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production model better explains decision-making allocations. An important focus is on the role that non-
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shifting decision-making away from their male partner. Using male reports, we find no such evidence 

JEL classification: J12, D13, E21, G11. 
Keywords: Intra-household decision-making, gender, disagreement, financial responsibility 

 

Acknowledgements: This research was supported by the CSIRO-Monash Superannuation Research Cluster, a 

collaboration between CSIRO, Monash University, Griffith University, the University of Western Australia, the 

University of Warwick, and stakeholders of the retirement system in the interest of better outcomes for all.  

 

This paper uses unit record data from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) 

Survey. The HILDA Project was initiated and is funded by the Australian Government Department of Social 

Services (DSS) and is managed by the Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research 

(Melbourne Institute).The findings and views reported in this paper, however, are those of the authors and 

should not be attributed to either DSS or the Melbourne Institute.  

Corresponding author: Centre for Health Economics, Monash University, Clayton, Victoria 

3800, Australia, david.johnston@monash.edu. 



1 Introduction

Providing empirical insights into how households make major financial decisions is an im-

portant task for further research. The issue is particularly salient given lessons about poor

financial decision-making gained in the wake of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC), and

the consequent focus of policy-makers on improving household decision-making (Agar-

wal and Mazumder, 2013). Central to this understanding is being able to further open

the household ‘black-box’ by directly observing how decision-making responsibility is al-

located within couples, and investigating how this allocation may shift in response to

household shocks and changes in the economic position of each partner.

A large theoretical literature has developed with the aim of explaining how house-

holds make decisions (Browning et al., 1994). Two of the most prominent theories are

based on bargaining power (strategic interactions within couples) and specialisation of

tasks and responsibilities within a household production framework (Bertocchi et al.,

2014). The majority of empirical evidence is in favour of the bargaining explanation,

which contends that the household member who holds the “purse strings” (Bertocchi

et al., 2014) or who “wears the trousers” (Luehrmann and Maurer, 2007), as captured by

education, employment and wages, has the greatest weight in the decision-making process

(Doss, 1996; Lundberg and Pollak, 1996; Vermeulen, 2002; Friedberg and Webb, 2006;

Luehrmann and Maurer, 2007; Browning et al., 2013; Himmelweit et al., 2013; Bertocchi

et al., 2014, Couprie, 2007). Bertocchi et al. (2014) summarise this literature by noting

that “economic factors, captured mainly by differences in earnings but also in occupa-

tional status, are always decisive in determining which spouse is responsible for household

decisions, while the evidence on the influence of other factors is more mixed.” However,

they also note that there is only a relatively small empirical literature on the determi-

nants of intra-household decision-making; primarily because few studies directly measure

the allocation of such responsibilities.

Given the trends of increasing work years and greater longevity, a focus on cognitive

ability and cognitive decline is also an important but under-researched aspect of household

decision-making. For example, Smith et al. (2010) note that “There is very little prior

research on who makes these financial decisions for the household and how that selection is

influenced by their personal attributes and the relative cognitive abilities of both wives and

husbands.” In their analysis of data from the US Health and Retirement Survey (HRS),
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they find that numeracy skills are important in determining who makes the financial

decisions within a household, with numeracy of the male having greater weight (Smith

et al., 2010; also see Banks et al., 2011). Hsu and Willis (2013) also analyse data from the

HRS and show that as the financial decision-maker’s cognition declines, the responsibility

for making decisions is shifted to the spouse.

In this paper we contribute to this literature in a number of important ways. First,

most studies have needed to implicitly assume there is no intra-household disagreement

over who is responsible for making financial-related decisions (Smith et al., 2010; Antman,

2014; Bertocchi et al., 2014). This is required because survey data typically asks only one

person in the household about how decision-making is allocated. However, as reasonably

pointed out by Ashraf (2009), “Household outcomes depend on decisions by spouses who

may often disagree”. As an example, Dobbelsteen and Kooreman (1997) using data from

the British Household Panel Study from 1991 and 1992, find that only two-thirds of

partners agree on the allocation of decision-making. Similarly, using data asked in the

initial sweep of the HRS, Elder and Rudolph (2003) report that only 63.5% of households

agree on who is the decision-maker. Therefore, relying on information about decision-

making from only one partner could generate measurement error that impacts on estimates

of the importance of bargaining power in the household, especially if disagreement is a

function of partner characteristics such as relative employment and wages.

Second, most survey data used in the literature have been cross-sectional and hence

do not allow researchers to track households over time. Even when longitudinal data is

used, information on decision-making is not repeatedly obtained, so that dynamics cannot

be identified. For instance, how reported decision making power changes in response to

changes in the relative employment status and wage rates of males and females.

We overcome these two limitations by using data from the Household, Income and

Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey, which asks each partner (married and

cohabiting) who is responsible with respect to (a) ‘savings, investment and borrowing’,

and (b) ‘large household purchases (e.g. cars and major appliances)’. Using responses

from both partners, we test whether the factors explaining the allocation of financial

decision-making are consistent. This is critical because only around 70% of couples in

HILDA agree. Another primary advantage of the HILDA survey is that these questions are

asked to each partner in every wave (2005-2013), so we are able to track decision-making
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allocations for up to 8 years. We can therefore test whether a household bargaining or

household production model better explains decision-making allocations in both a cross-

sectional and a within-couple panel context. A third advantage of the data is that it’s

nationally representative and so household decision-making can be investigated at all ages.

Another contribution of the paper is that we extend recent studies by focusing on

the relative mental and physical health of couples to determine whether health plays an

important role in the allocation of financial decision making. Luehrmann and Maurer

(2007), analysing data from the Mexican Health and Ageing Study, find that health is

important in determining the distribution of decision power in the household, with poor

health hypothesised to reduce an individuals bargaining power. However, they do not

distinguish between physical and mental health limitations. Neither Smith et al. (2010)

nor Bertocchi et al. (2014) consider the health of partners in their empirical models, which

could potentially lead to biased conclusions about the relative role of employment status

and wages within couples, given that health is a key determinant of labour supply. Follow-

ing Smith et al. (2010) we also test if the relative cognitive ability of couples is important

in the allocation of decision-making in the Australian context. This is important because

as highlighted by Smith et al. (2010), “The ability required to make more successful in-

vestment choices are not trivial as it requires knowledge of alternative rates of return and

risks across different time horizons inherent in a complex variety of assets combined with

family specific needs and goals about when these funds might be required”. In Australia,

after the family home, superannuation is the most important form of investment, and

involves complex choices over pension funds and risk. A relatively high proportion of

Australians (about 34%) also invest directly in equities (ASX, 2012).

A fourth contribution is providing new evidence on the role that non-cognitive traits

play in the allocation of financial decision-making within couples. To our knowledge this

issue is yet to be explored in any detail; even though behavioral life-cycle theory has

emphasized the importance of self-control, mental accounting and framing (Shefrin and

Thaler, 1988; Thaler, 1990, Levin, 1998; Graham and Isaac, 2002).1 Another positive

feature of the HILDA survey is that it collects the ‘Big 5’ personality traits and locus

of control for both partners. Again, as with health, it is possible that some of these

1In related work, Brown and Taylor (2011) investigated the relationship between various personality
traits and unsecured debt and financial assets. Cobb-Clark et al. (2013) have found a strong relation-
ship between locus of control and savings behaviour, and Duckworth and Weir (2011) have shown a
relationship between personality and retirement savings.
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personality traits are correlated with other variables that are used to capture relative

bargaining power, including cognitive ability, so that entering personality into the model of

decision-making may help provide unbiased estimates of the true underlying relationships.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we briefly highlight the theo-

retical background and main proposed models for explaining household decision-making.

Section 3 describes the data and the definitions and measures we use, and provides some

preliminary salient statistics. Section 4 presents the results from cross-sectional mod-

els of financial decision-making, and Section 5 discusses the results from within couple

fixed-effect models that focus on changes in decision-making in response to changes in the

characteristics of partners. Section 6 highlights the importance of better understanding

decision-making allocations by exploring the differences in asset levels between households

with differently gendered decision makers. In Section 8 we conclude the paper.

2 Theoretical Perspectives on Household Decision-

Making

Household behaviour has traditionally been analysed under the assumption that house-

holds maximise a single utility function subject to a budget constraint. Neoclassical

utility theory developed to describe individual behaviour, however, does not acknowledge

the possibility that households may consist of individuals with heterogeneous preferences.

These so-called ‘unitary’ utility household models assume that households act like a single

decision maker, in which the decision-maker for example is a “benevolent patriarch” as

in Becker (1974) or acts based on a household welfare function as in Samuelson (1956)

(Chiappori and Meghir, 2014). Because it is assumed that resources are pooled, decision

making does not depend on the distribution of household resources between household

members. Although these models are most common because they are easy to specify, they

are not the most plausible. The concept of households acting like a single agent only holds

if the distribution of resources does not affect household outcomes. However, as noted

by Lundberg and Pollak (1996), “The theoretical challenge facing family economics is to

develop models in which joint family decisions are derived from the sometimes divergent

interests of husbands and wives and in which the formation and dissolution of marriages

provide a beginning and an end to the family allocation process”.
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Many studies have found evidence that household outcomes and behaviour depend

on who has control over the decisions. Women often have a higher preference for invest-

ments in health, education of their children and housing (Thomas, 1990; Ashraf, 2009)

and are more risk averse with investments (Dohmen et al., 2011; Sunden and Surette,

1998; Barber and Odean, 2001; Halko et al., 2012). Hence the common view is that be-

cause who receives the income matters, pooling and therewith the unitary model can be

rejected (Browning et al., 1994 and the references therein).

