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Abstract

This study examines the relationship between trust, financial literacy, and finan-
cial behavior driving retirement security for older U.S. households. Our novel trust
measures reveal that trust in financial institutions positively influences behaviors con-
ducive to retirement security, while trust in government programs has a negative im-
pact. Two aggregate measures—Broad Trust and Institutional Trust—are significantly
associated with key outcomes, controlling on financial literacy, and these outperform
the Trust in People metric commonly used in previous studies. We also highlight
strong effects of Institutional Trust and financial literacy for racial and ethnic minori-
ties. Our results can inform the development of programs and policies aimed at en-

hancing retirement security.

1 Introduction

The long-term move away from defined benefit to defined contribution retirement ac-
counts has meant that workers must now determine on their own how much and where to
save, and how to invest to build retirement security. This shift has heightened interest in
understanding how trust helps shape peoples’ financial decision making and retirement
saving behavior. Here, we define trust as the expectation that individuals, institutions, or
systems will act fairly, reliably, and in alignment with established norms, especially in con-
texts of uncertainty or incomplete information. Clearly, understanding how and whether
people trust financial institutions is essential in helping them prepare for a successful re-

tirement.

This paper uses a specially-designed module from the US Health and Retirement Study
(HRS) to investigate how trust is tied to three key behaviors associated with retirement
security: having a retirement account, holding stocks in/outside retirement accounts, and
household net wealth. Our sample of older adults provides perspective on this group’s
financial behaviors and how it is linked to our new measures emphasizing trust in financial

institutions and government programs, as well as the conventional trust in people metric



used in many past studies. We illuminate how our outcomes of interest are linked to these
trust measures, and we also explore the additional role of financial literacy. Finally, we

explore heterogeneity in trust and financial literacy across Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics.

Our paper contributes to a large literature on trust and how it influences financial behav-
ior (c.f., Guiso et al., 2008; El-Attar and Poschke, 2011} Sapienza and Zingales, |2012; Dro-
betz et al., 2023; Limbach et al., 2023} (Gurun and Booth, 2024). Previous studies have also
investigated the relationship between trust, retirement planning, and savings, providing
suggestive evidence that trust does enhance financial decisions pertinent to retirement out-
comes (c.f., (Guiso et al., 2008; Agnew et al., 2012; Balloch et al., 2015; Ricci and Caratelli,
2017; Burke and Hung), 2021; [Haran Rosen and Sade, 2022a; Deaves et al., [2022} |Galiani
et al., 2022). Nevertheless, most prior trust research has relied on the conventional Trust in
People question — specifically “how much do you trust in people?” — taken from the World
Values Survey (c.f., Johnson and Mislin, 2012} |Sapienza and Zingales, [2012). Responses
to that question have been linked to financial inclusion and lending patterns (c.f., Galiani
et al., 2022; Nicolas et al,, 2023), retirement planning behavior (c.f., Ricci and Caratelli,
2017), and stock market participation (e.g. Guiso et al., 2008} El-Attar and Poschke, 2011
Oehler et al., 2023). Trust in People has also been shown to be positively correlated with
institution-specific measures of trust, such as trust in banks and financial advisors (c.f.,

Lesmeister et al., 2022;|Van der Cruijsen et al., 2023; Kettlewell and Tymula, 2024)

Despite these contributions, studies relying mainly on the Trust in People metric are un-
likely to capture the often nuanced and multidimensional nature of trust driving house-
hold behavior contributing to retirement security. For example, trust in financial insti-
tutions could drive more retirement savings, whereas having more trust in government
programs such as Social Security and Medicare could offset private savings. For this rea-
son, it is useful to learn more about how more detailed trust measures shape retirement

saving, investment, and wealth.

10Other authors have focused on particular institutions: for example, trust in insurance companies has been
found to be negatively correlated with health behavior (e.g. |[Darden and Macis| 2024). This could be due to
instances where insurer incentives may not be aligned with policyholders’ best interests (Darden and Macis,
2024). See also Fuentes et al.|(2023) and |Van der Cruijsen et al.[(2023).



To uncover more nuanced measures of trust, we employ several new survey questions to
measure trust in specific financial institutions such as mutual funds, financial advisors,
banks, and insurance companies, and trust in government programs such as Social Secu-
rity and Medicare/Medicaid, alongside the widely used Trust in People metric. We also
construct two aggregate measures of trust, namely Trust in Financial Institutions and
Trust in Government Programs. We find that people who trust financial institutions also
exhibit more financial behaviors conducive to retirement security, whereas those who trust
government programs are less likely to save and invest for retirement. Additionally, we
identify two aggregate elements of trust using principal components analysis (PCA). One
metric, Broad Trust, embeds respondents’ trust in people, financial institutions, and gov-
ernment programs; it is also positively associated with financial behaviors conducive to
retirement security. Specifically, a one-unit increase in Broad Trust is linked to a 6% higher
probability of having a retirement account, a 9% higher likelihood of holding stocks, and
an additional $10,300 in net wealth (a 2% increase in average wealth). This measure is
more comprehensive than the simpler Trust in People metric used in prior studies as it
incorporates multiple dimensions of trust, reduces correlation across trust measures, and
reduces measurement error by averaging responses across several questions. Our second
metric, Institutional Trust, is positively associated with trust in mutual funds and finan-
cial advisors, but negatively with Trust in Government Programs, and only weakly linked
to Trust in People. This second metric is also significantly and positively correlated with
financial behaviors conducive to retirement security. Specifically, a one-unit increase in In-
stitutional Trust corresponds to a 19% greater probability of having a retirement account,
a 20% higher likelihood of holding stocks, and an additional $7,4000 in net wealth (a 1.3%

increase in average wealth).

We conclude that both Broad Trust and Trust in Financial Institutions (specifically, mu-
tual funds and financial advisors) are positively associated with retirement saving and
investment. Conversely, those with higher Trust in Government Programs save less, in-
dicative offsetting or crowding out behavior. Our study highlights the importance of ex-
tending trust metrics to include a wider range of financial institutions and government

programs, to gain a deeper understanding of how trust shapes retirement security beyond



the conventional Trust in People measure.

We recognize that the relationship between trust and retirement outcomes is also likely to
be influenced by other factors. For instance, trust could be linked to people’s financial lit-
eracy levels, while the measured impact of financial literacy on financial behaviors could
be mitigated by controlling for trust, particularly in financial institutions. Moreover, trust
can shape individuals” willingness to engage with financial products, as well as enhance
the effectiveness of financial advice and education, while financial literacy could enhance
trust by equipping individuals with the knowledge to make better informed decisions.
For instance, prior research has highlighted the role of financial literacy in retirement plan-
ning and saving (e.g., Klapper et al. (2013); [Lusardi and Mitchell| (2014, 2023)), but little is
known about the potential correlation between trust and financial literacy. For this reason,
we extend prior work linking trust and financial literacy (e.g., [Ricci and Caratelli (2017);
van Der Cruijsen et al.| (2021); [Fisch and Seligman! (2022)) by testing whether both influ-
ence financial decision making. For instance, Deaves et al. (2022) showed that financial
literacy and Trust in People both increase equity market participation, while Balloch et al.
(2015) connected stock market literacy and institutional trust to stock market participation.
Nevertheless, it is not yet clear whether trust in financial institutions and government pro-
grams has distinct effects on financial decision-making compared to financial literacy, or
whether these factors exert essentially similar influences. This gap in understanding exists
across the general population and is particularly relevant among older adults, who are a

central focus of this study.

