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Abstract
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1. Introduction

Welfare-oriented analyses of economic outcome mieassuch as income and wealth, are typically edroiut
at the household level. These analyses assumaltimémbers in a household equally pool and shards; i.e.
all individuals exert similar control over “houséth@esources.” Meanwhile, it is well known that sebtold and
individual welfare are not the same (e.g. Phipp8&ton 1995), although examining the distributiontloe

ownership of income and wealth in the householdeodris almost always hampered by the lack of iihlial

level data.

Thus, the inability to distinguish between assehemwhip within the household constrains many stutti€focus

on differences among family structures (e.g. Zagors999, Schmidt and Sevak 2006) and to rely on the
implicit assumption of internal redistribution ofwalth across members within a household. Howegeshawn

by Frick et al. (2007) this assumption masks thei€t degree of inequality within households: Using
households as the aggregation unit and applyingg@gita household wealth to all household membielsly a
Gini coefficient for net worth of about .70, whichabout 8% less than the one obtained from indadidvealth
information instead (.76). For a more top-sensitivequality measure, like the half squared coedfitiof

variation, this reduction is even stronger, abd&?2

Most studies of intra-household resource allocafii@mus on consumption and income, finding thabiésl matter
whether the woman or the man has access and/antohtesources. The more equal the access artdotahe
more balanced is the use of income and househwdahdial decisions. As most asset information ismded at
the household level, there are few studies examimtra-household allocation in wealth (Lundbergl &dard-
Batts 2000, Sunden and Surette 1998, for exampl:wdether there exists a wealth gap within theskbaold
(Sierminska et al. 2010). Meanwhile, wealth affettits possibility of current and future consumpteamd is

therefore central to measuring the well-being afdeholds and their members.

Determining who controls assets within a houselwadld be meaningful for several reasons. Firstdingl
wealth within the household provides individualgthna greater share of household resources and thiees a
better negotiating position within the householdc@d, unlike consumption decisions that are tyiyidde-

style choices, decisions regarding savings andtsasse crucial in protecting women and men agédinstre
unexpected events. Finally, it seems that contvelr @ssets could potentially be more important tbamtrol
over income. Income matters when it is receivecef@ryday spending. Accumulated wealth, on therdibed,
potentially influences people’s well-being for tletire period it is held, which could be a muchdenperiod
than for income. In addition, the way people managé accumulate wealth will also determine theiaficial
security during their senior years. Given that wartiee longer and spend more of their years irreetent it
could be reassuring from a policy point of viewste more savings and as a result more assets hatigs of

women.

We make several contributions to the literaturestFiwe examine the distribution of wealth withiouples
(married and cohabiting), something that is rapegsible. To this end we make use of unique indalidevel
micro data that records individual level wealthaadl as ownership of assets and liabilities. Furthee identify

some of the explanatory factors of the gap and @@rthe role of the intra-partnership financial idem
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making in explaining the within household wealtlpgRinally, we investigate whether the intra-parshé gap

declines with the level of bargaining power witllie household.

The paper has the following structure: The nextiseaontains an overview of the literature. Thisfallowed
by section 3, which reviews the data and the ecglistrategy. Section 4 shows the empirical resultbsection

5 provides conclusions.

2. Related Literature

Population surveys typically collect wealth infotioa at the household level as reported by thereefs
person (typically defined as the household heatlpagh not always). This is the case in surveyshsas the
Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF), the Spanishegun? Household Finances (EFF), the Bank of Italy's
Survey on Household Income and Wealth (SHIW) to manfew. However, this type of recording of wealth
information allows neither for examining wealth tdisution within households nor by gender. Thus,ewh
trying to identify wealth differences by genderr #&xample, studies typically focus on comparing-pagson-
households only (e.g. Schmidt and Sevak 2006, Yasiokand Keister 2006, Chang 2010). Alternatively,
studies focus on single wealth components wher® idadvailable at the individual level such as pEmsvealth
(see Warren 2006). The common problem faced byieguasing household level wealth data is that itds
possible to assign asset ownership to particuldivighuals within married couples. Consequentlyré¢his little
effort at decomposing wealth differentials by gendied there is not much that can be said aboutinhacial
well-being of married women (with respect to wedlitidings) even though a growing number of economic
studies emphasizes the importance of looking ahdihtusehold inequality (e.g. Haddad and Kanbur0199
Woolley 1993, Allmendinger et al. 2006, Deere ara$$2006).

Only a few studies examine the distribution of wlealithin households. Frick et al. (2007), for exde show
that inequality is higher when individual level daare used instead of household level data. Giten t
household level data implicitly assumes an equstrilution of resources within the household, tisates a
downward bias on inequality measures. The sameoeuthlso find that an increase in inequality basaed
standard inequality measures is higher for wedlémtfor income. This indicates that by using hookklevel
data for wealth one assumes an even greater ibdtgn within the household than when using income
measures. Considering that many countries havejaal split of assets in case of divorce, perhapsdsue of
within household inequality is not seen as a ctuojgic for some. However, the question of whettter threat
point of individual economic well-being within a mi@age is divorce or perhaps non-cooperation is an
outstanding one. For the latter case, higher wedatiwnership of assets and thus a lower wealthvgtpn the

household would increase the bargaining situatiithimvthe household.

In order to explain the size of the gap within fehmds we review the income literature. The litgraton
within householdncome variation (e.g. Pahl 2000) puts forward severeldis for variation in couples’ relative
earnings. In the US, race is a good predictor d#figvives’ contribution to family income as blackmen have
higher labor force attachment compared to white arand black men are seen as the most disadvantage
group in the labor force. Winslow-Bowe (2006) fintisit women with a college education are more yikel

have a temporary or persistent earnings advantagetioeir male partners (regardless of his educatizen less
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educated women. On the other hand, more womenriteanwork in part-time jobs, where the pay per heur

less than for full-time work.

In terms of the gender wealth gap, Sierminska e{24110) show—forll men and women-that a wealth gap
between women and men preexists marriage. Partnées marriage with different levels of wealth hesma of
age (typically men are 3 years older), men havladrigarnings and their labor market participatmstionger
(Blau and Kahn 2000). This gives rise to higher lfeaccumulation for men than for women. The wealip
can be attenuated if women and men invest diffgrgajtelsmit and Bernasek 1996); they have défer
levels of risk tolerance (Jianakopolosand Bernak@$8), different consumption and saving patterrnish@

2010), unequal credit conditions (Alesina et all20Q and also inheritances (Edlund and Kopczuk 2009

We extend the findings by Sierminska et al. (2069)focusing on wealth differences within partnepshin
order to identify the true degree of inequality hwit households. Moreover, we examine the role tfain
partnership financial decision making in the sitéhe gap. This is important as the financial diecianaking
process can reduce the wealth gap that may hagtedxbefore the marriage or before becoming paather
Therefore, we hypothesize thagteris paribus, joint financial decision making by couples will teéo a smaller
intra-partnership wealth gap, compared to couplasres only one person has the responsibility —tha ma
particular. These hypotheses follow previous figgiim the literature. For instance, Deere and Twy(i2912)
show that women’s share of couples’ wealth is pasit and significantly associated with the likeddd of
symmetry and agreement in joint decision making rmgnoouples. However, findings from Bernasek and
Bajtelsmit (2002) imply that women are more likdty influence financial decisions when they contréba
larger share to household income. Given that womearnings are on average lower than men’s, wealthi

households show significantly less female involvahie financial decision-making.