The first approach to incorporate intra-household decision processes and individ-

ual preferences into theoretical models is the household production model (specialisation

framework) by Becker (1965), in which home-produced goods, time requirements and pref-

erences for home production enter the individual utility functions. Financial management

can be seen as a form of household production and “behaviour is determined by an effi-

cient allocation of both partners’ time to market work, financial management, and leisure”

(Dobbelsteen and Kooreman, 1997). The household production model is consistent with

empirical findings that show that factors usually associated with increased bargaining

power, such as education, employment and wage rates, reduce decision-making responsi-

bility because individuals have a preference to delegate tasks due to time constraints and

individual specialisation within the household.

Other economic models that have moved past a unitary utility function and have

incorporated the decision process are so-called cooperative and non-cooperative models.

In non-cooperative models individuals do not cooperate and act to maximise individual

utility functions. Therefore optimal decisions do not need to be pareto efficient as de-

scribed in Browning et al. (2014). As non-cooperation within a household is an unrealistic

general assumption, most common collective models are rather based on a cooperation

assumption.

The most widely used cooperative model is the collective household model such

as specified, for example, in Chiappori (1988), Chiappori (1992), Apps and Rees (1988),

Browning and Chiappori (1998) and Chiappori and Ekeland (2006). Collective household

models assume that each household member has his or her own preferences over the goods

consumed in the household, that individual utility depends on the decision process, and

that dependent on individuals’ bargaining power position a pareto efficient outcome is

achieved. The model does not make any assumptions about how intra-household decision
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power is allocated. This generality of what is called in the literature ‘collective rationality’

implies that a pareto-efficient agreement is found through cooperation (Browning et al.,

2014).

Usually, the collective household model is tested using data on revealed preferences

for singles and couples. Browning et al. (1994), for example, show that the final allocations

of expenditures significantly depend on relative incomes, ages and on the level of lifetime

wealth. They therefore conclude that individuals, not households, are the basic decision

units. There is also a related literature on the consequences of bargaining on a variety

of economic and non-economic decisions where bargaining is proxied either by income,

education or age. Lundberg et al. (2003) compares consumption drops at retirement entry

by marital status and the big drop experienced by couples but not by singles implies that

relative bargaining power of husbands is decreased due to the retirement entry. Lundberg

and Ward-Batts (2000) proxy bargaining power by indicators for the relative control over

resources (health, age and education).

Collective household models do not make any assumptions about the underlying

decision process apart from efficiency. However, there are a number of more specific

bargaining models that fall under the broader group of collective household models, such

as the bargaining model as described by Becker (1973). This model also assumes that

the decision process is pareto efficient but, in contrast to the collective model, makes an

explicit assumption about the decision process: individuals want decision-making power

and are more likely to have it the more resources they have. If we observe that education

and income, for example, increase decision-making power, this would be an indication of

the bargaining model.2

The most common bargaining model, the Nash bargaining model, can be formally

described according to Browning et al. (2014) as follows: Households choose the pareto

optimal allocation of resources (ūm, ūf ) in order to maximize the product (um−Tm)(uf −

T f ) which is the household utility function, subject to a budget constraint:

max
Q,qm,qf

[um(Q, qm, qf )− Tm]γ(z)[uf (Q, qm, qf )− T f ]1−γ(z) (1)

2There are also some other approaches as described by Browning et al. (2014) such as equilibrium models,
separate-spheres approach, inefficient bargaining which are less common and less relevant to our analysis.
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where um and uf are utilities for male (m) and female (f), q denotes private

consumption and Q is a public good produced at home (e.g. child quality). Tm and T f

are so-called ‘threat points’. These threat points describe the utility level which can be

reached in the absence of an agreement with the partner. The parameter γ(z) is a weight

which reflects relative decision power of the male and is defined over the [0,1] interval. If

the weight is equal to 1, the female’s utility would be weighted with zero and only the

male’s utility would be taken into account; thus he would hold all the decision-making

power (Browning et al., 2014; Bertocchi et al., 2014; Friedberg and Webb, 2006). Many

factors z could influence the weight.

There are a few papers that have analysed specific factors z that might determine

decision-making power as described in the bargaining model, among them, as cited above

are Bertocchi et al. (2014) (wealth, husband and wife’s age, income, work status3), Smith

et al. (2010) (cognition), Friedberg and Webb (2006) (husband’s and wife’s human capital

measured by current and previous earnings, occpation, education, work hours, health and

cognition4), Elder and Rudolph (2003) (husband and wife’s wage, education and most

financially knowledgeable partner), Antman (2014) (labour force status of husband and

wife) Luehrmann and Maurer (2007) (wealth, education, employment, health, income),

and Dobbelsteen and Kooreman (1997) (wages, education, children, nonlabour income,

religion). Apart from the studies by Smith et al. (2010) which focused on numeracy

and by Luehrmann and Maurer (2007) and Friedberg and Webb (2006) which incorpo-

rated general health, the effect of cognitive ability and mental health on the allocation

of decision-making responsibility has not been studied. To the best of our knowledge, no

other study has investigated the role of personality traits in explaining the allocation of

decision-making. Moreover, no other papers have estimated within couple fixed-effects

models that require repeated information over a number of years.

3Also divorce hazard and employment rate were included in the model.
4Also other variables such as race, national origin and ethnicity were included in the model.
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3 Data

3.1 HILDA Survey

Our analyses are based on data from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in

Australia (HILDA) Survey, which is a nationally representative household panel study

conducted annually since 2001. All adult household members (aged 15 years and above)

answer the face-to-face person questionnaire and additionally fill in a self-completion

questionnaire (SCQ). The questionnaires cover a wide range of topics including labour

market status, income, wealth, family demographics, health, personality, and a range of

subjective wellbeing measures. At the beginning of the survey, 7,682 households (19,914

individuals) were in the sample, and this was extended by an additional 2,153 households

(5,477 individuals) in 2011.

As already discussed, a key advantage of the HILDA dataset for this study is that

it asks questions to all adults in the household regarding who is responsible for making

decisions across a range of domains. These questions were first included in the survey in

2005 and have been asked in each consequent wave.5 We restrict our sample to couple

households observed between 2005 and 2013. A couple can be either married or in a de

facto relationship, but we drop from the analyses same-sex couples. We further restrict

both partners to be aged between 21 and 80 years of age, although we do provide some

additional esimates for couples aged 50 or under.

This provides information on 6,644 couples (34,742 couple-years) observed for up

to eight waves. After dropping cases for missing information on key variables that we

use, we are left with 5,957 couples (27,467 couple-year observations) for our main model

specifications. In our models of the allocation of financial decision-making responsibility,

we follow the existing literature by focusing on the age, years of education, employment

status and wage of each partner. The average age of males in the sample is 48.3 years,

while the average age for females is 45.8 years. Females have slightly lower years of

education (12.46) than males (12.56), and 79% of males and 65% of females are employed.

The other standard variables we control for in each model are marital status (81% are

married) and number of children in the household (average is 0.99). Moreover, we control

for physical and mental health in all models, which we will define below. In an extended

5Similar questions were asked in previous waves but the response options were changed in 2005 and are
not consistent with later responses.
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model specification, we also include measures of cognitive ability and personality traits,

which drops our working sample to 26,067 couple-year observations and 5,159 couples,

respectively, as couples had to be observed in either 2005, 2009 or 2013 where the ‘Big 5’

personality traits were measured.

3.2 Measuring Financial Decision-Making Responsibility

In the self-completion questionnaire both the male and female partner are asked “Who

makes the decisions about the following issues in your household?”, and answers are pro-

vided in relation to seven broad life domains. We focus primarily on the responses to the

domain of (a) ‘savings, investment and borrowing’, but we will also provide some compa-

rable evidence for (b) ‘large household purchases’ (e.g., cars and major appliances).6 For

each of these financially-related domains, respondents could answer on the scale: ‘always

me’, ‘usually me’, ‘shared equally between partner and self’, ‘usually partner’, ‘always

partner’, ‘always/usually other person(s) in house’, ‘shared equally between household

members’ and ‘always/usually someone not living in house’. We omit from our final es-

timation sample 24 couples who report that someone else other than the couple is the

decision-maker. For our main measures of financial decision-making responsibility we cre-

ate variables based on either the male or the female report that are coded: (1) ‘always or

usually the male who makes the financial decisions’, (2) ‘shared equally’, and (3) ‘always

or usually the female who makes the financial decisions’.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

Figure 1 shows the distribution of these responses for the ‘savings, investment and

borrowing’ domain, from both male and female reports. Most couples report that they

share decisions on finances (approximately 70%), which is relatively consistent across

the male and female reports. If decision making is not shared equally, it is more likely

that the male is the decision-maker; though, the frequency is not consistently reported

across genders: 22.5% of men report they are the decision maker, whereas 15.7% of

women report that the decision maker is male. Conversely, 7.1% of men and 12.7% of

6The other domains that we do not consider in this study are: managing day-to-day spending and paying
bills; the number of hours spent in paid work; the number of hours partner/spouse spent in paid work;
the way children are raised; social life and leisure activities.
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women report that the decision-maker is female. Using the full range of the male and

female responses produces a Cronbach’s alpha statistic of 0.63, and in terms of ‘internal

consistency’ such a level of agreement would traditionally be classified as ‘poor’. Since

we do not know whether male or female reports are closest to the ‘true’ decision-making

allocation within couples, we provide estimates based on both reports for each model we

present. Importantly, this enables us to test the sensitivity and therefore consistency of

the main results, and their implications for the competing theories of how households

make decisions.

