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Abstract: We explore the relationship between household tiearand personality
traits from an empirical perspective. Specificallging individual level data drawn
from the British Household Panel Survey, we analyse influence of personality
traits on financial decision-making at the indivadluevel focusing on decisions
regarding unsecured debt acquisition and finanasdets. Personality traits are
classified according to the ‘Big Five’ taxonomy. emmess to experience,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeablenessamndticism. We find that certain
personality traits such as extraversion and opentesxperience exert relatively
large influences on household finances in termtheflevels of debt and assets held.
In contrast, personality traits such as consciestiess and neuroticism appear to be
unimportant in influencing levels of unsecured debtl financial asset holding. Our
findings also suggest that personality traits hdierent effects across the various
types of debt and assets held. For example, opgtoexperience does not appear to
influence the probability of having national sawngut is found to increase the
probability of holding stocks and shares, a reddyivisky financial asset.
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1. Introduction and Background

Over the last three decades, there has been inmggeaterest in household finances in
the economics literature (see Guiso et 2002, for a comprehensive review of the
existing studies in this area). In general, in éxésting literature, economists have
focused on specific aspects of the household fiaaportfolio such as debt (see, for
example, Brown and Taylor, 2008), the demand fskyrifinancial assets (see, for
example, Hochguertel et al., 1997) and savings, (Beeexample, Browning and
Lusardi, 1996). One area, which has attracted édhihterest in the existing literature
on household finances, concerns the relationshivdss household finances and
personality traits. In contrast, the implications personality traits for economic
outcomes such as earnings and employment statessteaved to attract the attention
of economists (see, for example, Caliendo et @l 12and Heineck and Anger, 2010).
It is apparent that personality traits may influerfmancial decision-making at the
individual and household level including decisioagarding debt acquisition and the
holding of financial assets.

Some personality characteristics have already beentified as important
determinants of aspects of individual and housefinlkhces. For example, Brown et
al. (2005) analyse British panel data and find fimgincial expectations are important
determinants of unsecured debt at both the indalidnd the household level, with
financial optimism being positively associated witie level of unsecured debt. In a
more recent study, Brown et al. (2008) report alampositive relationship between
optimistic financial expectations and the levelsetured, i.e. mortgage, debt. In the
context of saving, Lusardi (1998), for example, lexgs the importance of
precautionary saving exploiting U.S. data on indlisdls’ subjective probabilities of

job loss from the Health and Retirement SurveydErce in favour of precautionary



saving is found for a sample of individuals who al@se to retirement. In a similar
vein, Guariglia (2001) uses the British Househotohé Survey (BHPS) to ascertain
whether households save in order to self-insurenagaincertainty. The findings
support a statistically significant relationship tweeen earnings variability and
household saving, with households saving more afy thre pessimistic about their
future financial situation.

One important issue in the empirical literature personality concerns the
measurement of personality traits. As stated by |&hah at al. (2011), p. 47,
“personality traits cannot be directly measuredlieTBig Five personality trait
taxonomy developed by Costa and McCrae (1992) kas widely used to classify
personality traits in the psychology literature arsdbeing increasingly used in
economics. This approach classifies individualstiag to five factors: openness to
experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, dge¥esss and neuroticism
(emotional instability). Almlund et al. (2011), A8, comment that “the Big Five
factors represent personality traits at the braalde®l of abstraction .... (they) are

defined without reference to any context (i.e.atitn).”

Furthermore, they comment
on the evidence in the psychology literature whstlggests that the majority of
variables used to describe personality traits & ekisting literature can be mapped
onto at least one of the Big Five.

Caliendo et al. (2011) analyse personality charsties and the decision to
become and remain self-employed. They focus oBifd-ive taxonomy and present

a clear and concise overview of each classificatiom be specific, extraversion is

described as including variables indicating theeeitto which individuals are

! Although widely accepted in the psychology literat alternative approaches to the Big Five
approach have been put forward including approaslitesfewer than five factors and approaches with
more than five factors. See Almlund et al. (201t)d discussion of the alternatives to and critaof
the Big Five approach that have been put forwattiénpsychology literature. Criticisms levelledtz
Big Five approach include concerns regarding heatetical nature.
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assertive, dominant, ambitious and energetic; emali stability (opposite to
neuroticism) is described as relating to self-aderfice, optimism and the ability to
deal with stressful situations; openness to expeedas described as relating to an
individual’'s creativity, innovativeness and curigsiconscientiousness encompasses
two distinct aspects, being achievement orientebleing hard-working; and, finally,
agreeableness is described as relating to beingecative, forgiving and trusting
(Caliendo et al.,, 2011). Their findings suggestt tbpenness to experience and
extraversion play an important role in entrepreraaievelopment.

In this paper, we explore the relationship betwg@ensonal finances and
personality traits as classified by the Big Fiveor@omy in order to further our
understanding of the determinants of personal @Gaan Existing studies have
generally focused on one particular aspect of ahvidual's personality such as
optimism or attitudes towards risk. In contrast, agopt a general approach which
essentially encompasses an extensive variety ebpality traits.

Our empirical results suggest that certain persiynahits do influence the
amount of unsecured debt and financial assets helddividuals. Specifically, we
find that personality traits such as extraversiownl @penness to experience exert
relatively large influences on household finanaceserms of the levels of assets and
debt held. In contrast, personality traits suchcasscientiousness and neuroticism
appear to be unimportant in influencing the levalsunsecured debt and financial
assets. With respect to types of debt and asséds the results of the empirical
analysis suggest that personality traits have mdiffeeffects across the various types
of debt and assets. For example, openness to erperdoes not appear to influence
the probability of having national savings but asifid to increase the probability of

holding stocks and shares, a relatively risky tgp&nancial asset. Thus, overall, our



empirical evidence suggests that personal traits ierportant determinants of
household finances.

2. Data and Methodology

Our empirical analysis is based on the British Htwaéd Panel Survey (BHPS), a
survey conducted by the Institute for Social andrieenic Research comprising
approximately 10,000 annual individual interview®r wave one, interviews were
carried out during the autumn of 1991. The samesélooids are re-interviewed in
successive waves — the latest available being 26@8mation is gathered relating to
adults within the household. Information on thespeality traits of individuals, is

however, only available in one wave relating to 20®ience, our empirical analysis
focuses on this wave.

Individuals are asked to rate themselves on anspumt scale from ‘does not
apply’, which takes the value of 1, to ‘appliesfpetly’, which takes the value of 7,
according to three statements relating to eactheffive personality factors. Hence,
there are 15 questions in total, which are detaitethe table below. The final two
columns present the mean and standard deviatiatinglto the average score for
each of the 15 questions, with the average scamssthe three statements for each
of the five factors also presented in the tablee Shmmary statistics relate to two
samples: all individuals aged over 18 (13,250 olens) and individuals aged 30 to

65 (8,372 observations).

