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Abstract

Past studies that examine gender differences in investment decisions have tregted married
households as a single decision- making unit. This study improves upon traditional unitary
bargaining models and estimates a series of unitary and collective-type models to investigate
how a husband’ s age and relative control over financia resources affects the allocation of assets
in women'’s defined contribution plans. Using data from the Survey of Consumer Finances, the
results show that women who are married to less educated and older men are less likely to take
on risk with their portfolios. WWomen who earn a greater share of the household’ s total earnings
are also less likely to invest in risky assets. Thereis little evidence that the characteristics of the
wife affect the husband’'s investment decisions. The findings have important policy implications,
especially with respect to proposed Social Security reforms which would enable workers to
choose how their personal security accounts are invested. (JEL J16, D81, G11)



I ntroduction

An increasing number of working men and women are now participating in defined
contribution plans, and it is becoming more important that we better understand the factors that
influence these types of investment decisions. Participants in defined contribution plans can
decide how to alocate their retirement savings across different assets. The degree to which a
participant is risk averse has alarge impact on the asset allocation in his or her defined
contribution plans and thus, the income for retirement.

Policy makers investigating the implications of proposed Socia Security reforms have
been concerned that many workers are investing their retirement assets too conservatively,
alocating alarger share of their retirement savings to less risky assets with lower expected
returns. Moreover, recent studies which investigate differences in risk aversion and investrment
decisions have identified gender differences in financial decisionmaking (Hinz, McCarthy, and
Turner, 1997; Jianakoplos and Bernasek, 1998; Sundén and Surette, 1998; Bajtelsmit, Bernasek,
Jianakoplos, 1999; Bernasek and Shwiff, 2001; Dwyer, Gilkenson, and List, 2002). These studies
show that women are less likely than men to invest in risky assets. However, they have been
unable to clearly identify how the interaction of gender and marital status affects the investment
decisions of working men and women. The interaction is more complicated than previous
research suggests.

Recent empirical studies that examine gender differences in investment decisions have
treated married households as a single decision-making unit. The effect of marital status on the
investment decisions of both married men and women has not been explicitly investigated.
While theoretical models of family decision making have been studied extensively, the
implications of these models have not beendiscussed in the context of household savings and
wealth and the allocation of assets in household portfolios.! The investment choices of married
couples are outcomes of joint decisionr making. Therefore, we cannot conclude that women are
conservative investors unless we study in detail the impact of marriage on women's investment
decisions.

Thisstudy usesdata from the 1995, 1998, and 2001 Survey of Consumer Finances to
investigate the effect of marriage on the allocation of assets in women’s defined contribution
plans. Unitary and collective-type bargaining models are estimated to examine the effects of
joint decision-making on the retirement investment decisions of married women. The Survey of
Consumer Finances includes detailed information on the pension plans of the respondent and the
respondent’ s spouse, such as the type of plan, account balance, and how the account is invested.
Using this information and household demographics, this study examines how a husband’ s
characteristics and relative control over financia resources affects the allocation of assetsin
married women’s defined contribution plans.

The findings have important policy implications, especially with respect to proposed
Social Security reforms which would enable workers to choose how their personal security

! The exceptions have been studies such as Browning (2000), Lundberg and Ward-Batts (2000), Lundberg, Startz,
and Stillman (2001), which examine the effect of household bargaining on the savings and consumption behavior of
the household.



accounts are invested. Given concerns about the ability of households to make informed
investment decisions, this research provides insight into the consequences of policy decisions
related to the investment choices of married women versus married men.

Literature Review

As previously mentioned, severa recent studies have examined gender differencesin
investment decisions and financial risk taking (Hinz et al., 1997; Jianakoplos and Bernasek,
1998; Sundén and Surette, 1998; Bajtelsmit et al., 1999; Bernasek and Shwiff, 2001; Dwyer, et
al., 2002). The results of these studies show that women invest their asset portfolios more
conservatively than men, and they exhibit less financia risk-taking. Within this body of
literature, two key studies are commonly cited.

Jianakoplos and Bernasek (1998) investigate whether gender affects the coefficient of
relativerisk aversion. Using the framework developed in Friend and Blume (1975), they
measure the coefficient of relative risk aversion by how the portfolio share of risky assets varies
with wealth. Jianakoplos and Bernasek (1988) estimate the model separately for single men,
single women and married couples. The results show that al three household types exhibit
decreasing relative risk aversion. However, the estimated coefficient of risk aversion for single
women is significantly less than that for single men indicating that as wealth increases, the
proportion of risky assets in single women’s portfolio increases less than that of single men.
Their results show no significant difference in relative risk aversion for married couples and
single females.

