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Abstract
We obtain a model-driven measure of gender norms on intra-household financial decision making by leveraging 
dramatic variation across Italian cohorts and regions in the gender of the household head. We use these estimates 
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This evidence suggests that gender roles can have large economic costs. Consistent with this view, we show that 
patriarchal norms began receding in the early 1990s, when a pension reform made it too costly to comply with 
traditional roles.

Resumen
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1 Introduction

A key insight of Becker's [1974, 1981] seminal work on households' division of labor is that

family members specialize in di�erent activities, such as market or home production, based

on their individual comparative advantage. This is how, Becker argues, families exploit the

bene�ts of division of labor and attain maximum consumption.

The allocation of tasks among household members, however, may also follow social norms

dictating who should do what, irrespective of comparative advantage. This may be so for

the division of labor between genders, particularly with regard to the allocation to tasks that

the social norms view as more �masculine� or �feminine.� For example, Akerlof and Kranton

[2000] suggest that the larger share of domestic work allocated to women can be explained

by the desire to comply with gender social norms rather than e�ciency considerations. Just

as domestic work is perceived as feminine, �nancial matters are typically considered the

domain of men (Barber and Odean [2001]), and �money chores�, such as �nancial planning

and investing, are often allocated to the male spouse.1

In this paper, we ask whether compliance with this gender norm can have material con-

sequences on household welfare. If women are systematically excluded from household �nan-

cial management not on the basis of their skills but because of gender stereotypes, then the

decision process may yield sub-optimal �nancial choices, resulting in lower consumption com-

pared to the Becker [1974] equilibrium outcome. We investigate this hypothesis by studying

empirically the e�ect of gender norms on household �nancial decisions and outcomes.

To characterize gender norms in the domestic context, we examine the cross-regional and

time-series changes in the gender of the economic decision-maker, the household head, as

reported by the married or cohabiting household members in the Bank of Italy Survey of

Households Income and Wealth (SHIW). Figure 1 below documents an extraordinary shift

in decision making power from Italian men to their female spouses.

1This has been attributed to the legacy of past laws excluding women from ownership of assets (Braunstein
and Folbre [2001]), wrong or exaggerated perceptions on female cognitive abilities (Phelps [1972]), or the
fact that decision making in risky environments primes male identity (D'Acunto [2020]).
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Figure 1: Female Headship in Two-Spouse Households

The share of married or cohabiting women in charge of household's economic decision

making increased from just 1% in the early 1990s to over 35% in 2014. Over a quarter century,

Italian families moved slowly from a �patriarchy� equilibrium where the man decides to

a �partnership�- type arrangement, where �nancial and economic headship is more equally

assigned between spouses. This transformation can be partly explained by changes in relative

comparative advantage. Increasing education levels and labor force participation have made

women more suited for the task of household economic management. However, even when

we account for relative comparative advantages, female headship appears to be related to

generational and regional factors, or, in other words, to household's social context. In

particular, female headship increases signi�cantly in younger cohorts (Figure 2, left-hand

side), and its frequency varies substantially across regions (Figure 2, right-hand side).

Figure 2: Female Headship: Cohort and Region E�ects

This �gure shows the coe�cient estimates for cohort (left-hand side) and region (right-hand side) �xed e�ects in a linear
regression of female headship. Controls include female and male spouse education, the ratio of female to male spouse income,
a dummy variable that takes value 1 if the female spouse has positive income, and year �xed e�ects. Cohorts are computed by
grouping observations by deciles of the household head year of birth. The year on the x axis in Panel a indicates the median
year of birth in the cohort. The omitted cohort in Panel a is the one with median year of birth 1917. The omitted region in
Panel b is Tuscany. The sample includes all couple households surveyed between 1977 and 2014
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To formalize this intuition, we introduce a simple social conformism model à la Akerlof

[1997]. In the model, households decide who, between the husband and wife, should manage

the family wealth. The choice trades o� the allocation of decision power based on compara-

tive advantage (e.g., �nancial skills), as in Becker [1974], against the pressure to conform to

a local social norm, which is shaped by the behavior of the household's peers in the region

(the �reference group�). This conceptual framework o�ers three main insights on which we

build our empirical analysis. First, it provides the basis for the identi�cation of gender norms

from the observed variation in headship data at the cohort and region level. Second, it for-

malizes the two channels - selection and collaboration - through which the measured social

norms may a�ect households observed �nancial outcomes. According to the �rst channel,

more egalitarian norms improve the selection of the decision maker, assigning headship on

the basis of relevant skills rather than gender roles. Thus, the social norm correlates with

the unobserved capabilities of the chosen head, which in turn a�ect the household's �nancial

choices. According to the second, gender equality fosters collaboration between spouses, re-

sulting in more information sharing between spouses, which improves �nancial performance.

Third, the model suggests possible explanations for changes in gender norms. Namely, the

tension between economic e�ciency and importance of tradition characterizing the model

suggests that household-level economic shocks that raise signi�cantly the cost of conforming

with the norm may induce a break with tradition and abandonment of �old� gender roles.

If these shocks are broad enough to involve an entire generation, they might transform the

prevailing gender social norms. We test this hypothesis in the context of a pension reform

enacted in Italy in the early 1990s.

Following the empirical strategy suggested by our model, we estimate gender norms

using a linear probability model for female household headship. Controlling for a rich set of

husband and wife comparative advantage measures, we quantify the variation in observed

female headship due to societal common factors by means of combined cohort and region

�xed e�ects. We use the estimated cohort-region e�ects on headship allocation as measures

of social norms. Put di�erently, we identify �patriarchal� (�egalitarian�) communities as

cohort-region clusters displaying systematically lower (higher) shares of female headship.

This approach is akin to that used in previous literature on the e�ects of culture on economic

outcomes.2 Di�erently from this literature, we gauge norms using data on household behavior

(i.e. female headship) rather than opinions solicited in standard surveys such as the World

Values Survey. This allows us to circumvent the limitations that these datasets present

2For example, Giavazzi et al. [2014] and Algan and Cahuc [2010] quantify the importance of certain
cultural values (e.g. trust, family values, role of government) in speci�c social groups by means of group-
level �xed e�ect in individual regressions of the attitudes towards those values, where attitudes are measured
using individual responses in the (US based) General Social Survey.
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in the context of our analysis, such as the absence of speci�c questions on gender roles in

family economic management and lack of data granularity (due to small sample size at the

individual country level).

Next, we explore the relationship between our gender norms measure (henceforth Equal-

ity) and household �nancial behavior. We �nd that egalitarian norms signi�cantly relate to

household investment behavior, with positive e�ects on participation in �nancial markets,

equity holdings and asset diversi�cation. Moreover, egalitarian norms increase the share

of household income generated by �nancial investment, implying that gender parity can

improve household welfare by inducing a more e�cient �nancial decision making process.3

Our �ndings are consistent with the view that more egalitarian norms improve the se-

lection of household decision makers, assigning the role to the spouse more suitable for it.

Additionally, we �nd that the e�ects of Equality on participation in �nancial markets are

stronger when spouses work in di�erent sectors and are more time-constrained from profes-

sional or domestic obligations, suggesting that egalitarian norms can foster more collabora-

tion between spouses, facilitating attention-costs sharing and the exploitation of information

complementarities.4 To sharpen this evidence we exploit expected heterogeneity in the scope

of the norm and the incentive to comply with it across di�erent groups of households. We

�nd that estimated e�ects of Equality on households �nancial decisions are smaller and

marginally signi�cant for when both spouses have either very low or very high education

levels: for these households there is little scope for the norm to induce the selection of the

�wrong� decision maker and thus to a�ect �nancial outcomes. Additionally, Equality has no

e�ect on couples born abroad that are likely to conform to home rather than local gender

norms. Moreover, we �nd that the e�ect of Equality is much smaller for wealthy house-

holds, for whom the cost of �nancial mismanagement is likely higher and have thus strong

incentives to follow e�ciency considerations rather than traditional norms when assigning

�nancial decision power among spouses.

One potential concern with our results is that they may re�ect the possible correlation

between Equality and relevant unobservable (or omitted) variables related to women eman-

cipation or other contemporaneous social and economic processes. For example, changes

in gender norms may be linked to broader societal changes in trust and secularization lev-

els, which a�ect households' �nancial decisions (Guiso et al. [2004], Kumar et al. [2011]).

3A large theoretical and empirical literature suggests that households incur signi�cant utility losses due
to lack of participation in �nancial markets and portfolio under diversi�cation. See Guiso and Sodini [2013]
and Gomes et al. [2020] for reviews.

4In this sense, spousal equality may attenuate rational inattention and the resulting portfolio inertia,
reducing ine�ciency in portfolio allocations (Caplin and Dean [2015], Abel et al. [2007], Alvarez et al.
[2012]).
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Additionally, gender parity norms in households may mirror broader female emancipation.

More emancipated societies typically o�er women more and better job opportunities, allow-

ing families to protect their aggregate income. Lower income risk may then induce positive

e�ects on stock market participation and equity holdings.5 As a placebo test, we repeat our

analysis on a sample of households that do not have two spouses, that is single adults with or

without children. We show that, in this sample, Equality has no signi�cant e�ect on �nancial

investments, suggesting that it operates through intra-household dynamics of couples rather

than broad societal changes (such as secularization) which a�ect the entire population. Im-

portantly, Equality does not a�ect investments of single women, alleviating concerns over

improvements in female labor markets as a potential confounding factor. Taken altogether,

the placebo tests, heterogeneity analyses and a battery of additional robustness checks help

rule out these alternative hypotheses.

While in principle Equality could capture other phenomena that correlate with household

investments, in order for any such potential mechanism to be plausible it should be consistent

with all the evidence we collect. For example it should jointly explain why it has no e�ect

on single women (or men), why it matters less among the wealthy, why it has no e�ect on

migrants, why it instead a�ects the �nancial decisions of married couples regardless of wives'

participation in the labor force. As changes in the gender social norms can reasonably account

for all of these features, we believe that our results, when read jointly, form a consistent

picture that supports our interpretation, leaving limited room for alternative explanations.

We conclude by testing the hypothesis that a signi�cant economic shock may trigger the

transformation of gender norms, by increasing the importance of economic e�ciency versus

tradition. We identify this shock with the 1992 pension reform in Italy, which sensibly

reduced workers' future public pension bene�ts. As in Attanasio and Brugiavini [2003],

we exploit the fact that households were a�ected di�erently by the reform, and show that

a�ected households are more likely to switch to female headship. Thus, we provide evidence

that a slow shift toward gender parity in the family can be hastened by policy reforms that

reduce government safety net programs, such as pension reforms, increasing the importance

of e�cient �nancial decision making at the household level.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Section (2) relates the study to the literature.

Section (3) sets up the conceptual framework. Section (4) describes the data. Section

(5) shows how we measure the evolution of social norms, while Section (6) presents the

main empirical results, expanded further in Section (7). Section (8) discusses the possible

explanations for the drastic changes in social norms on family �nancial headship. Section

(9) concludes the paper.

5See for example Guiso et al. [1996] and Viceira [2001].
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2 Related Literature

Our paper is related to several strands of the literature. First, it is related to the intra-

household resources allocation literature, initiated by Becker [1974] (see the reviews of Chi-

appori and Lewbel [2015] and Donni and Chiappori [2011]). Di�erently from this literature

which emphasizes optimal specialization, we allow the allocation of tasks between family

members to also depend on the social norms prescribing gender-speci�c roles. In doing so,

we expand the role of �extra-household environmental parameters� originally proposed by

McElroy and Horney [1981] as factors a�ecting the decision process. However, unlike the

above study and the extensive subsequent literature on non-cooperative models (e.g., Lund-

berg and Pollak [1993]), we abstract from within-couple bargaining dynamics. This approach

is based on our empirical evidence. If husbands and wives did indeed bargain over investment

choices due to, for example, di�erences in risk aversion or optimism, the consequences of fe-

male empowerment would be lower participation in �nancial markets and safer allocations

(see Olafsson and Thornquist [2018]). Our empirical results, however, support the view that

equality increases both �nancial market participation and diversi�cation, thus improving the

e�ciency of household �nancial management. Moreover, Bertocchi et al. [2014] show that

headship attribution among Italian households follows empirical patterns that are consistent

with both non-cooperative and unitary models, with no clear evidence in favor of one single

explanation.

Second, our paper contributes to the large recent literature on cultural norms, economic

outcomes, and female emancipation, documenting both evolution and persistence in gender

roles (see for example Fernandez [2007], Alesina et al. [2013], Bertrand et al. [2015]). Similar

to previous studies, we �nd that homogeneous social groups display a certain degree of

attachment to traditional gender roles, allowing social norms to persist (Fernandez and Fogli

[2009]); but we also document transitional dynamics in social norms across generations and

geographical areas. This allows us to study cultural evolution and trace the abandonment

of inherited social norms back to speci�c economic causes, namely Italy's 1992 pension

reform. We show that the impulse for social change may have economic roots, as people stop

conforming to gender roles when this causes them to take a large �nancial toll.