2 Nandi and Nicoletti (2009) use the information the Big Five personality traits available in this
wave of the BHPS to explore personality pay gapthénUK. Their findings suggest that openness to
experience and extraversion are rewarded whilgesdpieness and neuroticism are penalised.
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Mean(Sandard Mean(Standard

Big Five Personality BHPS Statements Deviation); Sample Deviation);
Traits aged over 18; 13,25( Sample Aged
observations 30-65; 8,372
observations

1. Conscientiousness

1. | see myself as somg
who does a thorough job.
2. | see myself as someo
who tends to be lazy.*
3. | see myself as someo
who does things efficiently.

ne

ne

cone 5.3059 (.6382)

2.7622 (.6366)

5.3203 (.2791)

5.4580 (.5362)
2.6370 (.5818)

5.3955 (.2128)

Overall MeanSandard

Deviation)

4.4628(0.9018)

4.4968(0.8410)

2. Extraversion

1. | see myself as some
who is talkative.
2. | see myself as someo
who is outgoing, sociable.
3. | see myself as someo
who is reserved.*

pne

ne

ne

4.5831 (.6859)
4.8104 (.5992)

4.0364 (.5957)

4.5800 (.6234)
4.7467 (.5500)

4.0397 (.5752)

Overall MeanStandard

Deviation)

4.4766(1.1765)

4.4553(1.1634)

3. Agreeableness

1. | see myself as some
who is sometimes rude
others.*

2. | see myself as someo
who has a forgiving nature.
3. | see myself as someo
who is considerate and kind
almost everyone.

ne

ne

one

5.8587 (.3712)

5.0518 (.5294)

5.4565 (.2925)

5.8736 (.3307)

5.0683 (.4875)

5.4657 (.2501)

Overall MeanStandard

Deviation)

5.4557(1.0058)

5.4692(0.9818)

4. Neuroticism

1. | see myself as someo
who worries a lot.

2. | see myself as someo
who gets nervous easily.

3. | see myself as someo
who is relaxed, handles stre
well.*

ne

ne

ne

3.8463 {.7851)
3.4955 {.7378)

3.6694 {.5527)

3.9348 (.7382)
3.5204 (.7124)

3.6898 (.5159)

Overall MeanStandard

Deviation)

3.6704(1.3232)

3.7150(1.3005)

experience

5. Openness to

1. | see myself as someo
who is original, comes up wit
new ideas.

2. | see myself as someo
who values artistic, aesthet|
experiences.

3. | see myself as someo
who has an active imaginatio

ne

=)

ne

ne
n.

4.2152 (.5120)

4.2582 (.6990)

4.8663 (.4926)

4.2526 (.4489)

4.3094 (.6435)

4.8500 (..4400)

Overall MeanStandard Deviation)

4.4465(1.2259)

4.4705(1.1802)

Note: * denotes that the score relating to thisest@nt has been reversed.

The analysis of two samples of individuals refleatsissue which has been widely
discussed in the existing literature concerningdtability of personality traits over
time. In the psychology literature, it has beenuady that the personality traits
included in the Big Five taxonomy are stable ovex kife cycle (see, for example,

Caspi et al. 2005). Similar conclusions are readmgdorghans et al. (2008). If



personality traits do change over time, howeveentlihe potential for reverse
causality arises. Recently, Cobb-Clark and Sch{#@t1la) assess the validity of the
assumption that a specific non-cognitive skill, m&yrocus of control, is stable over
time. Such an assumption, which has frequently lmeade in the context of limited
data availability, is supported by findings in gh&ychology literature, which suggest
stability in personality traits from age 30 onwaidee, for example, McCrae and
Costa, 2006). It should be acknowledged, howevet the issue of such stability
does remain an area of debate in the psychologratiire (Cobb-Clark and Schurer,
2011a). Indeed, Almlund et al. (2011) conclude fetsonality does change over the
life cycle. The findings of Cobb-Clark and Schuf2011a) suggest that short-run and
medium-run changes are somewhat modest and teme tound in young (aged
below 20) or very old individuals (aged over 80k Auch, they suggest focusing
analysis of non-cognitive skills on individualswbrking age. Similarly, Cobb-Clark
and Schurer (2011b) present evidence based onsaalythe 2005 and 2009 waves
of the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in thia (HILDA), which
suggests that non-cognitive skills as measurednbyBig Five are stable amongst
working age adults and “may be seen as stablesnptd many economic decisions.”
(Cobb-Clark and Schurer, 2011b, p.6). Thus, we aondur analysis for the two age
groups in order to explore the robustness of theieral analysis.

We then follow the standard approach in the liteeatand create the
standardized Cronbach alpha reliability index indesr to assess the internal
consistency of the three items, leading to theoWlhg reliability measures for the
aged over 18 sample (aged 30 to 65 sample): corgrisness, 0.53 (0.56);
extraversion, 0.54 (0.57); agreeableness, 0.5%)Orfeuroticism, 0.68 (0.69); and,

finally, openness to experience, 0.68 (0.68).



Firstly, we explore the influence of the Big Fivergonality traits on two

aspects of finances, namely, the amount of unsealebt d,; ) and the total value of
financial assets held by individuaWithin household (a,; ).2 In order to explore the
determinants of assets and debt at the individexatl! we treata,, and d,; as

censored variables in our econometric analysisesithey cannot have negative

values. Following Bertaut and Starr-McCluer (2002y¢ employ a censored

regression approach to ascertain the determindnts (@,;) and In(d,;), which
allows for the truncation of the dependent variabl&Ve denote byln(a:“) and
In(d:ﬂ) the corresponding untruncated latent variablesctwtheoretically can have

negative values. We modeh(a;) and In(d,) via a random effects tobit

specification for each dependent variable as fatow

In (d;i) =B, X, +gyjzjhi +ey (1)
In(dy )= In(dy) if In(dy)>0 )
In(dy;)=0 otherwise 3)
|n(a;i) =B, X,; +jzil:njzjhi ey (4)
in(ay)=m(ay) i In(ay)>0 (5)
In(a,)=0 otherwise (6)

® Financial investments include: national savingsifigates; premium bonds; unit/investment trusts;
personal equity plans; shares; national saving $ionther investments; savings accounts; national
saving bank; and Tax Exempt Special Savings Ac&(RESSAS) and Individual Savings Accounts
(ISAs).