Using the information on pension coverage and pension plan characteristics in the 1992
and 1995 Survey of Consumer Finances, Sundén and Surette (1998) examine gender differences
in the allocation of assets in defined contribution plans. Their results show that both gender and
marital status affect the way individuals choose to allocate their retirement investments across
different assets. They report that when the interaction of gender and marital status is omitted
from the model, the estimates show that marital status has no effect on the investment decision,
and women have a higher probability of investing their retirement plans in bonds than investing
in adiversified portfolio between bonds and stocks. According to the results of the model that
includes the interaction of marital status and gender, the behavior of married men and women is
significantly different from that of single men and women. For example, single women and
married men are less likely than single men to allocate a larger share of their defined contribution
plansto stocks. Also, married women are more likely than single women to allocate a larger
share of their pension plans to bonds.

The work of Sundén and Surette (1998) provides evidence that marital status plays an
important role with respect to the investment behavior of women, and that the interaction of
gender ard marital status on investment decisions is more complicated than previous research
has suggested. However, while theoretical models of family decision making and marital
bargaining have been studied extensively, few empirical studies have examined the effect of
marital bargaining on households savings.? When examining the effect of marital bargaining,
these studies focus on the fact that women typically live longer than men and wives are typically

2 See Bergstrom (1997) for a survey of the theories of decision-making in the family.



younger than their husbands (Lundberg and Pollak, 1994, 1996; Browning, 2000; Lundberg and
Ward-Batts, 2000; Lundberg et al., 2001). These observations suggest that wives should prefer
to hold greater net worth than their husbands as they approach retirement.

Lundberg and Ward-Batts (2000) estimate a bargaining model of household saving
behavior, which includes both the characteristics of the husband and the wife. They show that
the characteristics of both the husband and the wife, especially age and education, are significant
determinants of household net worth. They also estimate another model of household savings,
where age and education differences between husbands and wives are used as determinants of
bargaining power. They hypothesize that if the wife has greater bargaining power in the
household, then the household should have greater net worth than the household in which the
wife has less power. Their results show that households in which husbands have more education
than their wives have lower net worth.

Lundberg et al. (2001) use bargaining models to explain the observed declinein
household consumption around the age of retirement. Since the bargaining power in the
household depends on the relative control over resources, the husband’ s retirement from a job
may cause adeclinein his ability to influence consumption and saving decisions. The results of
their model show evidence of a consumption drop at retirement for married couples but not for
single households. Consistent with the life-cycle consumption models, single households do not
exhibit a significant change in their consumption expenditures at retirement. Their results also
show that a decline in consumption for married couples is more pronounced for households in
which the age difference between the husband and wife is larger.

The results of these studies show how important marital bargaining is to household
savings and consumptionbehavior. The investment choices for pension plans of married couples
are also the outcome of joint decision-making. This study contributes to the literature by
specifically examining the impact of marriage on women'’s retirement investment decisions.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next section discusses the
methodology and empirical framework. The sections that follow describe the data and present
the empirical findings. The final section summarizes the results and their implications for policy
and future research.

M ethodology

Previous research on gender differences in investment decisions focuses on estimating
unitary bargaining models of family decisionrmaking. The unitary model assumes that the
husband and wife pool their income and maximize a social welfare function based on their
individual utilities. This model implies that the degree of risk aversion exhibited by husbands,
and thus the allocation of their retirement portfolios, is determined by the characteristics of their
wives. Similarly, the degree of risk aversion exhibited by wives is affected by the characteristics
of their husbands. However, previous literature that estimates unitary bargaining models has
ignored the effect that spousal characteristics have on an individua’s investment decisions and
wealth.



An dternative to a unitary model is a collective bargaining model of family decision
making. This model implies that the degree of risk aversion exhibited by a married individua is
determined by both the characteristics of their spouse and their spouse’s relative control over the
household' s resources. Collective models assume that whoever controls the resources within the
household has a greater impact over the financial decisions within the household. ® For example,
if the husband has greater bargaining power, then the degree to which the husband is risk averse
may have a significant impact on the allocation of assets in both the husband’' s and wife's
retirement plans and vice versa

This study improves upon previous unitary models and estimates a series of unitary and
collective-type bargaining models for both husbands and wives. The dependent variable for each
model is a discrete outcome such that a respondent’ s investment choices for their defined
contribution plan are defined as 1) investing in mostly bonds, 2) investing in a diversified
portfolio, and 3) investing in mostly stocks. The data set used for this study does not collect
information on the specific allocation of portfolio shares for each combination of stocks and
bonds, and thus there is no clear ordering for each investment choice. For this reason, a
multinomial logit model is used to analyze the investment choices of married men and women.
Three different models are estimated--a unitary model that improves upon traditiona unitary
models and two collective-type models.