Finally, and more directly, our work contributes to the growing literature on gender and

�nance (Barber and Odean [2001], Lusardi and Mitchell [2008], Adams and Ferreira [2009],

DAcunto et al. [2020]), and on culture and household investments (e.g. Guiso et al. [2008],

Haliassos et al. [2016], DAcunto et al. [2019]). As for our focus on household �nance, the

study most closely related is Ke [2020], which shows that �nancial sophistication (proxied by

employment in the �nancial sector) positively a�ects households' stock market participation,
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but the e�ects are more pronounced when sophistication is measured at the husband, rather

than the wife, level. This result is consistent with gender identity norms constraining the

in�uence of women over �nancial decision making. However, the question remains open of

whether the same mechanism extends to households that do not include �nance �experts� of

either gender. For example, D'Acunto [2020] shows that decision making in risky environ-

ments primes male identity, which suggests that men pursuing �nance careers may possess

or develop higher attachment to patriarchal values. Moreover, �nancial sophistication may

a�ect investment decisions di�erently for men and women for reasons unrelated to gender

norms. These include di�erences in risk aversion, optimism, and overcon�dence, as well as

di�erent priorities in the allocation of time across domestic tasks such as household �nan-

cial management and childcare. We overcome these issues by directly relating households

�nancial decisions to gender norms measured at the level of the social group of reference.

This alleviates concerns over external validity and confounding factors, as norms apply to all

individuals in the reference group, regardless of their occupation or �nancial sophistication.

Finally, we contribute to the literature by providing evidence that the economic bene�ts of

gender parity are sizable, as measured by the e�ects of equality on �nancial returns.

3 A Simple Conceptual Framework

The basic insight of our model is that, as norms evolve from patriarchal to egalitarian, the

bias that tilts headship towards male spouses attenuates. In other words, holding spousal

attributes constant, prevailing social norms can be inferred by the average frequency of

female headship observed in a social group. To add structure to this intuition, we propose

the following stylized conceptual framework.

Staged Financial Decision Making Let G = 1 (= 0) denote the female (male) spouse.

Each spouse G in household i is characterized by his or her �nancial ability level, Xi,G.

Xi,G ∼ U [0, 1] is identically uniformly distributed across genders. We assume that �nancial

decision making for household i in community z consists of two stages. In the �rst stage, the

household grants headship to one of the two spouses, who becomes the �nancial manager

(or household head). In the second phase, the household takes the �nancial decision (an

investment, in our example), which is implemented by the designated �nancial manager.

We examine the investment decision �rst, and then work backward to include household's

expectations of investment outcomes in the headship allocation problem.
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Investment Decision At t = 1, the household takes action a; that is, the family jointly

decides whether to keep savings in an accessible to all, easy to grasp, low-yield instrument

(a bank deposit, D), which yields risk-free return r (a = D), or to invest in a sophisticated,

high-yield, risky asset (a �stock�, S), setting a = S. The high-yield asset return depends on

the household head's skills Xi,G, and an investment opportunity κ that arises at t = 1. In

particular, we assume that the average return on S equals R > r if Xi,G + κ > 0, and zero

otherwise. In other words, the sophisticated asset produces better returns than the risk-free

deposit only when the designated manager has su�ciently high �nancial skills and a good

investment opportunity. Thus, the household invests in risky assets only if Xi,G+κ > 0, and

keeps savings in a bank deposit otherwise. Therefore, at t = 0, the expected return from

�nancial investments is Yi = Pr (Xi,G + κ > 0) (R− r) + r. Assuming κ ∼ U [−1, 0] we have

Yi = Xi,Gλ+ r

where λ = (R− r) is the return premium from investing in the sophisticated asset.

Intuitively, the expected returns from �nancial investments increase with the �nancial skills

of the manager.

Headship decision At t = 0, household i assigns headship to spouse G so as to maximize

the following utility:

αUi,G − βz
(
G− Ḡz

)2
. (1)

The �rst term of Equation (1) corresponds to the �intrinsic� utility component. It depends

on the expected returns of �nancial investments made by spouse G, Yi,G, and a random

variable ηi,G, so that Ui,G = [Xi,Gλ+ r] + ηi,G. The term ηi,G is independent of Xi,G and it is

meant to capture unobservable personal attributes of spouse G that can a�ect utility but are

unrelated to �nancial returns. For example, one spouse may be able to take care of family

�nances at lower personal cost (e.g. because of a taste for �nance or of physical proximity

of his/her workplace to a �nancial intermediary). We assume that ηi,G is independently,

normally distributed across spouses, and ηi,G ∼ N
(
0, 1

2

)
.

The second term in Equation (1) accounts for the household's desire to conform to the

social norm, Ḡz ∈
[
0; 1

2

]
, prevailing in the reference community z.6 When Ḡz = 1

2
, that

is, with perfect egalitarian social norms, the term β
(
G− Ḡz

)2
takes the same value for

female (G = 1) and male (G = 0) spouses, making social conformism irrelevant to the

choice of household head. In such case, all that matters is the expected return from �nancial

6This is a standard way to model conformity. See for example Akerlof [1997]
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investments. On the other hand, in patriarchal communities ( Ḡz = 0), the utility loss

associated with social pressure is minimized by setting G = 0, that is, by choosing the male

spouse as the household head.

Parameter βz ∈ [0, 1] measures the intensity of discomfort caused by not conforming

to predominant gender roles and is community-speci�c. Without loss of generality, we set

α = 1− βz. With the choice being binary, G = 1 maximizes utility if

(1− βz) (Ui,1 − Ui,0)− βz
[
1− ¯2Gz

]
> 0

We can write the di�erence Ui,1−Ui,0 as (Xi,1 −Xi,0)λ+ (ηi,1 − ηi,0) = ∆Xiλ+ εi, where

εi v N (0, 1). The probability of female headship for household i in community z is

Pr (Gi = 1) = Φ (∆Xiλ+ Cz) , (2)

where Cz = − βz
(1−βz)

[
1− ¯2Gz

]
≤ 0 and Φ(◦) is the cumulative normal distribution.

Notice that Cz increases with Ḡz, or, in other words, higher (lower) values of Cz imply

more gender-neutral (patriarchal) norms. Moreover, norms and relative skills are substitutes,

in the sense that, holding the probability of female headship constant, more progressive norms

are associated with smaller comparative advantage.

Equation 2 provides the basis for our empirical estimation of a simple female headship

model, where the probability of a household selecting the female spouse as head depends on

the spouses' relative skills plus a component common to all community members, that is, the

social norm. De�ning and measuring the skills that are relevant for �nancial decision making

can be arduous, as some of the individual traits that are arguably important, such as cognitive

abilities, are often not observable to researchers.7 Therefore, in constructing the empirical

analogue of equation 2, we assume that Xi,G = Ai,G +Zi,G, where Ai,G represents observable

ability (e.g. education) and Zi,G represents traits unobservable to the econometrician but

observable to the spouses (e.g. cognitive skills). We can then rewrite 2 as

Pr (Gi = 1) = Φ (∆Aiλ+ ∆Ziλ+ Cz) , (3)

where Cz represents the degree of gender equality in community z.

Notice that an unbiased estimation of Cz requires unobservable di�erences in skills at

the household level (∆Zi) to be uncorrelated with social norms at the community level.

In particular, this assumption would be violated if negative di�erences between wife and

7One exception is Smith et al. [2010], who show that spouses' cognitive traits, such as numeracy, are
signi�cantly correlated with household �nancial outcomes, even after controlling for education, occupation,
and income. Interestingly, they also show that those same traits are relevant in determining who, between
husband and wife, makes the �nancial decisions, lending support to our theory on headship allocation.
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husband's skills systematically correlate with patriarchal norms. This may happen if, in

patriarchal communities, cognitive abilities of the whole female population are lower than

men's on average or if women with high abilities opt out of the marriage market. In section

7.1 we test both these possibilities using data on the unmarried female population and �nd

no correlation between our estimate of Cz and �nancial outcomes in this sample, lending

support to the independence assumption.

Social Norm E�ects on Investment Decisions The immediate implication of our

model is that, through the selection process, gender norms should correlate with the skill

level of the spouse in charge of �nancial management and, consequently, with the probabil-

ity of participating in the �sophisticated� �nancial market. Thus, an �outcome test� can be

designed similar to that described by Becker [1993] in the context of racial discrimination in

the credit market, where frictions in the selection process of individuals belonging to di�er-

ent groups (i.e., whites vs minorities) generate systematic di�erences in outcomes (such as

default rates) that cannot be ascribed to observable characteristics. We can apply this very

logic to our setting, with the exception that the group identity variable is continuous instead

of categorical and measures the intensity of the distortion in the selection of the �nancial

manager induced by norms. That is, using investment decisions as our relevant outcome, we

can perform an outcome test that employs the unbiased estimate of gender norms, Ĉz, as the

main explanatory variable. Speci�cally, conditional on observing the gender of the household

head G and the subset of (observable) abilities Ai,G for both spouses, the probabilities of

investing in sophisticated assets are as follows:

Pr (ai = S | Gi = 1) = Pr

(
Zi,1 +Ai,1 + κ ≥ 0 | Zi,1 > Zi,0 −∆Ai −

Ĉz
λ
− εi
λ

)
(4)

Pr (ai = S | Gi = 0) = Pr

(
Zi,0 +Ai,0 + κ ≥ 0 | Zi,0 > Zi,1 + ∆Ai +

Ĉz
λ

+
εi
λ

)
(5)

The equations above help clarify the empirical relationship between norms and invest-

ment decisions. A shift toward a gender-neutral social norm (that is, an increase in Ĉz)

has a negative e�ect on probability (4) and a positive e�ect on probability (5). In other

words, the �bar� in terms of ability to become household head moves downward (upward)

for women (men) as the norms become more egalitarian, with the expected utility from in-

vestment in risky assets decreasing (increasing) accordingly. It follows that the social norms

measure Ĉz is informative of unobservable levels of abilities of the household head (Zi,G).

For example, holding husband and wife's observable abilities constant, a male head in a

patriarchal community has lower unobservable skills, on average, than a male head in an
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egalitarian community. This is because he faces no �competition� in the selection process

as �nancial headship is assigned according to the norm not to relative capability. Since

investment choices are correlated with skills, egalitarian norms are positively (negatively)

correlated with investment and �nancial performance of male-(female-) headed households,

even after controlling for observable skills (e.g. education).

In addition to this �selection� e�ect, our model suggests a second potential channel

through which gender norms can a�ect household investments. Speci�cally, it could be

argued that gender norms a�ect the quality of the investment opportunity, i.e. the realized

value of κ. This happens if gender parity fosters collaboration between spouses, facilitating

information and cost sharing, thus improving couples' ability to screen investments. The

e�ect of collaboration on household investment, i.e. the e�ect of an increase in κ on prob-

abilities 4 and 5, is positive for both male- and female-headed households. Thus, when we

account for both selection and collaboration, our model predicts that the transition from

patriarchy to partnership induces more participation in �nancial markets for male-headed

households, while the e�ects on female-headed households remain ambiguous. Said di�er-

ently, we expect the positive e�ects of gender parity on household �nance to be more (less)

pronounced when we focus on male (female)-headed households. Since in our sample the

share of male headship is larger than that of female headship, we expect positive average

e�ects when the gender of the household head is not controlled for.

Our empirical strategy builds on this conceptual framework. First, we estimate proxies

for Cz, that is, measures of Equality between spouses, from phase one of the decision mak-

ing process using survey responses on headship. We then regress investment decisions on

estimated Equality (Ĉz) to assess the overall e�ect of social norms about gender roles on

household �nancial outcomes.

Before proceeding with the empirical analysis, let us provide a concrete de�nition of

community that is consistent with our conceptual framework. We assume that cultural

transmission occurs by imitation of role models living in close proximity. For each house-

hold, individuals from the current and previous generations living in the same location (e.g.,

parents, relatives, neighbors) may constitute the �reference group,� setting its inherited so-

cial norm (Ḡz). At the same time, the degree of �attachment� to said norms -βz- may vary

across generations and locations, for example because of di�erent exposure to �new ways of

life� (through mass media or immigration) or due to speci�c shocks that induce families to

recon�gure their priorities in household �nancial management (see Section 8). Therefore, we

empirically identify communities as cohort-region clusters, that is Cz ≡ Cc,r where c indi-

cates cohort and r indicates region. Consistent with this interpretation, we estimate cultural

factor Cz using cohort-region combined �xed e�ects.
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4 Data Sources and Data Description

Our main data source is the Italian Survey of Households Income and Wealth (SHIW)

conducted by the Bank of Italy. The SHIW is an in-person survey administered by profes-

sional interviewers typically assisted by a laptop (CAPI) ; each wave includes about 8,000

households representing the Italian population. It is run bi-annually with a rotating panel

component: about half of the participants are re-interviewed in the next survey. It gath-

ers exhaustive data on demographics, incomes, savings, wealth, and many other household

economic and �nancial decisions aspects. Although the survey was started in the 1960s, we

analyze the series beginning in 1991, as some of the data relevant to our analysis are pro-

vided from this year until the last wave in our sample, 2014. Our sample comprises about

8,000 households (20,000 individuals) in each survey-year, distributed over all twenty Italian

regions.

Importantly for our study, in the very �rst step of the interview, family members are

asked to identify the household head, de�ned as the person �in charge of or more informed

on the household economic and �nancial management�. This is done to improve the e�ciency

of the interviewing process. During the course of the interview, all questions that concern

the household as a whole (e.g. aggregate savings) are addressed to the household head, while

personal questions (e.g. weekly hours worked) are addressed to each individual household

member. The de�nition of household head slightly changed over time. Between 1991 and

2006, households are asked to identify the head as the person in charge of economic and

�nancial management. In the 2008 wave, the de�nition is broadened to include, in addition

to the previous one, the person who is more informed of economic management. Since

2012, the expression household head is replaced with �reference person,� but the provided

description of what the role entails remains unchanged. We do not detect any signi�cant

change in the gender of the designated head in the years when the de�nition is updated,

suggesting that the meaning of headship is understood by families in a consistent fashion

throughout the years, regardless of the exact wording of the question. We interpret headship

as the indicator of a prominent (though certainly not exclusive) role in household �nancial

decision making.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of surveyed households over time by household type:

couple and non-couple households. The �rst type is de�ned as households with two married

or cohabiting spouses. These households face the problem of allocating economic decision

making between two individuals of opposite sex, and therefore they are the focus of our study.