Our findings below confirm that our detailed trust measures and financial literacy do have
distinct and economically significant effects on financial decisions enhancing retirement
security. We also document low and sometimes negative correlations between them, de-
pending on the specific metrics used. Moreover, our empirical results reveal important
population heterogeneity, in that Blacks and Hispanics exhibit lower Trust in People and
in Financial Institutions than do Whites, and they also score lower on financial literacy
measures. By contrast, they are more likely to Trust in Government Programs. As a re-

sult, enhancing both Institutional Trust and financial literacy among Blacks and Hispanics



would be expected to enhance retirement account ownership, as well as equity market par-

ticipation.

In what follows, we first describe the data used for our analysis, followed by a discussion
of our methods. Next we analyze results, and we conclude by discussing how to influ-
ence trust as well as education programs and regulatory policies could enhance financial

decision making and retirement security.

2 Data

Our empirical analysis utilizes data from an experimental module we developed and
fielded in the nationally representative survey of adults age 50+ in the US Health and Re-
tirement Study (HRS)EIA unique advantage of the HRS is that we can append to our mod-
ule additional information on respondents collected over several prior waves. The HRS
collects a wide range of information regarding individual and household financial sta-
tus, socio-demographic characteristics, and additional attributes of individuals and house-
holds. This provides a detailed view of the outcomes of financial decisions throughout the
life cycle, allowing for an assessment of the impact of financial literacy and trust on retire-

ment outcomesﬁ

Our main investigation focuses on the 2020 wave which included our questions about
respondents’ trust in people, financial institutions, and government programs that could
influence financial decision making and hence retirement security. The detailed trust ques-
tions asked respondents to provide a rating from 0 to 10 in response to the following ques-
tions:

“"How much do you trust:

* people in general?

e mutual funds?

2For further detail see https:/ /hrs.isr.umich.edu/
3



financial advisors?

banks?

® insurance companies ?

Social Security?

Medicare or Medicaid?”
The key outcome variables for our analysis are three:

¢ Having a retirement account: A binary variable indicating whether the respondent

had a retirement account.

¢ Holding stocks: A binary variable indicating whether the respondent held stocks in

retirement or other accounts.

¢ Total net household wealth: A continuous variable representing household’s total
net wealth, winsorized at the 1%; it includes both financial and real estate assets, net

of debt.

The HRS module was assigned to a randomly selected 10% of the full HRS survey. For the
present study, we excluded respondents who did not answer the trust-related questions;
the resulting sample size is 1,286. This module also included the ”Big Three” financial
literacy questions (Mitchell and Lusardi, 2011), from which we construct a financial lit-
eracy index (FinLit) as the sum of three questions answered correctly. Additionally, we
make use of the richness of the HRS dataset to control on variables that might also affect
our outcomes of interest. These include age, gender, marital status, income, education,

race/ethnicity, cognitive ability, number of children, and willingness to take risksE] For a

“HH net Wealth ranges from a minimum of $59,995 to a maximum of $8,908,285. Positive wealth includes
financial assets, housing, vehicles, and businesses, while negative wealth is due to debt.

*Including controls for cognitive ability, beliefs, and financial status did not add to the model’s explanatory
power, provide additional insights into the investigation, or change main conclusions.



full description of variables see Table E]

Table 1] presents descriptive statistics for the key outcomes and control variables in our
dataset. Because the HRS sample is older than average, it has somewhat more net wealth
and holds more equity compared to the overall US population. Nevertheless, net wealth
levels for this age group are similar to those in the Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of
Consumer Finances data (https:/ /www.federalreserve.gov/econres/scfindex.htm), con-

firming the representativeness of the HRS older respondents.

%The longitudinal aspect of this dataset also allowed us to investigate how stable respondents’ trust measures
were over time, to a limited extent. The HRS included a single question asking respondents how much they
trusted neighbors in their local areas (within a 20-minute walking distance from their home) on a scale from
1-7; 10% of the sample received this question in different survey waves. Over the lifetime of the survey, we
found that 10,641 respondents answered this question more than once. Our investigation of the stability
of this question found that 75% of respondents’ scores remained the same or differed by a single point,
indicating that this trust measure was very stable over time.



Table 1: Variable Definitions and Descriptive Statistics

Variable Name Definition N  Mean Std.Dew.
Dependent Variables

Retirement Account Ownership  Binary: 1 if respondent has a retirement account 1,241 034 0.48
Stock Ownership Binary: 1 if respondent holds stocks, in retirement or other accounts 1,286 032 0.47
Total Net Household Wealth Total net household wealth, winsorized at 1% ($100k) 1,286 5.61 11.19
Trust Measures

Trust in Mutual Funds Trust level in mutual funds, scale 1-10 (10 = highest trust) 1,205 4.89 293
Trust in Financial Advisors Trust level in financial advisors, scale 1-10 1,246 497 3.00
Trust in Banks Trust level in banks, scale 1-10 1,268  6.08 2.85
Trust in Insurance Companies Trust level in insurance companies, scale 1-10 1,262  4.86 2.75
Trust in Medicare/Medicaid Trust level in Medicare and Medicaid, scale 1-10 1,265  6.36 2.60
Trust in Social Security Trust level in Social Security, scale 1-10 1,267 635 2.67
Trust in People General trust in people, scale 1-10 1,276  6.31 2.51
Trust in Financial Institutions Average trust in mutual funds, advisors, banks and insurance companies 1,277 558 2.16
Trust in Government Programs ~ Average trust in Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid 1,274 483 2.27
Broad Trust First principal component from PCA, capturing a broad measure of trust 1,180 0 1.86
Institutional Trust Second principal component from PCA, capturing a measure of institutional trust 1,180 0 1.08
Financial Literacy Measures

FinLit Index Sum of correct answers to the "Big Three” financial literacy questions (0-3 scale) 1,286  2.05 0.91
All FinLit 3 correct Binary: 1 if all ”Big Three” financial literacy questions answered correctly 1,286  0.38 0.49
Control Variables

Age 50-59 Binary: 1 if aged 50-59 1,286 0.24 0.43
Age 60-69 Binary: 1 if aged 60-69 1,286 042 0.49
Age 70+ Binary: 1 if aged 70 or older 1,286 0.34 0.47
Male Binary: 1 if male 1,286 0.41 0.49
White Binary: 1 if White 1,286 0.65 0.48
Black/African American Binary: 1 if Black/African American 1,286 0.22 041
Hispanic Binary: 1 if Hispanic 1,286 0.16 0.36
Race, Other Binary: 1 if a race other than White or Black 1,286  0.06 0.24
Married Binary: 1 if married 1,286  0.57 0.50
Education, College+ Binary: 1 if at least college educated 1,286  0.30 0.46
Good Health Binary: 1 if in good, very good, or excellent health 1,286 0.73 0.44
Number of Children Number of children reported 1,232 2.85 1.90
Memory Score Score from a memory test assessing cognitive ability 1,285 10.43 3.53
Total Household Income ($100k) Household income in hundreds of thousands 1,286  0.29 0.45

Note: This table presents descriptions and descriptive statistics for the HRS 2020 Trust Module survey data.