3.3 Measuring Health, Cognitive Ability and Personality Traits

One of the key benefits of the HILDA survey is the depth of information it collects on

the health, cognitive ability and personality traits of each partner. To measure the health

of partners we create two binary variables that represent whether respondents’ have a

physical health condition or a mental health condition. This information is reported in

every wave of HILDA. We define an individual as having a mental health condition if

they report that they have a long-term mental illness or a nervous or emotional condition

that restricts them in their everyday activities (which is 2% of males and 3% of females).

Similarly, an individual is defined as having a physical health condition if they report that

their health limits them in at least five of the following activities: (a) vigorous activities,

such as running, lifting heavy objects, participating in strenuous sports; (b) moderate

activities, such as moving a table, pushing a vacuum cleaner, bowling or playing golf; (c)

lifting or carrying groceries; (d) climbing several flights of stairs; (e) climbing one flight

of stairs; (f) bending, kneeling, or stooping; (g) walking more than one kilometre; (h)

walking half a kilometre; (i) walking 100 metres; (j) bathing or dressing yourself. Around

4% of males and females report having a limiting physical health condition in the sample.

In wave 12 (2012), the survey conducted three tests to measure an individual’s

cognitive ability: (1) the ‘Backwards digits span’ test (BDS), (2) a 25-item version of the

‘National American Reading Test’ (NART), and (3) the ‘Symbol-digit modalities’ test

(SDM). Wooden (2013) explains in detail how these tests were conducted. The BDS is a

traditional sub-component of intelligence tests and measures working memory span. The

interviewer reads out a string of digits which the respondent has to repeat in reverse order.

NART is a short version of the National Adult Reading Test that measures pre-morbid
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intelligence. Respondents have to read out loud and pronounce correctly 25 irregularly

spelled words. SDM is a test where respondents have to match symbols to numbers

according to a printed key that is given to them. It was originally developed to detect

cerebral dysfunction but is now a recognised test for divided attention, visual scanning

and motor speed. To derive a summary measure for cognitive ability, as is often used in

the literature, we applied a factor analysis to all three ability measures (transformed to

a scale from 0 to 100) and the first factor is then predicted and used as the summary

measure. The factor is then standardised to mean 0 and standard deviation 1. Since

we only observe cognitive ability in wave 12, in order to use all waves of the data in

our empirical models of household decision-making, we must assume that ability remains

constant across the eight survey years. However, since our main sample ranges up to age

80, we test the roubstness of the results by re-estimating models for couples aged 21 to

50 years, for whom substantial cognitive decline is rare.

The Big-5 personality traits were collected from respondents in waves 5 (2005), 9

(2009) and 13 (2013). These measure an individual’s degree of extraversion, agreeableness,

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness to experience (Saucier, 1994). Each

trait is measured on a scale from 1 to 7, with a high score indicating that the personality

trait describes the person very well. Additionally, in waves 3 (2003), 4 (2004), 7 (2007)

and 11 (2011), locus of control was collected in the self-completion questionnaire. Locus

of control measures beliefs about the extent to which life’s outcomes are under one’s own

control. It is based on the Psychological Coping Resources component of the Mastery

Module developed by Pearlin and Schooler (1978) of which seven items were collected

in the HILDA. Respondents had to indicate the degree (1 meaning strongly disagree to

7 meaning strongly agree) to which they agree with each of the seven statements. We

use factor analysis as described in Cobb-Clark and Schurer (2013) and Cobb-Clark et al.

(2014) to generate a continuous measure of locus of control increasing in internal control

tendencies. People with an internal locus of control believe that they can influence the

outcomes in their own life whereas people with an external locus of control believe that

many of life’s outcomes are due to fate or luck. The measures for the Big 5 personality

traits and locus of control are averaged over the available years, and standardised to mean

0 and standard deviation 1.
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3.4 Descriptive Analysis

Table 1 shows the average characteristics of males and females broken down by whether

the decision-maker is male or female, or if the decision-making is shared. The statistics

are provided separately for male and female reports of who makes the decisions. The table

also highlights when there is a significant difference between male and female decision-

makers, and the statistics take into account clustering at the household level.

[Insert Table 1 here]

There are a number of consistent findings across both the male and female reports.

Moreover, they tend to support a bargaining interpretation of decision-making rather than

an household allocation explanation. First, couples where females are the decision-makers

are younger by around 2-3 years than couples where males are the decision-maker. Second,

females are more likely to be the decision-maker the more years of education they have:

in female decision-making households, females have on average 0.4 years more education

than males. Third, couples with working females are more likely to have female decision-

makers. Fourth, the gender wage gap is significantly smaller in households where females

are the decision-makers. Using the male reports for example, the wage gap falls from

around $40,000 in households with male decision-makers, to around $9,000 in households

with female decision-makers. Fifth, we find that married couples are more likely to have

a male decision-maker than cohabiting couples. Finally, households where the decision-

making is equally shared tend to fall in between the extremes of the characteristics of

couples with either male or female decision-makers.

The bottom panel of Table 1 provides some first indications in the literature about

the importance of personality traits in explaining the allocation of decision-making re-

sponsibility. As with Smith et al. (2010), who use data from the HRS, we also provide

some evidence on the role of cognitive ability. With respect to personality traits, we

find consistent evidence across both male and female reports that households with a fe-

male decision-maker contain males with lower scores for cognitive ability, locus of control,

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness to experience relative to households

where the male is the main decision-maker. Overall, though, there are larger discrepan-

cies across male and female decision-maker reports than is observed for the top panel of
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Table 1. For example, male locus of control in households with female decision-makers

equals -0.27 based on male reports and equals -0.13 based on female reports.

Figure 2 further highlights the potential importance of personality and cognitive

ability in intra-household decision-making responsibility. Predictions from a polynomial

regression of financial decision-making responsibility on locus of control are shown in Panel

A, predictions for conscientiousness are shown in Panel B, and predictions for cognitive

ability are shown in Panel C. Column 1 presents graphs for male values of personality and

ability, Column 2 presents graphs for females values, and Column 3 presents graphs for

the household difference in values. Shaded areas represent the 95% confidence intervals,

and the blue line shows male reports of decision-making allocation and the red line shows

corresponding female reports.

[Insert Figure 2 here]

Panel A shows that a higher male locus of control is associated with an increased

probability that the male is the decision-maker (column 1), and a higher female locus

of control is associated with a decreased probability that the male is the decision maker

(column 2). The right-hand column shows that males are less likely to be the decision-

maker if females have higher locus of control than their partners (column 3). In general,

Panels B and C show similar patterns for conscientiousness and cognitive ability. Though,

female cognitive ability seems to be only weakly related to the probability that the male

is the decision-maker; while in contrast, male cognitive ability is strongly related.

4 Empirical Results Using Cross-Sectional Variation

4.1 Main results

We now turn to results from multivariate models that use cross-sectional variation to

identify the factors that are associated with the allocation of decision-making. This then

provides some comparable evidence to the bulk of the existing studies that have used only

cross-sectional data or models (for example, Dobbelsteen and Kooreman, 1997; Friedberg

and Webb, 2006; Luehrmann and Maurer, 2007; Bertocchi et al., 2014). Table 2 shows

the estimated marginal effects from two multinomial logistic models, where we have the
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three decision-making allocations coded (1) ‘always or usually the male who makes the

financial decisions’, (2) ‘shared equally’, and (3) ‘always or usually the female who makes

the financial decisions’. The models are fitted separately for male and female reports of

who is the decision-maker, and standard errors are clustered at the couple level. The

specification controls for a standard set of male and female characteristics that have been

used in the literature, with the addition of our indicators of physical and mental health

conditions. In terms of providing evidence on the merits of the household bargaining

theory versus an allocation of time / household production explanation, the primary

focus is on the coefficients estimates for age, education, work status and wages. However,

by including measures of physical and mental health we shed additional light on how

couples allocate financial decision-making.

[Insert Table 2 here]

The results clearly suggest that economic factors are important in explaining the

cross-sectional allocation of household decision-making. The older is the male, the more

likely the male is the decision-maker; while the older is the female, the less likely the male is

the decision-maker. Specifically, ten additional years for males increases the probability of

male decision-making by around 4 percentage points, conditional on female age. Moreover,

these results are consistent across both male and female reports. Interestingly, we find

a difference across the reports for the role of marriage relative to cohabiting. From the

male reports it seems that marriage is associated with a lower probability of male decision-

making, but the opposite is found when we use the female reports. A similar contrasting

difference is found for the number of children in the household, with increased children

increasing the probability of female decision-making found using only female reports.

