)

Male Target 0.10** 0.06
(0.04) (0.06)

Child x Male Target 0.07
(0.15)

Male Actor -0.09* -0.09*
(0.05) (0.05)

Morning -0.02 -0.03
(0.05) (0.05)

Witness -0.10 -0.10
(0.08) (0.07)

Rich area 0.06 0.06
(0.05) (0.06)

Rain -0.00 -0.00
(0.06) (0.06)

Hot -0.09 -0.09
(0.07) (0.07)

Constant 0.14* 0.15*
(0.07) (0.08)

Observations 199 199
Clusters 29 29
R2 0.07 0.07
F 4.47 5.48
df 28 28

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the school level. One observation is dropped due
to missing data on the target’s gender. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 10: Table A6 - Paper Controls

Punishment Child
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Alone Child Alone Child
Child 0.12*** 0.12*** 0.22*** 0.22***

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
VH -0.04 -0.16*** -0.10** -0.17**

(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07)
Male Actor -0.07 -0.13* -0.21*** -0.28***

(0.05) (0.07) (0.04) (0.06)
Male Target 0.07* 0.12*** 0.03 0.04

(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)
Morning -0.04 -0.08 0.00 0.00

(0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)
Witness -0.04 -0.08 -0.11* -0.16*

(0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.09)
Rich area 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.02

(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06)
Rain 0.00 0.00 -0.10 -0.14

(0.03) (0.06) (0.07) (0.10)
Hot -0.04 -0.07 0.05 0.06

(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06)
VH_C vs. VH_A 9.94 0.79
N Observations 399 399 400 400
N_clust Clusters 30 30
r2_p (Pseudo) R2 0.097 0.113
chi2 Wald χ2 55.93 52.45
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Table 11: Table A6 - Prespecified Controls

Punishment Child
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Alone Child Alone Child
Child 0.11** 0.11** 0.21*** 0.21***

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
VH -0.03 -0.17*** -0.10** -0.17**

(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07)
Male Actor -0.07 -0.12* -0.20*** -0.26***

(0.05) (0.07) (0.04) (0.06)
Male Target 0.06* 0.11** 0.02 0.02

(0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04)
Rich area 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.02

(0.05) (0.08) (0.04) (0.06)
Rain 0.01 0.02 -0.08 -0.11

(0.04) (0.07) (0.07) (0.10)
Hot -0.03 -0.05 0.04 0.06

(0.05) (0.08) (0.05) (0.06)
VH_C vs. VH_A 9.23 0.74
N Observations 399 399 400 400
N_clust Clusters 30 30
r2_p (Pseudo) R2 0.087 0.103
chi2 Wald χ2 28.31 43.04
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Table 12: Table A6 - Extended Controls

Punishment Child
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Alone Child Alone Child
Child 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.28*** 0.28***

(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
VH -0.03 -0.20*** -0.12** -0.24***

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08)
Male Actor 0.49*** 0.47*** -0.11 -0.14

(0.01) (0.01) (0.17) (0.21)
Male Target 0.09** 0.16*** 0.03 0.04

(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)
Rich area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(.) (.) (.) (.)
Rain -0.02 -0.04 -0.17** -0.27**

(0.04) (0.08) (0.07) (0.13)
Hot -0.06 -0.12 0.04 0.05

(0.05) (0.09) (0.10) (0.12)
Morning -0.04 -0.07 0.01 0.01

(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07)
Witness -0.04 -0.07 -0.14** -0.19**

(0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.09)
VH_C vs. VH_A 10.19 1.81
N Observations 325 325 382 382
N_clust Clusters 19 27
r2_p (Pseudo) R2 0.185 0.160
chi2 Wald χ2 . .
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Table 13: Table A7

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Punishment Punishment Punishment Helping Helping Helping HelpingParents

Child 0.13∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.05)
VH -0.05∗ -0.04 -0.04 -0.11∗∗ -0.10∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.10∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.04)
Child × VH -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.14∗∗∗ -0.04 -0.11 -0.01 -0.05

(0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.08) (0.10) (0.08) (0.07)
Male Actor -0.08∗ -0.06 -0.07 -0.24∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗ -0.20∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.07∗∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.03

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)
Morning -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00

(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
Witness -0.04 -0.05 -0.13∗ -0.07 -0.11