3. Data and estimation strategy
3.1. Data

We draw on data from the Socio-Economic Panel (SQERepresentative longitudinal survey of indiathu
living in private households across Germany (Wagnel. 2007). The survey started in 1984 in Westn@any
and extended to include East Germany in 1990. ésqmt, the survey consists of nine different sulpgasmwith
an oversampling of migrants and, in particularhhigcome households, which is crucial for this pajfsach
household has to fill in a household questionnaitdle each individual household member over 17yedage
is required to answer an individual questionnaive. use data from 2007, when more than 20,000 ididals in
over 10,000 households participated. We restrietstimple to cohabiting couples (independent of therital

status, hereafter couples) and are left with arayad0 couples.

3.2 Outcome variable
In 2007, the SOEP questionnaire included a spewdalule focusing omndividual wealth data. Individual level

wealth data is a rare feature that is crucial far analyses. Information is elicited for eight diént asset and

! Given our main research interest to analyze tmelgewealth gap within couples we refrain from d¢desng
homosexual partnerships.
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debt components: owner-occupied property (and &gsdcdebt), other property (and associated dbbtlging
savings contracts, financial assets, life insurgraleey (including private retirement insurance)stmness assets,
valuable assets(including jewelry, gold, arts,)edod consumer loans. The data misses such asspboents as
durables, vehicles and pension entitlements froblippension schemésThe SOEP wealth questionnaire did
not survey children below 18, which should notdalisbur results since we focus on cohabitating tsipand
because wealth holdings by children are presumather small).A more serious problem in collectimgalth
data at the micro-level is measurement error frarious sources such as rounding, misreporting amd n
response (see, e.g., Riphahn and Serfling 2005jh®none hand, separately asking all adult hougemeimbers
instead of a single household representative mese@se the accuracy of the true wealth holdingeawh
individual. On the other hand, this increases tlabability of item-non response on at least onglsinvealth
component within the household and the risk fooigistent information (e.g., two partners providimgn-
matching information on the very same issue, sughaacommonly owned home). Coping with all these
measurement problems is a major task. In the datbe GOEP wealth data, inconsistencies have bedressed
by means of editing on a case-wise basis, whilsingsdata is corrected for by multiple imputatieshniques,
explicitly considering the potential selectivity thfe underlying missing mechanisms (for a desanptf these
procedures see Frick et al. 2010b).A comparisoh wdtrresponding information from national balanbeeds,

however, indicates that the SOEP wealth data pedaather well (Frick et al. 2010a).

Our main dependent variable is the intra-partnerstealth gafdefined as the difference between the male
partner’s wealth and the female partner's wealénd¢, a positive intra-partnership wealth gap iis that the
male possess higher wealth than the female. Inr dodmitigate the effect of outliers we apply a%.1op and
bottom coding for individual net worth. As is thase for wealth (level) data, the distribution oé timtra-
partnership wealth gap is also highly skewed. Tth&r mitigate the influence of outliers, we aptig inverse
hyperbolic sine transformation (Pence 2006) ofitie-partnership wealth gap for the multivaria¢gnession

analysis!

3.3 Explanatory variables

We use five different sets of explanatory varialtiteexplain the intra-partnership wealth gap. Thests include
demographics, income, labor market informationefitances and variables related to power in thenpeship.
The demographic variables include age and the difference in age {he male’s age minus the female’s age).
These variables are in line with the life-cycle bipesis (Modigliani 1966), which statesthat weatitreases
over the lifetime up to retirement in order to stioconsumption. The larger the age difference betvibe two
partners, the bigger the intra-partnership weadtt gs the male partner has had more time to acetenukalth.
We control for whether the couple has children.dgBithat a woman’s propensity to spend income orilfam

provisioning and children’s nutrition is greateratha man’s (Blumberg 1988), this reduces her gbibt

2 Most survey data does not capture public pensitilements as these are, for the most part, noivkrto the
respondent. For the relevance of public pensioitie@mients in wealth inequality research, see Faiclt Grabka
(2013).

 We use wealth and net worth interchangeably irptiger. Net worth is defined as the differencewéen
total assets and liabilities.

* As a robustness check, we use an alternativeforanation of the wealth gap, we take the (natuiagjrithm
of the absolute value of the gap and for negatigaliln gaps multiply this logarithm by “-1*; we dotrperform
any transformation for the zero-difference. Theagahfindings are confirmed.
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accumulate wealth and should increase the weafthFgarther demographic covariates encompass matéals
as well as the length of marriage. We also inclildeimmigrant status given that a migrant typicélas below
average wealth (Bauer et al. 2011), and the gebgrapgion for East and West Germany, because dadthv
accumulation process in the two regions has besmmatically different. We control for life eventscbudivorces
or widowhoods by including appropriate dummy valéab These events most likely have substantiatesffen
individual wealth levels. Finally, by consideringet (inverse hyperbolic sine) couple’s total net twome

control for an overall level effect, assuming ttie gap increases with total household wealth.

To proxy for permanent income we use 5-year-averafiendividual total income. We include the incoofehe
female as well as the difference between the maledsthe female’s inconfeThe total income measure consists
of individual earnings, self-employment income, mipédoyment benefits, pensions and private transfers

received.

Variables related to the labor market comprisenédrimation for both spouses on the number of yaafsi|

time/part time or unemployed, as well as on selplyment status (yes/no) and civil servant stayes/fo).
The latter indicator variable is of particular redece in Germany as all wealth surveys show a procexd
wealth advantage for civil servants compared teiottependent employees (e.g. Frick et al. 2010&).als
include the years of education for the female marémd the difference between the spouses’ yeardwafation.

The difference in education is to control for banggy power within the household.

The fourth set of explanatory variables covers iithieces and gifts. These are the main elementgrext
fortune. Gale and Scholz (1994) find that inheits account for at least 50 percent of the nethwoft
American families. Thus, we assume that inheritargday an important role in explaining the intratparship
wealth gap. The SOEP collects annual inheritanta, daut only at the household level. However, i02@he
respondents were also asked to provide inheritarfoemation at the individual level. We include tvainary
variables for each spouse to differentiate pastraok recent inheritances (one for inheritanceereef992, the
other for those between 1992 and 200Hurthermore, we include dichotomous variables faissing
inheritance information as some individuals joirthé survey after 2001 and, hence, did not provhis t

information. The shortcoming of the inheritanceiables is that they do not consider more recentisve

The fifth set of explanatory variables includesyyrnformation on the distribution of power and tr@h within

a partnership. The distribution of these aspectinvihe household may have a significant impacthanintra-
partnership wealth gap: Gender differences thapesealent outside the household could be levelgdbpeven
reinforced within the household. Differences in takor market, for example,(in particular the gengl@nings
gap) can directly impact the overall gender weghp, but women’s and men’s access to financialuress in

couples also depends on what happens to the mdteeytanters the household (Kenney 2006). Thusnage

® In the case that the income information is missargsome years, we only use the available yearthfo com-
putation of the mean. All income information isrtséormed to 2005 Euros.