Non-couple households include single-person and other households (e.g., single mother with

children). Couple households are the predominant type, although their number has decreased
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over time, from over 6,000 in 1991 (75% of the sample) to 4,735 in 2014 (60% of the sample),

while single households almost doubled (from 1,231 to 2,394) during this period.

As stated in the introduction, the frequency of female headship among couple households

has grown considerably over time, from less than 1% in 1991 to 35% in 2014. To explore this

trend further, we allocate couple households in the sample to six cohorts with approximately

the same number of observations by the household head's birth year. The median birth

years for the six cohorts are 1924, 1934, 1942, 1950, 1959, and 1969. Younger cohorts

are less gender-biased in headship attribution, with the di�erences across cohorts becoming

wider over time (Figure 4 a). Female headship was less than 6% for all cohorts in 1991. In

2014, the generation born around the year 1969 (aged around 45) reaches perfect headship

balance, with 50% of households headed by female spouses. By contrast, the 1950 cohort

shows 30% female headship the same year and 10% 20 years earlier (when its members

were approximately 45 years old).8 The di�erences in headship dynamics across regions are

equally important. Over the years headship shifts toward the female spouses in all regions,

but at very di�erent paces ( Figure 4 b).

Table 1 provides the summary statistics of relevant variables for the full sample. It also

shows the same variables' mean values for the two sub-samples of male headed and female

headed households, with the t-statistic of the di�erence between means across groups. We

�rst present some family demographic characteristics. The median household consists of two

adults (the spouses) and one child, although occasionally other adults, such as grandpar-

ents, live in the household (the average number of adults is 2.07). The average age of the

two spouses is almost 53 years, and in 18% of households both spouses are retired. The

mean education score is 3.05 on a scale ranging from 1 to 6, where 1 is no education, 2

is primary school, 3 is middle school, 4 is high school, 5 is college, and 6 is post-graduate

education. Home ownership is widespread, with 72% of households owning their residence,

while cohabitation is not common (only 2% of unmarried households). Interestingly, while

other demographic characteristics do not present striking di�erences between female- and

male-headed families, cohabitation is more frequent (5%) in households headed by females.

Next, we examine some plausible measures for female comparative advantage. Some of

these variables (such as education, income and individual wealth accumulated in the form

of real estate ownership) directly relate to relative ability in market-related tasks. Others,

like age, the indicator of whether the female spouse is a housewife, and weekly hours of non-

domestic work, provide additional information on (market) experience and/or availability of

spare time. On average, women earn 41% of their spouse's income, while working almost

8These trends are essentially unchanged when we restrict the sample to households where the female
spouse identi�es as housewife.
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half of the weekly hours (10.34 vs 22.22). This is consistent with both lower labor market

participation (43% of them are housewives) and lower hourly wages for women. Women

are on average equally educated and slightly younger (age ratio 0.93) than their spouses.

Additionally, women own 9% of the total household's real estate wealth as sole proprietor.

As expected, women who head households di�er from the rest of the female adults in that the

ratio of their salaries with respect to their husbands' is considerably higher (89% versus 31%),

although working approximately half the weekly hours as men in the sub-sample. This is

because, while a large proportion (39%) of female heads are also housewives (with zero hours

of non-domestic work), those in the labor force earn over 20% more than their husbands on

average. Female heads are also more educated than their husbands (mean education ratio

1.06) and own, as sole proprietors, 16% of the total household real estate wealth on average.

Finally, female headship is more common than male headship in the Islands and, to a

lesser extent, the North-Western regions. Thus, the di�usion of female headship does not

simply follow geographical patterns of economic development, which divides the country into

the richer North and less-developed South and Islands regions (Putnam et al. [1994], Felice

[2014]).

To measure �nancial decisions, we rely on household wealth information obtained from

the SHIW. We focus on two main �nancial outcomes: participation in �nancial markets and

returns on wealth. We de�ne participation in �nancial markets as an indicator dummy that

takes value 1 when a household holds wealth in at least one of the following asset classes:

Italian government bonds, other �xed income, equity, shares of funds, and other securities

(e.g., derivatives or structured products). We de�ne returns on wealth in two ways: on

�nancial wealth and on net worth. The �rst is the ratio of income from �nancial assets

over �nancial assets, where �nancial assets include all of the asset classes listed above plus

bank deposits. The second is the ratio of income from both �nancial and real assets net

of interests paid on debt (net capital income) over total assets minus liabilities, where total

assets is the sum of �nancial and real assets. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of

the participation rate in �nancial markets and in each asset class, the total number of asset

classes held by households, and returns (in percentage points). The rate of participation of

households in our sample is relatively low in the stock market (7%), but moderately high in

the government or other �xed income market (respectively 15% and 7%). For comparison,

while approximately 14% of households in the US hold stocks directly, only 9% (1%) of them

hold savings (regular) bonds.9 Financial returns are approximately 3%, while the total net

returns are signi�cantly smaller (0.53% on average). Finally, Figure 5 shows participation

rates across cohorts and regions. Consistently with life-cycle patterns of households �nancial

9See https://www.federalreserve.gov/publications/�les/scf17.pdf

15



investment, participation is higher among older cohorts and lower among younger cohorts.

Moreover, as expected, participation in �nancial markets is more common in the wealthiest

Northern regions.

5 Measuring Social Norms

5.1 Estimating Gender Norms

Following the framework outlined in Section 3, we estimate gender norms by focusing on

couple households (two-spouse families, either married or cohabiting) and using the following

linear speci�cation of equation (3) for the probability of female headship:

Gi,c,r = α+ ∆Aiλ1 + Ψiγ + Cc,r + εi,c,r, (6)

where Gi,c,r = 1 if the household head is female and zero otherwise, and i, c, and r

indicate the household, cohort, and region of residence, respectively. We use the income,

education, and age female/male ratios, weekly hours of paid work for both spouses, and the

proportion of real estate individually owned by the female spouse to capture the observable

component of comparative advantage ∆Ai. Other controls in Ψi include the average age,

average education, and occupation dummies of the two spouses, as well as household size

and family income and wealth decile dummies, and a dummy variable that takes value 1 if

the spouses are cohabiting and zero if they are married. We leverage the idea that social

norms are transmitted across generations of individuals living in close proximity and are,

therefore, cohort- and region-speci�c.10 Thus, Cc,r is a cohort-region combined �xed e�ect

that identi�es norms at the relevant social group level.11

The estimation results of Equation 6 are presented in Table 3 column (1). All the proxies

for di�erences in wife-husband relative characteristics are statistically highly signi�cant. The

share of real estate property owned solely by the female spouse, the income and the education

ratios have, as expected, positive coe�cients, whereas age ratio has a negative coe�cient.

Consistent with the �ndings of Bertocchi et al. [2014] on the positive relationship between

headship and time availability, female headship appears to be negatively correlated with

hours worked by female spouse and positively correlated with hours worked by male spouse.

10This strategy for the identi�cation of relevant social groups is also consistent with Campbell [1958]'s
concept of entitativity - the perception of a collection of individuals as a single entity. Campbell emphasized
three determinants of entitativity: common fate (e.g. a tendency of the individuals in the group to expe-
rience similar outcomes), similarity (e.g. common ethnicity) and proximity (e.g. physical distance between
individuals in the group). Cohort-regional clusters capture these dimensions.

11Giavazzi et al. [2014] use a similar methodology to study the evolution of a range of shared values and
beliefs of di�erent generations of US immigrants.

16



Moreover, female headship is more common among cohabiting couples, and positively corre-

lated with household size, that is, number of adults and children in the household. Finally,

and most importantly for the goal of this study, the combined cohort and region �xed e�ects

our group-speci�c measure of social norm are statistically signi�cant and increase consid-

erably the regression's adjusted R-squared from 29% to 38% (see column (2) for comparison)

an improvement in model �t of more than 30%. This evidence supports the view that,

while the variation in comparative advantage between spouses largely explains the observed

shift in �nancial decision power from males to females, di�erences in community-speci�c

norms are also important determinants of female headship.12

The headship allocation rule may depend on relative bargaining power and some of the

factors a�ecting bargaining power can be said to be external to the household, and cohort-

and region-speci�c. If true, the relevance of cohort-region �xed e�ects could be due to

di�erences in women's bargaining position related to background factors, rather than so-

cial norms dictating gender roles. Previous studies (Olafsson and Thornquist [2018],Majlesi

[2016], Angrist [2002], Chiappori et al. [2002]) have identi�ed labor opportunities for women

(e.g., growth of service sector), single women income, and gender imbalances as relevant

external factors. For example, a low proportion of females compared to men in a commu-

nity improves the outside option of women in case of marriage dissolution, increasing their

bargaining power in the current relationship. Ample employment opportunities for women

due to a well-developed service sector or higher earning potential due to local aggregate de-

mand for female workers may have similar e�ects. To explore this possibility, we replace Cc,r

with the region- and cohort-speci�c variables for size of service sector (measured in terms of

employment), single women's average income decile, and gender balance, that is, the ratio

of women to men among adults of age between 20 and 60 years (see Table 3 column (3)).

As these variables only marginally improve the goodness of �t, we conclude that region and

cohort �xed e�ects must mostly capture the di�erences in social norms, rather than di�erent

outside options. Finally, we expand the analysis in column (3) by adding two cohort-region

speci�c variables that may be related to female headship through channels other than bar-

gaining power. These are the share of the active female population employed in the �nancial

12In principle, norms can evolve over the years due to time-speci�c shocks that are not fully controlled for
by household-level variables and that may a�ect social groups di�erently (we describe one such episode in
Section 8). To assess the importance of time dynamics within cohort-region groups throughout the entire
sample we compute an alternative measure of Equality based on cohort-region-year �xed e�ects in a regression
for female headship where we use the same set of controls as in model 6. We �nd that the goodness of �t
improves only marginally with respect to model 6 (from 38% to 40%) suggesting that most time variation in
female headship within cohort-region groups is due to changes in household level variables that we control for
(e.g. wives' participation in the labor force). This also implies that the steeper female headship trends that
we observe in younger cohorts are due to their relatively higher responsiveness to changes in comparative
advantage factors.
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sector and the share of households living in large municipalities (i.e. over 200.000 inhabi-

tants). Even these extra controls do not improve the �t of the model (see Table 3 column

(4)).

Our estimate of Ĉc,r, i.e our measure of Equality, has a mean of 10%, a median of 8%,

and a standard deviation of 21%, suggesting substantial heterogeneity in social norms across

cohort-region groups.13

Figure 6 shows the distribution of Equality across cohorts and regions. As expected, ev-

ery region displays a general increasing trend toward a more gender-neutral social norm from

older to younger cohorts. There are also signi�cant di�erences across regions in the average

level of Equality, which, interestingly, seem uncorrelated with economic development. For

example, Equality consistently scores higher in the region of Sardinia, with a per capita GDP

equal to approximately 70% of the national average, than in Veneto, a region with a GDP per

capita well above the national average ( Panel b).14 We also compare cross-region variation

in Equality with that of indicators of other cultural traits that may correlate with gender

norms. In particular, we collect region-level survey data on left-right political alignment and

on the importance of religion using data from the European Social Survey (ESS). Moreover,

we measure the availability of reproductive health services across regions as an additional

proxy for region-speci�c liberal gender views.15 In Figure 7 we plot regional average measures

of political view, religiosity and scarcity of reproductive health services against our Equality

index. The scatter plots reveal no visible correlation between gender norms and political

views or religiosity, while the negative relationship between norms and scarcity of reproduc-

tive health services is mostly attributable to the outlier region of Valle D'Aosta (0.2% of

the total Italian population), which has an outstandingly low share of doctors who refuse

to practice abortions (15% vs 67% on average in the rest of Italy). Correlation across all

13To give a sense of this dispersion, our measure implies that when a couple from Sicily (in the South)
born in 1942 (Equality 2%) is compared with a couple from Lombardy (in the North) born in 1959 (Equality
27%), we should expect the latter to be 25% more likely to be female-headed than the former, everything
else being equal.

14�The island of Sardinia represents an especially interesting site for the study of marriage behavior because
women played a particularly important role in Sardinian society in comparison to other Italian regions.
From medieval times, women typically took an active role in family decisions, including the management of
economic resources, and they also managed relationships between the family and society.� (Mazzoni et al.
[2013], p. 237)

15Abortion in Italy is legal since 1978 and it is freely provided by the national health system. However,
medical doctors can refuse to perform abortions; these data are published by the Ministry of Health and are
available for all 20 regions for years 2007, 2012, and 2016. Regional level data from the ESS are available
from the 2002, 2004, 2012, 2016 waves. For the purpose of this analysis, we use data from 2012 as it is the
only year included in our main dataset (SHIW) and for which regional level data for both the ESS and the
Ministry of Health are available. We measure religiosity using a general ESS question on the importance of
religion rather than the religious a�liation of the respondent. The latter is less relevant in Italy where the
overwhelming majority of believers is Catholic.
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4 measures (unreported) are small and not statistically signi�cant, except for that between

religiosity and scarcity of reproductive health services (61%, signi�cant at 1%).