(0.04) (0.03) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07)
Rich area 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.04

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Rain 0.02 0.05 0.00 -0.07 -0.08 -0.13 -0.08

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07)
Hot -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 0.05 0.01 0.04 -0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05)
0.witness 0.00 0.00

(.) (.)
Constant 0.14∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.39∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.36∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05)
N 385 319 347 383 318 334 400
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.10
F 4.91 2.78 3.92 6.21 7.18 7.41 5.61
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29

Notes: * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 14: Table A7 - Col (1)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Punishment Punishment Punishment Punishment Punishment Punishment

Child 0.12∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ 0.16 0.15 0.14
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09)

VH -0.05∗ -0.05 -0.05∗ 0.01 0.02 0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07)

Child × VH -0.13∗∗∗ -0.14∗∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.25∗∗ -0.23∗ -0.23∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11)
Male Actor -0.07∗ -0.08∗ -0.15∗∗∗ -0.16∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.06∗∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.09 0.10

(0.03) (0.03) (0.06) (0.06)
Rich area 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.02

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)
Rain 0.03 0.02 0.18 0.19

(0.05) (0.04) (0.13) (0.12)
Hot -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 0.00

(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)
Morning -0.04 0.04

(0.03) (0.06)
Witness -0.04 -0.08

(0.04) (0.09)
Constant 0.11∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.08 0.12∗ 0.11

(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
N 386 385 385 111 111 111
Clusters 30 30 30 29 29 29
R2 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.17 0.18
F 9.30 4.49 4.91 . 5.13 4.55
df 29 29 29 28 28 28

Notes: Outcome is Punishment, guardians excluded. (1)-(3) excluding OwnChild = 0, (4)-(6) using
only OwnChild = 1. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 15: Table A7 Col (4)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Helping Helping Helping Helping Helping Helping

Child 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ -0.01 0.02 0.01
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)

VH -0.11∗∗ -0.11∗∗ -0.11∗∗ -0.20∗ -0.18 -0.20
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12)

Child × VH -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 0.19 0.18 0.19
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.18) (0.19) (0.20)

Male Actor -0.22∗∗∗ -0.24∗∗∗ -0.14∗ -0.14∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.07)
Male Target 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05

(0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.07)
Rich area 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.10

(0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.07)
Rain -0.06 -0.07 0.17 0.16∗∗

(0.07) (0.08) (0.10) (0.08)
Hot 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.00

(0.05) (0.05) (0.09) (0.10)
Morning 0.01 -0.08

(0.04) (0.08)
Witness -0.13∗ -0.08

(0.08) (0.12)
Constant 0.27∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.39∗∗∗ 0.32∗∗∗ 0.31∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10)
N 384 383 383 133 133 133
Clusters 30 30 30 29 29 29
R2 0.05 0.12 0.13 0.03 0.07 0.08
F 5.73 6.33 6.21 2.44 2.25 1.99
df 29 29 29 28 28 28

Notes: Outcome is Helping, guardians excluded. (1)-(3) excluding OwnChild = 0,
(4)-(6) using only OwnChild = 1. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 16: Table A7 Col (2) and (5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Punishment Punishment Punishment Helping Helping Helping

Child 0.12∗ 0.12∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.18∗∗ 0.18∗∗ 0.18∗∗

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
VH -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.10∗∗ -0.10∗∗ -0.10∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Child × VH -0.13∗∗ -0.14∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.09 -0.12 -0.11

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
Male Actor -0.06 -0.06 -0.20∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.06∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.04 0.04

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Rich area 0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.01

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Rain 0.05 0.05 -0.08 -0.08

(0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.09)
Hot -0.02 -0.04 -0.00 0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Morning -0.05 0.01

(0.04) (0.05)
Witness -0.05 -0.07

(0.03) (0.08)
Constant 0.11∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.26∗∗∗ 0.36∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
N 320 319 319 319 318 318
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.11
F 3.19 2.36 2.78 4.37 7.60 7.18
df 29 29 29 29 29 29

Notes: Excluding parents with 2 or more children. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 17: Table A7 Col (3) and (6)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Punishment Punishment Punishment Helping Helping Helping

Child 0.10∗∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
VH -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.12∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Child × VH -0.14∗∗∗ -0.15∗∗∗ -0.14∗∗∗ -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)
Male Actor -0.07 -0.07 -0.22∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Rich area 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02