“ In order to deal with the zero values of unsecatelnt and financial assets, we add one to eaaksseri
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where the debts (assets) of individuah householdh are given byd,; (&) such
that i=1,...,n with iCh and h=1,...,n,, X,; denotes a vector of individual and

household characteristics (where throughout wetlisesame covariates in both the

debt and asset equations‘i)jhi denotes each element of the Big Fiyel(...,5) and

Eni

, and g, are the stochastic disturbance terms. In bothtemsa the structure of

the error terms is given as followsy;, = ay, +7,;, Wherea,, is a household specific

unobservable effect, andy,; is a random error terms,. [ IID(O,Uﬁ). The

correlation between the error terms of individualshe same household is a constant

given by: p = corr (5” ,eik) = 03,/(03 +0',72) | #k wherep represents the proportion

of the total unexplained variance in the dependeriable contributed by the

household panel level variance component.

We draw upon the existing literature to speciy, which includes controls

for: gender; age; ethnicity; marital status; labdorce status; highest educational
qualification; self-assessed health status; therahtogarithm of household labour
income; the natural logarithm of household non lakiocome; the natural logarithm
of permanent household incomehe number of children in the household; the
number of adults in the household; and housingreenu

We then perform quantile regression analysis (seenKer and Bassett Jr.,

1978, Koenker and Hollock, 2001) in order to furtlamalyse the determinants of

In(dhi) and In(ahi), focusing on whered,; >0 and a; >0. Quantile regression

analysis has the advantage that a full charactienisaf the conditional distribution of

® Permanent household income is proxied by the aeesam of total income of individuals within the
household of the month prior to interview over thagth of time the individual is observed in the
panel.



the dependent variable is accounted for and thahables an analysis of different

parts of the conditional distribution hence promglia fuller description of the whole
distribution. This is because when consideringdfiect of covariates oﬂn(dhi) or
In(a, ) quantile regression analysis allows the effedndépendent variables on the

dependent variable to differ at different quantiéshe conditional distribution. Thus,
instead of assuming that covariates shift only kbeation or the scale of the
conditional distribution, quantile regression caoless the potential effects of

covariates on the shape of the distribution. Thantjle regression approach for

In (dhi) is given by:
5

In (dhi ) = Xni% +Zly¢9jzjhi + Eoni (1)
=

where &, is the error term associated with tre" guantile of In(dhi) and

Quany, (fehi‘xhi ,Zjhi): (. The 6" conditional quantile ofn(d,;) for a given set

of characteristicsX,; , Zjhi , IS denoted by:

5

Quang{ Ir(dhi)‘xhi ’Zjhi} =X +Z;4y0jzjhi (8)
=

where g, and Vgj are vectors of parameters. We explore tH @&rcentile, the 50

percentile and the ¥5percentile, i.e.8=0.25, 6=0.50 and 8=0.75, respectively.

We then repeat the analysis erl'(ahi) as the dependent variable.
In order to explore the effect of personalitytsain the type of unsecured debt
and financial assets held, we estimate a seriesnafom effects probit models where

the dependent variable indicates whether or notrttiwidual holds a particular type

of debt or asset. For unsecured debt, we distihglhétween six types of debt: hire
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purchase agreements; personal loans from banKdjrgusocieties or other financial

institutions; credit cards; loans from private wduals; overdrafts; and other debt
including catalogue or mail purchase agreementssaundent loans. With respect to
financial assets, we again distinguish betweentypes, namely: national savings
certificates, national savings, building societyl ansurance bonds; premium bonds;
unit/investment trusts; personal equity plans; efiarand other investments,

government or company securitfes.
Defining P;:i as a continuous unobserved latent dependent \@risioch as
the utility gained from holding a particular typé debt or asset, and}, as the

observed empirical binary counterpart, our prolotels are defined as follows:

B

5
i=1
R, =0 otherwise (9)

where Xpi denotes the vector of individual and householdattaristics as described

above, Zjhi denotes each element of the Big Fiyel(...,5),i=1,...,n with ih,
h=1,...,nn and &, =@, +v,;. Once again, we adopt a random effects speciicati
where the household specific unobservable effethénerror term is denoted hy,
andvy,, is a random error term, i.e,, DIID(O,aﬁ). As with modelling the levels of

debt and assets, this specification allows foraimousehold correlation between the

error terms of individuals in the same household, .e. i

p:corr(si,,sik):Jfr/(a§+avz) 19

® Unfortunately, information regarding the amounidhia each debt and asset category is unavailable
in the data set.
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As previously stated, in order to explore the robess of our findings we
estimate the models described above for individwed above 18 and when
restricting the age of individuals to lie betwedhahd 65, yielding samples of 13,250
and 8,372 observations, respectively. Summaryssitgifor unsecured debt, financial
assets and the independent variables are shownalnhe TL for the sample of
individuals aged over 18 and also for the samplmdiiduals aged between 30 and
65. Approximately 46% of individuals in the two gales are male and 48% are in
good health. The average level of unsecured deB0@b is 2.612 natural logarithm
units or £2,065 and the average level of finanasdets in 2005 is 1.542 natural
logarithm units or £3,260. Figures 1 and 2 show distributions of the natural
logarithm of unsecured debt (for debtors) and theinal logarithm of financial assets
(for those who hold positive assets) respectivwelyere it can be seen that, compared
to financial assets, the distribution of liabilgies skewed towards the right.

3. Results

Analysis of the Amount of Debt and Asset Holding

Table 2 presents the results from the random effealtit analysis relating to the
determinants of the amounts of debt and finangaé® held for the two age groups,
namely, aged 18 and over and aged between 30 gnah@be marginal effects are
presented throughout. The exception is the intérbeqn, which is unscaled and
reported to calculate the effects of the dummyaldes (see below). Assuming the
errors are normally distributed, an approximationhte probability of a non-censored
observation, or scaling factor, is given by thepamion of uncensored observations.
For unsecured debt and financial assets, the propsrof uncensored observations
are 0.36 and 0.24, respectively for the sample agesdt 18, and 0.34 and 0.22,

respectively for the sample of individuals aged630-The relevant scaling factor can
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be used to calculate the marginal effects by mlyitig the coefficients through by
this factor. Clearly, there is evidence of positim&ra-household correlation in the
error terms and this is relatively large in magaéuln Table 2 Panel A, all of the five
personality variables are included simultaneoustyilst in Table 2 Panel B the Big
Five variables are entered one by dne.

Focusing upon the results in Table 2 Panel A, ipparent that unsecured
debt is monotonically decreasing in age, whichossistent with the findings of Cox
and Jappelli (1993). This is the case for both ftile sample (where the omitted
category is aged over 65) and the sample of indal&l aged 30 to 65 (where the
omitted category is aged 60 to 65). For examplethie sample of all individuals aged
over 18, compared to those aged over 65, it capeka from Table 2 Panel A that
individuals aged 18 to 29 have the highest levetiebt and lowest levels of financial
assets. More specifically, focusing upon debt, watahg the expected value function
of truncated logged unsecured debt, when all catesj including the dummy

variables, are equal to O (in the reference categjoithen:
E{In(dhi)‘xhi =0,Z;, = (% =®(B,/0) B, +09(B,/0)
which has the value 2.0474, i.e.
E{in(d )| Xns =025 =@ =

[©(-9.3763 6.797px~ 9.3763 6.79%¢(- 9.3763 6.7p)
where ¢ and ® denote the density and cumulative distributionstre standard
normal distribution, s, is the intercept and is the standard error of the regression.