Importantly, regional trends of this cultural transformation are also heterogeneous, and

2% of the overall variation in Equality is explained by combined cohort-region variation.

Finally, let us notice that, as discussed in Section 3, producing an unbiased estimator of

Cc,r requires household-level unobservable di�erences in abilities between spouses to be inde-

pendent of community norms. In particular, negative di�erences between wife and husband's

skills should not systematically correlate with patriarchal norms. While we cannot directly

test the validity of the independence assumption, we present results that are consistent with

it in section 7.1.

5.2 Alternative Approaches and Validation

Our methodology for measuring gender norms is guided by our theoretical framework. A

potential alternative approach is to use available information on social values. Previous

empirical literature on the e�ects of social norms on economic outcomes uses beliefs expressed

by individuals in surveys (e.g. the World Value Survey) on a variety of issues to identify and

gauge cultural traits.16 In our context the use of survey questions to measure social norms is

problematic. First, these surveys, do not contain explicit questions on people's views about

the allocation of wealth management tasks within the household. One could overcome this

problem using answers to questions that solicit the view of the respondent on how appropriate

it is for women to seek professional or personal ful�llment outside the household. Still - and

this is the second problem - such proxies may not be clean indicators of attitudes towards

female participation in domestic economic and �nancial decision making. Broadly speaking,

women's emancipation is a multidimensional phenomenon and its di�erent facets may not

correlate, even when measured at the individual level. 17 These inconsistencies pose the

di�cult problem of how to avoid arbitrariness in the choice of the speci�c question(s) to use

as indicator of gender norms in family governance. Finally, because of their small sample

size datasets such the EVS do not provide the necessary granularity to reliably assess norms

at the relevant reference group level - the combined cohort-region level in our case.

The advantage of our approach is that Equality measures gender social norms that are

16See for example Knack and Keefer [1997], Guiso et al. [2003], Alesina and Giuliano [2010] among many
others

17In her analysis of World Value Survey data, Fernandez [2007] �nds �surprisingly low� correlation across
individuals in the answers to two questions regarding the perception of women participation in the labor
force. We �nd similar results using Italian data on questions related to family values from all available waves
of the European Value Survey (EVS). For instance, the majority of respondents who think that �when jobs
are scarce men have more right to a job than women�, also believe, in a somewhat contradictory fashion,
that �labor force participation does not a�ect a woman's relationship with her children�.
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speci�c to economic management in the family and thus relevant for household �nancial

decisions, which is the ultimate outcome of interest. The methodology does not require

information on people's beliefs as the norms are inferred from observed behavior and the

property that the social norm is common to individuals in the relevant social group. Identi-

�cation of the latter is based on theory-informed restrictions, namely on the idea that social

conformism occurs through imitation of peers in the same cohort and region.

This is not to say that gender equality, as captured by our measure, is completely inde-

pendent of other aspects of norms regarding gender and family values. One expects some

correlation between our measure and belief-based measures of gender roles in general. If

so, we can use survey measures of beliefs to validate our measure. Accordingly, we com-

pare Equality with answers to EVS questions related to gender norms and family values.

In particular, we select four questions from the European Values Survey where respondents

are asked to say the extent to which they agree with statements that relate to the impor-

tance of marriage, the proper focus of women's aspirations in life, the division of domestic

tasks between husband and wives, and the importance of dialogue in the interaction be-

tween spouses.18 Because of limited sample size, we aggregate these shares at the cohort

and region mean levels separately, and plot them against average Equality in Figure 8. The

patterns that emerge from this comparison reveal correlation (albeit imperfect) between the

two measures, lending support to our empirical strategy.

6 Gender Equality and Household Finance

6.1 E�ects of Equality on Financial Investments and Returns

We now test whether Equality a�ects household �nancial choices. Table 4 shows the esti-

mates of a linear probability model of �nancial market participation on spousal equality.

The dependent variable is binary and takes value 1 if the household reports investing in

�nancial assets other than bank deposits, such as stocks, bonds, mutual fund shares, and

other securities. Controls include household income and wealth deciles, number of children

and adults in the household, household head's age and education, home ownership, and com-

parative advantage proxies (income, education, age female-to-male ratios, and proportion of

18The exact statements are as follows (answers for the two statements in b) have been combined):
a) Marriage is an outdated institution
b) Being a housewife is just as ful�lling as working for pay/A job is alright but what most women want is

a home and children
c) Important for successful marriage: sharing household chores
d) Important for successful marriage: discussing problems
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female real estate ownership).19 We also include year, region, occupation of both spouses,

and household head's sector �xed e�ects. Because our main explanatory variable is gener-

ated, we correct the coe�cient estimates standard errors using a two-stage bootstrapping

procedure.20

Our results show that Equality increases investments in �nancial assets. One standard

deviation increase in Equality raises the probability of investing in capital markets by 3

percentage points about 10% of the sample mean (column (1)). This e�ect remains stable

in magnitude and highly signi�cant when we exclude individuals older than 65 (column (2)).

Therefore, our result is not driven by the documented hump-shaped participation pro�le

peaking around retirement (e.g. Fagereng et al. [2017]), which could generate di�erences

between young (active) and old (retired) cohorts. Correlation with the other household-level

controls is intuitive; wealthier, smaller, more educated and older households are more likely

to invest their savings in the �nancial market.

In column (3), we interact Equality with a dummy variable that takes value 1 if the house-

hold is female-headed. The coe�cient on this interaction term is negative, implying that the

e�ects of gender social norms on investment choices are less pronounced for female-headed

households. We interpret this result through the lenses of our theoretical framework. In

particular, in our model we postulate two (potentially co-existing) channels that can explain

the relationship between gender norms and households investments. The �rst is selection -

as norms become more egalitarian, the choice of the household head becomes increasingly

based on skills rather than norm-driven gender roles. The second hinges on the fact that

gender parity fosters collaboration between spouses. The �rst mechanism implies that in

patriarchal communities, only women who are exceptionally skilled can become household

heads. As norms progress, the ability "bar" to become head moves downward for women

(and upward for men). This explains the negative coe�cient of the interaction term. Said

di�erently, the e�ect of norms is still positive (due to collaboration) but muted (due to se-

lection) when we consider female-headed households. Interestingly, the coe�cient on the

gender of the household head is not statistically signi�cant, suggesting that the �nancial

19A large body of literature, both theoretical and empirical, explores how individual wealth (Calvet and
Sodini [2014]), home ownership (Cocco [2004]), education, �nancial literacy and awareness (Van Rooij et al.
[2011],Guiso and Jappelli [2005]) can explain households' �nancial market participation.

20The bootstrap estimates of standard errors are constructed as follows. A random sample with replace-
ment, strati�ed at the cohort-region level, is drawn from the couple-households set. Equation (1) is estimated
on this random sample (�rst stage), and the corresponding OLS coe�cients on cohort-region dummies are
used as predictors for our outcomes of interest, such as investment in �nancial assets (second stage). Both
stages are estimated on the same random sample. We repeat this procedure 1,000 times and store the OLS
coe�cients on Equality and on controls. Standard deviations in the sample of 1,000 observations of coe�cient
estimates from the second stage regression are thus the bootstrap standard errors of the point estimates of
these coe�cients.
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manager's gender per se has no e�ect on investment decisions.

To investigate the e�ects of gender norms on risk taking, in Table 5 we examine how

Equality a�ects investment in di�erent asset classes and portfolio diversi�cation. Our results

show that one standard deviation change in our equality measure increases the probability

of investing in either stocks or bonds by approximately 1 percentage point ( column (1)-(3)),

and the probability of investing in other securities by 0.02 percentage points (column (4)).

We also �nd that the probability of contributing toward a pension plan increases by 2.8%

(column (5)), and the average marginal e�ect on the number of di�erent asset classes held

in the portfolio is 0.32, compared to a sample mean of 1.4 (column (6)).21

While the main focus of our paper is on investment in �nancial assets, in the Internet

Appendix A we explore the e�ects of equality on investments in real assets. Italian house-

holds in our sample hold a large share of their assets (approximately 78%) in real investments

such as real estate and, to a lesser extent, valuables and private equity. This concentration

may result in higher risk due to leverage and lack of diversi�cation. In Table A.1a we show

that Equality reduces household leverage (especially the ratio of debt to real assets), and it

is negatively associated with the share of real assets over total assets and with the proba-

bility of owning more than one real estate unit. In other words, progressive gender norms

(partly) shift investment away from less liquid non-diversi�able real assets towards more

diversi�ed portfolios by including a larger share of �nancial assets. This is consistent with

previous literature showing that women tend to have a more conservative approach towards

investments. Taken altogether, this evidence suggests that gender-neutral social norms are

associated with more investments across most asset classes as well as increased total portfolio

diversi�cation.

A broader assessment of spousal equality e�ects on household �nancial decisions requires

the analysis of investment outcomes as measured, for instance, by portfolio returns. Reliable

measures of returns are limited by the cross-sectional nature of the SHIW and the short time

dimension of its panel component. Keeping these data limitations in mind, we propose three

di�erent measures of �nancial performance. The �rst is the ratio of income from �nancial

assets over total �nancial assets held at the end of the year (Financial Return). The second

21Notice that our conceptual framework abstracts from risk aversion, and in particular from the systematic
di�erences in risk aversion across genders that have been largely documented by previous literature. It could
be argued that, if women are more risk averse than men, their inclusion in the �nancial decision-making
process should hinder, rather than promote, investments in risky assets, reversing our theoretical predictions
and challenging our empirical results. Importantly, accounting for selection over skills of the household head
can reconcile our evidence with the extant literature on gender di�erences in risk aversion, due to the strong
empirical correlation between skills and risk attitudes. Speci�cally, when selected on the basis of their skills,
female decision-makers may display much larger risk tolerance than average women. We illustrate this point
using data from the Global Preference Survey in the Internet Appendix A.
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is the ratio of capital income over total assets (Total Return). The third is the ratio of net

capital income over total net assets (Total Net Return). Income from �nancial investments

includes returns from total �nancial assets, that is, securities plus bank deposits (or similar,

e.g. postal deposits). Capital income is the sum of income from total �nancial and real

assets (real estate), while net capital income is equal to capital income minus interest paid

on debt. Total assets is the sum of real and �nancial assets, and total net assets is equal to

total assets minus debt (net worth). Thus, these measures represent returns from investment

in �nancial assets and (net) returns from investments in both �nancial assets and real estate.

We measure these returns both in our pooled cross sections and the panel sample. In the

panel, we average the returns by household to obtain more consistent investment performance

measures. Table 6 shows the results of OLS regressions of the return measures on Equality

and controls. The coe�cient estimates are positive and signi�cant, and range between 0.32

and 0.80. This implies that one standard deviation in Equality improves the performance

of household portfolio by 7 to 16 basis points. At the sample average of households wealth

and income this contributes to an increase in annual disposable income of about 1%. Over

a working life of 40 years the average family in the highest Equality cohort-region cluster

would accumulate wealth at retirement that is 15% higher than that of a family in the lowest

Equality cluster. This evidence supports the view that the �nancial well being of households

improves with more balanced social norms on gender roles.

Our base line results are computed using a two-stage bootstrap procedure with random

sample strati�ed at the cohort-region level. While this method addresses the problem of

generated regressors, it may over-estimate coe�cient signi�cance in the second stage, due to,

for example, error correlation at the cohort-region level, or at di�erent levels of aggregation.

We address these issues using three alternative methodologies based either on bootstrapping,

two-stage estimation, or a combination of the two (see the Internet Appendix B). Each of

these methodologies con�rm the signi�cance of our base line results.

6.2 The Role of Collaboration

As discussed in Section 3, the positive e�ects of gender parity on household �nancial deci-

sion making and investment performance can be further enhanced by collaboration between

spouses. When spouses collaborate, expectations are more informed (as spouses draw from

di�erent information sets), and monitoring and search costs are lower. Egalitarian households

are therefore more likely to participate in �nancial markets, and do so more e�ciently.22

22Social norms can also a�ect investment decisions if the two spouses are heterogeneous with respect to
risk aversion. For example, if women are more risk averse than men, their inclusion in the �nancial decision-
making process may hinder investments in risky assets. However, it is also possible that collaboration
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Table 7a explores the mechanism described above. If Equality improves collaboration

between spouses, its e�ect on �nancial decisions should be larger when spouses can exploit

information complementarities, for example, because they have di�erent professional spe-

cializations. We regress participation in �nancial markets on Equality and its interaction

terms with a dummy variable that takes value 1 if the spouse is employed in the �nancial

sector (column (1)), and a dummy variable that takes value 1 if the spouse is employed in

the same sector as the household head (column (2)). All controls from the main regression

are also included. Spouse's occupation in the �nancial sector a�ect investment decisions,

but have no signi�cant interaction with Equality. However, if the spouse works in the same

sector as the household head the e�ect of Equality weakens, suggesting that information

complementarities can arise from di�erent professional specializations.

Collaboration between spouses can also be valuable if it decreases the costs associated

with �nancial decision making, such as attention costs, information acquisition, and �nancial

assets monitoring costs. Therefore, we conjecture that the bene�t of collaboration will be

more relevant for household heads facing time constraints arising from either domestic or

market- related duties, and when spouses can share costs. In order to test this hypothesis, we

regress participation in �nancial markets on Equality and its interaction terms with the ratio

of spouse's and head's hours worked (column (3)), and with a dummy variable that takes

value 1 if the couple has children. Equality has a larger e�ect if the non-head spouse works

fewer hours than the head and hence can more easily share the decision-making burden.