(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Rain 0.01 0.00 -0.13 -0.13

(0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.08)
Hot -0.03 -0.05 0.04 0.04

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Morning -0.04 0.01

(0.04) (0.05)
0.witness 0.00 0.00

(.) (.)
Constant 0.12∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.28∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07) (0.06)
N 348 347 347 335 334 334
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.13
F 6.96 2.90 3.92 6.63 7.51 7.41
df 29 29 29 29 29 29

Notes: Only cases where no witness was recorded. * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 106

25



Table 18: Table A7 Col (7)

(1) (2) (3)
HelpingParents HelpingParents HelpingParents

Child 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
VH -0.10∗∗ -0.10∗∗ -0.10∗∗

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Child × VH -0.04 -0.05 -0.05

(0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Male Actor -0.19∗∗∗ -0.20∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.03 0.03

(0.04) (0.04)
Rich area 0.04 0.04

(0.05) (0.05)
Rain -0.07 -0.08

(0.07) (0.07)
Hot -0.02 -0.01

(0.05) (0.05)
Morning -0.00

(0.04)
Witness -0.11

(0.07)
Constant 0.26∗∗∗ 0.34∗∗∗ 0.36∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
N 401 400 400
Clusters 30 30 30
R2 0.04 0.09 0.10
F 6.01 5.38 5.61
df 29 29 29

Notes: Code children helping as not helping, rather than helping. * p < 0.10 ** p <
0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 19: Table A7 – All robustness conditions simultaneously

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Punishment Punishment Punishment Helping Helping Helping

Child 0.12∗ 0.14∗∗ 0.14∗∗ 0.08 0.08 0.08
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

VH -0.06∗ -0.05 -0.05∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.14∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Child × VH -0.15∗∗ -0.16∗∗ -0.16∗∗ 0.01 -0.00 -0.01

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
Male Actor -0.10∗∗ -0.10∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Male Target 0.06∗ 0.06∗ 0.05 0.05

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Rich area 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Rain 0.06 0.06 -0.13 -0.13

(0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
Hot -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02

(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Morning -0.03 0.02

(0.05) (0.05)
0.witness 0.00 0.00

(.) (.)
Constant 0.13∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.29∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.06)
N 271 270 270 260 259 259
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.03 0.10 0.10
F 4.73 2.91 2.59 2.80 4.49 5.19
df 29 29 29 29 29 29

Notes: * p < 0.10 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01.
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Table 20: Table 8 - Paper Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.12** 0.02 0.12** 0.15*** 0.09***
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02)

1 Child 0.13*
(0.06)

1 Boy 0.12
(0.11)

1 Girl 0.18*
(0.09)

2 children 0.11*
(0.06)

3+ children -0.14***
(0.05)

99.children2 0.00
(0.10)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.07
(0.13)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.19*
(0.09)

1 Child Age > 8 0.01
(0.10)

2 Children 0.11*
(0.06)

3+ Children -0.15***
(0.05)

VH -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.10*** -0.04 -0.04 -0.05*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

VH × Child -0.12*** -0.12*** -0.12** -0.12**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

VH × 1 Child -0.13**
(0.06)

VH × 1 Boy -0.10
(0.12)

VH × 1 Girl -0.23**
(0.09)

VH × 2 Children -0.12
(0.08)

VH × 3+ Children 0.09
(0.06)

VH × Missing 0.13
(0.22)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.12
(0.14)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.17*
(0.10)

VH × 1 Child Age > 9 -0.07
(0.11)

VH × 2 Children -0.11
(0.08)

VH × 3+ Children 0.10
(0.06)

VH × Missing 0.09
(0.27)

Male Target 0.06** 0.07** 0.06** 0.07** 0.06 0.08* 0.07** 0.07**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)

Male Target × Child 0.02
(0.08)

Male Actor -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.10** -0.05 -0.06 -0.03
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)

Male Actor × Child 0.07
(0.06)

Male Actor × Male target -0.03
(0.05)

Rich area 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.06
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)

Rich area × Child -0.07
(0.06)

Medium Low Income 0.14***
(0.04)

Medium High Income 0.08**
(0.04)

High Income 0.17**
(0.06)

Medium Low Income × Child 0.09
(0.07)

Medium High Income × Child 0.04
(0.03)