Figure (1| provides an initial exploration of the relationships between our measured trust
variables and financial literacy, highlighting how trust and financial literacy may influ-
ence financial outcomes differently. The correlations are generally low between the FinLit
index and the specific trust measures: Trust in People, Trust in Mutual Funds, Trust in
Financial Advisors, Trust in Banks, Trust in Insurance Companies, Trust in Social Security,
and Trust in Medicare/Medicaid, with all values below 0.16. Notably, some correlations
are even negative, particularly Trust in Banks, Insurance Companies, Social Security, and
Medicare/Medicaid. Appendix|Al|presents a full correlation table, confirming that inter-
correlations among different trust measures are also relatively modest (below 0.5), except
between Trust in Mutual Funds and Financial Advisors (0.65), and Trust in Advisors and
Banks (0.54). This pattern indicates that trust responses vary across different contexts and

suggest distinct implications for saving, investment, and wealth management behaviors.

Correlation with FinLit Index
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Figure 1: Correlation with FinLit Index for various variables.



3 Methods

In what follows, we first investigate the empirical relationship between trust, financial lit-
eracy, and financial behaviors such as having a retirement account, holding stocks in/outside
of retirement accounts, and net household wealth. We also control on sociodemographics
including age, sex, marital status, race, number of children, education, income, and num-
ber of children, as well as the respondent’s health status, memory score, and willingness

to take risks.

Specifically, we estimate multivariate regressions where each respondent is subscripted i:
Y;, the dependent variable, is regressed on T'P; the level of Trust in People; 7'I;;, the level
of trust in the j relevant institution/government programs; and F;, the financial literacy
index. Additionally, we control for additional respondent characteristics X; resulting in

the following model:

Y;‘:Ckg—l—ﬂg*TPi—l—ﬁg*Ej*TIji—l-ﬁl*Fi+64*XZ'—|—€Z‘ (1)

For the two binary dependent variables (having a retirement account and holding stocks),
we use Logit regressions and report average marginal effects to indicate the effect of a
given predictor on the probability of the outcome. For the continuous dependent variable
(household net wealth), we employ median regression (quantile regression at the 50th per-

centile), as wealth is skewed.

4 Analysis of Detailed Trust Measures

The estimated effects of our detailed trust measures (in institutions and government pro-
grams) as well as trust in people and financial literacy, on the three key outcomes of in-
terest are provided in Table 2| The table first presents average marginal effects from the

Logit models on the likelihood of having a retirement account and investing in stocks,and

10



followed by those from median regression models on household net wealth. (Full results

including the additional controls appear in Appendix|A2])

Table 2: Relationship between detailed trust questions and three retirement behaviors:
Average marginal effects for Logit (cols 1-4) and median regression models (cols 5-6)

Note: Average marginal effects for Logit and marginal effects for the median regression models shown.For
variable definitions see Table [T
*p < 0.10,* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

Overall, we observe a generally positive and significant association between trust in mu-
tual funds and financial advisors across all three retirement outcomes. Specifically, a one-
unit increase in trust in mutual funds and financial advisors increases the likelihood of
having a retirement account by 2 and 1.5 percentage points, respectively (or 6% and a 4%
increase over the mean). They also raise the probability of investing in stocks by 3 and
1 percentage points respectively (or 10% and 4% increase over the mean). The median
wealth estimates are less robust, with only trust in financial advisors statistically signifi-
cantly associated with a $9,300 increase in wealth (or 2%). Trust in People is not significant

in models including the detailed trust measures.

Extending prior studies that only control on Trust in People, our results confirm that Trust
in People is only statistically significant and positive for holding stocks, with a one-unit
increase in trust associated with a 10 percentage point greater likelihood of holding equity
(or 3%)[] In other words, our results underscore the importance of considering trust in
multiple institutions and programs, and that responses to the Trust in People do not reveal

the importance of other trust dimensions.

Interestingly, Table[2|also indicates a negative association between trust in Medicare/Medicaid
and the likelihood of having a retirement account or holding stocks. A one-unit increase
in trust in Medicare/Medicaid raises the likelihood by 19 and 17 percentage points (or 6%

and 5% respectively). This suggests that when people believe the government will care for

"Oehler et al(2023) reported that this trust factor was negatively correlated with risk-taking, whereas our
study identifies a positive connection. Our outcomes are robust even when we control on a comprehensive
vector of factors including measures of life satisfaction and depression that account for the personality traits
that they address in their work. Nevertheless, we focus on a larger and older population here, while their
study examined a small sample of students.

11



them in retirement, they are less likely to save and invest in equity. This finding contrasts
somewhat with the wealth results, where greater trust in Medicare/Medicaid is positively
and significantly associated with higher net wealth. Specifically, a one-unit increase in
trust in those institutions is linked to $8,500 (or 1.5%) higher wealth. One possible ex-
planation for this outcome is that individuals who trust Medicare/Medicaid may allocate
their resources differently, such as investing more in real estate or avoiding excessive debt.
Such behaviors can significantly contribute to overall wealth, but would not necessarily be

captured through retirement accounts or stock holdings.

The analysis also reveals that FinLit is positively and statistically significantly associated
with all three outcomes considered, even after controlling for trust in people, financial
institutions, and government programs. Marginal effects indicate that, for a one-unit in-
crease in the financial literacy index (one additional correct answer), the probability of
having a retirement account rises by 6 to 6.5 percentage points (19% to 21%), and the prob-
ability of investing in stocks increases by 7 percentage points (22%), depending on the spec-
ification. The wealth median regression implies that respondents would have $30,300 to
$31,100 more net HH wealth for each additional correct financial literacy question, equiv-

alent to a 6% to 7% increase in wealth, depending on the specification.