Respondent’ s investment choices under the unitary nmodel are determined by the
demographics of the respondent and general characteristics of the household. The characteristics
of the respondent include age, education, ethnicity, earnings from wages and salaries, and
whether the respondent has a managerial- type occupation. Household characteristics include
household net worth, the ratio of risky assets to financial wealth, the level of financial risk the
household is willing to take, the number of children living in the home, and homeownership.*
These factors have been identified in previous literature as contributing to an individual’s
investment decisions. This unitary model improves upon traditional unitary models by also
taking into account the spouse’ s characteristics such as age, education, and earnings. The model
also includes whether the spouse has a defined contribution plan, which serves as a proxy for the
characteristics of the investment plans and financial behaviors of the spouse.

The two collective-type bargaining models include the same factors as the unitary model
and an additional set of factors that control for the spouse’s relative control over the household's
financial resources. It isimportant to acknowledge that the data used for this study does not
include specific information about how financial decisions are made within the household. For
this reason, the first collective model controls for household bargaining power by including the
wife' s share of total earnings. The second model includes both the wife' s share of total earnings
and a series of categorical variables that capture differences in age between the husband and
wife. Differencesin age are included to account for the possibility of a nonlinear relationship
between age and investment behavior. These variables have been used as effective measures of

3 See Lundberg and Pollack (1996) for a survey of household bargaining models and L undberg and Pollack (1994)
for asurvey of non-cooperative bargaining models.
* The amount of risky assets held by the household in the ratio of risky assets to wealth excludes assets accumul ated

in retirement plans.



household bargaining power in previous literature (i.e. Shelley J. Lundberg and Jennifer Ward-
Batts, 2000; Shelly J. Lundberg et al., 2001).

The implications of the unitary and collective-type models are that the characteristics of the
spouse and the spouse’ s relative control over financial resources are significant determinants of
an individual’ sretirement investment decisions, especialy those of married women

Data

This study uses data from the 1995, 1998 and 2001 Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF)
to estimate the multinomial logit models and determine the effect of marriage on the allocation
of assets in women’s defined contribution plans. The SCF isatriennia survey conducted by the
Federal Reserve Board every three years. Each survey consists of a representative sample of the
U.S. population and a supplement of high-wealth households drawn from tax information
provided by the Internal Revenue Service. Given the dua nature of the data, all summary
statistics reported in this paper are weighted to reflect the U.S. population as a whole.

The SCF contains detailed information on wealth, income, the employment status of the
respondent and spouse, and other household characteristics. Although most information is
collected at the household level, the SCF includes detailed questions on the respondent and
spouse’ s pension eligibility and benefits from current and past employers. Information on
pension plans includes the type of plan, account balance, and whether the respondent or spouse
can decide how the account was invested. Respondents and spouses are classified as having a
defined contribution plan (DCP) if they indicate 1) that they have an account-type pension plan
and 2) that they have a choice about how the money is invested in the plan.

Inthe SCF, the respondent and the spouse are also asked a categorical questionabout
how their account isinvested: “How isthe money in your defined contribution plan invested? Is
it mostly in stocks, mostly in interest earning assets, or isit split between these?’ Responses to
this question are used to construct the dependent variable used in this paper and to analyze the
relationship between married men and women’ s investment decisions and the characteristics of
their spouses.

For the purposes of this study, the sample is restricted to married couples where either the
husband and/or wife have a DCP at their current main job.> The sample consists of 886 married
individuals with defined contribution plans (DCPs) in 1995, 995 in 1998 and 1,225 in 2001. Of
the total number of married individuals with DCPs (N=3,106), 2,050 are married men and 1,056
are married women. Of the married men, only 28.4 percent have wives who have a DCP while
over 47.5 percent of married women have husbands with aDCP. Thisis primarily due to the fact
that a significant fraction of the spouses of married men are not working and thus not eligible to
participate in a DCP through employment.

® The questions in the SCF are designed such that a respondent provides information about his or her “spouse or
partner.” For the purposes of this study, married households are defined as being legally married or living together
with a member of the opposite sex. Lessthan 8.0 percent of the sample reported living together with a member of
the opposite sex. Including these observationsin the sample does not significantly alter the results.



With respect to how the plans are invested, 11.1 percent of married men indicate that they
invest their plan in mostly bonds, 34.9 percent in a diversified portfolio of stocks and bonds, and
53.9 percent in mostly stocks. The investment decisions of married women with respect to the
allocation of assets in their defined contribution plans are very similar to married men. Over
12.0 percent or married women report that they invest their plan in mostly bonds, 34.2 percent in
adiversified portfolio of stocks and bonds, and 53.1 percent in mostly stocks.