High Income × Child -0.03
(0.07)

Rain 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)

Hot -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03)

Observations 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.12
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 21: Table 8 - Prespecified Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.11** 0.00 0.11** 0.15*** 0.09***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02)

1 Child 0.12*
(0.07)

1 Boy 0.12
(0.11)

1 Girl 0.17*
(0.09)

2 children 0.11*
(0.07)

3+ children -0.12**
(0.05)

99.children2 -0.01
(0.10)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.06
(0.14)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.18*
(0.09)

1 Child Age > 8 0.01
(0.10)

2 Children 0.11*
(0.07)

3+ Children -0.12**
(0.05)

VH -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.10*** -0.03 -0.04 -0.05
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

VH × Child -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13** -0.13**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

VH × 1 Child -0.14**
(0.06)

VH × 1 Boy -0.10
(0.12)

VH × 1 Girl -0.25***
(0.09)

VH × 2 Children -0.13
(0.08)

VH × 3+ Children 0.06
(0.05)

VH × Missing 0.13
(0.22)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.12
(0.14)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.18*
(0.10)

1 Child Age > 9 -0.09
(0.11)

VH × 2 Children -0.12
(0.08)

VH × 3+ Children 0.06
(0.06)

VH times Children Missing 0.09
(0.27)

Male Target 0.06** 0.06** 0.06* 0.06** 0.06 0.08 0.06** 0.06**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)

Male Target × Child 0.01
(0.08)

Male Actor -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.10** -0.05 -0.06 -0.03
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Male Actor × Child 0.08
(0.06)

Male Actor × Male target -0.03
(0.05)

Rich area 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)

Rich area × Child -0.08
(0.06)

Medium Low Income 0.14***
(0.04)

Medium High Income 0.05
(0.04)

High Income 0.13
(0.08)

Medium Low Income × Child 0.09
(0.07)

Medium High Income × Child 0.04
(0.04)

High Income × Child -0.05
(0.08)

Rain 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Hot -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)

Observations 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.12
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 22: Table 8 - Extended Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.12** -0.00 0.12** 0.17*** 0.09***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.03)

1 Child 0.11
(0.07)

1 Boy 0.10
(0.12)

1 Girl 0.17*
(0.10)

2 children 0.14**
(0.06)

3+ children -0.08**
(0.04)

99.children2 0.01
(0.13)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.08
(0.16)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.16
(0.10)

1 Child Age > 8 -0.00
(0.09)

2 Children 0.14**
(0.06)

3+ Children -0.09*
(0.05)

VH -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.10*** -0.04 -0.04 -0.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

VH × Child -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13** -0.13**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

VH × 1 Child -0.12*
(0.07)

VH × 1 Boy -0.09
(0.13)

VH × 1 Girl -0.22**
(0.09)

VH × 2 Children -0.15**
(0.07)

VH × 3+ Children 0.03
(0.06)

VH × Missing 0.07
(0.26)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.10
(0.16)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.16
(0.10)

1 Child Age > 9 -0.05
(0.10)

VH × 2 Children -0.15**
(0.07)

VH × 3+ Children 0.04
(0.07)

VH × Children Missing -0.00
(0.30)

Male Target 0.07** 0.07** 0.07** 0.08** 0.05 0.08 0.07** 0.07**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)

Male Target × Child 0.05
(0.08)

Male Actor 0.16** 0.17** 0.16* 0.16* 0.12 0.17* 0.17* 0.17*
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)

Male Actor × Child 0.08
(0.06)

Male Actor × Male target -0.01
(0.06)

Rich area 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.01 0.03 0.11*** -0.04
(0.05) (0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02)

Rich area × Child -0.09
(0.07)

Medium Low Income -0.10
(0.07)

Medium High Income 0.09**
(0.04)

High Income 0.09
(0.06)

Medium Low Income × Child 0.12
(0.09)

Medium High Income × Child 0.05
(0.04)

High Income × Child -0.04
(0.08)

Rain -0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

Hot -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Observations 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 23: Table 9 - Paper Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.22*** 0.28*** 0.22*** 0.16* 0.22**
(0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.09)

1 Child 0.19**
(0.07)

1 Boy 0.16*
(0.08)

1 Girl 0.17*
(0.10)

2 children 0.27***
(0.09)