Taken together, these findings underscore the importance of financial literacy for individ-

uals over the age of 50, with the measured effects comparable to those in prior studiesﬁ

$Two prior studies reported around a 20% increase in planning for retirement given a one-unit higher financial
literacy score (Bucher-Koenen and Lusardi, 2011} |[Lusardi and Mitchell, 2011). In the present instance, we
find a 19% increase in the chance of actually having a retirement account (not simply planning to save for
retirement). Our estimate of the impact of financial literacy on the chance of stock market participation is
smaller, 22%, compared to two prior studies reporting about a 40% increase (e.g., [Van Rooij et al., 2011}
Bucher-Koenen et al.,[2021). Our estimates of the effect of financial literacy on net wealth are slightly lower
than previous work which focused on younger individuals. Thus [van Roojj et al.[(2012) concluded that a
one-unit improvement in the financial literacy index was consistent with about a 10% higher level of average
wealth in the EU, versus 6%-7% in our data. The attenuated effect observed in our study could stem from the
demographic characteristics of our sample. Older respondents typically possess more assets and have had
more opportunities to accumulate wealth over their lifetimes than do younger people, which could dilute
the apparent impact of financial literacy on wealth accumulation for the older sample. This demographic
may have augmented its wealth through various channels not strictly tied to financial literacy, such as via
inheritances, real estate appreciation, or the natural compounding of assets over time, rather than through
direct application of financial knowledge.

12



5 Analyses of Alternative Trust Measures

5.1 Trust in Financial Institutions and in Government Programs

To reduce the dimensionality of the trust metrics responses, we also group them into two
aggregate measures: Trust in Financial Institutions, and Trust in Government Programs.

These are defined as follows:

* Trust in Financial Institutions refers to the respondent’s average trust in mutual

funds, financial advisors, banks, and insurance companies.

¢ Trust in Government Programs is the respondent’s average trust in Social Security

and Medicaid /Medicare.

In our empirical investigation, we use these two aggregate variables, as well as Trust in
People, to provide an overall understanding of how they are associated with the key out-
comes of interest. The correlation between these two trust measures and Trust in People
is 0.41 for Trust in Financial Institutions and 0.25 for Trust in Government Programs,
indicating that our two new trust measures do capture distinct and additional dimensions

beyond the simple Trust in People query.

Table 3| reports estimated multivariate regression results from models that include our ag-
gregate trust measures constructed using respondents’” average trust levels in financial in-
stitutions and government programs, instead of the more detailed specific trust variables
presented above. As before, we report marginal effects for both the Logit and median

wealth models. (Full results are provided in Appendix|A3})

This table highlights that Trust in Financial Institutions is positively and significantly
associated with all three financial behaviors associated with retirement security, whereas
Trust in Government Programs is negative and statistically significant. Specifically, a one-
unit increase in Trust in Financial Institutions is associated with a 2.1 and 2.4 percentage

point higher probability of having a retirement account and holding stocks, respectively

13



(for an increase of 6% and 7.5%). This same group holds $17,800 more net household
wealth (or 3.2%). Conversely, a one-unit increase in Trust in Government Programs corre-
sponds to a 2.4 and 2.1 percentage point lower probability of having a retirement account
and holding stocks, respectively (or 4% and 6%). This group also holds $8,900 less in net
household wealth (or 1.6%). Additionally, Trust in People is no longer statistically sig-
nificant when controlling for our other two aggregate trust metrics, suggesting that these
broader measures provide a more robust capture of the underlying constructs influencing

financial behaviors.

A second takeaway from Table [3|is that the effect of financial literacy remains both eco-
nomically and statistically significant. Moreover, the effect is large: a one-unit increase in
financial literacy is associated with a 6.5 percentage point higher probability of having a
retirement account (or 19%) and a 7.3 percentage point (or 23%) greater chance of hold-
ing stocks. Furthermore, a one-unit increase in financial literacy corresponds to a $34,600
(or 6%) increase in net household wealth in the models incorporating our aggregate trust

measures.

14



Table 3: Relationship between aggregate trust questions and three retirement behaviors:
Average marginal effects for Logit (cols 1-2) and median regression models (col 3)

Median
Logit models, average marginal effects regression
Has Hold stocks in Total HH
retirement /out retirement wealth
account (1/0) accounts (1/0) ($100Kk)
1) () 3)
FinLit 0.065*** 0.073%** 0.346%**
(0.015) (0.014) (0.078)
Trust in People 0.02 0.004 -0.026
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Trust in Fin Inst 0.021*** 0.024x** 0.178%**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.032)
Trust in Gov Progs -0.12* -0.013* -0.089***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.033)
Controls Y Y Y
N 1,162 1,207 1,207
Pseudo R? 0.26 0.29 0.19

Note: Estimated Logit marginal effects and marginal effects from the median regression models reported. For
variable definitions see Table

5.2 Principal Component Analysis

Another method of reducing the dimensionality of the trust variables uses Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA), a statistical technique that transforms a set of correlated variables
into a set of uncorrelated components, ordered by the amount of variance they explain in
the data. PCA is valuable as it lets the data determine the underlying structure of trust
measures without imposing subjective priors. This data-driven approach identifies key
trust dimensions relevant to retirement outcomes, ensuring statistical robustness and en-

hancing interpretabilityﬂ An advantage of using PCA is that it addresses multicollinearity

El-Attar and Poschke (2011) studied how eight different trust questions affected peoples” decisions to buy
homes and save, but did not investigate both trust and financial literacy together, as we do here. They

15



issues in regression models that may arise when including several potentially correlated
trust variables. Moreover, it allows us to investigate alternative measures of trust whose

components are orthogonal to each other.

We conducted a PCA analysis on all seven detailed trust questions, including trust in fi-
nancial institutions, government programs, and in people. Figure [2| plots the resulting
variables’ eigenvalues for each component identified by the PCA. An eigenvalue in excess
of 1 indicates that the component is statistically significant. The plot shows that the first
and second components are statistically significant in the PCA decomposition (e.g. |Abdi

and Williams| (2010)).

Eigenvalues

Figure 2: Scree plot of eigenvalues after PCA

Note: This plot illustrates the eigenvalues of the components extracted from the PCA. It documents that two
components have eigenvalues greater than 1, indicating that these components account for a significant

portion of the variance in the data.

Table[d|presents the principal components (eigenvectors) showing how each variable loads
into the components. These factor loadings indicate the degree to which each individual
trust measure contributes to the composite measure, helping us interpret the components.
The first component has similar-sized loadings, between 0.3 and 0.41 on all of the specific

trust measures, capturing a general sense of trust. Accordingly, we call it Broad Trust.

reported only one statistically significant trust variable.
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Broad trust differs from the Trust in People measure, as it incorporates multiple dimen-
sions of trust, reduces correlation across trust measures, and reduces measurement error

by averaging responses across several questions.

We call the second PCA component Institutional Trust, which is strongly associated with
trust in financial institutions and government programs: it has a high loading of 0.41 on
trust in mutual funds, the most relevant institution for retirement investments and equity
participation. It also has a high loading of 0.38 on trust in financial advisors, indicat-
ing the importance of these intermediaries for financial decisionsm This second compo-
nent shows a large negative loading for trust in Social Security (-0.55) and trust in Medi-
care/Medicaid (-0.56), implying a negative association between trust in government pro-
grams that substitute for private saving. There is also a positive loading of 0.25 for Trust

in People

Table 4: Principal components (eigenvectors) from PCA trust investigation

Variable Component 1 - Broad Trust Component 2 - Institutional Trust
Trust in people 0.30 0.25
Trust in mutual funds 0.38 0.41
Trust on financial advisor 0.40 0.38
Trust in banks 0.41 0.07
Trust in insurance companies 0.38 0.04
Trust in Social Security 0.39 -0.55
Trust in Medicare/Medicaid 0.38 -0.56

Note: This table presents the eigenvectors corresponding to the principal components extracted from the
principal component analysis of the trust variables, on a scale from 1-10. Each column represents a principal
component, and each row represents the loading of a variable on that component. The eigenvectors indicate
the weight or contribution of each variable to the respective principal component. Higher absolute values
suggest a stronger association between the variable and the component.