® We refrain from considering the amount of an iithece/bestowal in order to avoid any assumptidrsut
appreciation (e.g. appreciation differs for propemd financial assets) and investment patternsngikie timing
of inheritances and correction of item-non respolge do perform robustness checks with uncorreatedunt
variables (see Section 4.2.1 FN 15).
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use of two variables that describe the financialisien making process. These are the “last worfinancial
decisions” and “money management within the couplafiables. These serve as proxies for implementing
power and orchestration power as described byi@Rothschild (1976). Individuals that have impéartation
and orchestration power within a partnership al@eehmore control over financial resources and thbhggher
probability of having more wealth than the othédraljoint decision process is arranged, one wosklime a
rather small intra-partnership wealth gap, whiclgtmibe the result of wealth differences that ekisfore the

individuals became a couple.

For the financial decision making variables we takgantage of two questions contained in the suriveythe
first variable the respondents answer the questidho has the last word in your relationship whenking
important financial decisions?” Answers include “Mémy partner” or “both of us equally”. The money
management variables are based on the question ‘tioywou and your partner decide what to do with the
income that one of you or both receive?” Therefi@mecategories: Separate money management, poobedy
management, partly pooled and partly separate nageand partner manadeagle only use the information of
the female partner on power variables. If the wordaes not provide information on the power variablee

utilize the man’s answer.

3.4 Estimation strategy
Our empirical section consists of three partshinfirst part, we provide descriptive statisticsttee size of the
intra-partnership wealth gap as well as bivarigtaiations with some key explanatory variableseHee also
look at the couples’ total wealth holdings. All deptive findings are analyzed from the perspeciifethe
female and weighted with the survey weight of ttmédle. The second part of the empirical sectionpra®s
multivariate analyses of the wealth gap. Here, wekl|whether the bivariate associations remain when
controlling for further variables. We estimate fhowing equation:

IPGH™ = a + BX; + ¢,
wherelPG&™ denotes the (inverse hyperbolic sine transfornuéfgrence between the wealth holding of the
male and the female partner in couplex is an interceptg; a random error tern¥;include the explanatory

variables, which we include stepwisely in the regien, as described in section 3.3. We estimatsethe

" It should be noted that managing the money inupleodoes not necessarily imply controlling theafinial

resources (Pahl 1995). We also find this to becdse in our data based on the two variables (astl in fi-

nancial decisions” and “money management”).

® The original wording of the five answer categoiies) Everyone looks after their own money, b) e the

money together and both of us take what we need/ecput a share of the money together, and botls deep
a share of it for ourselves, d) | look after thenew and provide my partner with a share of it, g) partner
looks after the money and provides me with a sbéie

° One cannot assume a perfect match of the answebsth partners. However, there is a large overfap.
robustness purposes we considered different codihtie power variables. We used a) only the malener’s

information, b) the woman’s answer and an additiodmanmy variable indicating a deviating answerhad than,
and c) only the information of couples without qantictions and an indicator variable for whether partners
disagreed. For all these codings the results dicchange meaningfully.In terms of financial deaisimaking,

the highest overlap of about 95% can be foundHtosé stating that both have the last word. If #radle an-
swer that the partner has the last word, thera isvarlap of at least 70%. While if she declarebauve the last
word the accordance is about 67%. For the latterdmups about 27% of the male partners have tioop
that a joint decision making process is taking @lachere is also no full overlap between the answéboth

partners with respect to money management. The sifasverlaps varies from 76% for part of moneghared
to 95% for all money is shared.
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equations by Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) and ctenmuibust Huber-White standard errors. As therehtrtig
omitted variables, i.e. variables that are coreslatith bothX;and and;, we do not want to give our estimates a
causal interpretation. Given that little reseachvailable despite its importance (see also se&fipidentifying
the determinants of the wealth gap is seen astastiep in this field. Identifying the causes dof thealth gap is

an area for future research.

4, Empirical analysis

This section provides both descriptive (sectior) 4rid multivariate analyses on the wealth gap witlduples
(section 4.2). Section 4.2 is subdivided in thregetg First, a multivariate analysis of the weajdp within
couples is performed, where the explanatory vaemlre considered stepwise. Secondly, robustnesgsiof
the preferred OLS model are performed and thiradiyaliernative examination of the intra-partnershigalth

gap will be presented.

4.1A description of the wealth gap within couples

The mean difference in net worth between men anuevowithin a partnership is about 33,000 Euro. Hmxe

as seen in Figure 1, men do not always possess waaih than women within these partnerships. Wh#lgo

of all couples have equal net worth —often no nettlivat all- in at least 29% of the couples thedienhas
greater net worth than her partner. Here, the nigaa-partnership wealth gap amounts to more tH&000
Euro (-14,000 at the median)with women having abif#,000 Euro net worth—more than twice as much as
their male partner. The remaining share of coufi28bs) consists of males having more wealth thai thenale
partner with a mean wealth gap of nearly 91,00mER6,000 Euro at the median). The mean net wdrthade
partners, in this case, sums up to 183,000 Euréachwis also twice as much as the mean net worttheif
female counterparts.

Figure 1: Distribution of net worth within couplaad mean intra-partnership wealth gap
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In couples with equal mean net worth, the meanevafuotal net worth is about 156,000 Euro. Ithie same in
couples, where the female partner has more weadih her partner. In couples where the male pahagmore
wealth than his partner, total net worth is abo#5,000 Euro. If he dies, his partner could profanfi the
bequested net worth of her partner. However, dunmagriage this wealth gap might affect intra-houdeh
bargaining.

Following the life-cycle hypothesis (Modigliani 18% wealth increases over the lifetime up to retieat and
then decreases as individuals decumulate in omeantooth consumption. Putting aside cohort efféatsa
moment, in figure 2we display the couple’s net Wwddr female age groups. We find that up to the556ge
group total wealth within a couple continuouslyessto more than 250,000 Euro on average. Afteoffieial

retirement age of 65, decumulation most likely asc&or the oldest group of females, total net wasthigher,
which might be the result of inheritances—mostljikeom a previous partner or parents—or the sagiatlient in
mortality X

Figure2: Total net worth of couples and ratio between the wealth gap and total net worth of couple
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Next, we control for the size of total net worttddaok at theelative wealth gap (mean intra-partnership wealth
gap as a percent of total net worth of couplesjeHthere is a clear indication that ttekative gap between men
and women in a partnership is lower for older ifisals™*This finding might be the result of different fircial

decision making across age groups. While men anmdemoat the beginning of a partnership still mandugdér

9 Breyer and Marcus (2011) find that also for worlinexpectancy increases with income.
" However, the absolute value of the intra-partriprafealth gap follows an inverse U-shaped patteith the
highest absolute value of about 46,000 Euro forafesnin the age group of 46-55 years. This peakintig the
result of different labor market attachment aneesistent gender pay gap, amongst others.
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financial affairs on their own, in a long-term r&a@ship joint financial decision making becomesrenam-

important, with females typically gaining more. ldenthe relative wealth gap declines.

Another relevant demographic variable, which mighet related to the intra-partnership wealth gapthes
information about whether or not a household halsirgm. Having children typically negatively infloees the
labor market participation of women in Germany,stheducing the chances to accumulate wealth on dhei.
As expected, couples without children under the afgk6 years have a higher total net worth of al#fit,000
Euro; more than couples with children, who havetaltnet worth of roughly 175,000 Euro. This outeoi® in
line with the literature (see e.g. Yamokoski undgter 2006). However, the findings for the intratparship
wealth gap do not confirm the hypothesis of motliegng a higher wealth gap. While this gap is @at38,000
Euro for couples without children, the respectiigufe for households having children is only abd@20
Euro. This could again point to a different finalcilecision making behavior , i.e. having childtend to

increase the probability for a joint decision makprocess or one that reduces the gap within tbediwld.