Table 1 provides information on how the demographics of the respondent and the
characteristics of the spouse differ for married men and women with DCPs by the level of risk of
their investment choices. An F-statistic was used to test the difference in means of the three
levels of investment categories at the .01, .05, and 0.10 levels. For ease of exposition in
discussing the findings, the specific levels of statistical significance are not discussed in the
paper. However, they are presented in Table 1.

In general, regardless of gender, married individuals who invest in mostly stocks are
more likely than married individuals who invest in mostly bonds to be younger, white, more
educated, to have higher incomes, and to be living in a household that is willing to take average
or above average financial risks Those who have mostly stocks are also more likely to have a
spouse who is younger and more educated and to have a spouse who has a defined contribution
plan

With respect to gender, there are several differences between married men and women
worth noting. First, consider how differences in the respondent’ s characteristics appear to affect
levels of investment risk for married men and women With respect to those who invest in
mostly stocks, married women are more likely than married men to have lower earnings and
lower levels of net worth Thirty-three percent of married women who invest in mostly stocks
report net worth less than or equal to $50,000 compared to 29.6 percent of married menwho
invest in mostly stocks. Moreover, goproximately 22.0 percent of married women who invest in
mostly stocks have net worth above $250,000 compared to 25.6 percent of married menwho
invest in mostly stocks. Not surprisingly, men who invest in mostly stocks are more likely than
men who invest in mostly bonds to have higher ratios of risky assets to wealth For women, this
ratio does not vary significantly by their investment choices.

With respect to other demographics, married men who invest in mostly stocks are more
likely than those who invest in mostly bonds to have a managerial- type occupationand to own a
home. These characteristics do not vary significantly for married women by their investment
decisions. However, married women are more likely to have a managerial- type occupation than
married men. The number of children in the household does not vary significantly for married
men or women.

Consider now the characteristics of the spouse and how these factors may affect the level
of investment risk taken on by married men and women. Table 1 provides evidence which
suggests that the characteristics of the spouse are more likely to affect the investment decisions
of married women than married men. As the statistics indicate, married women who invest in
mostly stocks are significantly more likely than those who invest in mostly bonds to have
spouses who are younger, more educated, and to have defined contribution plarns. 1n addition,



married women who invest in mostly stocks are also more likely than those who invest in mostly
bonds to be earning a greater share of the household’s total earnings, and they are less likely to
report annual earnings below $25,000. Only 22.3 percent of married women who invest in
mostly stocks indicate that they earnless than $25,000 compared to 34.6 percent of married
women who invest in mostly bonds. Finaly, married women who invest in mostly bonds are
more likely than those who invest in mostly stocks to have husbands who are “relatively” older
than themselves. For example, 50.5 percent of married women who invest in mostly bonds have
husbands who are three or more years older than them. Only 34.0 percent of married women
who invest in mostly stocks have husbands who are three or more years older.

Thetrends are not as significant for married men. However, the statistics provide
evidence whichsuggests that, compared to married men who invest in mostly bonds, married
men who invest in mostly stocks are more likely to have spouses who are more educated and
who have a defined contribution plan

Overall, these statistics suggest that the characteristics of the spouse are more likely to
affect the retirement investment decisions of married womenthan married men. The spouse’s
relative control over financial resources also appears to have a greater impact on the investment
decisions of married women The next section tests whether the empirical analysis supports
these statistical findings.

Results

The results from the multinominal logit models for married men and women are
presented in Tables 2 and 3. The observations from the 1995, 1998, and 2001 survey years have
been pooled and year dummies are included to control for aggregate economic effects.® The first
two columns of each table present the coefficients for the unitary model (Model 1). The
remaining columns present the results for the two collective-type bargaining models (Model 2
and Model 3). For each model, the coefficients are presented for the categories “mostly bonds”
and “mostly stocks.” The “diversified” category is used as the reference category such that the
effect of each variable refers to its effect on the likelihood of choosing “mostly stocks’ or
‘mostly bonds’ relative to the likelihood of choosing a“diversified” portfolio. The findings are
discussed without reference to this normalization.

Table 2 presents the results for married men. In this table, the unitary model includes
only the characteristics of the spouse while the first collective model includes the characteristics
of the spouse and the wife's share of total earnings and the second collective model includes al
of the previous variables and a series of categorical variables that capture age differences
between the husband and wife. In genera, there is little evidence that the characteristics of the
wife and her relative control over the household' s resources have an effect on the investment
decisions of married men. The wife's share of total earnings and whether she has a DCP do not
appear to have a significant effect on the likelihood of investing in “mostly bonds’ or “mostly
stocks” for married men. Age differences between the husband and the wife also do not appear
to have a significant effect. The exception is that husbands who have more educated wives are
significantly more likely to invest their plans in “mostly stocks.”

® The results are robust when the model is estimated separately for each survey year.