Hence, log unsecured debt is 2.0474 for the overgB&fup as compared to

"In Table 2 Panel B and Tables 3, 4 and 5, forityethe results are summarised in that only the
results relating to our particular covariates diefast, namely the Big Five personality traits, are
presented. All of the other covariates, as showmable 2 Panel A, are also included in all the
specifications. In general, the results relatinghte other covariates accord with those presented i
Table 2 Panel A and are available from the autborsequest.
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2.0474+2.8349=4.88 for those aged 18 to 24, i.e.yibungest age category holds
over twice as much debt as the oldest categorigarsample. Evaluated at the mean,
this implies unsecured debt of £4,130 compare®1065.

Turning briefly to the other controls before foaugion the influence of the
personality characteristics, it is apparent that, both samples of individuals, the
level of debt is increasing in educational attainménterestingly, the health of the
individual has opposing effects on debt and assétgre those in poor health (the
omitted category) have higher levels of unsecurelat @ut lower levels of financial
assets. In terms of income, focusing upon the dathple, household income from
employment has a small but positive impact uporh lgbt and financial assets,
whilst non labour income is positively associatagthviinancial assets. These effects
exist after controlling for permanent income. Speally, a one per cent increase in
household labour income is associated with a 0(0Z88) percentage point increase
in unsecured debt (financial assets). These firdgenerally tie in with the findings
in the existing literature, see, for example, Broand Taylor (2008), Crook (2001)
and Gropp et al. (1997).

Focusing upon the Big Five personality traitssiapparent that, for both age
groups, extraversion has the largest effect on ietatrms of magnitude as compared
to the influence of the other four personality tgaiwith a highly statistically
significant positive influence. For example, foethample of individuals aged over
18, a one standard deviation increase in extrawerss associated with a 22
percentage point increase in unsecured debt. Itraginextraversion has a relatively
large inverse effect on financial asset holdinglfoth age groups suggesting that this
personality trait has opposing influences on litib8 and assets. Hence, our findings

suggest that being assertive, ambitious and energgbositively associated with the

14



amount of unsecured debt held, yet negatively @swsuc with financial asset
accumulation. Openness to experience is the origrgbersonality trait to exhibit
consistent findings across the samples with pasigffects found in the context of
both debt and assets, with the statistical sigmiioe of this effect being particularly
strong in the case of financial asset holding, sstigg that creativity, innovativeness
and curiosity play an important role here. For epbanfor the sample of individuals
aged over 18, a one standard deviation increasepanness to experience is
associated with a 21 per cent increase in finaragaéts. In general, the influence of
these personality traits is apparent for both ageigs. For those aged 30 to 65, as
discussed earlier, personality traits are arguededomore stable, and hence the
likelihood of reverse causality is reduced in ttase. Indeed, the effects are similar in
both magnitude and statistical significance actbegwo samples.

We have also explored the robustness of the redulemch of the five
personality variables is included separately rathan jointly in the tobit analysis.
The broad pattern of results described above ie &sind when each of the
personality variables are entered separately, sddeT2 Panel B. Interestingly,
conscientiousness and neuroticism are the two paligp traits which consistently
fail to exert an influence on either unsecured delfinancial asset holding indicating
that these personality traits are not importantinfluencing these aspects of an
individual’'s economic decision-makinggteris paribus. Given that neuroticism is
related to pessimism, such findings are interestinghe context of the positive
association found in the existing literature relgtio financial optimism and debt. The
results pertaining to agreeableness are inconsisterthe context of statistical
significance with a positive and statistically sfgrant effect found for debt for the

sample of individuals aged over 18, an effect whiemains positive yet is of less
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statistical significance for the sample of indivadii aged 30 to 65. For financial
assets, agreeableness appears to exert a negétisteatbeit with limited statistical
significance. Hence, the results relating to tlagipular personality trait appear to be
somewhat inconclusive.

Turning to the quantile analysis, Table 3 Panebwnmarises the results
relating to the determinants of unsecured debtsactioe 25, 50" and 74' quantiles,
whereas Table 3 Panel B presents the corresporatiatysis for financial assets,

where each sample relates to whdre>0 and a,; >0, respectively. For unsecured

debt, it is apparent that conscientiousness hamsistent positive effect across the
two samples only at the Bquantile of the debt distribution, whilst contrary the
tobit analysis, extraversion appears to have noente across the three quantiles of
the unsecured debt distribution for individuals hwigositive unsecured debt. Such
findings suggest that extraversion influences thleihg of debtper se rather than the
amount held. In contrast, agreeableness, i.e. b@ogerative and trusting, exerts a
negative influence on the level of unsecured delioth samples and across the three
quantiles, with the magnitude and statistical digance of the influence being
heightened at the #5and 58' quantiles. The influence of neuroticism is oncaiag
largely statistically insignificant with the except of a positive influence on
unsecured debt at the B@uantile for the sample of individuals aged ov8r The
influence of openness to experience is found topbsitive yet only consistently
attaining statistical significance at the"™7guantile in both samples, suggesting that
personality traits relating to curiosity, creatwiaind innovativeness only influence
debt at the highest parts of the unsecured debildison® For example, focusing

upon those individuals aged 30 to 65, a one standiewiation increase in openness to

® The results in Table 3 Panels A and B are alsosbto including the personality traits separately
rather jointly.
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experience increases the level of debt at the top & the distribution by 13
percentage points.

Interestingly, for the quantile analysis of finaadcassets, the results presented
in Table 3 Panel B generally indicate that the qeafity traits do not influence of the
distribution of financial assets for the samplarafividuals holding such assets. The
only personality trait, which does appear to haevme influence across the three
guantiles, is agreeableness, where the findinggesican inverse effect across the
financial asset distribution. Such findings suggést, in general, personality traits
may influence the holding of assgkx se rather than the amount of assets held. We
explore such issues further in the following settiwhere we focus on the influence
of personality traits on the holding of debt anseds.

Analysis of the Type of Debt and Asset Holding

In Table 4, we present the results of the randdectf probit analysis of the type of

debt held, where the results for the aged overabh&te are presented in Panel A and
the results for the aged 30 to 65 sample are pregem Panel B. The random effects
probit analysis of the probability of holding delbtespective of type, reveals that

conscientiousness, that is being hard-working ardesement oriented, is inversely

associated with holding unsecured debt, whilstdtieer four personality traits are

positively associated with debt holding.