3+ children 0.27**
(0.10)

99.children2 0.39**
(0.16)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.26**
(0.12)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.14
(0.12)

1 Child Age > 8 0.05
(0.14)

2 Children 0.27***
(0.09)

3+ Children 0.26**
(0.10)

VH -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.11** -0.10** -0.10** -0.11**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

VH × Child -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.07
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)

VH × 1 Child -0.12
(0.10)

VH × 1 Boy -0.15
(0.12)

VH × 1 Girl -0.08
(0.11)

VH × 2 Children -0.02
(0.14)

VH × 3+ Children 0.03
(0.24)

VH × Missing -0.04
(0.42)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.26
(0.17)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.07
(0.15)

VH × 1 Child Age > 9 0.05
(0.16)

VH × 2 Children -0.02
(0.14)

VH × 3+ Children 0.04
(0.24)

VH × Missing -0.09
(0.50)

Male Target 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04)

Male Target × Child -0.06
(0.11)

Male Actor -0.22*** -0.23*** -0.22*** -0.22*** -0.19*** -0.21*** -0.22*** -0.20***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Male Actor × Child -0.07
(0.09)

Male Actor × Male target -0.05
(0.07)

Rich area 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.06
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)

Rich area × Child 0.14
(0.09)

Medium Low Income 0.08
(0.10)

Medium High Income -0.00
(0.10)

High Income 0.08
(0.07)

Medium Low Income × Child -0.02
(0.15)

Medium High Income × Child 0.02
(0.13)

High Income × Child 0.02
(0.09)

Rain -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.09 -0.08
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)

Hot 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Observations 401 401 401 401 401 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 24: Table 9 - Prespecified Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.21*** 0.27*** 0.21*** 0.15 0.21**
(0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.09)

1 Child 0.18**
(0.07)

1 Boy 0.16*
(0.09)

1 Girl 0.16
(0.09)

2 children 0.25***
(0.09)

3+ children 0.27**
(0.10)

99.children2 0.37**
(0.15)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.26**
(0.12)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.12
(0.12)

1 Child Age > 8 0.06
(0.14)

2 Children 0.25***
(0.09)

3+ Children 0.27**
(0.10)

VH -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.10** -0.11**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)

VH × Child -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)

VH × 1 Child -0.12
(0.10)

VH × 1 Boy -0.17
(0.12)

VH × 1 Girl -0.08
(0.12)

VH × 2 Children -0.00
(0.14)

VH × 3+ Children 0.05
(0.24)

VH × Missing -0.03
(0.40)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.25
(0.16)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.08
(0.16)

1 Child Age > 9 0.04
(0.16)

VH × 2 Children -0.00
(0.14)

VH × 3+ Children 0.05
(0.24)

VH × Children Missing -0.07
(0.48)

Male Target 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04)

Male Target × Child -0.07
(0.10)

Male Actor -0.21*** -0.21*** -0.20*** -0.20*** -0.17*** -0.20*** -0.21*** -0.19***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Male Actor × Child -0.07
(0.10)

Male Actor × Male target -0.03
(0.07)

Rich area 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.06 -0.14
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.08)

Rich area × Child 0.14
(0.09)

Medium Low Income 0.09
(0.10)

Medium High Income 0.10
(0.11)

High Income 0.23*
(0.11)

Medium Low Income × Child -0.02
(0.16)

Medium High Income × Child 0.05
(0.13)

High Income × Child 0.01
(0.09)

Rain -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.13
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.09)

Hot 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)

Observations 401 401 401 401 401 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 25: Table 9 - Extended Controls

Base Child Target Income
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Child 0.24*** 0.30*** 0.24*** 0.20** 0.24**
(0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.10) (0.09)

1 Child 0.21***
(0.07)

1 Boy 0.18*
(0.10)

1 Girl 0.19**
(0.09)

2 children 0.28***
(0.10)

3+ children 0.30**
(0.13)

99.children2 0.38**
(0.16)

1 Child Age ≤ 5 0.27**
(0.12)

5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 0.18
(0.13)

1 Child Age > 8 0.07
(0.13)

2 Children 0.28***
(0.10)

3+ Children 0.31**
(0.13)

VH -0.11** -0.11** -0.11** -0.11** -0.12** -0.12** -0.11** -0.11**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

VH × Child -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.09
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