Table 2 further reveals that, with respect to demographic characteristics, married men
who are older and who have a managerial-type occupation are more likely to invest their DCP in
“mostly bonds’ while those who are homeowners are less likely to invest in “mostly bonds.”
Not surprisingly, the household’ s ratio of risky assets to financial wealth and the household’s
willingness to take average or above average financial risksis positively associated with
investing in more risky assets.

Table 3 presents the estimates from the multinomial logit models for married women.
With respect to the characteristics of the spouse, severa points are worth noting. First, married
women who are married to men who are older and who have more education are significantly
less likely to invest in “mostly bonds’ as are those who are married to men with a DCP. On the
other hand, age differences between the husband and the wife significantly decrease the
likelihood of married women investing in “mostly stocks.” Unlike the findings from the model
for married men, these findings provide evidence that the characteristics of the spouse and his
relative control over the financial resources have a significant effect on the investment choices of
married women

With respect to demographics, women with lower earnings are less likely to invest in
“mostly bonds’ while women with managerial-type occupations are significantly more likely to
invest in “mostly bonds.” For married women, the number of children is also positively
associated with investing in “mostly bonds,” whereas the number of children does not
significantly effect the investment decisions of married men. Not surprisingly, the household' s
willingness to take average or above average financial risks increases the likelihood that married
women invest in more risky assets.

Table 4 summarizes the findings and presentsthe margina effects for Model 3 with
respect to how defined contribution plans are invested (i.e. “mostly bonds,” “ split between bonds
and stocks,” and “mostly stocks’). Margina effects have been calculated at the mean values and
are reported for the spousal characteristics since they are the main focus of this paper (See Long
(1997), pp. 165-167 for the details of the calculation). As previoudy mentioned, the
characteristics of the spouse appear to have little effect on married men except that an additional
year of education for the spouse resultsin a 1.3 percentage point increase in the probability
married men invest in “mostly stocks.”

For married women, the margina effects suggest that when the wife has more bargaining
power (i.e. greater share of total earnings), the wife is less likely to invest in risky assets. When
the husband is less educated and 3-5 years older than the wife, sheis adso less likely to invest in
risky assets. Specifically, an additional year of education for the spouse resultsin a 0.7
percentage point decrease in the probability that married women invest in “mostly bonds.” Also,
married women who have a spouse with a DCP are 3.7 percentage points less likely to invest in
“mostly bonds.” The most revealing finding is that married women who have a greater share of
total household earnings are significantly more likely to invest in “mostly bonds’ and less likely
to invest in “mostly stocks.” At the sample mean values, a 0.1 unit increase in the wife's share
of total earnings results in a 2.3 percentage point decrease in the likelihood of investing in
“mostly stocks’ and a 1.1 percentage point increase in the likelihood of investing in “mostly



bonds.” With respect to age differences between the husband and the wife, married women who
have husbands who are 3 to 5 years older than them are 14.6 percentage points less likely to
invest in “mostly stocks’ and 5.9 percentage points more likely to invest in “mostly stocks.”

Discussion and Conclusions

Past studies that examine gender differences in investment decisions find that women are
less likely than men to invest in risky assets. However, these studies treat married households as
asingle decision-making unit. Little attention has been given to investigating the affect that joint
decision-making has on the investment decisions of married men and women. This study
improves upon traditional unitary models and estimates a series of unitary and collective
bargaining models to investigate the effect of marriage on the allocation of assets in women's
defined contribution plans. The results show that women who are married to less educated and
older men are less likely to take on risk with their portfolios. Moreover, women who earn a
greater share of the household’ s total earnings are also less likely to invest in risky assets. There
is little evidence that the characteristics of the wife affect the husband’ s investment decisions.

The findings from this study suggest that previous research may not have adequately
controlled for marital status and socio-economic determinants. The findings further suggest that
marriage may have a significant impact on the resources available to women during their
retirement years. Specifically, marriage may be increasing the gap between men and women’'s
retirement savings, especially for households where the husband is less educated and older than
the wife. For these households, the privatization of Social Security may further magnify the gap.
In these cases, married women may be more likely to retire with significantly lower levels of
retirement savings than married men. Given that married couples are more likely to divorce than
earlier generations and that women have greater longevity than men, the ability of women to
maintain consumption after retirement could be further restricted.

In lieu of increases in the number of defined contribution pension plans and legidative
proposals recommending the privatization of Social Security, it isimportant that financial
professionals develop a better understanding of family decision making with respect to
household finances. Marriage may have a significant impact on the resources available to
women during their retirement years. Financial professionals may want to collect more
information from their clients about financial decisionmaking processes within a household,
especialy how decisions are being made and who is managing the financial resources. Thereis
arole for financial education to help women understand that it may be in their best interest to
become more involved in the financial decisions of the household.