The gender wealth gap might differ when considerindfural differences. Individuals who lived in Eas
Germany before the wall came down might have alemisitra-partnership wealth gap than those liviimghe
western part of Germany. The socialistic German ®aatic Republic had a policy of gender equality.
Therefore, women had equal rights and equal olitigat i.e. the share of fulltime employed women aad
still is higher in the eastern part of Germany. Séheultural differences could also translate itte gender
wealth gap and, in fact, our findings confirm thter those living in East Germany at the time 89@he year
the wall came down) the mean intra-partnership thegdp is less than 15,000 Euro, while the respedigure

for West Germans is about 40,000 Euro, where aitivadl male-breadwinner model was prevalent thus

reducing the chances for the wealth accumulatiomarhen (results available from authors upon request

A further relevant demographic characteristic mifg status. Singles show a significant smallercdlte gender
wealth gap than married couples; however, thikésrésult of an age bias, given that mean wealtitiger small
for young adults. A more interesting finding is ttheidowhood seems to be significantly related te thtra-
partnership wealth gap. While for female widowshaatnew partner this gap is only about 10,000 Eine gap
becomes even bigger when looking at male widoweitb—a/new partner—with nearly 96,000 Euro. It can b
assumed that an inheritance could either lowervtbalth gap for women or enlarge in case a man gets

inheritance (results available from authors upauest).

Gender differences in the labor force are well stigated showing that there is a significant défere in labor
market participation between women and men as aget pronounced gender wage gap (e.g. Blau and Kahn
2000). Both affect wealth accumulation of womenug§hone could assume that even with increased labor
market participation of women, an intra-partnershigalth gap still remains. This is true for all gps displayed

in figure 3. Women with more labor market experemccrue more wealth. However women with at le&st 3
years work experience have a smaller wealth gape,Hke differences between the two sexes amouanlio
13,000 Euro. For females with 10 to 19 years obifdbrce participation this gap is more than 40,&00. For
these women, the relative large wealth gap migheXained by the widespread male breadwinner mivdel

Germany in which women suspend their labor marketer while the male partners continue working. gap
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for women without any labor force participatiorrénarkable. These women have below average weaiithé
intra-partnership wealth gap amounts to only 25,B0fb. This finding might be the result of either age bias

towards young females or a bias in terms of a laid phale partner.

Figure3: Female labor market experiencein yearsand mean net worth by partner
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Source: SOEPvV27, only couples and cohabiting peitne

Beside labor force characteristics, inheritances/ @ very important role for wealth accumulatiorai@&and
Scholz 1994, Wolff 2002, Edlund and Kopczuk 20@®ceiving a significant inheritance can lower/egéathe
intra-partnership wealth gap. This is confirmedcbysidering recent inheritances, i.e. inheritarstese 1992. If
a female received an inheritance, the intra-pastriprwealth gap is less than 10,000 Euro. Conversdeln
inheritance has been devolved to a male partnermiban intra-partnership wealth gap becomes muedteay;
reaching 62,000 Euro.

Next, we consider differences in outcomes with eespo financial decision making and money managgme
As seen in Figure 4, the intra-partnership weadtp i3 the highest when the man has the last wofishamcial
decisions (6% of the population). Coincidently,ghere the richest households. Here, mean net wbitie
man is about 204,000 Euro, while the woman part@er only 80,000 Euro. If the woman declares thal bo
partners decide on financial issues, female patsieow only a slightly lower net worth of 75,000r&(@85% of
all couples). However, the mean net worth of ttepeetive male partner is much smaller, at only Q22 Euro.
Interestingly, the intra-partnership wealth gapas the smallest for the group that declares tb#t decide, but

in the group where she has the last word in fir@rissues (9% of the couples). Here the mean gajuais to
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only 6,500 Euro. However, this is the group witke tbwest mean net worth of about 47,000 Euro forafles
and 54,000 Euro for malés.

Figure4: Last word in financial decisions and mean net worth by partner
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Source: SOEPv27, only couples and cohabiting peitne

The second question about financial decision mawiitilgin a couple is “money management” (figure Ayain
about two-thirds of all females state that monegdgsally shared, but this does not directly traesiato equal
wealth holdings. Here the mean intra-partnershiplthegap is about 33,000 Euro and does not diffemfthe
population mean. A comparable wealth gap is obsefwecouples that share part of the money anadoiples
where both manage money individually.

Figure5: M oney management within couples and mean net worth by partner
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12 Shek-waiHui et al. (2011) confirm this finding f@anada. They show that households where the wéwasn
the control over money have a significantly lonevdl of net worth compared to equal sharing andsébolds
where the man is in charge.
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Source: SOEPv27, only couples and cohabiting pesitne

Similarly, to the previously discussed findings the last word in financial decisions, the intratparship
wealth gap is again the highest (55,000 Euro) Ify adhe male partner manages the money. Once ag#n,
smallest intra-partnership wealth gap of about Q0,Buro exists when the female manages the momnae al
Total net worth of these couples is, yet again,smallest for all groups. Based on these resukgeims that
only if there is little or no wealth (or income)high needs to be managed, females tend to be #inrcharge
of looking for economic resources. Another potdraiglanation might be, that females need to talspaonsibil-

ity for economic resources because there is onblldinancial scope (see also Pahl 2000).

4.2A multivariate examination of the wealth gap within couples

Next, we want to identify some of the explanatagtbrs of the within couple wealth gap. We, firegress the
wealth gap within partnerships on different setsraxrfressors (4.2.1) and perform several robustaeesks
(4.2.2.). Next, we present an alternative spedificaof the outcome variable that only takes intecunt the
direction of the difference between the male’s thedfemale’s wealth holding in the partnership, fott the size
of the difference (4.2.3).

4.2.1 Determinants of the within couple wealth gap

Table 1 shows the results of the multivariate asedyof the wealth gap within a partnership, defiagdhe in-
verse hyperbolic sine of the difference betweenrttaa’'s and the woman’s wealth. The columns disphey
coefficients of the five sets of explanatory valésb(demographics, income, labor market, inhergan@inancial

decision making), which we include gradually.

The set of demographic variables we include in ifigation (1) explains around 5 % of the wealthfeliénce.
When including further explanatory variables in tither specification, the coefficients for the demaphic
variables change only marginally and, apart fromnlamber of kids, do not lose significance. In mi¢gh our
descriptive findings, we find that the wealth gamidishes with age for females. Having a migratlmck-
ground deepens the intra-partnership wealth gapvéonen, which are most likely married to men whe bet-
ter off. For men, the gap is smaller if they comanf abroad. Migration is associated with costs tlede who
migrate to Germany are typically less well educatexve higher unemployment rates and below average
ings, which directly translate to lower levels aéalth (Bauer et al. 2011).1f the male partner wagizen of the
German Democratic Republic this significantly losi¢he wealth gap. This can be explained by ovéwalér
wealth levels in East Germany due to the socialisinomic system that existed before reunificatiod poor

labor market conditions that have prevailed sihes:t which perpetuates lower wealth levels.

If the female is a widow, there is a chance that Ishs received an inheritance from her former spotuke
coefficient has the expected negative effect onatbalth gap, but this result is not significanttHé male part-
ner is a widower, there is a strong positive effeet deepens the intra-partnership wealth gapadth the size

of the inheritance should be lower for males trarfédmales.