VH × 1 Child -0.14
(0.11)

VH × 1 Boy -0.20
(0.13)

VH × 1 Girl -0.09
(0.11)

VH × 2 Children -0.05
(0.16)

VH × 3+ Children 0.05
(0.28)

VH × Missing -0.09
(0.41)

VH × 1 Child Age ≤ 5 -0.25
(0.17)

VH × 5 < 1 Child Age ≤ 8 -0.13
(0.17)

1 Child Age > 9 0.06
(0.15)

VH × 2 Children -0.05
(0.16)

VH × 3+ Children 0.05
(0.28)
(0.49)

Male Target 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)

Male Target × Child -0.07
(0.11)

Male Actor -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.10
(0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.17) (0.17) (0.16) (0.16)

Male Actor × Child -0.06
(0.09)

Male Actor × Male target -0.07
(0.06)

Rich area 0.07 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.07 0.07 0.01 -0.33***
(0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.15) (0.11) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)

Rich area × Child 0.09
(0.09)

Medium Low Income 0.26*
(0.15)

Medium High Income 0.39***
(0.11)

High Income 0.67***
(0.14)

Medium Low Income × Child 0.02
(0.15)

Medium High Income × Child 0.03
(0.14)

High Income × Child -0.02
(0.09)

Rain -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.16 -0.16 -0.18* -0.17 -0.17
(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10)

Hot 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05
(0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Observations 401 401 401 401 401 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
F . . . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 26: Table 10 - Paper Controls

Punishment Helping
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Child 0.114** 0.111** 0.113** 0.216*** 0.206*** 0.223***
(0.049) (0.048) (0.043) (0.054) (0.054) (0.057)

VH -0.041 -0.040 -0.039 -0.104** -0.106** -0.096**
(0.028) (0.028) (0.029) (0.044) (0.044) (0.045)

VH × Child -0.119*** -0.120*** -0.123*** -0.067 -0.066 -0.070
(0.043) (0.042) (0.042) (0.078) (0.079) (0.078)

Time × Arriving -0.001 -0.000
(0.002) (0.002)

Time × Leaving -0.001 0.000
(0.002) (0.003)

T10 × Arriving -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

T10 × Leaving -0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.003)

No. × Arriving 0.000 -0.013
(0.008) (0.010)

No. × Leaving -0.009 0.005
(0.008) (0.013)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 400 400 400 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.14
F . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 27: Table 10 - Prespecified Controls

Punishment Helping
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Child 0.112** 0.109** 0.110** 0.202*** 0.192*** 0.212***
(0.052) (0.052) (0.047) (0.052) (0.053) (0.055)

VH -0.035 -0.034 -0.036 -0.101** -0.103** -0.093*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.031) (0.046) (0.046) (0.047)

VH × Child -0.132*** -0.133*** -0.133*** -0.065 -0.064 -0.069
(0.043) (0.043) (0.042) (0.078) (0.078) (0.077)

Time × Arriving -0.000 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Time × Leaving -0.000 0.001
(0.002) (0.003)

T10 × Arriving -0.001 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002)

T10 × Leaving 0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.003)

No. × Arriving 0.001 -0.012
(0.008) (0.011)

No. × Leaving -0.010 0.005
(0.008) (0.014)

Prespecified Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 400 400 400 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12
F . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29
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Table 28: Table 10 - Extended Controls

Punishment Helping
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Child 0.112** 0.109** 0.110** 0.202*** 0.192*** 0.212***
(0.052) (0.052) (0.047) (0.052) (0.053) (0.055)

VH -0.035 -0.034 -0.036 -0.101** -0.103** -0.093*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.031) (0.046) (0.046) (0.047)

VH × Child -0.132*** -0.133*** -0.133*** -0.065 -0.064 -0.069
(0.043) (0.043) (0.042) (0.078) (0.078) (0.077)

Time × Arriving -0.000 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Time × Leaving -0.000 0.001
(0.002) (0.003)

T10 × Arriving -0.001 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002)

T10 × Leaving 0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.003)

No. × Arriving 0.001 -0.012
(0.008) (0.011)

No. × Leaving -0.010 0.005
(0.008) (0.014)

Extended Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 400 400 400 401 401 401
Clusters 30 30 30 30 30 30
R2 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12
F . . . . . .
df 29 29 29 29 29 29
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