Overall, while this study provides substantial insight into the impact that marriage has on
women'’s retirement investment decisions, it is primarily descriptive and limited in the following
respects. First, the characteristics of the spouse may be proxies for the characteristics of the
investment plans or other financial behaviors of the spouse, which limits the inferences that can
be made. The model in this paper controls for whether the spouse has a defined contribution
plan. However, a more complete analysis would take into account in more detail how the
investment decisions of the spouse affect the investment decisions of the respondent.
Unfortunately, these variables as well as others are likely to be endogenous or simultaneously
determined with the DCP investment decisions of the respondent. Given data limitations, these



econometric issues are difficult to address and our analysis is unable to account for these added
complications.

A second limitation is that the data set used for this study does not include specific
information on the process of financial decision-making within the household. We do not know
which spouse is specifically making the financial decisions regarding the allocation of assets and
how and when those decisions are being made. We also are unable to adequately control for the
impact an employer may be having on these decisions. There is the additional concern that
gender and marital differences in investment behavior may be driven in part by self selection into
jobs with defined contribution plans. For example, individuals with preferences for risk may
seek employment with firms that are offering plans with choice. For this reason, additional
research is needed to determine if the findings of this study are robust for other types of
investments.

However, even with these limitations, the findings of this study have important policy
implications, especially with respect to proposed Socia Security reforms which would enable
individuals to choose how their personal security accounts are invested. However, further
research is needed to investigate financia decision making within the household before our
understanding is compl ete.
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Tablel
Descriptive Satistics for Married Men and Women with Defined Contribution Plans

Married Men Married Women

Mostly Stocks Mostly Mostly Stocks Mostly
Variable Bonds & Bonds Stocks Bonds & Bonds Stocks
N (229) (717) (1,104) (133) (362) (561)
Age 43.058 42.690 41.791 = 42911 40.206  40.014 ***
Education 14431 14594  14.905 ** 14199 14.415  14.632
White 0.772 0.850 0.879 *** 0.816 0.780 0.835  *wx
Earnings
Below $25,000 0.107 0.074 0.081 0.415 0.291 0.281  ***
$25,000-49,999 0.480 0.416 0.351 *** 0.387 0.477 0.478
$50,000-74,999 0.203 0.279 0.277 *= 0.092 0.167 0.155
$75,000-149,999 0.173 0.184 0.223 = 0.088 0.057 0.070
Above $150,000 0.037 0.046 0.067 = 0.018 0.009 0.016
Household net worth
Below $50,000 0.366 0.307 0.296 0.231 0.321 0.331 *
$50,000-99,999 0.201 0.212 0.169 = 0.156 0.252 0.186 **
$100,000-249,999 0.252 0.272 0.278 0.314 0.248 0.264
$250,000-999,999 0.163 0.168 0.205 * 0.233 0.157 0.186
Above $1,000,000 0.018 0.040 0.051 ~ 0.067 0.022 0.033 =
Ratio of risky assetsto wealth 0.081 0.096 0.134  *»* 0.119 0.106 0.111
Willing to take financial risk 0.247 0.337 0.493  *** 0.298 0.330 0.405 **
Managerial occupation 0.402 0.396 0.485 *»* 0.483 0.480 0.485
Homeownership 0.816 0.874 0.853 = 0.841 0.850 0.833
Number of children 1.325 1.260 1.204 1.014 0.976 1.014
Characteristics of Spouse
Age of spouse 41.258 40.588  39.948 45,429 42.824  41.714 **
Education of spouse 13.845 14.024  14.526 *** 13.776 14451  14.605 ***
Spouse hasaDCP 0.226 0.263 0.313  *#* 0.347 0.498 0.490 ***
Wife' s share of total earnings 0.267 0.253 0.258 0.473 0.513 0.533 **
Earnings of Spouse
Below $25,000 0.617 0.632 0.586 0.346 0.257 0.223 **
$25,000-49,999 0.295 0.275 0.284 0.371 0.370 0.391
$50,000-74,999 0.049 0.066 0.082 0.125 0.203 0.211 *
$75,000-149,999 0.034 0.022 0.038 0.147 0.140 0.148
Above $150,000 0.005 0.005 0.010 0.012 0.030 0.026
Husband is 6 yrs or more older 0.126 0.177 0.154 0.155 0.203 0.157
Husband is 3-5 yrs older 0.222 0.209 0.210 0.350 0.263 0.183  ***
Age difference b/w 2 and -2 0.583 0.532 0.538 0.409 0.460 0.536 ***
Wifeis 3-5 yrsolder 0.050 0.049 0.071 0.062 0.041 0.090 **
Wifeis 6 yrs or more older 0.020 0.032 0.028 0.024 0.033 0.034