Moreover, the Equality e�ect mostly originates from couples with children (column (4)),

that is couples more constrained from more demanding domestic obligations.23

6.3 Gender Norms and Financial Investment: Scope and Incentives

Not all households are equally prone to be a�ected by gender norms. The bite of the norm

may depend on household-speci�c costs and bene�ts of complying with it. To increase

con�dence in the interpretation that Equality does indeed capture the e�ect of gender norms

on households �nancial choices, in this section we exploit predictable heterogeneity in the

scope of gender norms across groups and in the incentive to conform to the norm.

increases risk tolerance if sharing the responsibility of economic decisions with a partner makes individuals
less conservative in their investment strategies.

23The bene�ts of collaboration may also arise through the smoothing of typically �masculine� behavioral
biases, such as overcon�dence, systematic under-diversi�cation, and preference for lottery-type investments (
Barber and Odean [2001], Kumar [2009]). Said di�erently, women participation in �nancial decision making
can mitigate the investment �mistakes� that men tend to make. For example, women may be more likely
to seek �nancial advice than more overcon�dent men, and this may result in more participation in �nancial
markets and more diversi�ed investments. While our data do not allow us to test this hypothesis directly,
our evidence is consistent with it.

24



As for heterogeneity in scope, we identify two groups that should be less a�ected in

their �nancial decisions by our measure of Equality. The �rst is the subsample of couple

households where both spouses have either very low education (primary school or less) or

very high education (college or above). While we expect the e�ects of Equality to be muted

in both groups, the reasons are di�erent. In the �rst case, when education levels - and in

particular, numeracy- are very low for both spouses, cognitive abilities alone may not be

su�cient for evaluating investment opportunities, making the skills of the decision maker

irrelevant for �nancial outcomes. In other words, we expect a basic level of numeracy to

be necessary in order to unlock the selection e�ect. In the second case, even if the task

of �nancial management is assigned to the least capable of the two spouses, his/her high

level of education may compensate for the lack of skills, thus mitigating the impact of the

�wrong� selection. For example, college graduates may have access to a network of skilled

peers (e.g. co-workers) from which they can source information and advice. The second

group comprises couple households born abroad. Because these couples originate from a

di�erent cultural context, current local norms are less relevant for them (for a discussion on

the e�ects of norms for within-country migrants see Section 7.2).

Table 7b shows the coe�cient estimates of a linear probability model of �nancial markets

participation for these two subgroups separately (columns (1) and (2)). As expected, the

coe�cient of Equality is still positive in all three speci�cations but much smaller in magnitude

than in our baseline estimate and only signi�cant at 15% con�dence level at best (in column

(1)). We obtain similarly small and insigni�cant results when we combine the samples in

columns (1) and (2) (unreported). This lack of signi�cance is not just a re�ection of smaller

sample size: in column (3) we present bootstrapped estimates for random subsamples of

size N = 21, 205 (the same as the sum of the samples in columns (1) and (2)), drawn

from the baseline dataset excluding observations belonging to the low/high-education and

foreign-born households. The coe�cient of Equality in column (3) is highly signi�cant and,

of course, marginally larger than in our baseline results.

As for heterogeneity in households incentives to conform with social rules, one important

dimension is wealth. Intuitively, gender norms should play a marginal role for wealthier

households who have much to lose by conforming to the norm. For example, participating in

�nancial markets is a clearly dominant strategy for wealthier households who have access to

a larger and more remunerative set of investment opportunities. In other words, e�ciency

considerations may take precedence over compliance with social norms as wealth increases

and the cost of �nancial mismanagement surges. To verify this conjecture, we add to our

baseline speci�cation the interaction between Equality and household wealth. Coe�cient

estimates in column (4) of Table 7b show that indeed the e�ect of Equality decreases signif-
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icantly in household wealth: households in the top decile of the wealth distribution are only

1/3 as sensitive to Equality as compared to households in the �rst decile.24 Thus, because

wealthy families tend to comply less with gender roles, patriarchal norms may widen the

gap in �nancial performance between wealthy and poor households, contributing to increase

wealth inequality.

The evidence provided so far is consistent with the view that spousal equality improves

household �nancial choices by relaxing the gender constraints on e�cient assignment of

within household decision-making responsibility, attenuating rational inattention problems,

or by facilitating information pooling and risk management. In the next section we provide

several robustness checks to address potential concerns and extend our results.

7 Robustness

7.1 Omitted Variables and Placebo Tests

A skeptical could object that our equality measure may capture wider social or economic phe-

nomena that potentially a�ect households' �nancial behavior but are unrelated to household

governance. For instance, Equality may be correlated with a general increase in women's

emancipation, heterogeneous across cohorts, which, by expanding job opportunities for

women, may reduce female labor income uncertainty and promote investments by lower-

ing background risk. Alternatively, Equality may be correlated with trust and secularization

levels, which have been shown to a�ect households' �nancial decisions. In both these cases,

however, we should observe similar positive e�ects of equality for all households, including

single households, and, according to the background risk argument, especially for non-couple

households headed by women, such as single mothers. Instead, Tables 8a and 8b show that

Equality has no e�ect on the investment behavior and �nancial returns of households that do

not include two spouses. Of course, non-couple households di�er from couple-households in

non trivial ways. For example, in the non-couple sample, pre-war cohorts are over-represented

and baby-boomers (born between 1940 and the mid 1960s) are under-represented, tilting the

average age of household heads up with respect to couple-households (61 versus 54). Addi-

tionally, non-couple households have lower income and wealth. Importantly, however, the

coe�cients for family size, age, education, income and wealth are remarkably similar across

couple and single households, suggesting that the main drivers of the investment decision

process are not structurally di�erent between the two groups and that the di�erences in

24An alternative interpretation of this results is that wealthy households can a�ord relying on professional
advisors to manage their assets. Clearly, in this case Equality has no e�ect on �nancial choices neither
through the selection nor the collaboration channels.
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participation rates (19% vs 27%) are mostly due to composition e�ects.25 In the Internet

Appendix C we investigate further the relationship between Equality and female labor mar-

kets. Our results suggest that Equality does not relate to investments through its possible

correlation with (omitted) indicators of female labor market development (see Table C.1).

Importantly, this evidence is also consistent with the assumption, discussed in Section 3,

that female-male di�erences in unobservable abilities are independent of norms.

7.2 Internal Migration

Our empirical measure of equality, as estimated with equation 6, implicitly assumes that the

region of residence of the household is the physical space of social interaction and transmis-

sion of cultural norms. However, approximately 17% of spouses in our sample are internal

migrants, i.e. born in an Italian region di�erent from the one where they currently reside. It

is possible that, at least to some extent, migrants conform to social norms from the region of

origin rather than the region of residence (see Charles et al. [2020]). This possibility suggests

two sets of considerations. The �rst is that the presence of migrants may generate spurious

correlation between Equality and investment behavior. This may be because, if migrants

have more conservative norms than natives, and holding constant natives' norms, our mea-

sure of equality in communities with a large share of migrants is lower, on average, than in

communities of natives only. At the same time, migrants may participate less in �nancial

markets (Haliassos et al. [2016]).

The second consideration is that, if migrants acquire their gender norms in the place of

birth, we should observe stronger results by measuring Equality at the level of the region

of origin rather than residence. On the other hand, if individuals adapt to the norms of

the region of residence, Equality of origin should not matter. In general, both may play a

role and the �epidemiological� approach (Fernández [2011]) would help identify their role. In

our context however, using this approach is problematic for two reasons. The �rst is that

we have no information on the age at migration so we can not assess the extent to which

individuals were exposed to cultural norms in one region or the other. The second, and more

important, is that it is not clear whether norms are �transmitted� to the household through

the female or the male spouse. In other words, whose gender role norms matter more when

spouses have heterogeneous origins?

25Although in Tables 8 and 8b we control for age, income an wealth, it is possible that potential omitted
variables such as trust and secularization only operate on a relatively younger and wealthier population. To
account for this possibility, we repeat these robustness checks restricting the sample of non-couple house-
holds to households younger than 60 and to households with income higher than the median (unreported).
The coe�cients on equality are not signi�cant, suggesting that the e�ects of equality on couple-households
investments are not due to omitted factors.
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In the Internet Appendix C (Table C.2) we show that internal migration is unlikely to

generate spurious correlation between Equality and investment behavior, and that Equality

in the region of origin (rather than residence) appears to matter more when measured using

the female spouse's place of birth.

7.3 Additional Robustness Tests

In the Internet Appendix C (Table C.3) we perform three additional robustness tests. First,

we show that our results do not depend on the possibility that families with lower wealth

interpret the survey question on headship di�erently than wealthier families, for example

because economic management in their case may reduce to day-to-day expenditures (e.g.

groceries), a task traditionally assigned to women. Second, we show that our results are

robust to di�erent measurements of education levels (i.e., years of schooling and education

attainment dummies). Third, we focus on one speci�c aspect of societal capital, i.e. trust,

and we verify that our estimates are not a�ected by this confounding factor. This test is

similar in spirit but more focused in scope than the placebo tests in Section 7.1, which can

address concerns over all omitted variables at the cohort-region level. We o�er this additional

piece of evidence due to the relevance of this social factor for households investment, as

documented by previous literature (e.g. Guiso et al. [2008]).

8 What Triggered the Trend in Female Headship?

The model in Section (3) implies that, since assigning decisional power purely on the ba-

sis of traditional gender roles entails consumption losses, households may abandon social

norms when the economic cost of complying with them exceeds the comfort of conforming.26

An economic shock, such as a sustained drop in future expected income, may increase the

relative importance of e�ciency over tradition and rede�ne households �rules� in terms of

allocation of �nancial management tasks between spouses, spurring the transition from pa-

triarchy to partnership. In this section, we show that such an impulse can be traced back

to Italy's pension system reform in the early 1990s. This reform was meant to guarantee

long-term sustainability of the public pay-as-you-go pension system in response to a per-

manent drop in fertility, and it was implemented in stages. The �rst stage took place in

1992, and it considerably reduced expected public pension bene�ts, especially for younger

26In a similar spirit, Ichino et al. [2019] use Swedish data to examine policy reforms that changed post-tax
wages of husbands and wives, altering the cost of abiding to gendered norms in the division of household
tasks. They interpret heterogeneous responses to these policies as re�ecting di�erently binding gender roles
norms across households.
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workers, e�ectively shifting part of individual retirement planning and management from

the government to private households.27 Attanasio and Brugiavini [2003] show that the sav-

ing rates of a�ected households increased in response to the 1992 regulatory changes and

the expected reduction in pension wealth. We argue that the reform had broader e�ects

on the importance that households place on the e�ciency of the decision making process.

In particular, lower pension bene�ts caused future consumption to depend more heavily on

current individual �nancial decisions. Thus, we conjecture that the reform increased the

cost of �misallocating� decisional power, and reduced incentives to comply with traditional

norms that require men to be in charge regardless of their relative ability. In the notation

of our conceptual framework, this is equivalent to a negative shock to β the unit costs

of not conforming to the predominant gender roles or, equivalently, to an increase in the

weight households assign to �intrinsic� utility. This shock propagates to later generations as

the a�ected cohort becomes the reference group for younger ones, eventually silencing the

preexisting social norm.

To identify the e�ect of the reform, we exploit the fact that the new pension law pre-

dominantly applied to workers with less than 15 years of tenure as of the end of 1992. This

implies that younger cohorts were in general more a�ected by the reform, but it also creates

within cohort variation, depending on individual employment histories at the time of the

reform. To isolate the impact of the reform, we use the SHIW waves of two years before

(1989 and 1991) and two years after (1993 and 1995) the reform was enacted. This results in

a sample of 15,461 couple households. For each household, we count how many members are

a�ected by the reform, that is, how many members started working after year 1977 (15 years

prior to the reform). We de�ne the household as treated if at least one member is a�ected.

Approximately 43% of the sample households are treated. Conditional on treatment, 68% of

households have one member a�ected by the reform, 29% have two members a�ected, and

the remaining 3% have more than two members a�ected. Treated households are on average

younger (44 vs 48), and have more working adults (1.9 vs 1.19) and dependent children (1.57

vs 1.52). Moreover, treated households appear to have higher income but similar education

levels (see Table 9). Interestingly, the treatment is not linearly decreasing in the age of the

household head (see Figure 9, left hand side). This is because middle-aged households (51

and older) are more likely to include employed young adults, who are most likely a�ected by

the reform.

Table 10 presents the results of a di�erence-in-di�erence estimation where we explore the

e�ects of the reform on households exposed to it. While our primary goal is to investigate

27The reform was completed in three years with a new law that anchored the computation of bene�ts for
the younger cohorts to lifetime pension contributions.
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the e�ects on female headship, we also examine the changes in households' savings, spouses

labor supply, and relative income. Signi�cant responses to the reform along these additional

margins would corroborate the view that changes in headship allocation rule following the

reform, if any, are indeed due to increased focus on household's economic and �nancial

management. We consider the following outcomes: female headship, expressed as a dummy

variable that takes value 1 if the household head is the female spouse (column 1); saving rates

(column 2); a dummy variable that takes value 1 if the household invests in pension funds

(column 3); total weekly hours worked by the female (column 4) and male (column 5) spouse;

and the female-to-male income ratio (column 6).28 Controls include education, income, and

share of children and working adults relative to the total number of family members. We

also include cohort, employment sector, and region �xed e�ects.29 We are interested in the

coe�cient of the interaction term between the variable Post, which takes value 1 in year

1993 and 1995 and zero in other years, and Treated, which takes value 1 if the household is

a�ected by the reform. First, and most importantly, a�ected households are 2% more likely

to be headed by the female spouse after the reform. We interpret this as evidence that, by

e�ectively requiring more e�ciency in �nancial management, the reform induced families

to recon�gure the headship allocation rule moving away from traditional gender norms.