It is apparent that the influence of the persopaigits differs by type of debt
held. For example, focusing on the aged over 18pkgntonscientiousness and
neuroticism are the only two personality traits thlluence the probability of holding
hire purchase agreements, typically used to spteadost of purchasing goods such
as cars and consumer durables over a specifiedpimed, both of these personality

traits having positive influences. Specifically,oae standard deviation increase in
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conscientiousness (neuroticism) increases the pildlgaof holding hire purchase
debt by 3 (10) percentage points. Extraversion,tlen other hand, is the only
personality trait to influence the probability ofolding a personal loan. The
probability of having credit card debt is also piesly influenced by extraversion,
where a one standard deviation increase in exgereincreases the probability of
having credit card debt by 9 percentage points.vE@ely, conscientiousness has an
inverse effect on the probability of having thipayof debt.

Interestingly, the probability of having a loan rfroa private individual is
positively associated with agreeableness and neisrat where such borrowing is the
only type of debt to be influenced by agreeablenedsch being related to being
cooperative, forgiving and trusting is clearly agated with interpersonal skills. With
respect to the effect of emotional stability, it apparent that this factor has a
relatively large effect here: a one standard d@mnaincrease in neuroticism increases
the probability of having a loan from a privateiidual by 24 percentage points. The
probability of having an overdraft, arguably a tielaly straightforward channel of
credit to arrange, is positively influenced by axgrsion, neuroticism and openness
to experience with relatively large and highly istatally significant effects. For
example, a one standard deviation increase in tieisra increases the probability of
having an overdraft by 18 percentage points. Censicusness, in contrast, exerts an
inverse effect on the probability of having an alraft, which re-enforces the notion
that being hard-working and target-focused is aased with a lower probability of
holding unsecured debt. Similarly, conscientiousreeerts a moderating influence on
the probability of holding other types of debt, higxtraversion serving to increase

the probability of holding other types of debt.idtevident that a similar pattern of
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results is found for the aged 30 to 65 sample,italbiegh lower levels of statistical
significance for some effects.

In Table 5, the random effects probit analysishe probability of holding
different types of financial assets is presentextrawersion is found to have an
inverse effect, whilst openness to experienceusidato have a positive effect, on the
probability of holding financial assets regardlegsype. Again, it is apparent that the
influence of the personality traits varies acrdss different types of financial assets.
Focusing on the aged over 18 sample, the probalufitholding national savings,
arguably the least risky of the financial assetstarms of rate of return, is not
influenced by any of the five personality traitsm#barly, the probability of having a
unit trust does not appear to be influenced byddrthe five personality traits. Such a
finding may be related to that of national savimgthat, with a unit trust, the risk has
been spread by diversifying the investments: a forahager invests in a range of
companies and these investments are then pookeduimd, thereby spreading the risk
associated with the various shares, with indivisduben purchasing units within the
fund and receiving dividends or interest as deteechiby the performance of the
constituent investments. In contrast, the probgbiif holding premium bonds is
inversely associated with conscientiousness, eststan and agreeableness and
positively influenced by openness to experienceh i relatively large and highly
statistically significant positive effect refleajnthe importance of curiosity and
creativity here. Interesting, with premium bondsjaeh are a financial product offered
by the National Savings and Investments of the U/&nment, instead of interest
payments, investors have the chance to win tax{meees. Hence, this type of

financial assets is quite distinct from the othaseds in terms of its return.

19



Extraversion exerts an inverse effect on the pritibalof having a personal equity
plan whilst having a positive influence on the bitity of having other investments.

Finally, the probability of having stocks and slsar@guably the riskiest form
of financial assets in terms of rate of returnnigersely associated with agreeableness
and positively influenced by openness to experiei8mecifically, a one standard
deviation increase in agreeableness (opennesgp@rierce) decreases (increases) the
probability of holding shares by 9.8 (8) percentagets. Interestingly, openness to
experience has been found in the existing liteeattr be associated with self-
employment, which is typically regarded as bein@rabterised by risk tolerant
individuals (see, for example, Parker, 2009). Hewoce findings associated with the
relationship between openness to experience anlddlldéng of stocks and shares tie
in with this type of behaviour.

Again, a similar pattern of results is evident floe other age group although
with lower levels of statistical significance obged for some of the effects. Overall,
it is apparent that personality traits are impdrtdeterminants of the type of debt and
financial assets held, having distinct influencesoass the range of financial
instruments.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have contributed to the small geiwing empirical literature
analysing debt and financial assets at the houddkugkl. To be specific, we have
focused on the influence of personality traits ba holding of unsecured debt and
financial assets. We have adopted the Big Fivegpeailgy trait taxonomy developed
by Costa and McCrae (1992) to classify personataits according to five factors:
openness to experience, conscientiousness, exrawer agreeableness and

neuroticism.
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Our findings suggest that some personality traitanfluence the amount of
unsecured debt and financial assets held by ing@sd Specifically, we find that
certain personality traits such as extraversion apdnness to experience exert
relatively large influences on the amount of defut &inancial assets held. In contrast,
extraversion has a relatively large inverse effactthe amount of financial assets
held. Such findings suggest that personality trsitsh as extraversion have opposing
influences on the levels of liabilities and asdet¢d. In contrast, personality traits
such as conscientiousness and neuroticism appéarunimportant in influencing the
amount of unsecured debt and financial asset hmldither positively or negatively.
These effects exist after controlling for an exitemsset of covariates that are
commonly used in the literature to model housefialhces.

Interestingly, the results from the quantile aniglyimdicate that, with the
exception of agreeableness, personality traitsataniluence the distribution of the
amount of financial assets amongst those indiv&ludlo hold such assets, suggesting
that personality traits influence the holding afaincial assetper se rather than the
amount of assets held. This contrasts with the tjeaiegression analysis relating to
unsecured debt where personality traits do appedrae some influence on the
amount of unsecured debt for those individuals Whid such debt and the effects are
apparent at different points of the distributiohestthan just at the mean.

With respect to the type of debt and assets hbkl,analysis suggests that
personality traits have different effects acrogsuarious types of debt and assets. For
example, extraversion is positively associated \lig probability of holding credit
card debt whilst conscientiousness is inversely@ated with the probability of
holding this type of debt. With respect to assepgnness to experience is not found

to influence the probability of having national ses, arguably the least risky asset
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in terms of return, but is found to increase thebpbility of holding stocks and

shares, arguably the most risky asset to hold.