13



Having children is usually associated with lowerells of wealth for women compared to childless &ddThus
we observe a negative and significant effect ongdue for females without children. This findingptigh, is

only significant in our first specification and dpears once income is controlled for.

Our basic regression model also considers the tetalvorth of both partners. As expected the ipaenership
wealth gap significantly increases with higher wiedévels. This could result from e.g. differergkriattitudes
and investment decisions, which are found to éwigite literature. Getting divorced, the lengthudrriage, and

the age difference between the partners do not &iaysignificant effect on the wealth gap withimtparships.

Our second factor in explaining the intra-partngrsiiealth gap is a proxy for permanent individuatame
(mean over five years). Here, we observe the egpeeffect: The higher the woman's income, the saméfie
intra-partnership wealth gap. Regarding incomeedéfifices between the two partners, there is a ealt that
indicates that the wealth gap is reduced if thealermakes more money than her partner. These hdofjs are

robust for all stepwise regressions.

The third factor comprises labor market charadiessRather strong effects can be found if attleag of the
partners is currently self-employed. For women thiplies a reduction of the wealth gap, while i¢ thnale is
self-employed the gap widens. The self-employednatecovered by the statutory pension system imf@ay,
thus they are responsible for their own for old-agevision'® This is typically done by investing in private
pensions or property and of course by businesssasias investment behavior enforces the gap batvgart-
ners because our measure of wealth does not inaligeublic pension entitlements. If the male par&xperi-
enced longer phases of unemployment or part timgament this reduces the chances to save, thugethaer
wealth gap also becomes smaller. Examining the atiual level of women—as measured by years of &duc
tion—there is a small but significant effect on tieealth gap, i.e. the more educated is the womarstialler is

the gap.

In the fourth stepwise regression we control fdveiitances received. Given that this informatioatsveyed in
2001 in the SOEP, we include a dummy variable (etpud) for those individuals who entered the syrie
more recent waves. This dummy variable does now sty significant effect, but we obtain the expdci@gns.
For women, receiving an inheritance clearly redubesintra-partnership wealth gap. If the man psdfiom an
inheritance, the gap becomes larger. Both findargsrobust across all specifications. The effecthiore recent
inheritances (after 1992) is stronger for womenictvttould indicate more successful handling ofibetage,

thus reducing the wealth gab.

Our last explanatory factor of the intra-partngosivealth gap is the decision making process withtouple.

We make use of three different approaches. Firstcansider only the information about who has &t word

3 \When we exclude the population of self-employadafoobustness check, the general results arerowedi

4 For a robustness check, we include the uncorrdotgtithm of the amount of inheritances (see Fbggth-

er with the year of the inheritance. The resultidate thatgceteris paribus, a 10 % increase in inheritances of
females decreases the wealth gap by more than QoWversely, the gap increases by about 8 % for &10
increase in the males inheritances. The coeffisi@ftthe other variables do not change meaningfufigt the
model fit improves slightly (Rincreases by 0.003). These results are availaite the authors upon request.
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in financial decisions (reference category is “bdétide”, column 5). When the female states thathsds the
last word, then there is a negative effect (asadlyeindicated by the descriptive analysis), howgiteis not
significant. If the male partner makes the decisionfinancial affairs, we observe a strong positidffect, i.e.
the wealth gap becomes bigger relative to thoseleswvith joint decisions. This finding supports typothe-

sis that larger wealth gaps exist when the maltmpahas the responsibility for financial affairs.

In the second approach, (column 6) we make usefofration regarding money management within caiple
The wealth gap is significantly reduced if the féendecides alone compared to the reference catégthnyon-
ey shared). All other combinations show no sigafficresults, but with expected signs. If separaieey man-
agement is declared, there is a tendency for aceztlwealth gap. This also holds for couples wheteast part
of the money is combined. If only the male manabesnoney, the respective covariate gets a postiye i.e.
the man further expands his net worth. The thingrag@ch (column 7) controls both for financial demismak-
ing and money management. The significant resaltgain, also reconfirming the fact that the two ables are

measuring different aspects of money control.

4.2.2 Robustness checks

To check the sensitivity of our results we perfasaveral robustness tests. First, we restrict thpilption of
interest to couples below the age of 65 years, lwhicthe official retirement age in Germany. Wethis in

order to concentrate on the phase of life when théaltypically accumulated. All in all, the resulthange only
marginally (specification 8) compared to the presicpecification. Given the age cutoff, the womags is no
longer significant. Neither is the time that thenrepent in part time employment. The latter magsult of

reduced efficiency that leads to an insignificameféicient.

In a further robustness check, we follow the litera on the existence of marriages of equally ddgenspous-
es (Nock 2001) and apply this to the wealth cont&igen that individual income is one of the masportant
factors for regular saving, we restrict the santplequally dependent couples in terms of individnabme.
This will allow us to isolate to a greater extemt factors that contribute to the gap. We defingatty depend-
ent spouses as couples in which both partnersibatgrbetween 40% and 60% of total household incdme
specification 9, the above presented significamdifigs for demographic characteristics nearly etldme insig-
nificant. Only the overall level of total wealth tife couple and the age of the female remain sigmif, which
can point to wealth differences that preexist nagi or the importance of cohort effects. Differenie the
labor force experience no longer provide a pronedncontribution in explaining the wealth gap. Hoeev
being self-employed is still relevant and becomesnemore important. With respect to inheritance® oan
still observe the same patterns as for the lagwsse regression for the total population. Inhéges are an
important factor of the wealth gap. Lastly, thendigant coefficients of the variables capturingdncial deci-
sion making within couples have a similar magnitadébefore, although the coefficient on the madkess word
in financial decision making loses its significané&e coefficient on female’s money managementeiases in
absolute size and remains negative--suggesting wamé men have different opinions in terms of momeay-
agement. As previously shown in the literature, warmay spend more on their children or invest dsfidy,

while men may be more inclined to save for theinoweds.
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4.2.3 An alternative multivariate examination of the wealth gap within couples

In the above presented multivariate examinatiothefwealth gap within couples, we assume a linelation-
ship between the covariates and the wealth gap.eMeryone could also assume that there are oppeffiects
if either the female or the male has more wealtmthis/her partner, i.e. some covariates mightegse the
chance that the female has more wealth than the aval at the same time increase the chance thatate
holds larger wealth than the female. Thus, we apptyultinomial logit with three groups, where tlederence
group is couples with equal net worth (19% of theas).The second group consists of couples wherfethale
has more wealth (29 %); the third and largest gr&2%6) comprises couples where the male partnentuas

wealth®®

Table 2 compares average marginal effects of thémomial logit model with the OLS coefficients ofir pre-
ferred specification, specification (7). A firstsgt is that the explained variance increases t6%2Zompared to
less than 10% in the OLS model, which may poingxisting nonlinearities in the relationship betweka co-

variates and the intra-partnership wealth gap.

In the following, we focus on the results from tmelltinomial logit that are significantly differerfitom each
other, given the presented chi-2 test (last colaftable 2).If the covariate in the OLS model shawgositive
effect (an increase of the wealth gap), this cpweds to a negative effect for the probability ttret female
holds more wealth than her partner. Converselg, negative effect is given by the OLS model, ttepeetive
outcome in the multinomial model is also a negapiv@bability that the male partner has more wetilén the
female partner. A first difference noted betweea @LS regression results and the multinomial logih be
found for the age difference. Although, this infation had no significant effect in the OLS regressiwe ob-
serve a small significant increase in the probghbiliat the man has more wealth if the female deiothan her
male partner. This finding is somewhat surprisigigen that this age difference would allow the féana ac-
cumulate more wealth prior to marriage. However should also consider the age of the female wbaghts
to a lower probability that the man has more wedaltltomparison to the reference group with equadlthe

holdings, i.e. the older the female the more likedyal sharing occurs.