Figure 9 (right hand side) plots the coe�cients for year �xed e�ects of two regressions for

female headship on the control and treated groups separately and is consistent with the

parallel trends assumption. Second, in line with Attanasio and Brugiavini [2003], we �nd

that saving rates of treated households increased by 9% after the reform. Interestingly, the

coe�cient of the interaction term is positive (+2.5%) and signi�cant when we consider the

probability of investing in pension funds as the outcome variable.30 We also �nd that both

spouses increased their average weekly working hours, but with the e�ect more pronounced

for women (1.16 hours increase) than men (0.36 hours increase), and the female-to-male

income ratio increased by 3%, suggesting that the burden of compensating pension bene�t

28While relevant in the context of this exercise, investment in pension funds is not included in our main
analysis because we do not have information on the size of the investment and on returns.

29For the purpose of this exercise we rede�ne cohorts on the basis of year of birth of the household head
as follows: 1st cohort <1928, 2nd cohort 1929-1938, 3rd cohort 1939-1946, 4th cohort 1947-1954, 5th cohort
>1955. Each cohort includes approximately 20% of sample households.

30On possible to interpret this last result (linking it to the result in column (1) is that, following the 1992
pension reform, households learned about an investment opportunity (mutual and pension funds) which is
particularly suitable to women's preferences (due to higher diversi�cation and lower risk). Since after the
reform women started participating more in �nancial decision-making, investing in these assets may have
become more common among Italian households. In Figure D.1 we also show that this e�ect is persistent over
time and even larger after 1998, when the supply of pension funds in Italy increased following a regulatory
reform of the asset management industry, suggesting that treated households signi�cantly increase their focus
on �nancial management. We also �nd that panel households that switch from male to female headship are
more likely to invest in pension funds after the reform (unreported).
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losses with additional labor income was borne more by women than men. We perform

additional robustness and heterogeneity analysis in the Internet Appendix D (Table D.1 )

In sum, this exercise shows that the slow shift toward gender parity in the family can

be hastened by policy reforms that reduce government safety net programs, such as pension

reforms, thus increasing the importance of e�cient �nancial decision making at the household

level. This partly explains the sudden documented rise in female headship among Italian

households in the 1990s.

9 Conclusions

We have drawn on Italian data and shown evidence that, over the quarter century since 1990,

Italian households moved from a patriarchal to a partnership type of family governance, with

younger cohorts in di�erent regions evolving faster. We have used this unique variation in

the degree of gender-biased social norms to make two contributions. First, we document

the distortionary e�ects of gender-biased norms on household �nancial decisions, showing

that, when women are dis-empowered, households participate less in �nancial markets and

obtain lower income from capital; this is particularly true for households far from the top of

the wealth distribution. Second, we identify one of the forces that induce cultural change,

and show that gender roles are abandoned when the economic costs of complying with

them exceed the bene�t of conforming. A national reform that reduced public pension

bene�ts was the shock that made patriarchal norms a �luxury� that younger generations

could no longer a�ord. We show that this reform induced households to increasingly assign

economic headship according to spouses' relative skills. Our results suggest that, by relieving

households of the responsibility for their future �nancial well-being, generous pay-as-you-go

pension systems may have contributed to sustain and perpetuate male-biased social norms

in the allocation of decision power within the family.
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Figure 3: Sample Size by Household Type and Survey Year

This �gure displays the number of households in each survey year by household type. Two-spouses households consist of
two adults of opposite sex married or cohabiting plus other members (e.g. children or parents). Non-couple households are
households that do not include an adult couple, e.g., single-parent households.

Figure 4: Female Headship by Cohort and Geographical Area

This �gure displays the proportion of two-spouse households headed by the female spouse in each survey year by cohort of birth
of the head (panel a) and geographical area (panel b). The legend in the panel (a) indicates the median year of birth for each
cohort. The legend in the panel (b) indicates macro geographic Italian areas.

(a) (b)
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Figure 5: Participation in Financial Markets by Cohort and Region

This �gure shows average participation rate among couple-households by cohort of birth of the head (panel a) and region (panel
b).

(a) (b)

Figure 6: Social Norms: Estimates

Panels (a) and (b) of this �gure show the point estimates for region-cohort �xed e�ects of the following regression: FHeadi,c,r =
Xiβ+Cc,r+εi,c,r, where FHead is a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the head of household i is female, Xi are household
level controls, c indicates cohort, and r indicates region.

(a) (b)
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Figure 7: Political Views, Religiosity, and Access to Reproductive Health Ser-
vices

Scarcity of Reproductive Health Services indicates the average share of gynecologists working in public hospitals who refuse to
perform abortions, as reported by the Italian Ministry of Health. Importance of Religion indicates average religiosity on a scale
1-10 as recorded in the European Social Survey (2012). Political Views: Left-Right indicates the average support for political
parties on a scale 1-10, where 1 indicates Left and 10 indicates Right, as recorded in the European Social Survey (2012). The
regional average of the Equality measure in on the x axis.
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Figure 8: Equality Measure and European Value Survey Data

These graphs show average Equality and the proportion of respondents in the European Value Survey (1981-2008) who agree
or strongly agree with the following statements (summarized in the titles of each chart): Marriage is an outdated institution;
Being a housewife is just as ful�lling as working for pay/A job is alright but what most women want is a home and children;
Important for successful marriage: sharing household chores; Important for successful marriage: discussing problems. Data
are aggregated at the mean cohort level in panels a), b), c), and d), and at the mean region level in panels e), f), g) and h).

(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 9: Pension Reform

The �gure on the left hand side shows the distribution of treated households by age of household head. Treated households have
at least one household member a�ected by the 1992 pension reform. The sample comprises two-spouse households in the 1989,
1991, 1993, and 1995 surveys. The �gure on the right hand side shows year �xed e�ects for two separate regressions of female
headship in the control and the treatment group. Regression controls include average education, income decile, female-to-male
income ratio, number of children, number of households in the labor force, cohort and region �xed e�ects
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Table 1: Household Characteristics

This table shows summary statistics of two-spouse households characteristics in the full sample and by gender of household
head. "NorthWest" indicates the fraction of households living in the regions of Liguria, Piemonte, Val d'Aosta, and Lombardia;
"NorthEast" the fraction of households living in the regions of Veneto, Trentino-Alto Adige,Friuli Venezia Giulia, and Emilia
Romagna; "Center" the fraction of households living in the regions of Toscana, Umbria, Lazio, and Marche; "South" the
fraction of households living in the regions of Abruzzi, Molise, Campania, Puglia, Basilicata, and Calabria; "Islands" indicates
the fraction of households living in the regions of Sicilia and Sardegna.

Mean Median Min Max Mean:M Head Mean:F Head ∆ t-stat Obs

Demographic and Other Controls

# Adults 2.07 2.00 2.00 9.00 2.07 2.09 -4.14 64085
# Children 1.16 1.00 0.00 7.00 1.16 1.14 2.50 64085
Avg Age 52.94 52.50 17.50 96.50 53.09 52.29 5.69 64085
Retired 0.18 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.17 4.36 64085
Avg Education 3.05 3.00 1.00 6.00 3.04 3.11 -7.53 64085
Home Owner 0.72 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.72 0.70 4.35 64085
Cohabiting Couple 0.02 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.05 -19.08 64085

Comparative Advantage Measures

Education FtM ratio 1.00 1.00 0.17 4.00 0.99 1.06 -24.05 64042
Income FtM ratio 0.41 0.28 0.00 2.96 0.31 0.89 -115.78 63529
RE Female Ownership 0.09 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.16 -33.01 64085
Age FtM ratio 0.93 0.94 0.15 3.05 0.93 0.94 -5.22 64042
Female is Housewife 0.43 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.44 0.39 9.90 64085
Hours Worked F 10.34 0.00 0.00 121.85 10.00 11.80 -11.16 63860
Hours Worked M 22.22 33.23 0.00 138.46 22.08 22.85 -3.76 63959

Geographical Distribution

NorthWest 0.23 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.23 0.25 -5.81 64085
NorthEast 0.20 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.21 0.16 10.39 64085
Centre 0.21 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.21 0.21 0.45 64085
South 0.24 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.22 6.31 64085
Islands 0.12 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.16 -14.30 64085
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Table 2: Two-spouse Household: Investment in Financial Markets

The upper panel of this table shows the proportion of two-spouse households that participate in �nancial markets in general
and in speci�c asset classes. The lower panel provides summary statistics for the number of di�erent asset classes held, the
ratio of �nancial income over �nancial assets, and the ratio of net capital income over total assets.

Mean p25 Median p75 StDev Obs
Participation
Any Fin Asset Class 0.27 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.45 64085
Gov Bonds 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36 64085
Other Fixed Income 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 64085
Stocks 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.26 64085
Funds 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 64085
Other Securities 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 64085

Fin Asset Classes 1.44 1.00 1.00 2.00 0.76 17524
Fin Income/Fin Assets 3.08 1.19 2.76 4.40 2.25 55115
Net Capital Income/Total Assets 0.53 0.01 0.14 0.75 1.49 63166
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Table 3: Determinants of Female Headship

This table reports estimates from the following regression: FHeadi,c,r = ∆Aiβ+ Ψiγ+Cc,r + εi,c,r, where FHead is a dummy
variable that takes the value 1 if the head of household i is female, ∆Ai is a vector of female-male di�erences in observable
characteristics, Ψi is a vector of household-level controls, c indicates cohort, and r indicates region. Standard errors (in brackets)
are clustered at the region level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Income FtM ratio 0.420∗∗∗ 0.469∗∗∗ 0.465∗∗∗ 0.465∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)

RE Female Ownership 0.094∗∗∗ 0.111∗∗∗ 0.110∗∗∗ 0.110∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Education FtM ratio 0.016∗∗ 0.035∗∗ 0.037∗∗ 0.037∗∗

(0.007) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Age FtM ratio -0.195∗∗∗ 0.015 -0.011 -0.010
(0.035) (0.030) (0.034) (0.034)

Cohabiting Couple 0.071∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)

Adults 0.019∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Children 0.006∗∗ -0.003 -0.005 -0.005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Avg. Education -0.025∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗∗ 0.009∗ 0.009∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Avg. Age 0.012∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Hours Worked F -0.004∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Hours Worked M 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Income Dec. 0.002∗ 0.002 0.003∗ 0.003
(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Wealth Dec. -0.003∗∗ -0.007∗∗∗ -0.006∗∗∗ -0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Commerce&Service -0.014 -0.000
(0.152) (0.184)

Income Single F -0.021∗∗∗ -0.021∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007)

Gender Balance -0.701∗ -0.755∗

(0.387) (0.429)

Share in Large City -0.039
(0.124)

Share Women in Finance 0.145
(0.388)

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

CohortXRegion FE Yes No No No
N 63238 63238 61540 61540
adj. R2 0.381 0.287 0.291 0.291
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Table 4: Spousal Equality and Investment in Financial Assets

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the household
holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits. In column (2), we restrict the sample to households with
head younger than 65. Female Head takes the value 1 if the household head is female. Other Controls include Income FtM

ratio, RE Female Ownership, Education FtM ratio, Age FtM ratio, Cohabiting Couple. Standard errors (in parentheses) are
computed with a 2-stages bootstrapping procedure for generated variables. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at
the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3)

Equality 0.126∗∗∗ 0.133∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.032) (0.027)

Equality X Female Head -0.033∗

(0.019)

Female Head 0.004
(0.007)

Adults -0.040∗∗∗ -0.040∗∗∗ -0.040∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

Children -0.023∗∗∗ -0.022∗∗∗ -0.023∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Education 0.042∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.003) (0.002)

Age 0.009∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

Age2 -0.0001∗∗∗ -0.0001∗∗∗ -0.0001∗∗∗

(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Wealth dec. 0.046∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Income dec. 0.032∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Home Owner -0.141∗∗∗ -0.138∗∗∗ -0.141∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Hours Worked -0.0014∗∗∗ -0.0013∗∗∗ -0.0014∗∗∗

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes
adj. R2 0.275 0.271 0.275
Observations 63457 47268 63457
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Table 5: Spousal Equality, Asset Allocation and Diversi�cation

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the household
holds wealth in stocks (column (1)), government bonds ( column (2)), other bonds (column (3)), assets other than stocks,
bonds, or investment funds (column (4)), or pension funds ( column (5)). Column (6) shows coe�cient estimates for a Tobit
regression of the number of di�erent asset classes held by the household. Other Controls include Income FtM ratio, RE Female

Ownership, Education FtM ratio, Age FtM ratio, Cohabiting Couple. The sample consists of all couple-households. Standard
errors (in parentheses) are computed with a 2-stages bootstrapping procedure for generated variables. *, **, and *** indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Stocks Gov. Bonds Other Bonds Other Securities Pension Funds #Asset Classes

Equality 0.049∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 1.127∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.021) (0.016) (0.002) (0.022) (0.167)

Adults -0.012∗∗∗ -0.019∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.000 -0.012∗∗∗ -0.255∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.000) (0.003) (0.027)

Children -0.004∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ -0.007∗∗∗ -0.0003∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ -0.161∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.011)

Education 0.024∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.000 -0.002 0.243∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.000) (0.002) (0.012)

Age 0.003∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.0002∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.006)

Age2 -0.0000∗∗∗ -0.0000∗∗∗ -0.0000∗∗∗ -0.0000∗∗∗ -0.0000∗∗∗ -0.0004∗∗∗

(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Wealth dec. 0.017∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.0003∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.257∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.005)

Income dec. 0.009∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ -0.000 0.008∗∗∗ 0.211∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.006)

Home Owner -0.057∗∗∗ -0.074∗∗∗ -0.049∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗∗ -0.007∗ -0.713∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) (0.028)

Hours Worked -0.000 -0.001∗∗∗ -0.000 0.000 0.0003∗∗ -0.006∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.0001) (0.001)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
adj. R2 0.127 0.175 0.102 0.004 0.124
pseudo R2 0.196
Observations 63457 63457 63457 63457 63457 63457
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Table 6: Spousal Equality and Financial Returns

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of the ratio of �nancial income over �nancial assets (columns
(1) and (4)), the ratio of capital income over total assets (columns (2) and (5)), and the ratio of net capital income over total
net assets (columns (3) and (6)). The sample consists of all two-spouse households in columns (1) to (3), and panel households
in columns (3) to (6). In columns (3) to (6) the outcome variable is the household average across all survey years. Standard
errors are bootstrapped in columns (1) to (3) and clustered at the region level in columns (3) to (6). *, **, and *** indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

Full Sample Panel Sample
Financial
Return

Total
Return

Total Net
Return

Financial
Return

Total
Return

Total Net
Return

Equality 0.319∗∗∗ 0.431∗∗∗ 0.632∗∗∗ 0.706∗∗∗ 0.576∗∗∗ 0.806∗∗

(0.086) (0.072) (0.129) (0.148) (0.173) (0.354)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
adj. R2 0.716 0.371 0.249 0.665 0.359 0.254
Observations 54775 62604 62747 10832 11560 11571

45



Table 7: Spousal Equality and Investments

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes
the value 1 if the household holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits.