Overall, our empirical findings indicate that pevabty is an important
influence on the aspects of individuals’ economi dinancial decision-making
explored in this paper. Our paper thus contribtethe growing empirical literature
on household finances furthering our understandinthe determinants of debt and
asset holding, as well as, contributing more gdiyeta the expanding literature
exploring the implications of personality traits Bconomic outcomes.
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TABLE 1. Summary Statistics

AGED OVER 18 AGED 30-65
Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Continuous Variables
In (dhi ) 2.6126 3.7767 2.7312 3.8042
In (ahi ) 1.5423 3.2273 1.7104 3.3554
Log total household labour income 7.8378 4.3053 0200 3.3456
Log total household non labour incom 7.5057 2.8400 7.3478 2.7665
Log permanent household income 7.3523 1.4089 7.5415 1.1064
Number of Children 0.5902 0.9697 0.7543 1.0443
Number of adults 2.2528 0.9638 2.2517 0.8650
Binary Variables Proportions
Holding debt 0.3568 0.3390
Hire Purchase Agreement 0.0764 0.0951
Personal loan 0.1611 0.1813
Credit card debt 0.1346 0.1565
Loan from private individual 0.0100 0.0076
Overdraft 0.0765 0.0681
Other debt 0.1303 0.1068
Holding assets 0.2372 0.2148
National savings 0.0135 0.0102
Premium bonds 0.1627 0.1715
Unit trusts 0.0560 0.0621
Personal equity plans 0.1086 0.1278
Shares 0.1129 0.1300
Other investments 0.0298 0.0305
Male 0.4551 0.4556
White 0.9740 0.9762
Married/Cohabiting 0.6681 0.7817
Employed 0.5334 0.6312
Self-employed 0.0715 0.0975
Degree 0.1494 0.1653
Further Education 0.2885 0.3292
A levels 0.1248 0.1025
O levels 0.1561 0.1648
Other qualification 0.0743 0.0699
Health: excellent 0.2266 0.2360
Health: good 0.4755 0.4779
Health: fair 0.2083 0.1928
Aged 18 to 29 0.1999 -
Aged 30 to 39 0.1934 0.3061
Aged 40 to 49 0.1946 0.3081
Aged 50 to 59 0.1641 0.2597
Aged 60 to 65 0.0797 0.1261
Aged over 65 0.1682 -
Own home outright 0.3014 0.2470
Own home with mortgage 0.4632 0.5656
Rent from council 0.1430 0.1230
OBSERVATIONS 13,250 8,372




TABLE 2: Random Effect3obit Results: The Determinants of Debt and Finangssets

. AGED OVER 18 AGED 30 TO 65
PANEL A —Big 5 entered DEBT FINANCIAL ASSETS DEBT FINANCIAL ASSETS

Simultaneously ME t-stat ME  tsat ME tsat ME  tat
Intercept (5,) -9.3763 (-10.22) 19.7898 (-14.14) -6.5537 (-5.02) -22.9565 (-12.48)
Conscientiousness -0.0922 (-1.92) -0.0220 (-0.54) -0.1134 (-1.75) -0.0524  (-0.96)
Extraversion 0.1894 (4.22) -0.1302  (-3.53) 0.2179 (3.68) -0.1519  (-3.13)
Agreeableness 0.1126  (2.43) -0.0810  (-2.05) 0.1204 (1.92) -0.0414  (-0.79)
Neuroticism 0.0817 (1.99) -0.0477  (-1.34) 0.0978 (1.74) -0.0242  (-0.51)
Openness to experience 0.1036 (2.35) 0.1547 (4.20) 0.1025 (1.73) 0.1691 (3.41)
Male 0.2027 (3.34) 0.2345 (4.73) 0.3207 (4.00) 0.2664 (4.10)
White 0.7601 (3.82) 0.0101 (0.05) 0.9653 (3.33) 0.1840 (0.76)
Married -0.0844  (-1.11) 0.3146 (4.57) -0.5060 (-4.28) 0.3246 (3.149)
Age 18 to 29 2.8349 (16.50) -1.2231  (-8.87) - -
Age 30 to 39 2.5882 (15.05) -0.7362  (-5.55) 1.3266 (7.21) -0.6595  (-4.64)
Age 40 to 49 2.1149 (12.63) -0.2338  (-1.86) 0.7800 (4.36) -0.1207  (-0.90)
Age 50 to 59 1.8537 (11.75) -0.2200  (-1.96) 0.6559 (3.94) -0.1048  (-0.89)
Age 60 to 65 1.1616  (6.77) -0.1265  (-1.15) - -
Education: Degree 0.8738 (7.49) 1.2460 (12.75) 0.5395 (3.43) 1.4484  (10.79)
Education: Further 0.4102 (4.12 0.8061 (9.66) 0.3207 (2.42) 0.8895 (7.47)
Education: A level 0.3622 (3.12 0.7073 (6.86) 0.4252 (2.61) 0.8549 (5.92)
Education: O level 0.1142 (1.05) 0.6099 (6.51) 0.2053 (1.42) 0.7767 (5.95)
Education: other 0.0402 (0.29) 0.2723 (2.37) 0.0231 (0.13) 0.3210 (1.93)
Health excellent -0.5557 (-4.46) 0.6179 (5.44) -0.6634 (-4.05) 0.6514 (4.37)
Health good -0.5209 (-4.58) 0.4854 (4.61) -0.6629 (-4.45) 0.4895 (3.52)
Health fine -0.2682  (-2.23) 0.3087 (2.78) -0.4295 (-2.73) 0.2802 (1.89)
Employed 0.5367  (6.11) 0.2080 (2.64) 0.6480 (5.14) 0.1405 (1.38)
Self-employed 0.4255 (3.19) 0.0470 (0.42) 0.6057 (3.55) -0.0280  (-0.20)
Log total household labour income 0.0256 (1.88) 0.0379 (3.36) 0.0210 (1.11) 0.0722 (4.56)
Log total household non labour income¢  -0.0137 (-1.01) 0.1551 (11.44) -0.0200 (-1.10) 0.1830 (10.94)
Log permanent household income -0.0395 (-1.93) 0.0965 (4.09) -0.0489 (-1.32) 0.1219 (3.37)
Own home: no mortgage -1.2296 (-9.12) 0.6556 (5.76) -1.2372 (-6.25) 0.9935 (5.53)
Own home: with mortgage -0.2509 (-2.16) 0.5138 (4.37) 0.0746 (0.43) 0.7044 (4.18)
Rent home from council -0.2335 (-1.71) -0.8270  (-5.47) 0.2275 (1.12) -0.8415  (-3.80)
Number of Children -0.0012 (-0.03) -0.3101  (-7.65) 0.1215 (2.38) -0.3391  (-7.18)
Household Size -0.0307 (-0.74) -0.3559  (-8.86) 0.0964 (1.62) -0.4422  (-8.29)
p; p value 0.3173;p=[0.000] 0.4165;p=[0.000] 0.3597;p=[0.000] 0.4368;p=[0.000]
o; p value 6.7976;p=[0.000] 7.2968;p=[0.000] 6.7852;p=[0.000] 7.0239;p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (31); p value 1584.1p£]0.000] 1143.08;p=[0.000] 567.11;p=[0.000] 714.28;p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 13,250 8,372