The OLS regression results are confirmed by theinarhial logit regression for migration status, aichood,
the overall wealth level, individual income, theuedtional level, whether one of the partner is-saiployed,

for the last word in financial decisions and monggnagement.

In the OLS regression the female’s experiencesllitime and part-time employment had no significaffect
on reducing the intra-partnership wealth gap. Intiast, the multinomial logit model suggests thegse varia-
bles make it somewhat more likely that the female more wealth than her partner. If the man suffens
phases of unemployment, the intra-partnership Weaglp is reduced following the OLS model. The muoltnial

model indicates that unemployment spells of theenpalrtner make it less likely that the male parpessesses

> We explicitly want to consider these three différgroups that differ in qualitative terms. A qulntegres-
sion technique would subdivide the total populatiynpercentiles only. We also run a multinomialiloghere
the reference group consists of couples wherenthieidual wealth share varies between 40% and 60%tal

couple’s wealth in order to relax the strict asstiompof having identical net worth. The main findsare con-
firmed.
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more wealth than their partners. However, it dogssignificantly change the probability that thentde holds
more wealth than the male. Finally, the coefficseior the inheritance variables again indicate thiagéritances

play a pronounced role in explaining wealth diffeses within couples.

In a second step we also discuss variables forhattie Chi-2-test does not indicate significantatiénces be-
tween the coefficients of the multinomial logit nebdFirstly, we point to variables referring to thmarital status
of the couples. For example, in the OLS model, wenolt obtain a significant coefficient for beingtmoarried.
In the multinomial logit, however, we find a highgobability that the male holds more wealth thaa female,
if the couple is not married. This may point to fimeling that partners already enter marriage/asinip with
different wealth levels (Sierminska et al. 2010hogher interesting finding is that the length aharriage ce-
teris paribus, does not exhibit a significant effect neither ie LS, nor in the multinomial logit model. Thus,
one cannot speculate whether the gap is reducédhétlength of marriage. Results indicate thatsse mon-
ey management has no effect in the OLS model. Tinahg multinomial logit model suggests that irstt@se it
is significantly more likely that the female wilbld more wealth. One could therefore argue thatafemican
profit from a separate money management and thgkthbie in particular true if the female tends teeha high-

er bargaining power (Lee and Pocock 2007).

Summing up, the alternative specification of thiapartnership wealth gap by applying a multindnogit

model complements the findings of the OLS regressiith some particular variations and additiomaights.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we examine the wealth gap within rEaghips exploiting unique individual wealth dafatlee

German Socio-Economic Panel collected in 2007. Mk that in 29% of all couples the female owns muoeé
worth than her partner, for 19% of all partnershipsre is parity between the wealth levels of themers and
finally in 52% of all couples the male partner nasre wealth. Overall, the intra-partnership weghlp (defined
as the difference between the male’s and the fésnakealth) for German couples amounts to about@Buro
in 2007.

We analyze several groups of variables that migptaén the intra-partnership wealth gap (demogrepim-
come, labor market information, inheritances andabdes related to the control over money in therpaship).
We find that all five groups contribute to the exqution of the wealth gap within partnerships. Wealth gap
is the smallest in low wealth households wherentbman has control over money management. The méesna
most of the financial decisions in the richest lehmdds. Being self-employed and having recentlgirem an
inheritance also has strong effects. If a womanm|nig self-employed or has recently received areiithnce,
the male-female wealth gap within the householadkiced [increased].Thus, our results indicate ithatcou-
ple where the female has strong bargaining powggrims of higher income, has received inheritamceasas a
higher educational level, the probability to holdme wealth than her partner is higher. This folldtes finding
by Lee and Pocock (2007) who find in those situegithe female saves more in total but also savasvedy
more in her own account. If the female managesrtbieey within a couple the intra-partnership weatbmall-

er, while if he has the last word in financial issuhe gap increases.
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One relevant aspect that we do not consider irempirical analyses is financial literacy and righbavior (Lu-
sardi and Mitchell 2008, Fonseca et al. 2010).sltshown that men and women differ in their finahcia
knowledge and that females tend to invest morearwatively. These differences translate into déférwealth
levels. We are also not able to control for savimgtives, which also differ between sexes. Womenhinige
predicted to save more than men because of thghehilife expectancy and a higher probability tedee in
need of care without having a partner. Additionalhe presence of children within the household ltave an

effect on the saving behavior (Shek-waiHui et 81 D).

In this paper we focus on net worth from real aiméricial assets only. If one considers pensiortlentéents
from public pension schemes, the observed intreapeship wealth gap would further increase, giveat the
labor force participation and earnings are higloemfiales than for females. Further research mayeatamine
in more detail the investment patterns between woaral men in relation to their financial decisioakimg,

which may also explain the gaps.

We also cannot account for the phenomenon of higarg of the money from the other partner (Mal&0i12).
Ashraf (2009) allude that some partners may congaslof the money, even while reporting joint cohbver
financial resources. Finally, in this study we di oontrol for differences prior to the partnerspipen that we
currently had only wealth information available forly 2002 and 2007, with an insufficient numbeiobserva-
tions of new partnerships. More longitudinal infation would also facilitate the analysis of caugalvhich

might be particularly relevant for the financiantml variables?®

Are our findings a reason to be concerned? One angye that even if there exist an intra-partnerstealth
gap during marriage, both partners can profit fithen usage of real assets, and in case of deatiwhbke net
worth devolve to the surviving partner. Howeveregi that divorce rates are increasing in a majafit9ECD
countries, one can no longer rely on a long-lastirggitution like marriage for economic security.oWlen’s
financial dependency also makes it more difficolt them to leave abusive relationships. In manyntiées, a
divorce leads to an equal split of assets, i.eryelimg that was acquired during marriage is sutiedivision’’
However, as shown by Sierminska et al. (2010), em@hwomen already enter marriage with pronouncterdi
ent levels of wealth and, in most cases; femaled te have significant lower levels of net worthd#orce is
typically associated with costs, which may furtheduce wealth levels. In addition, the final actdoforce is
often preceded by a period of non-cooperation withe marriage, which provides the opportunitydartners
to dissolve or transfer assets out of the marrgaggesting that direct control over assets andylgitde wealth

gap is the preferred option for both partners.