There is consistent evidence that male education is important, with highly educated

men significantly more likely to be the decision-maker. Using the male reports we find an

additional year of male education increases the probability of having a male decision-maker

by 2.8 percentage points, and reduces the probability of having a female decision-maker

by 0.7 percentage points. In stark contrast, we find that female education is unrelated

to who is the decision-maker. For employment this pattern is reversed, with the results

indicating that female employment status is more important than whether the male is

employed. Conditional on male employment, a working female reduces the probability
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of male decision-making by 6.3 to 7.3 percentage points, and increases female decision-

making by 1.8 to 3.6 percentage points, depending on whether we consider male or female

reports. Moreover, conditional on employment status, the wages of males and female

are significant. The higher the male wage, the greater is the likelihood of having a male

decision-maker, with the converse being found for females. For example, an additional

$10,000 earned by females reduces the probability of a male decision-maker by between

0.6 and 0.9 percentage points. Importantly, each of these results with respect to the

educational attainment, employment status and wages of males and females, is consistent

with a bargaining power explanation of household decision-making.

Finally, there is some indication that health plays a role. In particular we see that if

males have a mental health condition it reduces the probability that they are the financial

decision-maker by up to 5.6 percentage points, and increases female decision-making by

up to 7.1 percentage points. Consistent with these results, we find that if females have

a mental health condition the probability of male decision-making increases by around

5 percentage points. There is less consistent evidence that physical health conditions

are important in explaining the allocation of decision-making. For male reports we find

that poor male physical health is associated with a 4.3 percentage point reduction in the

probability that the male is the decision maker and a 1.9 percentage point increase in the

probability that the female is the decision-maker. For female reports we find no significant

effects for physical health.

4.2 Cognitive Ability and Personality Traits

We next extend the multinomial logit specification to include controls for male and female

cognitive ability, locus of control and Big-5 personality traits. This allows us to identify

any direct relationships between these characteristics and the allocation of household

decision-making, and also to test the robustness of our previous estimates to their inclusion

in the models. The latter is potentially important because many studies have shown

that ability and personality are strongly correlated with educational and labour market

outcomes (Heckman et al., 2006; Cobb-Clark and Tan, 2011; Lindqvist and Vestman, 2011;

Lundberg, 2013; Heckman et al., 2013). Table 3 shows the resulting marginal effects, again

reported separately for models based on male and female reports. Importantly, the effects

of the more standard variables used to describe bargaining power remain remarkably stable
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in both sign and significance, and only change marginally in terms of the magnitude, to the

inclusion of these additional controls. For example, female employment predicts a lower

probability of male decision-making by 6.3 to 7.3 percentage points without controlling

for cognitive ability and personality, declining to 5.9 to 7.0 percentage points when they

are included. Similar small changes are found for the role of male and female education.

[Insert Table 3 here]

However, cognitive ability and nearly all of the personality traits are significantly

related to the allocation of financial decision-making. We find a strong association between

cognitive ability and decision-making responsibility, consistent with Smith et al. (2010)

who look at HRS data. In particular, a one-standard deviation increase in male cognitive

ability is associated with a 3 percentage points increase in the male being the decision-

maker using male reports. This effect is much smaller using the female reports (1.2

percentage points). Females with greater cognitive ability are also more likely to be

the decision-maker, with a one-standard deviation increase in female cognitive ability

associated with a 1.8 percentage point increase using the female reports. Similar to

males, this effect is substantially reduced (to 0.9 percentage points) when using the male

reports. These ‘reverse gender’ comparative results are also evident in the personality

estimates, and point to the importance of having both male and female reports of who

is the main decision-maker. Studies using data with information from only one person in

the household will need to consider that their results may be partially dependent upon

the gender of the respondent.

Notably, there is clear and significant evidence that personality is related to

decision-making responsibility. The strongest relationships are found for agreeableness

and conscientiousness, but locus of control (particularly male), extraversion (particularly

male), emotional stability (particularly female) and openness (particularly female) all

show some significant effects. A one-standard deviation increase in male conscientious-

ness is associated with a 3.3 percentage point increase in male decision-making using

male reports, and a 2.2 percentage point increase using female reports. Female consci-

entiousness is also significant, but is about half of the size of the male estimate (1.4 to

1.9 percentage points). Interestingly, emotional stability is only significantly related to

decision-making for females, suggesting that higher female emotional stability significantly
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reduces the probability of the male being the decision-maker using both reports. Female

openness also appears to be more important than male openness, with it reducing male

decision making using both reports, and increasing female decision-making using female

reports.

4.3 Evidence for Major Household Purchases

Our main focus has been on household financial decision-making with respect to ‘savings,

investment and borrowing’. However, we also estimate the extended multinomial models

for decision-making with respect to ‘large household purchases’. The reason we do not

focus more heavily on household purchases is, unlike savings, investment and borrowing

decisions, where we might expect that one partner might take responsibility for all three

aspects given their complementary nature, household purchases can cover many types of

goods. For example, they can relate to housing, cars, holidays or white goods appliances.

It might therefore be the case that males may report being the main decision-maker for

some types of purchases, while females may report being the main decision-maker for

other types of purchases.

The comparable results for purchases are shown in Appendix Table A.1. Im-

portantly, we see similar patterns as for savings, investment and borrowing (Table 3).

Conditional on female age, the older the male the greater is the probability of him being

the decision-maker for large purchases. Conversely, older females reduce male decision-

making. Male education is more predictive of gender differences in decision-making than

female education, but we find substantial associations between both male and female em-

ployment and making large purchasing decisions. The largest single effect is found for

female employment for female reports, where we observe a 4.2 percentage point reduc-

tion in the probability of male decision making. Similarly, a higher male wage increases

the likelihood of male decision-making, and a higher female wage reduces this likelihood

with a similar magnitude. All these results tend to support the main finding for sav-

ings, investment and borrowing; gender based differences as captured by age, education,

employment and wages, are consistent with a relative bargaining power explanation of

household behaviour.

We again also find a role for health in explaining who makes the decisions. How-

ever, it is male physical and mental health that seem to influence the allocation of re-
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sponsibility, whereas we do not find any significant evidence that conditional on male

health, either female physical or mental health is important. For example, males with

a mental health condition have around a 3.7 percentage point lower probability of mak-

ing decisions about large household purchases. We also find that being married reduces

female decision-making relative to cohabiting couples. Contrary to our estimates for sav-

ings, investment and borrowing, we find that only female cognitive ability is predictive of

decision-making responsibility. We find that a one-standard deviation increase in female

ability, conditional on male ability, significantly reduces the probability that males are

the decision-makers by 2.2 to 2.7 percentage points. Consistent with our earlier results,

agreeableness (for males but not females) and conscientiousness (for male and female) are

the strongest personality traits in explaining decision-making. These results then confirm

the importance of personality in explaining cross-sectional differences in the allocation of

decision-making between couples.

5 Empirical Results Using Within Couple Variation

Thus far we have used cross-sectional variation to gain insights into how decision-maker

allocations are made. Consistent with a number of previous studies, the evidence points to

the importance of bargaining power. We next test whether these findings hold when using

variation within couples over time. That is, we investigate the extent to which decision-

making responsibility shifts between males and females following changes in their relative

economic and non-economic positions.7

[Insert Table 4 here]

Table 4 presents coefficients from four fixed-effects linear probability models. In

Columns (1) and (3) the dependent variable equals one if the male is the main decision-

maker and zero otherwise, and in Columns (2) and (4) the dependent variable equals

one if the female is the main decision-maker and zero otherwise. Appendix Table A.2

presents corresponding estimates from conditional logit models; these are consistent in

7The only other paper that has estimated a household fixed effects model is Antman (2014), using data
from the Mexican Family Life Survey. However, the allocation of decision-making is provided only by
the head of household in this study, only two waves of data are used for the fixed effects estimation,
and these are collected some 3 to 5 years apart. Moreover, the model only controls for male and female
employment status.
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sign and significance with the estimates in Table 4. We note that these fixed-effects

models account for couple-specific fixed heterogeneity (e.g. cultural background; ability),

but do not control for reverse causality. However, it is likely that the primary causal

pathway runs from male and female economics outcomes to financial decision-making

responsibility, rather than the other way around.

Included in the fixed-effects models are the same set of time-varying explanatory

variables as in Table 2. We are unable to include cognitive ability and personality in

these model as they are not collected annually in HILDA. Rather, we assume that these

traits are fixed over the eight waves of data and they are therefore controlled for directly

by the fixed-effects. Given we have older couples in the sample (up to age 80) who

may experience significant cognitive decline, we also run the linear probability models

restricting both partners to be 50 years or younger (Table 5).

[Insert Table 5 here]

The estimates provide some support for the bargaining power explanation, but

they are sensitive to whether we adopt the male or female reports of decision-making

responsibility, and the age range of partners. We find that additional years of education

for either males or females are not significantly associated with a change in decision-

maker. The exception is found for the model estimated using only couples aged 50 or less,

where from the male reports we find that an additional year of female education reduces

the probability of the male being the financial decision-maker by 1.5 percentage points.