TABLE 2: Random Effects Tobit Results — Continued

PANEL B — Big 5 entered

AGED OVER 18

AGED 30 TO 65

one at a time DEBT FINANCIAL ASSETS DEBT FINANCIAL ASSETS

ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat

Conscientiousness -0.0029 (-0.07) -0.0266  (-0.73) -0.0160 (-0.27) -0.0460 (-0.93)

p; p value 0.3200;p=[0.000] 0.4158;p=[0.000] 0.3649;p=[0.000] 0.4375;p=[0.000]

Wald Chi-Squared (27) ; p value 1554.p410.000] | 1124.74;p=[0.000] 542.51;p=[0.000] 702.85;p=[0.000Q]

Extraversion 0.2012 (4.77) -0.0904 (-2.61) 0.2254 (4.07) -0.1126  (-2.48)

p; p value 0.3197;p=[0.000] 0.4151;p=[0.000] 0.3633;p=[0.000] 0.4360;p=[0.000]

Wald Chi-Squared (27) ; p value 1571.p£]0.000] | 1129.19;p=[0.000] 556.61;p=[0.000] 707.18;p=[0.000Q]

Agreeableness 0.1170 (2.76) -0.0656  (-1.83) 0.1217 (212 -0.0413  (-0.86)

p; p value 0.3200;p=[0.000] 0.4164;p=[0.000] 0.3647;p=[0.000] 0.4375;p=[0.000]

Wald Chi-Squared (27) ; p value

Neuroticism
p; p value
Wald Chi-Squared (27) ; p value

1559.88{0.000] | 1127.16p=[0.000]

0.0349 (0.85) -0.0254  (-0.73)
0.3194;p=[0.000] | 0.4166;p=[0.000]
1555.p3{0.000] | 1124.31p=[0.000]

546.41;p=[0.000]

0.0476 (0.87)
0.3642;p=[0.000]
543.21;p=[0.000]

702.79;p=[0.000]

0.0040  (0.09)
0.4378;p=[0.000]
702.08;p=[0.000]

Openness to experience 0.1491 (3.62) 0.1007 (2.95) 0.1530 (2.78) 0.1081 (2.34)
p; p value 0.3188;p=[0.000] 0.4172;p=[0.000] 0.3632;p=[0.000] 0.4392;p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (27) ; p value 1564.12{0.000] 1128.89;p=[0.000] 549.87;p=[0.000] 704.42;p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 13,250 8,372

Note: The control variables in Panel B (not reported Herdorevity) are as in Panel A.



TABLE 3: Quantile Regression: The Determinants of UnsecDedat and Financial Assets

AGED OVER 18

AGED 30 TO 65

PANEL A — Debt 25" 50" 75" 25" 50" 75"
Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-dat
Conscientiousness 0.1533 (2.78) | 0.1410 (3.69)| 0.0593 (1.63)| 0.1057 (1.38)| 0.1424 (2.73)| 0.0365 (0.949)
Extraversion 0.0483 (0.92)| 0.0108 (0.30) | -0.0003 (0.01)| 0.0612 (0.83) | -0.0066 (-0.14) | 0.0066 (0.19)
Agreeableness -0.1405 (-2.53) | -0.1450 (-4.04) | -0.0689 (-1.96) | -0.1345 (-1.66) | -0.1430 (-2.78) | -0.0623 (-1.65)
Neuroticism 0.0106 (0.21) | 0.0830 (243)| 0.0213 (0.67)| 0.0448 (0.63)| 0.0903 (1.95) | -0.0128 (-0.39)
Openness to experience 0.0573 (1.11) | 0.1424 (3.98)| 0.1166 (3.40)| 0.0058 (0.08) | 0.0563 (1.16) | 0.1143 (3.11)
Pseudo R-Squared 0.1234 0.1133 0.0824 0.1202 0.1018 0.0792
OBSERVATIONS 4,492 4,492 4,492 2,987 2,987 2,987
AGED OVER 18 AGED 30 TO 65
PANEL B — Assets 25" 50" 75" 25" 50" 75"
Coef t-dat Coef t-dat Coef t-dat Coef t-dat Coef t-dat Coef t-dat
Conscientiousness -0.0243(-0.18) | 0.0776 (0.70) | 0.0261 (0.36) | -0.1379 (0.63) | 0.0533 (0.43 -0.0646 (-0.72)
Extraversion -0.0696 (-0.60) | -0.0190 (-0.19) | -0.0189 (-0.29) | -0.1268 (-0.66) | -0.0801 (-0.76) -0.0194 (-0.26)
Agreeableness -0.2293 (-1.81) | -0.1848 (-1.73) | -0.1830 (-2.67) | -0.0040 (-0.02) | -0.1530 (-1.33) -0.1520 (-1.90)
Neuroticism -0.1767 (-1.52) | -0.0412 (-0.42) | 0.0423 (0.66) | -0.2607 (-1.39) | -0.1138 (-1.08) 0.0525 (0.70)
Openness to experience 0.1021 (0.87) | 0.0382 (0.39)| 0.0337 (0.52) | -0.0392 (-0.20) | -0.0406 (-0.38) -0.0016 (-0.02)
Pseudo R-Squared 0.0885 0.1000 0.1153 0.0955 0.0913 0.0970
OBSERVATIONS 2,846 2,846 2,846 1,986 1,986 1,986

Note: The control variables (not reported here for bgdvitre as in Table 2 Panel A.



TABLE 4: Random Effects Probit Analysis: Type of Unsecubedbt

HOLDING HIRE PERSONAL CREDIT CARD PRIVATE OVERDRAFT OTHER DEBT
PANEL A DEBT PURCHASE LOAN INDIVIDUAL
AGED OVER 18

ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat
Conscientiousness -0.0591(-2.44) | 0.0867 (2.58) | -0.0033 (-0.11) | -0.0725 (-2.32) | -0.1057 (-1.46) | -0.0955 (-2.50) | -0.0784 (-2.71)
Extraversion 0.0939 (4.17)| 0.0403 (1.31)| 0.0913 (3.34)| 0.0840 (289 | 0.0670 (0.95)| 0.1646 (457)| 0.0578 (2.12
Agreeableness 0.0664 (2.86) | -0.0301 (-0.94) | 0.0314 (1.12)| 0.0105 (0.35)| 0.1659 (2.25)| -0.0083 (-0.23) | 0.0487 (1.74)
Neuroticism 0.0403 (1.91) | 0.0769 (2.65)| 0.0256 (1.00)| 0.0199 (0.73)| 0.1838 (2.82)| 0.1398 (4.22)| 0.0465 (1.84)
Openness to experience 0.0454 (2.06) | -0.0024 (-0.08) | 0.0162 (0.60) | 0.0427 (1.48)| -0.0071 (-0.10)| 0.1503 (4.20)| 0.0357 (1.39)
0, p value 0.3656p=[0.000] | 0.3208p=[0.000] | 0.3208p=[0.000] | 0.4299p=[0.000] | 0.3632;p=[0.000] | 0.4380p=[0.000] | 0.2680;p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (31) | 1062.5p=[0.000] | 253.16p=[0.000] | 639.33p=[0.000] | 494.39p=[0.000] | 81.69p=[0.000] | 406.77p=[0.000] | 826.94p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 13,250 13,250 13,250 13,250 13,250 2903, 13,250