(a) The Role of Collaboration

Spouse: Fin. Sector is an indicator variable that takes value 1 if the non-head spouse is employed in the �nancial sector.
Spouse: Same Sector is an indicator variable that takes value 1 if the non-head spouse is employed in the same sector as
the household head. Hours Worked Ratio is the ratio of hours worked by the household head over hours worked by the non
head spouse. Couple with Children is an indicator variable that takes value 1 if there are children in the household. X Var

indicates interaction terms of V ar with Equality. Standard errors (in parentheses) are computed with a 2-stages bootstrapping
procedure for generated variables. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Equality 0.124∗∗∗ 0.136∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.027) (0.029) (0.030)

X Spouse: Fin. Sector 0.054
(0.109)

X Spouse: Same Sector -0.054∗

(0.027)

X Hours Worked Ratio -0.012∗

(0.007)

X Couple with Children 0.047∗∗∗

(0.016)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
adj. R2 0.276 0.276 0.273 0.276
Observations 63457 63457 34581 63457

(b) Scope and Incentives

In column (1), we restrict the sample to households where both spouses have education equal or below 2 (primary school)
and equal or above 4 (college or above). In column (2), we restrict the sample to households where one or both spouses are
foreign born. In column (3), we pool the samples in column (1) and (2). In column (4) we exclude observations belonging to
the subsample in column (3). In column (5) we include all couple-households. Equality X Wealth Dec. indicates interaction
terms of Equality with Wealthdec.. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the region level in columns (1),(2),(3),
and (5). Bootstrapped standard errors (in parentheses) in column (4) are computed using random draws of size 21205 from
the full sample excluding observations belonging to the subsamples in columns (1) and (2). *, **, and *** indicate statistical
signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Low/High

Education
Foreign
Born

Bootstrapped
Full Sample

Equality
and Wealth

Equality 0.073 0.028 0.156∗∗∗ 0.207∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.098) (0.046) (0.042)

Equality X Wealth Dec. -0.013∗∗∗

(0.004)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 18080 3617 42667 63457
adj. R2 0.280 0.268 0.267 0.276
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Table 8: Non-couple Households

(a) Investments

Column (1) shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes value 1 if the household
holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits. Columns (2), (3), and (4) show coe�cient estimates for a
linear regression of an indicator variable that takes value 1 if the household holds wealth in stocks, bonds (either government
or corporate), and other securities, respectively. FEs include Region#Y ear, Occupation, and Sector �xed e�ects. The sample
consists of all non-couple households. Standard errors (in brackets) are clustered at the region level. *, **, and *** indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Any Fin. Asset Stocks Bonds Other Securities

Equality 0.037 0.038 -0.001 -0.001
(0.036) (0.025) (0.028) (0.002)

Female Head -0.028∗∗∗ -0.027∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗

(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.000)

Education 0.022∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗ 0.000
(0.006) (0.002) (0.006) (0.000)

Age 0.007∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

Age2 -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Wealth dec. 0.044∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.000
(0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.000)

Income dec. 0.035∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗ 0.000
(0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.000)

Home Owner -0.120∗∗∗ -0.040∗∗∗ -0.090∗∗∗ -0.000
(0.015) (0.009) (0.010) (0.000)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 31485 31485 31485 31485
adj. R2 0.265 0.094 0.194 0.005

(b) Financial Returns

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of the ratio of �nancial income over �nancial assets (columns
(1) and (2)), the ratio of capital income over total assets (columns (3) and (4)), and the ratio of net capital income over total
net assets (columns (5) and (6)). FEs include Region#Y ear, Occupation, and Sector �xed e�ects. The sample consists of
all non-couple households. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the cohort-region level. *, **, and *** indicate
statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Financial
Return

(Male Head)

Financial
Return

(Female Head)

Total
Return

(Male Head)

Total
Return

(Female Head)

Total Net
Return

(Male Head)

Total Net
Return

(Female Head)
Equality -0.149 -0.291 0.0168 -0.119 0.194 -0.308

(0.193) (0.185) (0.174) (0.160) (0.345) (0.227)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 8070 16136 9460 20787 9522 20865
adj. R2 0.744 0.747 0.402 0.394 0.280 0.287
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Table 9: Pension Reform: Treated vs Control Households

This table shows mean values and standard deviations for selected characteristics of treated and control households. Treated
households have at least one household member a�ected by the 1992 pension reform. The sample consists of two-spouse
households in the 1989, 1991, 1993, and 1995 surveys.

Control Treated Total
Education (Couple Avg.) 2.930 3.101 3.003

(0.935) (0.981) (0.959)

Income Decile 5.941 7.153 6.461
(2.641) (2.363) (2.596)

# Children 1.520 1.571 1.541
(1.081) (0.993) (1.044)

# HH Memebers in LF 1.189 1.896 1.492
(0.634) (0.778) (0.782)

Age (Couple Avg.) 48.30 43.88 46.41
(11.22) (12.78) (12.11)

Income FtM ratio 0.271 0.350 0.305
(0.393) (0.437) (0.414)
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Table 10: E�ects of the Pension Reform

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of female headship (column (1)), savings (column (2)), investment
in pension funds (column (3)), hours worked by female spouse (column (4)), hours worked by male spouse (column (5)), and
ratio of female spouse income over male spouse income (column (6)). Post is an indicator variable that takes the value 1 after
the pension reform, that is, in years 1993 and 1995. Treated is an indicator variable that takes value 1 if at least one household
member is a�ected by the reform. The sample consists of two-spouse households in the 1989, 1991, 1993, and 1995 surveys.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female
Headship Savings

Pension
Funds

Hours Worked
(F)

Hours Worked
(M)

Income Ratio
FtoM

Post X Treated 0.021∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 1.161∗∗∗ 0.357 0.029∗∗

(0.006) (0.024) (0.008) (0.441) (0.304) (0.011)

Post 0.026∗∗∗ -0.090∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗ -0.782∗∗∗ 0.109 0.000
(0.004) (0.013) (0.005) (0.297) (0.203) (0.007)

Treated -0.023∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗∗ -0.017∗∗∗ 0.930∗∗∗ -2.271∗∗∗ 0.004
(0.003) (0.012) (0.005) (0.334) (0.209) (0.008)

Education (Couple Avg.) -0.005∗∗∗ -0.092∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 1.058∗∗∗ -0.370∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.008) (0.002) (0.144) (0.102) (0.004)

Income Decile 0.002∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ 2.211∗∗∗ 0.592∗∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.004) (0.001) (0.055) (0.042) (0.001)

% Children -0.072∗∗∗ -0.317∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ -8.604∗∗∗ 8.302∗∗∗ -0.413∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.063) (0.013) (0.832) (0.685) (0.026)

% HH Memebers in LF -0.115∗∗∗ -0.406∗∗∗ 0.098∗∗∗ 4.443∗∗∗ 17.021∗∗∗ -0.299∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.124) (0.025) (1.709) (1.519) (0.050)

Cohort (HH Head) FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector (HH Head) FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 20312 20243 20312 20165 20264 20185
adj. R2 0.088 0.138 0.056 0.232 0.657 0.128
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Internet Appendix

A Selection and Risk Taking

If women are more risk averse than men, their inclusion in the �nancial decision- making pro-

cess may hinder, rather than promote, investments in risky assets. Importantly, the strong

empirical correlation between skills and risk aversion for both genders can challenge this con-

clusion. To illustrate this point we perform a simple simulation exercise using data from the

Global Preferences Survey containing information on (among other) gender, mathematical

skills, risk tolerance, and patience for a nationally representative sample of individuals across

76 countries.31 Speci�cally, we simulate couples by randomly matching female with male re-

spondents of the same age, and we assign headship to one of the two spouses in the matched

couple according to two di�erent rules. Under the �patriarchy� rule headship is assigned to

the male individual, while under the �equality� rule headship is assigned to the spouse with

the highest mathematical skills. We then compare skills, risk tolerance, and patience of the

household head under the two regimes with the average skills, risk tolerance, and patience

of individuals of each gender. Figure A.1a shows that, taken individually, women have lower

skills and much lower risk tolerance and patience than men, con�rming the general result

documented by the literature. The inclusion of women in household decision making in the

�equality� regime, however, does not imply that these �feminine� traits carry over to the

household head. The average household head under equality (who, in our simulations, is fe-

male with a probability of 43%) has higher skills (by construction) and importantly a degree

of risk aversion that is very similar (though marginally lower) to that of the �patriarchal�

head, and signi�cantly lower than that of the average woman (Figure A.1b). This is because

the average risk tolerance of men and women with high skills is very close to the average

risk tolerance of men (independently of skills). In the language of our model, conditional

on having larger X, wives have similar κ as their husbands. Additionally, patience of the

household head under equality is larger than under patriarchy (and signi�cantly larger than

that of the average woman). The picture in Figure A.1b is consistent with the idea that

egalitarian households invest more, but with more diversi�ed portfolios, than patriarchal

households.

In Table A.1a we show the e�ects of Equality on household leverage (columns 1 and 2),

and on real estate investments (columns 3 and 4). As for our main results (see Section 7.1),

we perform placebo tests on the population of non-couple households (Table A.1b).

31See Falk et al. (2018)
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Figure A.1: The E�ects of Selection on Household Head's Risk Aversion

This Figure uses data from the Global Preferences Survey (year 2012). We restrict the sample to respondents with age between
18 and 70. In Panel (a) we show average values of mathematical skills, risk taking, and patience by gender. In Panel (b) we
show average values of mathematical skills, risk taking, and patience of the household head of simulated couples. In each of the
200 simulations we form 31,678 couples by randomly matching female and male respondents of opposite sex and same age, and
assign headship either to the spouse with higher mathematical skills (equality rule) or to the male spouse (patriarchal rule).

(a)

(b)

51



Table A.1: Equality, Leverage and Real Assets

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for linear regressions of the ratio of debt over total assets (column (1)),
the ratio of debt over �nancial assets (column (2)), the share of real assets over total assets (column (3)), and a
dummy variable that takes value 1 of the household owns more than one real estate unit. The sample consists of
all couple households in panel (a), and non-couple households in panel (b). Standard errors (in parentheses) are clus-
tered at the region level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(a) Couple Households

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Debt/Assets Debt/Real Assets % Real Assets Real Estate>1

Equality -0.080∗∗ -0.156∗ -0.058∗∗∗ -0.104∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.077) (0.019) (0.032)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH fe Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean of Dep. Variable 0.096 0.185 0.802 0.261
Observations 62604 61662 62604 63457
Adj. R-sq. 0.126 0.115 0.455 0.270

(b) Non-Couple Households

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Debt/Assets Debt/Real Assets % Real Assets Real Estate>1

Equality 0.006 0.034 0.034 0.003
(0.041) (0.102) (0.025) (0.044)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F fe Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH fe Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean of Dep. Variable 0.064 0.131 0.741 0.145
Observations 30247 28787 30247 31485
Adj. R-sq. 0.073 0.071 0.472 0.246
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B Standard Errors Robustness

Our base line results are computed using a two-stage bootstrap procedure with random

sample strati�ed at the cohort-region level. While this method addresses the problem of

generated regressors, it cannot control for potential error correlation at the cohort-region

level, or at di�erent levels of aggregation, in the second stage. We address this issue in

various ways. First, we use a two-stage bootstrap procedure where the random sample

drawn during each replication is a bootstrap sample of region-cohort clusters. Second, we

use a standard two-steps estimation procedure where cohort-region �xed e�ects from the

�rst stage (Equality) are used as regressor in the second stage. Standard errors in the

second stage are clustered at the cohort-region, region, and year level. Third, we use a

two-stage bootstrap procedure where samples are unconstrained and randomly drawn with

replacement, and errors are clustered at the cohort-region level in the second stage. In the

Table B.1 below we report standard errors of the Equality coe�cient computed with the �rst

two methods for the regressions in Table 4 (column 1 only ), Table 5, and Table 6 (columns

1 to 3). In Figure B.1 we show the distribution of clustered standard errors computed at

each iteration in the third method.
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Table B.1: Equality Coe�cient Standard Errors

Any Asset Stocks Other Security # Asset Classes
2S Bootstrap Cluster= Cohort-Region 0.0382 0.0828 0.00830 0.129
Cluster= Cohort-Region 0.0350 0.0808 0.0077 0.1302
Cluster= Region 0.0301 0.0803 0.0078 0.1120
Cluster= Year 0.0249 0.0702 0.0085 0.0836

Financial Return Total Return Total Net Return
2S Bootstrap Cluster= Cohort-Region 0.107 0.106 0.215
Cluster= Cohort-Region 0.1032 0.0989 0.2190
Cluster= Region 0.0946 0.0934 0.2680
Cluster= Year 0.1616 0.0625 0.1636

Figure B.1: Cohort-Region Clustered Standard Errors Distribution

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

(g)
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C Female Labor Markets, Migration, and Additional

Robustness Tests

Table C.1 investigates further the possibility that Equality may be proxying for female labor

market transformations and more predictable women income �ows. We use �nancial markets

participation as the outcome of interest, and we estimate the e�ects of Equality in four dif-

ferent sub-samples: single women (column (1)), couple households with housewives (column

(2)), couple households belonging to cohort-region groups with above median employment in

commerce and service industries (column (3)), couple households belonging to cohort-region

groups with below median employment in commerce and service industries (column (4)).