By construction, Broad Trust is strongly correlated with our detailed trust questions, while

"When running the PCA without including the response to the financial advisor question, the loading shifts
to the trust in banks question, while all other loadings remain the same. This suggests that, in the context of
financial and investment decisions, trust in banks may also capture some of the effects typically associated
with trust in financial intermediaries.

""'The 2020 HRS survey also included a dedicated module on the COVID-19 pandemic, allowing us to examine
the relationship between financial literacy, trust measures, and a contemporaneous financial outcome. This
analysis demonstrates that our measured variables are connected to real-time financial decisions. Specifi-
cally, we investigated whether respondents experienced financial hardship due to the pandemic. Although
the sample size is relatively small, a Logit analysis reveals a negative and statistically significant effect of
Broad Trust on financial hardship, while no significant effects were found for Institutional Trust or financial
literacy.
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Institutional Trust has a more nuanced relationship with the detailed trust responses (See
Appendix[AT). Broad Trust is also strongly correlated with Trust in Financial Institutions
(0.96) and Trust in Government Programs (0.6). By contrast, Institutional Trust has a
correlation of 0 with Trust in financial Institutions and -0.41 with Trust in Government
Programs, suggesting that the PCA variables capture more nuanced dimensions of trust
than the average measures. Additionally, the two PCA variables are positively correlated
with financial literacy, though the correlations are low (0.02 for Broad Trust and 0.14 for

Institutional Trust).

Next, we use the PCA measures Broad Trust and Institutional Trust in place of the more
detailed trust variables. This approach enables a clearer analysis of the distinct effects of

different types of trust on retirement outcomes.

Results are presented in Table |5l This table shows estimated marginal effects for the Logit
and the median regression models. (The full set of estimates appears in Appendix )

Table 5: Relationship between PCA trust factors and three retirement behaviors: Average
marginal effects for Logit (cols 1-2) and median regression model (col 3)

Median
Logit models, average marginal effects regression

Has retirement Hold stocks in/out  Total HH wealth
Variables account (1/0) retirement accounts (1/0) ($100k)
FinLit 0.065%** 0.072%** 0.349***

(0.015) (0.014) (0.071)
Broad Trust 0.020%** 0.028*** 0.103***

(0.007) (0.006) (0.020)
Institutional Trust 0.063*** 0.065*** 0.074*

(0.014) (0.013) (0.044)
Controls Y Y Y
N 1,079 1,123 1,123
Pseudo R? 0.27 0.30 0.19
Mean dep var 0.34 0.32 5.61

Note: Estimated Logit marginal effects and marginal effects from the median regression models reported. For
variable definitions see Table[ll
*p <0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Here, both Broad Trust and Institutional Trust are positively and statistically significantly

associated with all financial outcomes. The effects for Broad Trust range from a 2 percent-
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age point (6%) higher probability of having a retirement account and a 3 percentage point
(9%) higher probability of holding stocks to a 6.3 and 6.5 percentage point (19% and 20%)
higher probability, respectively, for Institutional Trust. In the net wealth regression, each
additional unit change in Broad Trust is associated with $10,300 (2%) more wealth, while
each additional unit change in Institutional Trust is associated with $7,400 (1,3%) more

wealth. These effects are generally consistent with those in Table 2|and Table

It is also interesting that the positive financial literacy effects remain statistically signifi-
cant and robust using the PCA variables, with effects comparable to those reported above.
Marginal effects indicate a 6.5 percentage points (19%) and 7 percentage points (23%) in-
crease in the probability of having a retirement account or holding stocks, respectively,
as well as a $34,900 (6%) increase in net household wealth for each additional point of

financial literacy.

To check robustness and assess the stability of our variables across age groups, we parti-
tioned the data into three (age 50-59, 6069, and 70+) and re-estimated the models in Table
Our findings indicate that the effects of trust and financial literacy on the likelihood of
having a retirement account and holding stocks decline with age, since older individuals
are more likely to be drawing down their savings and reducing exposure to equity market
shocks. This could also be consistent with literature showing that financial literacy de-
clines at older ages (e.g. Mitchell and Lusardi (2011)). By contrast, for net wealth, the age

effects are similar in the older age groups

The R? values in these regressions are higher than those in Tables 3|and 2| suggesting that
the two PCA factors explain more of the variance in outcomes compared to the previous
measures. This indicates that our new trust measures better capture the dimensions of trust
most relevant to retirement saving, investment, and wealth—particularly those derived

from Trust in People.

2Full regressions available upon request. Financial literacy has a statistically significant and positive effect,
ranging between $29,700 and $32,200 (equivalent to a 5-7% increase) depending on the age group. Broad
Trust is also statistically significant and positive, ranging from $8,000 to $11,100 (equivalent to a 2% increase).
Although Institutional Trust is not significant in these specifications, likely due to smaller sample sizes, its
coefficient estimates range between $8,500 and $10,800 (corresponding to a 2-3% increase).
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6 Heterogeneity by Race and Ethnicity

As discussed in the literature, levels of trust and financial literacy differ by race and ethnic-
ity. In Table @ we present the differences in means between Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics,
both separately and combinedE-I where we see that Blacks and Hispanics do differ from
Whites, yet they also share similar characteristics. Due to the small sample sizes and simi-
larities between the groups (particularly with regard to financial literacy and trust scores,

as described below), we pool Blacks and Hispanics into one group in what follows.

Table @ indicates that, in our data, both Black and Hispanics both are less likely to trust
people, mutual funds, and financial advisors, and they are also less financial literate com-
pared to Whites. Additionally, they are more likely to trust Medicare/Medicaid. Thus
greater trust may result from heavier reliance on these programs due to actual or antici-

pated benefits.