' For example, separate money management mighaleaxian to return to full-time employment soon¢eraf
giving birth than she would if the couple practigaist decision making and thus impacting the indiixal
wealth level (see also Kenney 2006).To analyze#usal relationship one could think about instrutaleraria-
bles but finding an adequate (strong) instrumeatdballenge. An alternative could be using randedhiexper-
iments, however our research setting does not dbowhis possibility. Having longitudinal datat@nd would
of course enable us to analyze the change of ishg#@tiand household wealth for new couples betw@82 2nd
2007 as a function of financial decision makingwéweer, we only have 59 cases where informatiorbéth
new partners is available.
7 A special case could be debts. Even if only onnparaise a mortgage (which would be assignetérmues-
tionnaire to that person only) in case of a divplnks usually force the other partner to amottieeoutstand-
ing debt.
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Table 1: Determinants of the wealth gap withintibesehold (men-women)

(1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9)

Agef -0.075" -0.059° -0.056 -0.057 -0.058° -0.057 -0.058 | -0.023 -0.127
(0.022) (0.022) (0.027)  (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) .0R¥) | (0.051)  (0.054)

A Age -0.043 -0.041 -0.048 -0.050 -0.052 -0.050  50.0| -0.000 -0.099
(0.030) (0.029) (0.033)  (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) .08B) | (0.051) (0.068)

Migranf 1.599™ 151"  1.594" 1.388" 1278 1.283"  1.206 1.035 -0.246
(0.515) (0.505) (0.503)  (0.497)  (0.499)  (0.497) .4Q®) | (0.555)  (1.129)

Migranr™ -1.946" -1.640" -1.7157 -1.529" -1.533" -1.549" -1.550" | -1.422°  -1.084
(0.526) (0.519) (0.517) (0.512) (0.513) (0.510) .5(A) | (0.574)  (1.171)

East Germah -0.232 0.158 0.209 0.092 0.080 0.046 0.081 0.016 0.488
(0.749) (0.737) (0.740)  (0.746)  (0.742)  (0.744) .741) | (0.789)  (1.497)

East Germah -1.753" -1.337 -1.258  -1.130 -1.118 -1.109 -1.111 -1.111 0.165
(0.755) (0.741) (0.743)  (0.749)  (0.745)  (0.746) .74&%) | (0.792)  (1.514)

No kids -1.518" -0.633 -0.629 -0.603 -0.618 -0.629 -0.635 -0.495 0.395
(0.392) (0.395) (0.397)  (0.395)  (0.393)  (0.397) .3¢®) | (0.466)  (0.754)

Divorced/ 0.087 0.227 0.191 0.225 0.243 0.225 0.242 0.158 0410.
(0.481) (0.478) (0.475)  (0.473)  (0.474) (0.472) .A) | (0.527) (0.942)

Divorced™ -0.603 -0.549 -0.620 -0.735 -0.741 -0.698 -0.707 .679 -0.780
(0.471) (0.466) (0.466)  (0.465)  (0.465)  (0.464) .46H) | (0.532)  (0.929)

Widowed/ -1.025 -1.095 -1.347 -1.376 -1.336 -1.308 -1.291 790 -0.057
(1.068) (1.055) (1.058)  (1.047)  (1.048)  (1.046) .04B) | (1.432)  (1.930)

Widowed™ 3.406™ 3.171" 3.046" 2.914" 2.906" 2.847" 2845 | 2.881 2.213
(0.937) (0.913) (0.910)  (0.891) (0.894)  (0.893) .8¢®) | (1.323)  (1.740)

Notmarried 0.287 0.365 0.290 0.412 0.396 0.468 9.45 0.285 1.340
(0.486) (0.483) (0.487)  (0.496)  (0.495)  (0.511) .5(®) | (0.544)  (0.960)

Marriage (length) 0.026 0.012 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.0 0.004 -0.028 0.028
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021)  (0.021) (0.021)  (0.021) .0@1) | (0.028)  (0.040)

Wealth (asinh) 0.278 0.262" 0.253" 0.250" 0.249" 0.2487 0.248" | 0263 0.174"
(0.019) (0.020) (0.020) (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.021) .0@1) | (0.023)  (0.043)

Income/ -0.046™  -0.039" -0.035" -0.0357 -0.034" -0.034" | -0.031" -0.011
(0.010) (0.011)  (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)  (0.01f) 0.0¢2)  (0.026)

A Income 0.034  0.029° 0.032° 0.030° 0.031" 0.030" | 0.030"  0.077
(0.005) (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.00B) 0.006)  (0.044)

Educatioh (years) -0.142 -0120 -0.115 -0.126  -0.121 | -0.099 -0.162
(0.068)  (0.069)  (0.069)  (0.069)  (0.069)  (0.087)(0.145)

A Education -0.027 -0.040 -0.048 -0.052 -0.056 08.0 -0.042
(0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062)  (0.079)(0.141)
Exp. full-time/ -0.014 -0.016 -0.012 -0.013 -0.011 -0.016 -0.018
(0.015)  (0.015)  (0.015)  (0.015)  (0.013)  (0.024)(0.039)
Exp. full-time™ 0.017 0.016 0.015 0.013 0.017 0.026 0.069
(0.023)  (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)  (0.023)  (0.041)(0.048)
Exp. part-tine/ -0.025 -0.021 -0.017 -0.018 -0.016 -0.013 -0.019
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)  (0.019)  (0.029)(0.053)

Exp. part-tine™ -0.124" 0128 -0.125° -0.128° -0.127" | -0.158 0.050
(0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063)  (0.101)(0.109)
Exp. unemp” 0.011 0.020 0.019 0.023 0.021 0.103 0.053
(0.058)  (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057)  (0.071)(0.121)

Exp. unemp™ -0.130° -0.131" -0.129° -0.123 -0.123 | -0.154°  0.065
(0.058)  (0.058)  (0.057) (0.057) (0.057)  (0.075)(0.116)

Self employe” -1.679"  -1.693" -1.670" -1.701" -1.685" | -2.015" -4.022"
(0.633)  (0.632) (0.630) (0.632)  (0.630Q)  (0.661)(1.371)

Self employed™ 3.123" 3.084" 3.033" 3.058" 3.024" | 2.856° 4.926"
(0.459)  (0.456)  (0.456)  (0.455)  (0.453)  (0.479)(1.006)
Civil servart/ -0.066 -0.098 -0.148 -0.151 -0.183 -0.485 -0.817
(0.750)  (0.749)  (0.749)  (0.750)  (0.749)  (0.776)(1.247)
Civil servan™ 0.455 0.461 0.449 0.455 0.44( 0.315 2.036
(0.575)  (0.574) (0.575) (0.575)  (0.573)  (0.592)(1.204)

Inherit. > 192/ -2.900" -2.890" -2.908" -2.901" | -3.086" -4.558"
(0.508)  (0.507)  (0.508)  (0.508 (0.589)  (1.068)

Inherit. > 192™ 1103 1.102° 1.083  1.087 0.747 1.201

22



Table 1 continued ...

1) (2) 3) 4) %) (6) (7) (8) 9
(0.489)  (0.488)  (0.490)  (0.489 (0.574)  (1.053)
Inherit. < 192/ -2.064"  -2.044" -2.108" -2.087" | -1.938" -2.963
(0.604)  (0.603) (0.604)  (0.603 (0.878)  (1.238)
Inherit. < 192™ 2.735"  2.719" 2.758"  2.741" | 2.405" 3.664"
(0.481)  (0.480) (0.482)  (0.481 (0.662)  (1.025)
Inherit. n.d. 0.151 0.097 0.125 0.084 0.139 -0.391
(0.393)  (0.394) (0.394)  (0.394 (0.419)  (0.829)
Inherit. n.a" -0.627 -0.604 -0.592 -0.581 -0.560 -1.111
(0.402)  (0.403)  (0.403)  (0.404 (0.428)  (0.809)
Last word in financial decisions
- female -0.635 -0.413 -0.303 0.064
(0.513) (0.522)| (0.626)  (0.997)
- male 1.393" 1.305" | 1.367" 1.284
(0.407) (0.424)| (0.508)  (1.156)
Money management
- separate -0.242 -0.266 -0.337 -0.313
(0.415)  (0.415)| (0.462)  (0.787)
- female -1.472°  -1.380" | -1.266°  -1.975
(0.482)  (0.490)| (0.594)  (1.110)
- male 0.615 0.251 0.055 0.848
(0.475)  (0.495)| (0.656)  (1.462)
- partly -0.449 -0.447 -0.204 -0.868
(0.477)  (0.476)| (0.541)  (0.892)
Constant 3.813 3.001" 4.604" 4.509" 4.498" 4.810° 4.758" | 3.112° 6.240"
(0.718) (0.733)  (0.995)  (0.990)  (0.994)  (0.996) .9@B) | (1.315) (2.156)
N 5846 5846 5846 5846 5846 5846 5846 4367 1405
R2 0.053 0.075 0.087 0.099 0.101 0.101 0.102 0.107 .0830
R2_a 0.050 0.072 0.082 0.094 0.095 0.095 0.096 0.0990.056