HOLDING HIRE PERSONAL CREDIT CARD PRIVATE OVERDRAFT OTHER DEBT

PANEL B DEBT PURCHASE LOAN INDIVIDUAL
AGED 30 TO 65

ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat
Conscientiousness -0.0671(-2.18) | 0.0656 (1.55) | -0.0039 (-0.10) | -0.0925 (-2.26) | -0.1103 (0.72) | -0.1295 (-2.52) | -0.0550 (-1.45)
Extraversion 0.1028 (3.65) | 0.0750 (1.94)| 0.1027 (3.00)| 0.0640 (1.73)| 0.0698 (0.47)| 0.1462 (3.07)| 0.0932 (2.60)
Agreeableness 0.0677 (2.27) | -0.0317 (-0.78) | 0.0316 (0.88) | -0.0094 (-0.24) | 0.2401 (1.44)| -0.0322 (-0.66) | 0.0090 (0.24)
Neuroticism 0.0466 (1.74) | 0.1044 (2.85)| 0.0375 (1.15)| 0.0239 (0.67)| 0.4550 (2.73)| 0.1286 (2.87)| 0.0709 (2.13)
Openness to experience 0.0455 (1.62) | -0.0074 (0.19) | 0.0166 (0.48) | 0.0849 (2.25)| -0.1523 (-1.00) | 0.1643 (3.39) | -0.0115 (-0.33)
0, p value 0.4130Qp=[0.000] | 0.4248p=[0.000] | 0.4676p=[0.000] | 0.5332p=[0.000] | 0.7513p=[0.000] | 0.5097p=[0.000] | 0.2987p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (27) | 491.80Qp=[0.000] | 128.29p=[0.000] | 314.41p=[0.000] | 243.88p=[0.000] | 21.0%p=[0.8250] | 153.60Qp=[0.000] | 301.09p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 373,

Note: The control variables (not reported here for bgdvitre as in Table 2 Panel A.



TABLE 5: Random Effects Probit Analysis:

Financial Assetdihg

HOLDING NATIONAL PREMIUM UNIT TRUSTS PERSONAL SHARES OTHER
PANEL A ASSETS SAVINGS BONDS EQUITY PLANS INVESTMENTS
AGED OVER 18
ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat
Conscientiousness -0.0218 (-0.76) | -0.0305 (-0.58) | -0.0751 (-245) | 0.0128 (0.28) | 0.0226 (0.64) | 0.0057 (0.17) | -0.0409 (-0.78)
Extraversion -0.0901| (-3.54) | -0.0288 (-0.84) | -0.0626 (-2.24) | 0.0598 (1.42)| -0.0718 (-2.24) | -0.0595 (-1.97) | 0.1411 (2.89)
Agreeableness -0.0450 (-1.66) | -0.0432 (-0.84) | -0.0606 (-2.04) | -0.0519 (-1.17) | -0.0620 (-1.83)| -0.0971 (-3.07) | -0.0134 (-0.26)
Neuroticism -0.0281| (-1.15)| 0.0019 (0.04) | -0.0130 (-0.48)| 0.0079 (0.19)| -0.0028 (-0.09)| 0.0103 (0.35)| 0.0387 (0.85)
Openness to experience 0.1034 (4.10)| 0.0094 (0.20)| 0.1047 (3.77)| 0.0488 (1.17)| 0.0547 (172)| 0.0727 (241)| 0.0672 (1.43)
£, p value 0.4393p=[0.000] | 0.415Qp=[0.000] | 0.4980p=[0.000] | 0.5181p=[0.000] | 0.4484p=[0.000] | 0.4094p=[0.000] | 0.4699p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (31) | 1224.4p=[0.000] | 167.77p=[0.000] | 610.68p=[0.000] | 334.62p=[0.000] | 588.23p=[0.000] | 582.51p=[0.000] | 155.75p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 13,250 13,250 13,250 13,250 13,250 2903, 13,250
HOLDING NATIONAL PREMIUM UNIT TRUST PERSONAL SHARES OTHER
PANEL B ASSETS SAVINGS BONDS EQUITY PLANS INVESTMENTS
AGED 30 TO 65
ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat ME t-stat
Conscientiousness -0.0310 (-0.86) | 0.0770 (1.03) | -0.0350 (-0.90) | 0.0438 (0.72)| 0.0253 (0.56) | 0.0569 (1.37)| -0.1195 (-1.82)
Extraversion -0.1015| (-3.17) | 0.0140 (0.21) | -0.0634 (-1.84)| 0.0593 (1.10)| -0.1039 (-2.59)| -0.0315 (-0.85) | 0.0871 (1.46)
Agreeableness -0.0269 (-0.78) | -0.1050 (-1.50) | -0.0711 (-1.92) | -0.0418 (-0.73) | -0.0590 (-1.38) | -0.1075 (-2.77) | -0.0102 (-0.16)
Neuroticism -0.0060| (-0.19) | -0.0397 (-0.62) | -0.0148 (-0.44) | 0.0140 (0.26) | -0.0183 (-0.47) | 0.0208 (0.58) | -0.0115 (-0.20)
Openness to experience 0.1123 (3.44) | -0.1049 (-1.58) | 0.1083 (3.08)| 0.0595 (1.08)| 0.0744 (1.82)| 0.0512 (1.36)| 0.0792 (1.33)
0, p value 0.4610p=[0.000] | 0.4176p=[0.000] | 0.4731p=[0.000] | 0.5853p=[0.000] | 0.5080Qp=[0.000] | 0.4248p=[0.000] | 0.4516p=[0.000]
Wald Chi-Squared (27) | 700.33p=[0.000] | 75.74p=[0.000] | 339.66p=[0.000] | 187.42p=[0.000] | 357.79p=[0.000] | 358.62p=[0.000] | 95.72p=[0.000]
OBSERVATIONS 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 373,

Note: The control variables (not reported here for bgdvitre as in Table 2 Panel A.