Single women are presumably more exposed to female labor market uncertainty, but their

investment behavior is not a�ected by our spousal equality measure (column (1)), suggesting

that Equality does not relate to investments through its possible correlation with (omitted)

indicators of female labor market development. Importantly, this evidence is also consistent

with the assumption, discussed in Section 3, that female-male di�erences in unobservable

abilities are independent of norms. To see this, notice that the independence assumption

fails to hold under two distinct circumstances. The �rst is that unobservable abilities of

the female population are on average lower in patriarchal communities as compared to egal-

itarian ones. The second is that patriarchal values are associated with more assortative

matching along the dimension of unobservable abilities, implying that highly skilled women

may remain unmatched in the marriage market. If, as in the �rst case, Equality was posi-

tively correlated with average unobservable ability of the whole female population, we would

expect its coe�cient in column (1) to be positive and signi�cant. On the other hand, if

women with high ability in patriarchal communities systematically opted out of the mar-

riage market, the unobserved ability of single women (and their propensity to invest) should

decrease with Equality. The lack of correlation between Equality and investments in this

sample lends support to the independence assumption.

In column (2) of Table C.1, we show that two-spouse households with female spouse as

housewife display a relationship between equality and �nancial market participation identical

to that of households where the female spouse is in the labor force, despite having no (or

limited) exposure to female labor market uncertainty. Finally, we compute the proportion

of workers employed in commerce and service sectors in each cohort-region cluster, and split

the sample in clusters with above and below median employment in these sectors. Commerce

and service typically o�er more employment opportunities for women. If favorable terms in

female labor markets are driving our results, we should observe the Equality e�ects fading

in the sub sample with higher than average size of commerce and services industries. The
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results in columns (3) and (4) of Table C.1 do not support this prediction.

To address the problem of potential spurious correlation between Equality and invest-

ments due to migration, we estimate Equality using the sample of natives only in each region

and we add to our set of controls the dummy variable Native which takes value 1 if both

spouses were born in the region where the household currently lives (Table C.2 column 1).

Coe�cients are marginally smaller but not statistically di�erent from our baseline results in

Table 4 .

To shed light on the di�erential e�ects of norms in the region of birth versus the region

of residence, we measure Equality of movers based on either female spouse (Equality (F)) or

male spouse (Equality (M)) region of birth. Focusing on the sub-sample of migrant wives and

husbands, we then use these variables as additional controls to estimate the e�ects on market

participation. In doing so, we are e�ectively assessing the relative importance of region-of-

origin versus region-of-residence gender norms. Columns 2 and 3 of Table C.2 show that

region-of-origin Equality has a signi�cant positive e�ect on �nancial markets participation

when measured at the level of region of birth of wives but not husbands, suggesting that

women are more strongly connected with the traditions of their birth place. These results,

however, must be interpreted with caution. Region-of-residence and region-of-origin equality

measures are highly correlated because within-cohort regional variation is relatively smaller

in this sample as migrants tend to move across regions with similar norms. Moreover, one of

the reasons migrants leave the birth place may be lack of a�nity with the local social norms,

and the choice of the region of residence can be similarly driven by compatibility between

personal and host community values.

Finally, we use the equality measure based on the region of birth of the female spouse

as in column 2, and extend the analysis to the full sample including native couples, using

for the later the equality of residence (column 4). The coe�cient of interest is positive and

signi�cant, and larger in magnitude with respect to the coe�cient in our baseline analysis.

This suggests that both inherited and current social environment matter in shaping indi-

vidual behavior. However, due to the above mentioned lack of information on the age at

migration and in the absence of a theoretical justi�cation for selecting wives as the spouses

whose norms are the relevant ones, we choose the equality measure de�ned in Section 5, i.e.

based on region of residence of the couple, as the most conservative one.

It may be argued that families with lower wealth interpret the survey question on headship

di�erently than wealthier families, as economic management in their case may reduce to day-

to-day expenditures (e.g. groceries), a task traditionally assigned to women. To address this

concern, we build two additional measures of Equality, Equality (Top 80%) and Equality

(Top 60%) which are computed by using only households that belong to the top 4 and 3
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quintiles of the wealth distribution respectively in the estimation of equation (6). The pair-

wise correlation between these two variables and between each of them and our baseline

Equality measure is above 99% in all three cases. In Table C.3 (columns (1) and (2)) we

show that our main results do not change if we use either of these two alternative measures.

In our baseline analysis we use education level as an ordinal variable that takes values

1 (no education) to 6 (post-graduate), where each unit increment corresponds to one of

the main education milestones set in the Italian education system. We do not use years

of education since our data source only indicates the maximum level of education achieved,

which does not necessarily corresponds to a given number of years of schooling. For example,

depending on the subject, college can take between three and six years minimum to complete.

Yet, the ordinal variable imposes the restriction that moving from one level to the next has

the same e�ect throughout the education scale, which may not hold in the data because the

change in the number of years of education in not the same. To address this issue in Table

C.3, column (3) we replace education levels with years of education (assuming that college

and post-graduate studies require four and six years to complete respectively) and in column

(4) with a set of education attainment dummies separately for female and male spouses. The

e�ect of Equality on �nancial markets participation remains unchanged.

Finally, we focus on one speci�c aspect of societal capital, i.e. trust, and we verify that our

estimates are not a�ected by this confounding factor. We use data from the Time Use Survey

conducted by the Italian National Statistical Institute (ISTAT) between 2010 and 2015 with

a total sample of over 238,000 individuals. We then compute the share of respondents in

each cohort-region group who report that most people can be trusted in response to the

standard trust question: �Generally speaking would you say most people can be trusted or

you can't be too careful�. When Trust is added as control in our main speci�cation, its e�ect

is positive and signi�cant but the coe�cient on Equality does not change in magnitude and

statistical signi�cance, suggesting that these two variables, while correlated, have e�ects on

outcomes that are independent from each other (Table C.3, column (5)).
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Table C.1: Spousal Equality and Female Labor Market

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the household
holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits. In column (1), the sample includes only non-couple
households with female heads younger than 65. In column (2), we restrict the sample to two-spouse households where the
female spouse is a housewife. In columns (3) and (4), the sample includes only cohort-region clusters with employment above
and below the median in share of commerce and service sectors respectively. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered
at the region level in column 1. Standard errors in columns 2 to 4 are computed with a 2-stages bootstrapping procedure for
generated variables. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Other,

Female Head
Two Spouses,

Female Housewife
Two Spouses,

Low Comm&Service
Two Spouses,

High Comm&Service
Equality -0.022 0.135∗∗∗ 0.129∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗

(0.036) (0.035) (0.033) (0.039)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Other Controls (Couple) No Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation Spouse FE No Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
adj. R2 0.247 0.271 0.250 0.261
Observations 21567 27288 32177 31280

Table C.2: Internal Migration and the E�ects of Equality

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the household
holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits. The dummy variable Native HH takes value 1 if both
spouses were born in the region where the household currently lives. Equality is measured on the sample of natives only.
Equality (F ) and Equality (M) are measured at the level of region of birth of the female and male spouse respectively. In
columns 2 and 3 the sample comprises internal migrants only. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the cohort-region
level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Equality 0.117∗∗∗ -0.004 0.207∗

(0.035) (0.099) (0.117)

Native 0.039∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007)

Equality (F) 0.161∗∗ 0.148∗∗∗

(0.077) (0.035)

Equality (M) 0.044
(0.095)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 63457 9746 10344 60537
adj. R2 0.277 0.243 0.238 0.277
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Table C.3: Robustness Tests: Equality Measures, Education, and Trust

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the household
holds wealth in at least one �nancial asset other than bank deposits. Equality(Top80%) and Equality(Top60%) are computed
by using only households that belong to the top 4 and 3 quintiles of the wealth distribution respectively. Education (years) is
the number of years of study corresponding to the maximum level of education reported, assuming that primary school, middle
school, high school, college and post-graduate studies require 5, 8, 13, 17 and 19 years to complete respectively. Education
Level is a categorical variable that takes values 1 for no education, 2 for primary school, 3 for middle school, 4 for high school,
5 for college, 6 for post-graduate. Trust is the share of respondents in each cohort-region group who report that most people
can be trusted in response to the standard trust question: Generally speaking would you say most people can be trusted or
you cant be too careful, according to the Time Use Survey. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the cohort-region
level. *, **, and *** indicate statistical signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Equality (top 80%) 0.115∗∗∗

(0.033)

Equality (top 60%) 0.121∗∗∗

(0.040)

Equality 0.139∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.032) (0.031)

Education 0.042∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Education FtM ratio 0.003 0.003 0.003
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Education (years) 0.010∗∗∗

(0.001)

Education FtM ratio (years) 0.002
(0.008)

Trust 0.182∗∗∗

(0.060)

Education Level (1 to 6): Female No No No Yes No

Education Level (1 to 6): Male No No No Yes No

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region#Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Occupation M and F FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector HH FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 63457 63457 60913 63457 63457
Adjusted R2 0.275 0.275 0.273 0.275 0.276
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D Pension Reform

In Figure D.1 we show that the e�ect of the reform on investment in pension funds is

persistent over time and even larger after 1998, when the supply of pension funds in Italy

increased following a regulatory reform of the asset management industry, suggesting that

treated households signi�cantly increase their focus on �nancial management.

The documented e�ect of the reform on female headship is not related to changes in

bargaining power due to the relative increase of women earnings. When we include the

female-to-male income ratio as a control variable in the regression, the coe�cient of the

interaction term Post×Treated drops only marginally to 1.8% (Table D.1 column 1). How-

ever, consistent with the idea that the costs of patriarchal norms increase with women com-

petitive advantage, the e�ects of the reform are more pronounced among households with

income-earning wives (Table D.1 column 2) and where wives have more education than their

husbands (Table D.1 column 3). Moreover, this coe�cient is robust to including age (instead

of cohort) �xed e�ects (Table D.1 column 4), expressing the treatment in terms of share of

a�ected family members (Table D.1 column 5), and replacing the controls for children and

working adults with numbers instead of shares (Table D.1 column 6).
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Figure D.1: Investment in Pension Funds: Treated vs Control Households

The �gure plots coe�cient estimates of α̂t from the following regression PensionFundi,t = βXi,t + αt + εi,t where
PensionFundi,t = 1 if household i invests in pension funds at time t. Control (C) and Treated (T) households heads are
between 25 and 60 years of age. Controls includes age, education, income decile, number of children, number of income-earning
adults, sector of occupation FE, region FE.
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Table D.1: The E�ect of Pension Reform on Headship: Robustness

This table shows the coe�cient estimates for a linear regression of female headship. Post is an indicator variable that takes
value 1 after the pension reform, that is, in years 1993 and 1995. Treated is an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if at
least one household member is a�ected by the reform. The sample consists of two-spouse households in the 1989, 1991, 1993,
and 1995 surveys. In columns 2 and 3 we restrict the sample to households with an income-earner wife and where the wife
has higher education than the husband respectively. Robust standard errors in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate statistical
signi�cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.

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

Post X Treated 0.018∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗ 0.031∗∗ 0.018∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.011) (0.015) (0.006) (0.005)

Post X Treated Share 0.069∗∗∗

(0.013)

Income FtM ratio 0.143∗∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.143∗∗∗ 0.143∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.015) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008)

% Children -0.006 -0.004 -0.093∗∗ -0.015 -0.006
(0.014) (0.024) (0.045) (0.014) (0.014)

% HH Memebers in LF -0.077∗∗∗ -0.068 -0.174∗∗ -0.067∗∗∗ -0.094∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.046) (0.084) (0.025) (0.026)

# Children 0.005∗∗∗

(0.002)

# HH Memebers in LF 0.002
(0.004)

Other Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cohort (HH Head) FE Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Age (HH Head) FE No No No No Yes No

Sector (HH Head) FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 20185 10370 3251 20185 20185 20185
adj. R2 0.166 0.129 0.166 0.168 0.167 0.166
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