*** The difference in the means of the three groupsis significant at the 0.01 level. ** The difference in the means
of the three groupsis significant at the 0.05 level. * The difference in the means of the three groupsis significant at
the 0.10 level.
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Table2
Multinomial Logit for Married Men with Defined Contribution Plans

Mode 1 Model 2 Model 3

Mostly Bonds Mostly Stocks Mostly Bonds Mostly Stocks Mostly Bonds Mostly Stocks
Variable Coeff £ Coeff S Coeff £ Coeff £ Coeff S Coeff S
Age 0.009 0.017 -0.016 0.012 0.009 0.017 -0.016 0.012 0.021 0.010 == -0.009 0.006
Education -0.032 0.033 -0.028  0.023 -0.031 0.033 -0.027 0.023 -0.029 0.034 -0.027 0.023
White -0.329 0.227 0.215 0.167 -0.328  0.226 0.216 0.167 -0.328  0.226 0.218 0.167
Earnings
$25,000-49,999 -0.186 0.276 -0.395 0.193 *x -0.169 0.278 -0.375 0196 = -0.182 0.278 -0.384 0196 **
$50,000-74,999 -0.568 0.290 =** -0.310 0.195 -0.528 0.303 = -0.264 0.205 -0542 0.304 = -0.278  0.205
$75,000-149,999 -0.810 0.286 **= -0.375 0.190 ** -0.757 0.310 =*= -0.314 0.206 -0.782 0.311 =*= -0.325 0.206
Above $150,000 -0.363  0.297 -0.144 0.194 -0.301 0.325 -0.072 0.214 -0.335 0.326 -0.092 0.214
Ratio of risky assets wealth 0.206 0.340 0470 0209 =** 0.211 0.340 0478 0209 ** 0.183 0.340 0472 0210 ==
Willing to take financial risk -0.534 0.180 = 0.488 0.104 #**x -0.533 0180 *** 0489 0104 =+  -0523 0.180 *** 0.490 0.104 #**
Managerial occupation 0.341 0199 = 0179 0.127 0345 0199 = 0184 0.127 0.336 0.199 = 0.178 0.127
Homeownership -0.520 0.266 *= -0.146  0.187 -0.519 0.266 * -0.145 0.187 -0522 0.266 =** -0.133 0.188
Number of children 0.019 0.072 -0.050 0.045 0.020 0.072 -0.049 0.045 0.023 0.072 -0.048 0.045
Characteristics of Spouse
Age of spouse 0.011 0.017 0.007 0.012 0.011 0.017 0.007 0.012
Education of spouse 0.015 0.038 0.057 0.025 == 0.014 0.038 0.056 0.025 == 0.011 0.038 0.056 0.025 ==
Wife' s share of total earnings 0.273 0.573 0.309 0.358 0.277 0.572 0290 0.358
Spouse has aDCP -0.176 0.212 0.054 0.133 -0.197 0.214 0.030 0.137 -0.206 0.213 0.024 0.137
Earnings of Spouse
$25,000-49,999 0120 0.211 -0.057 0.138 0.051 0.257 -0.134 0.165 0.056 0.257 -0.126  0.165
$50,000-74,999 -0.227 0.371 -0.151  0.208 -0.324 0430 -0.258 0.241 -0.306 0.431 -0.246  0.242
$75,000-149,999 0.809 0386 =** 0.196 0.268 0.701 0457 0.078 0.298 0.747 0.458 0.104 0.298
Above $150,000 0578 0.629 0.344 0.391 0.440 0.709 0.190 0.425 0.470 0.704 0.183 0427
Husband is 6 yrs or more older -0.261 0.227 -0.019 0.142
Husband is 3-5 yrs older -0.322 0.197 -0.174 0.123
Wifeis3-5yrsolder -0.207  0.385 0.173 0.228
Wifeis 6 yrsor more older -0.786  0.646 -0.078 0.323
LogL -1850.4 -1850.0 -1846.8

Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, and * p<0.10. Model 1 isthe unitary model, Model 2 isthe first collective-type model, and Model 3 is the complete collective model. All models also
include dummy variables to control for household net worth and survey year. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table3

Multinomial Logit for Married Women with Defined Contribution Plans

Variable

Age
Education
White

Earnings
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-149.999
Above $150,000

Ratio of risky assetstowealth
Willing to take financial risk
Managerial occupation
Homeownership

Number of children

Characteristics of Spouse
Age of spouse

Education of spouse

Wife' s share of total earnings
Spouse hasaDCP

Earnings of Spouse
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-149,999
Above $150,000