To gain further insight into the effects of financial literacy and trust, we also ran all mul-
tivariate models for Blacks and Hispanics, versus Whites, separately. By doing so, we can
identify potential heterogeneous effects and understand how financial behavior differs by
race/ethnicity. Table [7| shows the results of separate models for Whites and the pooled
Black/Hispanic samples, using the PCA trust factors. For having a retirement account
and holding stocks, Broad Trust has a non-significant and smaller effect for Blacks and
Hispanics than Whites, and it remains statistically significant for the White population.
By contrast, Institutional Trust is statistically significant across all outcomes for minori-
ties, with larger effect sizes than for Whites. Specifically, a one-unit higher Institutional
Trust score boosts the probability of having a retirement account by 3 percentage points
(25%) for minorities, compared to 8 percentage points (16%) for Whites. It also increases
the likelihood of investing in stocks by 4 percentage points (39%) for minorities, versus
8 percentage points (16%) for Whites. Finally, it increases net wealth for minorities by
$7,300 (4%), while the effect is non-significant for White respondents. In other words, In-

stitutional Trust has a larger measured impact on financial outcomes among Black and

We do not investigate other subgroups due to their small sample sizes.
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Table 6: Means and T-tests for differences between the full sample and racial/ethnicity
sub-groups

Variable All White (W) WwvsBlack W vsHispanic W vs Black/Hispanic
Mean Mean Diff and Sig  Diff and Sig Diff and Sig

Hold stocks in/out retirement accounts 0.32 0.47 0.35%** 0.397*** 0.37***
Has retirement account 0.34 0.50 0.37%** 0.40%** 0.38%**
Total net wealth ($100k), winsorized 1%  5.61 7.96 5.77*** 6.12%** 5.92%**
FinLit index 2.05 2.22 0.40%%* 0.48*** 0.43*%*
Trust in people 6.31 6.87 1.55%** 1.15%** 1.38%**
Trust in mutual funds 4.89 5.36 1.18*** 0.94*** 1.08***
Trust financial advisor 497 5.48 1.26*** 0.96%** 1.13***
Trust in banks 6.08 6.50 0.89*** 0.94%** 0.91***
Trust in insurance companies 4.86 4.89 -0.15 0.35 -0.06
Trust in Social Security 6.35 6.41 0.05 -0.11 0.02
Trust in Medicare/Medicaid 6.36 6.32 -0.28 -0.32 0.29*
Trust Fin Inst 5.58 5.81 0.46*** 0.45%** 0.46%%*
Trust Gov Prog 4.83 4.65 -0.43%** -0.76%** -0.57%**
Broad trust 0.00 0.24 0.51*** 0.47*%* 0.50%*
Institutional trust 0.00 0.19 0.54*** 0.47*** 0.51***
Age 50-59 (ref) 0.24 0.20 -0.09%** -0.07** -0.08***
Age 60-69 0.42 0.38 -0.09** -0.11%** -0.10***
Age 70+ 0.34 0.42 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18***
Male 0.41 0.42 0.05 0.00 -0.03
Married 0.57 0.63 0.26%** 0.02 0.16%**
Education, college+ 0.30 0.37 0.18*** 0.23%** 0.20%**
Good health 0.73 0.80 0.14%* 0.26*** 0.19***
#Children 2.85 2.66 -0.55%** -0.54*** -0.55***
Memory score 10.43 10.82 1.00*** 1.26%** 1.11%**
Willing take risk 5.82 5.78 0.03 -0.17 -0.06
Total HH income ($100k) 0.82 1.02 0.42%* 0.60%** 0.50%**
Sample Size 1286 731 274 203 477

Note: Means are presented for the full sample and the White population; T-tests for differences in means for
the ethnic/race sub-samples indicate the significance level of the differences. For variable definitions see Table
Significance levels for the T-test indicated as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

Hispanic respondents than for Whites. This highlights the novelty of our trust variables

and their ability to capture distinct aspects of trust for population subgroups.

The association of financial literacy and factors associated with retirement security also
remains consistent across the columns both for having a retirement account and holding
stocks. Although the coefficient estimate is smaller for Blacks/Hispanics than for Whites,
the marginal effect is larger due to lower means for Black and Hispanic respondents of the
outcome variables. Specifically, a one-unit improvement in the financial literacy score is

associated with a 5 percentage point (44%) increase in the probability of having a retire-
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Table 7: Relationship between PCA trust factors and three retirement behaviors by
Race/Ethnicity: Marginal effect for Logit (cols 1-2) and median regression models (cols
3-4)

Has retirement Hold stocks in/out Total HH wealth
account (1/0) retirement accounts (1/0) ($100k)
Variables White Black/ White Black/ White Black/
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

FinLit 0.085*** 0.050%** 0.106*** 0.035* 0.531*** 0.094

(0.023) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) (0.152) (0.058)
Broad trust 0.034*** 0.003 0.045%** 0.006 0.221*** 0.017

(0.011) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.081) (0.018)
Institutional trust 0.078*** 0.028* 0.076*** 0.039*** -0.169 0.073**

(0.021) (0.014) (0.019) (0.013) (0.129) (0.032)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 628 405 628 421 628 421
Pseudo R? 0.17 0.27 0.21 0.27 0.17 0.17
Mean dep var 0.5 0.11 0.47 0.10 7.96 2.04

Note: Regressions on sub-samples of the population. Estimated Logit marginal effects and median regression models
reported. The trust variables included are Broad Trust (first PCA component) and Institutional Trust (second PCA com-
ponent). For variable definitions see Table i}

*p < 0.10,* p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

ment account, versus an 8.5 percentage point (17%) increase for Whites. Additionally, a
one-unit increase in FinLit is linked to a 3.5 percentage point (35%) higher likelihood of in-
vesting in stocks for Blacks/Hispanics, compared to an 11 percentage point (23%) increase
for Whites. Interestingly, the same increase in financial literacy for Blacks and Hispanics is

not significantly associated with the level of household wealth

The fact that the effect of financial literacy on having a retirement account and holding
stocks is significant across racial and ethnic groups, combined with the lower levels of
financial literacy among Blacks and Hispanics, helps explain some of the gaps in retirement
and stock market savings for minorities versus Whites. This underscores the importance

of enhancing financial literacy in these communities, to mitigate such disparities.

"“We reran the model including all trust questions as in Table [2|and found that the magnitude of financial
literacy in these regressions is similar in size to those from using the PCA factors. Additionally, its association
with wealth levels is now statistically significant (additional results available upon request).
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7 Robustness Analysis

Next we conduct several additional robustness checks to assess the stability of our main
findings. First, we included additional controls such as religion, life satisfaction, depres-
sion, and self-rated memory. Importantly, these additional controls do not alter our main
results and provide no new insights (results available upon request). Second, we rerun
the PCA analysis excluding Trust in People. The resulting significant PCA components
closely align with Broad Trust (with similar loads across all available trust variables) and
Institutional Trust (characterized by high positive loadings for mutual funds and financial
advisors, and negative loadings for Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid), indicating

the robustness of the results discussed above (results available upon request).

Third, we also used an alternative financial literacy metric indicating whether or not the
respondent answered all three financial literacy questions correctly, in place of the FinLit
score. The re-analysis confirms our earlier findings (results available upon request). No-
tably, using this alternative financial literacy measure increases the association between
financial literacy and outcomes: the size of the marginal effect rises by between 30% and
98%, depending on the specification. Fourth, since some authors have noted the impor-
tance of self-confidence for financial decision making (e.g.,[Haran Rosen and Sade| 2022a}b;
Bucher-Koenen et al., 2023), we also included an indicator of whether the respondent said
“Don’t know”(results available upon request). Results remain robust and consistent; the
magnitude and significance of the trust factors and financial literacy remain unchanged in
these additional analyses, confirming that these exert independent influences, and are not

reflecting each others effects.