Source: SOEPv27, only couples and cohabiting peitne
Note: The table presents the coefficients of OLgassions and their robust standard errors, wiheredtcome
is the (inverse hyperbolic sine of the)differenadween the wealth of the male and the wealth offeheale.
Specifications (1)-(7) stepwisely include contralriables, specification (8) considers only coupléere both
are 65 or below, and specification (9) only conssdequally dependent spouses (in terms of incordeg04
%).“f" [* m”] means that the variable applies to the femalal@ipA denotes the difference between his and her
value of the specific variablep< 0.1,” p< 0.05,” p< 0.01
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Table 2: Determinants of the wealth gap withinlibesehold (men-women OLS-regression) and margfnal e
fects of a multinomial regression analysis

1) 2
(OLS) (MLOGIT)
F>M M >F Chi2

Age” -0.058" 0.001 -0.005" 1.99
A Age -0.051 0.002 -0.004 3.17
Migrant/ 1.206" -0.068" 0.055 5.38"
Migrant™ -1.550" 0.031 -0.107" 4.47
East Germdn 0.051 -0.001 0.002 0.00
East Germah -1.111 0.030 -0.070 1.58
No kids -0.635 0.013 -0.043* 1.52
Divorced/ 0.242 -0.016 0.012 0.37
Divorced™ -0.707 0.029 -0.028 1.44
Widowed” -1.291 0.057 -0.064 1.20
Widowed™ 2.845" -0.123" 0.143" 7.54”
Not married 0.455 -0.014 0.060 1.48
Marriage (length) 0.004 -0.001 -0.001 0.19
Wealth (asinh) 0.248 -0.010” 0.020” 112.08"
Income/ -0.034” 0.002” -0.001 7.75"
A Income 0.030~ -0.001" 0.001” 19.21"
Educatim” -0.121 0.008" -0.006 3.85
A Education -0.056 0.004 -0.004 1.49
Exp. full-time/ -0.011 0.002 -0.001 2.25
Exp. full-time™ 0.012 0.000 0.001 0.05
Exp. part-tine/ -0.016 0.003 -0.001 3.05
Exp. part-time™ -0.127 0.007" -0.005 3.46
Exp. unemp” 0.021 -0.002 -0.001 0.04
Exp. unemp™ -0.123 0.004 -0.019 477
Self employe” -1.685" 0.111" -0.069" 9.67"
Self employd™ 3.024” -0.086" 0.169~ 25.66"
Civil servart/ -0.183 0.017 0.007 0.05
Civil servan™ 0.440 -0.017 0.016 0.40
Inherit. > 192 -2.901" 0.145" -0.122" 30.81"
Inherit. > 192™ 1.082 -0.022 0.051 1.76
Inherit. < 192/ -2.087" 0.117” -0.100” 13.41"
Inherit. < 19@™ 2.741" -0.094™ 0.139" 19.03"
Inherit. n.&. 0.084 -0.011 -0.009 0.03
Inherit. n.a" -0.581 0.024 -0.043 2.44
Last word in financial deci-
sions

- female -0.413 0.021 -0.012 0.42

- male 1.305" -0.062" 0.066 6.69"
Money management

- separate -0.266 0.043 0.017 0.95

- female -1.380" 0.086" -0.067" 8.12"

- male 0.251 -0.011 0.014 0.16

- partly -0.447 0.041 -0.004 1.20
Constant 4.758
N 5846 5846
R2_adj/ Pseudo R2 0.096 0.1252

Source: SOEPv27, only couples and cohabiting paxtne
Note: The table presents for specification (1) ¢befficients of OLS regressions, where the outcisrtbe (in-
verse hyperbolic sine of the) difference betweenwkalth of the male and the wealth of the femBes speci-

fication resembles specification (7) of the pregidable. Specification (2) are average marginatatéf of a
multinomial regression with the reference groupeqtially dependent spouses (in terms of net wortfe-of
male=male). " [* m”] means that the variable applies to the femalal§fiA denotes the difference between
his and her value of the specific variables 0.1,” p< 0.05,” p< 0.01
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Appendix: Table 3: Descriptive statistics of coates used in the OLS regression of the wealth géprvthe

household

Variable Obg Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Wealth gap (asinh) 5846 2.485 9543 -14 14
Age 5846 50.332 14436 18 91
A Age 5846 2.722 4578 -22 37
Migrant 5846 0.133 Q340 0 1
Migrant™ 5846 0.130 Q337 0 1
East German 5846 0.269 Q443 0 1
East Germah 5846 0.259 Q438 0 1
No kids 5846 0.141 Q349 0 1
Divorced 5846 0.132 Q338 0 1
Divorced" 5846 0.133 Q340 0 1
Widowed 5846 0.019 0136 0 1
Widowed" 5846 0.023 Q149 0 1
Notmarried 5846 0.108 0311 0 1
Marriage (length) 5846 22.621 16717 0 67
Wealth (asinh) 5846 9.976 6327 -13 15
Incomé 5846 14.919 1581 0 380
A Income 5844 21.37 32314 -309 484
Educatioh (years) 5846 12.084 2616 7 18
A Education 5846 -0.436 2505 -11 11
Exp. full-timd 5846 13.188 11514 0 50
Exp. full-time" 5846 26.507 12109 0 58
Exp. part-timé 5846 5.587 7553 0 43
Exp. part-timé& 5846 0.643 2010 0 41
Exp. unempl. 5846 0.888 2051 0 26
Exp. unempl™ 5846 0.827 1959 0 24
Self employebi 5846 0.050 Q219 0 1
Self employed 5846 0.097 0296 0 1
Civil servant 5846 0.040 Q196 0 1
Civil servanf’ 5846 0.062 Q240 0 1
Inherit. > 1992 5846 0.081 Q273 0 1
Inherit. > 1992 5846 0.075 Q264 0 1
Inherit. < 1992 5846 0.056 Q230 0 1
Inherit. < 1992 5846 0.076 Q265 0 1
Inherit. n.d. 5846 0.194 0396 0 1
Inherit. n.a" 5846 0.193 Q395 0 1
Last word in financial deci-
sions

- female 5846 0.061 0239 1

- male 5846 0.088 0283 1
Money management

- separate 5846 0.148 Q355 0 1

- female 5846 0.067 Q249 0 1

- male 5846 0.063 0244 0 1

- partly 5846 0.084 Q277 0 1

Source: SOEPv27, only couples and cohabiting paxtne
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