These results are likely due to the relative stability of educational attainment over time

in an adult sample.

In terms of employment, there is some evidence from the female reports that male

decision-making is significantly reduced following female employment (for both the full

and reduced age samples). Female employment being more important than male employ-

ment is consistent with the results presented in Tables 2 and 3. In particular, female

employment is estimated to reduce the probability of male decision-making by around

2.7 percentage points. Similarly, we find from the female reports that an increase in the

female wage rate significantly shifts decision-making from the male to the female, but

quantitatively this effect is smaller than the employment effect; the female wage would

have to increase by around $100,000 per annum to have the same effect as employment.
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Contrary to the cross-section estimates, we find that mental illness is unrelated to

decision-making responsibility. Physical illness, however, impacts upon the probability

of female decision making according to male reports (positive for a male condition and

negative for a female condition). The estimated coefficients for married indicate that

marriage increases the propensity to share decision making responsibilies (reduces both

male and female decision making); this result is generally consistent across reporters and

age samples, and is consistent with the results presented in Tables 2 and 3.

Table A.3 in the Appendix provides the equivalent estimates for large household

purchases. Again, we find evidence from female reports that female employment sig-

nificantly reduces the probability of a male decision-maker, with a marginal effects of

around 1.7 percentage points. As for ‘savings, investment and borrowing’ we also see that

marriage tends to promote shared decision-making.

6 Wealth Allocation Decisions by Decision-Maker

Gender

In this final section we briefly explore the differences in wealth allocations between house-

holds with male financial decision makers and households with female financial decision

makers. The HILDA data is ideal for this analysis as in 2002, 2006 and 2010 it collected

information on levels of household wealth in different asset classes. The aim of this anal-

ysis is to demonstrate the importance of the preceding results by highlighting how the

gender of a household’s financial decision maker can affect real financial decisions.

A number of previous studies have found that the gender of the main decision-

maker is an important determinant of economic outcomes. For example, policy reforms

such as welfare benefit payments paid to females instead of males can change household

behaviour (Chiappori and Meghir, 2014), and savings and re-payment of debt is higher

if women are responsible for financial decisions (Ashraf, 2009; de Aghion and Morduch,

2004). It has also been found that females tend to invest differently to males, with a higher

preference for investments in health (Thomas, 1990), the education and wellbeing of their

children, and in housing (Ashraf, 2009). There is also growing evidence that women are

more risk averse than men, and consequently tend to make less risky investment decisions

(see, for example, Dohmen et al., 2011; Sunden and Surette, 1998; Barber and Odean,
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2001; Halko et al., 2012; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2008). Friedberg and Webb (2006) found

that when males have more decision-making power, there is greater investment in equities,

even after controlling for household wealth and stated risk preferences.

Similarly to Cobb-Clark et al. (2013), we estimate the following reduced-form

model of asset composition, which models the total value of different assets classes (Aikt)

as a function of total net household wealth (Wit):

E[sinh−1(Aikt)|Xit] = δk0 + δk1Wit + δk2Si + δk3Fi + Z ′
itδ

k
4 + εkit.

where i denotes households, k denotes asset class, t denotes time period, and Zit is a vector

of control variables including age, education, employment status, wages and health of each

partner, and number of children and marital status. δ1 reflects the effect of total wealth,

while δ2 and δ3 capture the effects of shared decision making (Si) and female decision

making (Fi) on asset values. The value of different assets classes have been transformed

using the inverse hyperbolic sine transformation, denoted as sinh−1, which is defined for

zero or negative values (Cobb-Clark and Hildebrand, 2009; Cobb-Clark and Hildebrand,

2009).

The system of five equations (one for each asset type) resulting from equation (2) is

estimated simultaneously under a set of cross-equation restrictions (see Blau and Graham,

1990). The sum of the asset categories equals total net wealth and we are controlling for

total net wealth in each equation. Therefore, to make the marginal effects for total

net wealth interpretable, we constrain the marginal effects of an additional dollar of net

wealth (mk
1) to be jointly equal to one over all asset types k, i.e.

∑
k

∂E[Aikt|Xit]
∂Wit

=
∑

k
mk

1 =

1. Furthermore, positive marginal effects of the other covariates on any particular asset

type must be counterbalanced by negative margainal effects on other asset types, as the

sum of all asset types equals total net worth. Therefore, the marginal effects of all the

covariates, aside from total net wealth, are constrained to sum to zero. Finally, the system

of equations is estimated using a sample without households that are self-employed. This

sample restriction is applied so as to not confound the effects of financial decision making

and employment on the ‘business assets’ category.

The estimated marginal effects are presented in Table 6. First, the results differ de-

pending upon whether male or female reports are used; the magnitude of marginal effects,

their statistical significance, and even their sign, are seen to differ between panel A and B.
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This finding again demonstrates the sensitivity of empirical results to survey respondent

gender and reinforces the importance of having reports from both members of the house-

hold. Second, results based on both male and female reports indicate that households

with female decision makers are less likely to invest in financial assets (bank accounts,

cash investments8, equity investments9, trust funds, cash-in value of life-insurance, col-

lectibles and unsecured debts10) and business assets (net business and farm wealth) and

are more likely to invest in real estate assets (net value of all properties owned by the

household). For example, using male reports it is estimated that households with female

decision makers have around A$86,000 less invested in financial assets, A$31,000 less in-

vested in business assets, and A$62,000 more in real estate assets. This result is consistent

with previous findings that females prefer less-risky investment portfolios.

[Insert Table 6 here]

Despite controlling for net wealth and a large set of individual and household char-

acteristics, we cannot interpret these estimates causally; however, they do demonstrate

that there exist large differences between households with differently gendered decision

makers. Furthermore the results are qualitatively in-line with results from the aforemen-

tioned literature indicating that decision maker gender is important for economic out-

comes, and suggests that further research regarding the consequences of decision making

allocations is warranted.

7 Conclusion

In this paper we have contributed to the literature that attempts to look inside the ‘black

box’ of the household by shedding new light on the allocation of financial decision-making

using eight waves of Australian survey data. Uniquely, this survey asks both partners

every wave who is responsible for making saving, investment and borrowing decisions in

the household. Consequently we are able to robustly test whether a household bargaining

or household production model better explains household behaviour. Importantly, we

8Government bonds, corporate bonds, debentures, certificates of deposit, and mortgage backed securities
owned by the household.

9Total shares, managed funds, and property trusts for the household.
10HECS debt, Total credit card debt and some of other loans.
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estimate models based on cross-sectional variation, in-line with the majority of the existing

literature, and models based on within couple variation over time.

Our study has a number of other innovative features. First, we compare the re-

sults from models estimated using male and female reports of decision-maker allocations.

Second, we investigate the importance of health in more detail than in previous studies;

differentiating between physical and mental health conditions. Third, we believe that we

are the first paper to explore the role of personality in explaining the intra-household

allocation of financial decision-making.

The cross-sectional results suggest the following: (1) whether we adopt male or

female-based reports on who is the main financial decision-maker is important for the

magnitude of the estimated relationships, but also in some cases the sign and statistical

significance. Therefore studies that only have information from one partner may miss

important aspects of intra-household decision-making. (2) The cross-sectional models

provide strong and consistent support for the household bargaining model, where we find

that the relative age, education, employment and wages of male and female partners are

significant determinants of who ‘holds the purse strings’. In particular, more highly edu-

cated females, employed females, and females with higher wages are significantly less likely

to be in a relationship where the male is the main decision-maker. (3) We find that mental

health is more importance than physical health in explaining the allocation of financial

decision-making. (4) Cognitive ability is a significant predictor, with high ability asso-

ciated with a high probability of decision-making responsibility; though, male cognitive

ability is significantly more important than female cognitive ability. (5) Personality, as

captured in our models by the ‘Big-5’ and locus of control, is a highly significant predictor

of who is the decision-maker. In particular, large effects are found for agreeableness and

conscientiousness. (6) While our focus has been on financial decision-making with respect

to ’savings, investment and borrowing’, we have found that the results also generally hold

for the allocation of decision-making with respect to ‘large household purchases’.

Turning to the results from the within-couple fixed-effects model of household

decision-making, we find that they, and thus the implications for theory, are more highly

sensitive to whether we use the male or female reports of who is the decision-making.

Using the female reports, the estimates tend to provide additional support in favour

of the household bargaining model, with increases in female labour supply and wages
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positively and significantly increasing female decision-making power. The importance of

female employment is also confirmed when we consider decision-making relating to large

household purchases.