8 Discussion and Policy Implications

This study has explored the nuanced relationships between older peoples’ trust in insti-
tutions and government institutions, their financial literacy, and their financial decisions

enhancing retirement security. Using a novel survey design, we measure trust in financial
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institutions such as mutual funds, financial advisors, banks, and insurance companies, as
well as government programs like Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid. Our findings
demonstrate that the effects of trust on financial outcomes are multifaceted, surpassing the

influence of traditional measure of Trust in People emphasized in prior literature.

To better understand how different types of trust shape these outcomes, we examined both
specific responses to several trust questions, and we also aggregated them using two ap-
proaches. One generated two summary measures we called Trust in Financial Institutions
and Trust in Government Programs. The second approach using PCA, identified two
principal components we called Broad Trust and Institutional Trust. The former, Broad
Trust, refers to peoples’ overall trust in institutions as well as government programs, while
Institutional Trust accounts for both the positive effects of peoples’ trust in financial in-
stitutions and the negative effects of their trust in government programs for retirement
behaviors. We conclude that the PCA measures account for more nuance in the behav-
ioral outcomes than did the summary measures. Moreover, a one-unit increase in Broad
Trust raised the probability of having a retirement account by 6%, holding stocks by 9%,
and household net wealth by 2%, while a one-unit increase in Institutional Trust boosted
these outcomes by 19%, 20%, and 13% respectively. These metrics allow for a nuanced un-
derstanding of trust’s role in shaping financial outcomes, helping reconcile findings from
prior studies where the size and sign of trust changed depending on the specific mea-
sure. Moreover, we show that the effects of trust on retirement outcomes persist even after
controlling on financial literacy, highlighting the distinct and independent contributions of
both for retirement security. While endogeneity and reverse causality cannot be fully ruled
out, our extensive set of controls and our robustness analyses support the conclusion that
trust and financial literacy, separately and significantly, both influence retirement saving

and investment patterns.

Our analysis also revealed notable heterogeneity in the effects of trust across racial and
ethnic groups. Broad Trust had a smaller effect among Blacks and Hispanics compared
to Whites, while Institutional Trust exerted stronger effects for minorities, particularly in

raising the likelihood of owning retirement accounts and holding stocks. We also found
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that the effect of financial literacy among the minority population was larger than for
Whites. Combined with minoities” lower levels of both trust and financial literacy, these
findings help explain some why many are less likely to have retirement accounts and hold

stock.

These findings offer insight into opportunities for well-targeted policies to enhance retire-
ment saving, including trust-building efforts (e.g., |Galiani et al., 2022), especially among
racial and ethnic subgroups. Regulatory measures such as consumer protection, financial
stability oversight, and improved transparency in financial advisory services could also
foster greater trust in financial institutions (e.g.,|Adams, 2021} Sapienza and Zingales, [2012;
Fungacova et al., 2019; [Van der Cruijsen et al., [2023). Yet prioritizing the enhancement
of financial literacy could prove more beneficial than focusing solely on trust-building
measures. By improving financial education, particularly among diverse racial and eth-
nic groups, individuals may develop a stronger foundation for making informed financial
decisions, ultimately leading to more robust retirement savings. Finally, our investigation
underscores the crucial importance of trust in Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid,
both of which may offset private saving for retirement. Future research could investigate
how policymakers can enhance trust in these programs, while at the same time empha-
sizing their limitations, so as to encourage greater personal saving and participation in

financial markets.
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A Appendix

Table A1l: Correlation of main variables

Variable “m @ 6 @ 6 6B O © O (W @0 42 @13 @14 15 (16
(1) Has retirement account 1

(2) Hold stocks in/out retirement accounts ~ 0.78 1

(3) Total HH wealth ($100k), winsorized 1% 0.40 0.44 1

(4) FinLit index 029 031 022 1

(5) All FinLit 3 correct 030 032 020 0.83 1

(6) Trust in people 0.17 0.8 0.07 0.07 0.10 1

(7) Trust in mutual funds 027 031 018 011 016 035 1

(8) Trust in financial advisor 023 025 011 009 014 038 065 1

(9) Trust in banks 010 0.12 0.08 000 006 040 045 054 1

(10) Trust in insurance companies 0.06 0.07 0.04 -0.06 -0.01 030 044 048 049 1

(11) Trust in Social Security 0.00 002 0.04 -0.03 001 028 028 033 046 041 1

(12) Trust in Medicare/Medicaid -0.04 -0.02 001 -0.07 -0.02 024 030 033 044 040 0.79 1

(13) Broad Trust 016 019 011 002 009 057 070 075 077 072 072 071 1

(14) Institutional Trust 025 026 011 014 014 028 045 041 008 006 -059 -0.59 0.01 1

(15) Trust Financial Institutions 013 015 0.09 -0.02 0.04 041 059 077 081 078 064 070 096 0.00 1

(16) Trust Government Programs -0.02 0.00 005 -003 0.01 025 032 032 043 046 0.81 067 067 -041 061 1

Note: This table presents the correlation coefficients of retirement outcomes, financial literacy, and trust

variables including the Broad and Institutional Trust variables from the PCA (see text). The sample size is

1,286.
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Table A2: Relationship between detailed trust questions and three retirement behaviors:
Marginal effects for Logit (cols 1-4) and median regression models (cols 5-6)

Has Hold stocks in Total HH
retirement /out retirement wealth
account (1/0) accounts (1/0) ($100Kk)
Variables @ 2) 3) 4) ) 6)
FinLit 0.065*** 0.059*** 0.070*** 0.065*** 0.303*** 0.311***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.050) (0.073)
Trust in People 0.007 0.002 0.010* 0.002 -0.001 -0.037
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.014) (0.023)
Trust in mutual funds 1.149*** 0.031*** 0.053
(0.048) (0.006) (0.032)
Trust in financial advisor 1.105** 0.013** 0.093***
(0.048) (0.006) (0.032)
Trust in banks 0.969 -0.007 -0.028
(0.038) (0.006) (0.022)
Trust in insurance companies 0.973 -0.006 -0.021
(0.037) (0.006) (0.019)
Trust in Social Security 1.031 0.007 -0.054
(0.051) (0.007) (0.039)
Trust in Medicare/Medicaid 0.885** -0.017** 0.085**
(0.044) (0.007) (0.039)
Age 60-69 0.088*** 0.107*** 0.094*** 0.088*** 0.718*** 0.615***
(0.032) (0.032) (0.030) (0.031) (0.125) (0.172)
Age 70+ 0.107*** 0.129*** 0.149*** 0.153*** 1.519%** 1.537%**
(0.035) (0.036) (0.033) (0.034) (0.145) (0.200)
Male -0.017 -0.016 -0.011 -0.019 0.244** 0.179
(0.025) (0.026) (0.024) (0.025) (0.112) (0.131)
Black/Hispanics -0.215%** -0.181*** -0.194*** -0.170*** -0.894%** -0.741%**
(0.028) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) (0.161) (0.179)
Race, others -0.064 -0.034 -0.031 -0.003 -0.344 -0.023
(0.047) (0.047) (0.046) (0.045) (0.359) (0.311)
Married 0.090*** 0.085*** 0.077*** 0.066*** 0.415*** 0.502%**
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.114) (0.140)
Education, college+ 0.112*** 0.105*** 0.125*** 0.115*** 1.943%** 1.989***
(0.025) (0.026) (0.024) (0.025) (0.351) (0.338)
Good health 0.107*** 0.092*** 0.089*** 0.071** 0.195** 0.226*
(0.030) (0.031) (0.029) (0.030) (0.096) (0.125)
#Children -0.017*** -0.018*** -0.023*** -0.020*** -0.034** -0.045
(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.015) (0.029)
Memory score 0.009** 0.007* 0.004 0.002 -0.002 -0.009
(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.014) (0.018)
Willing take risk -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.005 -0.029** -0.029*
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.017)
HH income ($100k) 0.055*** 0.048*** 0.080*** 0.071*** 2.786*** 2.404***
(0.014) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.401) (0.418)
N 1,167 1,079 1,212 1,123 1,212 1,123
Pseudo R? 0.25 0.28 0.28 0.31 0.19 0.20