Husband is 6 yrs or more older
Husband is 3-5 yrs older
Wifeis3-5 yrsolder

Wifeis 6 yrs or more older

LogL

Mostly Bonds

Coeff

0.035
-0.061
-0.346

-0.492
-0.762
-0.406
-0.850

-0.228
0.056
0.634

-0.685
0.207

-0.020
-0.089
-0.472

0.277
-0.151

-0.046
-0.750

-964.7

SE
0.026
0.051
0.275

0.258
0.361
0.415
0.653

0.489
0.242
0.251
0.383
0.098

0.024
0.044

0.237

0.289
0.359
0.347
0.497

Model 1

**

* %

* %

* %

Mostly Stocks

Coeff
0.038
0.037
0.378

-0.094
-0.264
-0.121
-0.001

-0.370
0.302
-0.093
-0.201
0.037

-0.040
-0.003

-0.058

0.087
0.012
0.066
-0.221

SE
0.016
0.037
0.215

0.181
0.248
0.299
0.398

0.299
0.154
0.170
0.227
0.065

0.015
0.031

0.155

0.198
0.226
0.240
0.307

* %

* %

Mostly Bonds
Coeff SE
0.034 0.027
-0.056 0.052
0351 0276
-0.636 0287
-0.992  0.404
-0.682 0.475
-1.192  0.734
-0.275 0.495
0.061 0.242
0633 0.251
-0.654 0.384
0.205 0.097
-0.020 0.024
-0.086 0.044
0786 0.675
-0.450 0.242
0570 0.393
0230 0.487
0.389 0.526
0221 0662
-961.8

Model 2

* %

**

* %

* %

* %

Mostly Stocks
Coeff SE
0.039 0.016
0.033 0.037
0.391 0.214
0.041 0.203
-0.045 0.291
0.145 0.353
0.349 0473
-0.356  0.299
0.295 0.154
-0.093 0.170
-0.226  0.228
0.036 0.066
-0.041 0.015
-0.001 0.031
-0.715  0.498
-0.081 0.157
-0.134 0.253
-0.284 0.308
-0.292 0.345
-0.682 0.442

* %

Coeff
0.014

-0.054

-0.359

-0.653
-1.024
-0.768
-1.340

-0.307
0.051
0.633

-0.660
0.198

-0.082
0.731
-0.451

0.547
0.179
0.353
-0.211

-0.173
0.286
0.942

-0.063

SE
0.014
0.052
0.278

0.288
0.405
0.475
0.732

0.507
0.242
0.253
0.390
0.096

0.044
0.677
0.247

0.397
0.489
0.534
0.659

0.309
0.254
0.449
0.650

-954.2

Model 3
Mostly Bonds

* %

**

* %

* %

* %

Mostly Stocks

Coeff

-0.002
0.027
0.378

0.039
-0.014
0.155
0.328

-0.383
0.297
-0.118
-0.204
0.037

-0.003
-0.747
-0.074

-0.173
-0.331
-0.296
-0.713

-0.322
-0.519

0.512
-0.062

SE
0.009
0.037
0.214

0.203
0.291
0.356
0.478

0.298
0.154
0.171
0.230
0.066

0.032
0.488
0.158

0.253
0.306
0.342
0.442

0.186
0.181
0.320
0.451

Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, and *p<0.10. Model 1 isthe unitary model, Model 2 isthefirst collective-type model, and Model 3 isthe complete collective model. All models also
include dummy variables to control for household net worth and survey year. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table4

Marginal Effects for Married Men and Women for Model 3 (complete collective model)

Spousal Characteristic

Education of spouse
Wife' s share of total earnings
Spouse hasa DCP

Earnings of spouse
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-149,999
Above $150,000

Husband is 6 yrs or more older
Husband is 3-5 yrsolder
Wifeis 3-5 yrsolder

Wifeis 6 yrs or more older

Mostly
Bonds

-0.002
0.009
-0.019

0.012
-0.014
0.077
0.036

-0.021
-0.018
-0.025
-0.049

Stocks
& Bonds

-0.011
-0.066
0.002

0.022
0.060
-0.051
-0.051

0.012
0.045
-0.028
0.037

Married Men

**

Mostly
Stocks

0.013
0.057
0.017

-0.034
-0.046
-0.026

0.015

0.008
-0.027
0.053
0.012

**

Mostly
Bonds

-0.007
0.107
-0.037

0.066
0.037
0.055
0.016

0.001
0.060
0.067
-0.002

Married Women

* %

Stocks

& Bonds

0.003
0.118
0.030

0.010
0.056
0.040
0.149

0.070
0.086
-0.123
0.014

* %

* %

Mostly
Stocks

0.004
-0.225
0.007

-0.076
-0.093
-0.095
-0.165

-0.071
-0.146

0.055
-0.012

* %

* Kk

Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, and *p<0.10. Marginal effects have been calculated at the mean values.
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