Finally, using detailed information on household wealth, we find that households in

which the female is the main financial decision-maker are significantly less likely to hold

financial assets and more likely to hold their wealth in real estate. Again, the results are

sensitive to whether we use the male or female reports of who is the decision-maker, but

they are generally consistent with previous findings that females are more risk adverse. In

combination with our results on household bargaining, these findings highlight important

linkages between the relative economic and non-economic attributes of males and females,

the allocation of decision-making in the household, and real choices about investments

and asset holdings.
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8 Figures and Tables

Figure 1: Financial Decision-Making Responsibility Reported by Males and Females
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Note: HILDA 2005-2013. Distribution of intra-household decision-making responsibility, for both male
and female reports.
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Figure 2: Probability of a Male Financial Decision-Maker
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Note: HILDA 2005-2013. Intra-household decision-making responsibility is modelled as a 3rd degree
polynomial of either locus of control, conscientiousness of ability. Standard errors are clustered at the
couple level.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics of Main Covariates

Male Reports Female Reports

Decision-Maker: Male Shared Female Male Shared Female

Age (m) 48.20 48.38 46.70∗∗ 49.65 48.18 46.70∗∗∗

Age (f) 45.53 45.99 44.37∗ 46.80 45.80 44.32∗∗∗

Education yrs (m) 13.24 12.40 12.01∗∗∗ 13.21 12.50 12.11∗∗∗

Education yrs (f) 12.69 12.39 12.39∗∗∗ 12.61 12.41 12.51
Employed (m) 0.81 0.79 0.77∗∗ 0.80 0.79 0.78
Employed (f) 0.61 0.66 0.70∗∗∗ 0.56 0.66 0.72∗∗∗

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) 8.12 6.35 5.52∗∗∗ 8.21 6.56 5.56∗∗∗

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) 4.21 4.32 4.64∗∗∗ 3.97 4.29 4.90∗∗∗

Physical Health cond. (m) 0.03 0.04 0.05∗∗∗ 0.03 0.04 0.04∗∗

Physical Health cond. (f) 0.04 0.04 0.03∗∗ 0.04 0.04 0.04
Mental Health cond. (m) 0.02 0.02 0.05∗∗∗ 0.02 0.02 0.04∗∗∗

Mental Health cond. (f) 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03∗∗

No. children in HH 1.01 0.99 1.00 1.09 0.99 0.90∗∗∗

Married 0.81 0.82 0.77∗∗ 0.86 0.82 0.72∗∗∗

Ability (m), std 0.17 −0.13 −0.22∗∗∗ 0.10 −0.08 −0.23∗∗∗

Ability (f), std 0.06 0.06 0.15 0.06 0.05 0.17∗

Locus of control, std (m) 0.04 0.06 −0.27∗∗∗ 0.02 0.06 −0.13∗∗∗

Locus of control, std (f) −0.09 −0.01 −0.06 −0.27 0.02 −0.06∗∗∗

Agreeableness, std (m) −0.41 −0.26 −0.40 −0.40 −0.28 −0.31∗

Agreeableness, std (f) 0.33 0.30 0.21∗∗∗ 0.30 0.32 0.22∗

Conscientiousness, std (m) 0.05 −0.12 −0.47∗∗∗ 0.02 −0.10 −0.31∗∗∗

Conscientiousness, std (f) 0.00 0.14 0.15∗∗∗ −0.07 0.14 0.16∗∗∗

Extraversion, std (m) −0.21 −0.09 −0.14 −0.24 −0.10 −0.11∗∗∗

Extraversion, std (f) 0.13 0.11 0.18 0.03 0.13 0.19∗∗∗

Emotional Stability, std (m) 0.00 0.00 −0.24∗∗∗ −0.03 0.01 −0.13∗∗

Emotional Stability, std (f) −0.08 0.05 −0.02 −0.18 0.07 −0.04∗∗∗

Openess, std (m) 0.17 0.04 −0.03∗∗∗ 0.15 0.05 0.01∗∗∗

Openess, std (f) −0.04 −0.07 −0.04 −0.05 −0.07 0.01

HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01: significantly different means (accounted for clus-
tered standard errors) for female decision-maker households compared to male decision-maker households.
Number of observations is 27,357 (25,941 for the sample including personality variables).
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Table 2: Determinants of Financial Decision Making Responsibility using Cross-
Sectional Variation

(1) (2)
Male Reports Female Reports

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) 0.0037*** -0.0011* 0.0043*** -0.0013
(0.0011) (0.0006) (0.0009) (0.0008)

Age (f) -0.0033*** 0.0004 -0.0029*** 0.0005
(0.0011) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0008)

Education yrs (m) 0.0276*** -0.0076*** 0.0179*** -0.0119***
(0.0026) (0.0015) (0.0022) (0.0020)

Education yrs (f) -0.0020 0.0011 -0.0000 0.0031
(0.0026) (0.0014) (0.0022) (0.0019)

Employed (m)=1 0.0059 -0.0102 0.0271*** -0.0142
(0.0130) (0.0080) (0.0105) (0.0105)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0606*** 0.0162*** -0.0730*** 0.0347***
(0.0099) (0.0054) (0.0090) (0.0074)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) 0.0083*** -0.0037*** 0.0063*** -0.0069***
(0.0009) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0009)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) -0.0064*** 0.0033*** -0.0086*** 0.0087***
(0.0015) (0.0008) (0.0016) (0.0012)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0429*** 0.0185* -0.0200 0.0090
(0.0155) (0.0107) (0.0135) (0.0152)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0146 -0.0185** 0.0027 -0.0077
(0.0176) (0.0084) (0.0160) (0.0123)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0557*** 0.0669*** -0.0316* 0.0705***
(0.0203) (0.0170) (0.0166) (0.0220)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 0.0462** -0.0083 0.0492*** -0.0191
(0.0208) (0.0097) (0.0184) (0.0139)

No. children in HH -0.0037 0.0008 0.0043 -0.0020
(0.0033) (0.0016) (0.0027) (0.0023)

Married=1 -0.0346*** -0.0068 0.0209** -0.0539***
(0.0117) (0.0070) (0.0103) (0.0097)

N 27357 27357 27357 27357
Couples 6062 6062 6062 6062
AIC 40671.75 40671.75 41497.62 41497.62
BIC 40786.78 40786.78 41612.65 41612.65

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are estimated marginal
effects from multinomial logit models. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. The
dependent variable is categorical and coded as (1) ‘always or usually the male who makes the
financial decisions’, (2) ‘shared equally’, and (3) ‘always or usually the female who makes the
financial decisions’. In model (1) the dependent variable is based on the male reports of who is
the decision-maker and model (2) on female reports.
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Table 3: Importance of Cognitive and Non-Cognitive Skills in Explaining Financial
Decision Making Responsibility

(1) (2)
Male Reports Female Reports

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) 0.0032*** -0.0006 0.0039*** -0.0010
(0.0011) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0009)

Age (f) -0.0022* 0.0000 -0.0021** 0.0003
(0.0012) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0009)

Education yrs (m) 0.0227*** -0.0064*** 0.0153*** -0.0104***
(0.0027) (0.0016) (0.0023) (0.0021)

Education yrs (f) 0.0021 0.0004 0.0035 0.0007
(0.0027) (0.0015) (0.0024) (0.0020)

Employed (m)=1 0.0074 -0.0064 0.0239** -0.0120
(0.0132) (0.0079) (0.0107) (0.0107)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0563*** 0.0130** -0.0692*** 0.0313***
(0.0101) (0.0056) (0.0092) (0.0076)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) 0.0073*** -0.0030*** 0.0058*** -0.0060***
(0.0009) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0009)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) -0.0049*** 0.0029*** -0.0070*** 0.0081***
(0.0016) (0.0008) (0.0016) (0.0013)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0448*** 0.0038 -0.0173 -0.0023
(0.0164) (0.0096) (0.0144) (0.0145)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0017 -0.0208** -0.0166 -0.0095
(0.0176) (0.0085) (0.0148) (0.0128)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0612*** 0.0375** -0.0489*** 0.0511**
(0.0209) (0.0150) (0.0153) (0.0218)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 0.0164 -0.0122 0.0106 -0.0252*
(0.0205) (0.0095) (0.0167) (0.0140)

No. children in HH -0.0023 -0.0007 0.0048* -0.0027
(0.0033) (0.0016) (0.0028) (0.0024)

Married=1 -0.0218* -0.0067 0.0253** -0.0412***
(0.0122) (0.0071) (0.0108) (0.0100)

N 25941 25941 25941 25941
Couples 5146 5146 5146 5146
AIC 37496.13 37496.13 38303.57 38303.57

Continued on next page...
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Table 3 (continued): Importance of Cognitive and Non-Cognitive Skills in Explain-
ing Financial Decision Making Responsibility

(1) (2)
Male Reports Female Reports

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Ability (m), std 0.0303*** -0.0046 0.0111** -0.0136***
(0.0065) (0.0038) (0.0055) (0.0050)

Ability (f), std -0.0197*** 0.0087** -0.0051 0.0185***
(0.0070) (0.0037) (0.0060) (0.0053)

Locus of control, std (m) -0.0111* -0.0127*** 0.0032 -0.0121***
(0.0057) (0.0031) (0.0050) (0.0046)

Locus of control, std (f) -0.0073 0.0004 -0.0252*** -0.0040
(0.0057) (0.0030) (0.0049) (0.0043)

Agreeableness, std (m) -0.0328*** 0.0016 -0.0150*** 0.0064
(0.0054) (0.0028) (0.0048) (0.0042)

Agreeableness, std (f) 0.0200*** -0.0079** 0.0152*** -0.0131***
(0.0061) (0.0032) (0.0051) (0.0045)

Conscientiousness, std (m) 0.0390*** -0.0186*** 0.0230*** -0.0184***
(0.0057) (0.0031) (0.0049) (0.0041)

Conscientiousness, std (f) -0.0192*** 0.0049* -0.0142*** 0.0080**
(0.0054) (0.0027) (0.0045) (0.0040)

Extraversion, std (m) -0.0137** 0.0028 -0.0147*** 0.0029
(0.0055) (0.0031) (0.0048) (0.0043)

Extraversion, std (f) 0.0055 0.0066** -0.0031 0.0101***
(0.0049) (0.0026) (0.0044) (0.0039)

Emotional Stability, std (m) 0.0043 -0.0045 -0.0037 -0.0006
(0.0058) (0.0032) (0.0048) (0.0045)

Emotional Stability, std (f) -0.0175*** 0.0016 -0.0231*** -0.0017
(0.0058) (0.0032) (0.0052) (0.0045)

Openess, std (m) 0.0129** -0.0041 0.0054 -0.0040
(0.0060) (0.0032) (0.0051) (0.0049)

Openess, std (f) -0.0126** 0.0039 -0.0113** 0.0093**
(0.0057) (0.0028) (0.0049) (0.0044)

N 25941 25941 25941 25941
Couples 5146 5146 5146 5146
AIC 37496.13 37496.13 38303.57 38303.57

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are estimated marginal
effects from multinomial logit models. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. The
dependent variable is categorical and coded as (1) ‘always or usually the male who makes the
financial decisions’, (2) ‘shared equally’, and (3) ‘always or usually the female who makes the
financial decisions’. In model (1) the dependent variable is based on the male reports of who
is the decision-maker and model (2) on female reports.
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Table 4: Determinants of Financial Decision Making Responsibility using Within
Couple Variation

Male Reports Female Reports
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) -0.0096 0.0047 0.0052 0.0040
(0.0079) (0.0049) (0.0069) (0.0066)

Age (f) 0.0120 -0.0047 -0.0042 -0.0034
(0.0079) (0.0049) (0.0069) (0.0065)

Education yrs (m) 0.0088 -0.0036 0.0038 0.0056
(0.0076) (0.0060) (0.0066) (0.0064)

Education yrs (f) -0.0041 -0.0034 -0.0015 0.0020
(0.0085) (0.0052) (0.0054) (0.0066)

Employed (m)=1 0.0082 -0.0099 0.0080 -0.0185**
(0.0101) (0.0068) (0.0087) (0.0085)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0064 0.0027 -0.0271*** 0.0020
(0.0073) (0.0049) (0.0069) (0.0056)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) -0.0001 0.0002 0.0009 -0.0001
(0.0007) (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0004)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) 0.0012 0.0003 -0.0023** 0.0038***
(0.0012) (0.0008) (0.0012) (0.0011)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 0.0001 0.0217** 0.0038 0.0138
(0.0135) (0.0106) (0.0117) (0.0119)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0049 -0.0180* -0.0025 0.0136
(0.0116) (0.0095) (0.0123) (0.0115)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0082 0.0039 0.0093 0.0280*
(0.0185) (0.0152) (0.0142) (0.0166)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 0.0167 0.0050 0.0056 -0.0122
(0.0149) (0.0087) (0.0167) (0.0113)

No. children in HH 0.0024 -0.0016 0.0029 -0.0010
(0.0030) (0.0022) (0.0026) (0.0027)

Married=1 -0.0337** 0.0170* -0.0027 -0.0340***
(0.0132) (0.0091) (0.0113) (0.0128)

Constant 0.0950 0.1382 0.0833 0.0136
(0.1425) (0.0947) (0.1047) (0.1133)

N 27357 27357 27357 27357
Couples 6062 6062 6062 6062
R2 .0006829 .0002746 .0194586 .0010525

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are coefficients from
linear probability models with couple-level fixed-effects. Standard errors are clustered at the
couple level. In models (1) and (3), the dependent variable equals one if the male is the main
decision-maker and zero otherwise. In models (2) and (4), the dependent variable equals
one if the female is the main decision-maker and zero otherwise. In models (1) and (2) the
dependent variable is based on the male reports of who is the decision-maker and in models
(3) and (4) on female reports. Appendix Table A.2 presents corresponding estimates from
conditional logit models.
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Table 5: Determinants of Financial Decision Making Responsibility amongst
Younger Couples

Male Reports Female Reports
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) -0.0256** 0.0096 0.0034 -0.0037
(0.0106) (0.0071) (0.0094) (0.0094)

Age (f) 0.0307*** -0.0084 -0.0005 0.0050
(0.0106) (0.0071) (0.0094) (0.0093)

Education yrs (m) 0.0063 -0.0083 0.0060 0.0061
(0.0088) (0.0072) (0.0081) (0.0081)

Education yrs (f) -0.0150* -0.0111 -0.0082 -0.0098
(0.0083) (0.0068) (0.0061) (0.0097)

Employed (m)=1 0.0118 -0.0125 0.0089 -0.0205
(0.0146) (0.0147) (0.0118) (0.0174)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0053 0.0040 -0.0240*** 0.0026
(0.0094) (0.0063) (0.0089) (0.0074)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) 0.0011 -0.0005 0.0004 -0.0003
(0.0009) (0.0004) (0.0011) (0.0005)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) 0.0002 0.0002 -0.0030** 0.0035***
(0.0015) (0.0010) (0.0015) (0.0013)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 0.0134 0.0298 0.0025 0.0218
(0.0194) (0.0185) (0.0170) (0.0202)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 -0.0020 -0.0270* -0.0017 0.0214
(0.0213) (0.0161) (0.0199) (0.0217)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0087 0.0094 0.0137 0.0462*
(0.0314) (0.0214) (0.0197) (0.0280)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 0.0073 0.0128 0.0255 -0.0233
(0.0220) (0.0150) (0.0225) (0.0180)

No. children in HH -0.0018 -0.0003 0.0025 0.0015
(0.0035) (0.0027) (0.0031) (0.0033)

Married=1 -0.0481*** 0.0174* -0.0008 -0.0381***
(0.0140) (0.0105) (0.0117) (0.0144)

Constant 0.2275 0.2652** 0.0843 0.1694
(0.1524) (0.1198) (0.1240) (0.1591)

N 15334 15334 15334 15334
Couples 3987 3987 3987 3987
R2 6.26e-07 .000646 .0214994 .0028346

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. Sample restricted to couples with both partners age 50 or younger.
∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are coefficients from linear probability models with
couple-level fixed-effects. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. In models (1) and
(3), the dependent variable equals one if the male is the main decision-maker and zero oth-
erwise. In models (2) and (4), the dependent variable equals one if the female is the main
decision-maker and zero otherwise. In models (1) and (2) the dependent variable is based on
the male reports of who is the decision-maker and in models (3) and (4) on female reports.
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Table 6: Importance of Decision-Maker Gender in Explaining Asset Portfolios

Financial Wealth Business Assets Real Estate Vehicles Pensions
dy/dx t-stat. dy/dx t-stat. dy/dx t-stat. dy/dx t-stat. dy/dx t-stat.

Panel A: Reported by male
Total net worth 0.24 14.14 0.08 16.69 0.56 22.62 0.01 7.15 0.11 7.51
DM Shared (rep. by male) -180912.68 -6.78 -35549.95 -2.83 185145.89 7.37 893.44 0.38 30423.31 3.97
DM Female (rep. by male) -84711.04 -1.68 -58993.16 -3.79 76200.89 1.75 1607.50 0.44 65895.82 6.30

Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Panel B: Reported by females
Total net worth 0.24 13.22 0.08 15.72 0.56 22.02 0.01 6.80 0.11 7.61
DM Shared (rep. by female) -29476.11 -0.52 -53600.75 -8.78 117411.84 1.91 -3064.67 -1.29 -31270.30 -1.43
DM Female (rep. by female) -39716.73 -0.57 -69426.89 -3.24 124181.87 1.70 -3030.90 -2.76 -12007.34 -0.65

Control variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Number of observations 5,552 5,552 5,552 5,552 5,552
Note: HILDA 2006 and 2010. Figures are estimated marginal effects of covariates on asset dollar values from simultaneous equation models of asset composition
with constraints. A system of five equations has been estimated, one for each asset type. The constraints are: (1) The marginal effects of net worth are constrained
to 1 and (2) the sum of the marginal effects of all other independent variables across asset types are constrained to sum to zero. t-values are based on bootstrap
standard errors (100 replications). Additional control variables are age, education, employment status, wages, mental and physical health issues of both partners as
well as number of children in the household and marital status.
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APPENDIX

Table A.1: Determinants of Major Household Purchasing Decision Responsibility
using Cross Sectional Variation

(1) (2)
Male Reports Female Reports

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) 0.0025*** -0.0003 0.0033*** -0.0000
(0.0009) (0.0005) (0.0008) (0.0005)

Age (f) -0.0033*** -0.0000 -0.0031*** -0.0004
(0.0010) (0.0005) (0.0009) (0.0005)

Education yrs (m) 0.0089*** -0.0022** 0.0072*** -0.0030**
(0.0022) (0.0010) (0.0019) (0.0012)

Education yrs (f) -0.0010 -0.0005 -0.0013 -0.0006
(0.0023) (0.0009) (0.0020) (0.0012)

Employed (m)=1 0.0281*** -0.0083 0.0295*** -0.0235***
(0.0100) (0.0053) (0.0085) (0.0074)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0387*** 0.0081** -0.0419*** 0.0190***
(0.0084) (0.0037) (0.0073) (0.0044)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) 0.0031*** -0.0015*** 0.0015*** -0.0020***
(0.0007) (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0007)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) -0.0036** 0.0022*** -0.0059*** 0.0037***
(0.0015) (0.0006) (0.0015) (0.0007)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0024 0.0048 -0.0045 0.0103
(0.0145) (0.0073) (0.0121) (0.0101)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0095 -0.0045 -0.0074 0.0026
(0.0151) (0.0059) (0.0115) (0.0081)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0382** 0.0306** -0.0369*** 0.0245**
(0.0160) (0.0121) (0.0140) (0.0124)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 -0.0184 0.0099 -0.0161 0.0026
(0.0162) (0.0111) (0.0120) (0.0101)

No. children in HH -0.0004 0.0004 0.0038* 0.0019
(0.0026) (0.0011) (0.0023) (0.0013)

Married=1 -0.0164 -0.0104** -0.0040 -0.0350***
(0.0101) (0.0049) (0.0093) (0.0063)

N 25801 25801 25826 25826
Couples 5129 5129 5132 5132
AIC 28239.8 28239.8 25539.04 25539.04

Continued on next page...
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Table A.1 (continued): Determinants of Major Household Purchasing Decision Re-
sponsibility using Cross Sectional Variation

(1) (2)
Male Reports Female Reports

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Ability (m), std -0.0016 -0.0031 -0.0021 -0.0030
(0.0054) (0.0028) (0.0046) (0.0032)

Ability (f), std -0.0281*** 0.0022 -0.0215*** -0.0032
(0.0058) (0.0024) (0.0052) (0.0031)

Locus of control, std (m) -0.0045 -0.0087*** -0.0050 -0.0050**
(0.0046) (0.0021) (0.0041) (0.0025)

Locus of control, std (f) -0.0088* 0.0005 -0.0284*** -0.0048**
(0.0047) (0.0019) (0.0041) (0.0024)

Agreeableness, std (m) -0.0259*** 0.0040** -0.0102** 0.0033
(0.0046) (0.0020) (0.0041) (0.0024)

Agreeableness, std (f) 0.0082 -0.0030 0.0073* -0.0045*
(0.0050) (0.0021) (0.0043) (0.0025)

Conscientiousness, std (m) 0.0216*** -0.0122*** 0.0180*** -0.0129***
(0.0048) (0.0021) (0.0042) (0.0024)

Conscientiousness, std (f) -0.0174*** -0.0000 -0.0125*** 0.0021
(0.0044) (0.0020) (0.0037) (0.0023)

Extraversion, std (m) 0.0019 0.0023 -0.0045 0.0050**
(0.0046) (0.0020) (0.0039) (0.0024)

Extraversion, std (f) 0.0004 0.0039** -0.0073** 0.0034
(0.0040) (0.0018) (0.0037) (0.0022)

Emotional Stability, std (m) 0.0015 -0.0033 0.0024 0.0014
(0.0049) (0.0022) (0.0040) (0.0026)

Emotional Stability, std (f) -0.0090* 0.0023 -0.0125*** -0.0003
(0.0048) (0.0019) (0.0041) (0.0025)

Openess, std (m) 0.0127** -0.0029 0.0103** -0.0056**
(0.0050) (0.0023) (0.0042) (0.0027)

Openess, std (f) -0.0173*** 0.0012 -0.0136*** 0.0048*
(0.0048) (0.0019) (0.0040) (0.0025)

N 25801 25801 25826 25826
Couples 5129 5129 5132 5132
AIC 28239.8 28239.8 25539.04 25539.04

Note: Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are marginal ef-
fects from multinomial logit models. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. The
dependent variable is categorical and coded as (1) ‘always or usually the male who makes the
purchasing decisions’, (2) ‘shared equally’, and (3) ‘always or usually the female who makes
the purchasing decisions’. In model (1) the dependent variable is based on the male reports of
who is the decision-maker and model (2) on female reports.
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Table A.2: Conditional Logit Estimates of Financial Decision Making Responsi-
bility

Male Reports Female Reports
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) -0.1282 0.1490 0.0941 0.0544
(0.1024) (0.1527) (0.1199) (0.1250)

Age (f) 0.1621 -0.1486 -0.0780 -0.0409
(0.1026) (0.1529) (0.1203) (0.1243)

Education yrs (m) 0.1229 -0.1148 0.0545 0.1262
(0.1173) (0.1801) (0.1115) (0.1384)

Education yrs (f) -0.0544 -0.0697 -0.0299 0.0193
(0.1010) (0.1133) (0.1199) (0.0834)

Employed (m)=1 0.0965 -0.2510 0.1276 -0.3179**
(0.1374) (0.1639) (0.1468) (0.1479)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0817 0.0553 -0.3997*** 0.0341
(0.0921) (0.1346) (0.1009) (0.1155)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) -0.0013 0.0091 0.0120 -0.0066
(0.0076) (0.0206) (0.0104) (0.0156)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) 0.0164 0.0075 -0.0336* 0.0529***
(0.0151) (0.0226) (0.0179) (0.0177)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 -0.0108 0.4072** 0.0616 0.2144
(0.1824) (0.1996) (0.1977) (0.1897)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0748 -0.4170* -0.0584 0.2481
(0.1466) (0.2319) (0.1680) (0.1945)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 -0.1158 0.0545 0.1852 0.3287
(0.2457) (0.2440) (0.2377) (0.2017)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 0.2287 0.1569 0.0869 -0.2495
(0.2065) (0.2362) (0.2281) (0.2346)

No. children in HH 0.0339 -0.0383 0.0468 -0.0230
(0.0423) (0.0563) (0.0435) (0.0483)

Married=1 -0.4213*** 0.3640* -0.0156 -0.4994***
(0.1592) (0.2020) (0.2114) (0.1911)

N 8531 4821 6944 6393
Couples 1450 815 1142 1109

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. FIgures are coefficients from
conditional logit models. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. In models (1) and
(2), the dependent variable equals one if the male is the main decision-maker and zero oth-
erwise. In models (2) and (4), the dependent variable equals one if the female is the main
decision-maker and zero otherwise. In models (1) and (2) the dependent variable is based on
the male reports of who is the decision-maker and in models (3) and (4) on female reports.
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Table A.3: Determinants of Major Household Purchasing Decision Responsibility
using Within Couple Variation

Male Reports Female Reports
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Prob Decision Maker = Male Female Male Female

Age (m) 0.0002 -0.0020 -0.0079 -0.0023
(0.0075) (0.0041) (0.0062) (0.0047)

Age (f) -0.0032 0.0021 0.0065 0.0024
(0.0075) (0.0041) (0.0062) (0.0048)

Education yrs (m) -0.0091 -0.0032 0.0086 -0.0000
(0.0081) (0.0057) (0.0058) (0.0041)

Education yrs (f) -0.0022 -0.0066 -0.0038 0.0023
(0.0076) (0.0044) (0.0048) (0.0039)

Employed (m)=1 0.0145* -0.0108* 0.0083 -0.0153**
(0.0081) (0.0058) (0.0079) (0.0068)

Employed (f)=1 -0.0011 0.0014 -0.0168*** 0.0086**
(0.0070) (0.0040) (0.0061) (0.0040)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (m) -0.0004 -0.0000 0.0001 -0.0006**
(0.0007) (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0003)

G.p.a. wages/10,000 (f) 0.0000 0.0001 -0.0014 0.0002
(0.0011) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0007)

Physical Health cond. (m)=1 0.0034 -0.0029 0.0165 0.0032
(0.0138) (0.0088) (0.0123) (0.0080)

Physical Health cond. (f)=1 0.0091 -0.0072 0.0049 0.0065
(0.0130) (0.0066) (0.0118) (0.0082)

Mental Health cond. (m)=1 0.0030 0.0194 -0.0080 0.0079
(0.0161) (0.0126) (0.0151) (0.0135)

Mental Health cond. (f)=1 -0.0047 0.0062 0.0178 0.0030
(0.0134) (0.0072) (0.0138) (0.0100)

No. children in HH -0.0008 -0.0010 -0.0022 0.0001
(0.0026) (0.0016) (0.0023) (0.0017)

Married=1 -0.0305** 0.0052 -0.0051 -0.0294***
(0.0130) (0.0073) (0.0113) (0.0084)

Constant 0.4514*** 0.1669* 0.1542* 0.0508
(0.1420) (0.0885) (0.0907) (0.0685)

N 27197 27197 27215 27215
Couples 6031 6031 6031 6031
R2 .001627 .001361 .0000172 .0075346

Note: HILDA 2005-2013. ∗p < 0.10,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. Figures are coefficients from
linear fixed effects probability models. Standard errors are clustered at the couple level. In
models (1) and (3), the dependent variable equals one if the male is the main decision-maker
and zero otherwise. In models (2) and (4), the dependent variable equals one if the female is
the main decision-maker and zero otherwise. In models (1) and (2) the dependent variable is
based on the male reports of who is the decision-maker and in models (3) and (4) on female
reports.
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