Note: Estimated Logit marginal effects and median regression models. For variable definitions see Table
*p < 0.10,* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
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Table A3: Relationship between aggregated trust questions and three retirement behaviors:
Marginal effects for logit (cols 1-2) and median regression models (col 3)

Median
Logit models, average marginal effects regression
Has Hold stocks in Total HH
retirement /out retirement wealth
account (1/0) accounts (1/0) ($100k)
1 3) ®)
FinLit 0.065*** 0.073*** 0.346***
(0.015) (0.014) (0.078)
Trust in People 0.02 0.004 -0.026
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Trust Financial Institutions 0.021*** 0.024*** 0.178***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.032)
Trust in Government Programs -0.12* -0.013* -0.089***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.033)
Age 60-69 0.093*** 0.095*** 0.674***
(0.032) (0.030) (0.170)
Age 70+ 0.105*** 0.144*** 1.526%**
(0.036) (0.033) (0.145)
Male -0.014 -0.017 0.168
(0.025) (0.024) (0.132)
Black/Hispanics -0.205*** -0.183*** -0.636***
(0.029) (0.028) (0.178)
Race, others -0.056 -0.021 0.009
(0.048) (0.046) (0.437)
Married 0.090%** 0.081*** 0.484***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.142)
Education, college+ 0.111*** 0.126*** 2.009***
(0.025) (0.024) (0.341)
Good health 0.1071*** 0.082%** 0.204*
(0.030) (0.030) (0.116)
#Children -0.017** -0.022%** -0.045
(0.007) (0.006) (0.029)
Memory score 0.009** 0.003 -0.013
(0.004) (0.003) (0.019)
Willing take risk 0.000 -0.003 -0.030*
(0.005) (0.005) (0.017)
HH income ($100k) 0.054*** 0.076*** 2.533%**
(0.014) (0.016) (0.427)
N 1,162 1,207 1,207
Pseudo R? 0.26 0.29 0.19

Note: Estimated Logit marginal effects and median regression models. For variable definitions see Table *p < 0.10,* p < 0.05,**p < 0.01
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Table A4: Relationship between PCA trust factors and three retirement behaviors:
Marginal effects for Logit (cols 1-2) and median regression models (col 3).

Has retirement Hold stocks in/out Total HH wealth
Variables account (1/0) retirement accounts (1/0) ($100k)
FinLit 0.065*** 0.072%** 0.349%**
(0.015) (0.014) (0.071)
Broad Trust 0.020%** 0.028%** 0.103***
(0.007) (0.006) (0.020)
Institutional Trust 0.063*** 0.065*** 0.074*
(0.014) (0.013) (0.044)
Age 60-69 0.109%** 0.099%** 0.735%**
(0.032) (0.031) (0.162)
Age 70+ 0.130*** 0.155*** 1.596*%*
(0.037) (0.034) (0.170)
Male -0.006 -0.005 0.202
(0.026) (0.024) (0.137)
Black/Hispanics -0.179%** -0.165%** -0.773%**
(0.028) (0.028) (0.175)
Race, others -0.041 -0.009 -0.055
(0.048) (0.046) (0.389)
Married 0.084*** 0.063** 0.482%**
(0.026) (0.025) (0.138)
Education, college+ 0.105*** 0.116*** 2.053***
(0.026) (0.025) (0.384)
Good health 0.086%** 0.062** 0.145
(0.031) (0.031) (0.111)
#Children -0.019%** -0.021%** -0.020
(0.007) (0.007) (0.025)
Memory score 0.007** 0.002 -0.010
(0.004) (0.003) (0.018)
Willing take risk 0.000 -0.004 -0.033**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.014)
HH income ($100k) 0.049*** 0.074*** 2.4209%**
(0.014) (0.017) (0.409)
N 1,079 1,123 1,123
Pseudo R? 0.27 0.30 0.19

Note: Estimated Logit marginal effects and median regression models. For variable definitions see Table
*p < 0.10, " p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
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Table A5: Relationship between PCA trust factors and three retirement behaviors by
Race/Ethnicity: Marginal effect for Logit (cols 1-2) and median regression models (cols
3-4)

Has retirement Hold stocks in/out Total HH wealth
account (1/0) retirement accounts (1/0) ($100k)
Variables White Black/ White Black/ White Black/
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
FinLit 0.085%** 0.050*** 0.106*** 0.035% 0.531*** 0.094
(0.023) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) (0.152) (0.058)
Broad trust 0.034*** 0.003 0.045%** 0.006 0.227*** 0.017
(0.011) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.081) (0.018)
Institutional trust 0.078*** 0.028* 0.076%** 0.039%** -0.169 0.073**
(0.021) (0.014) (0.019) (0.013) (0.129) (0.032)
Age 60-69 0.214*** -0.019 0.162*** 0.024 1.227*** 0.100
(0.049) (0.039) (0.048) (0.036) (0.450) (0.119)
Age 70+ 0.198*** 0.064 0.213%** 0.067 2.614%** 0.338**
(0.054) (0.042) (0.051) (0.045) (0.399) (0.154)
Male 0.027 -0.060* 0.007 -0.027 0.137 -0.005
(0.040) (0.033) (0.038) (0.030) (0.336) (0.098)
Married 0.091** 0.065** 0.080** 0.040 0.907*** 0.195
(0.038) (0.033) (0.038) (0.031) (0.343) (0.119)
Education, college+ 0.108*** 0.115%** 0.142%** 0.095%** 2.563*** 0.750
(0.039) (0.029) (0.036) (0.035) (0.668) (0.464)
Good health 0.077 0.061 0.076 0.003 0.573* 0.142
(0.049) (0.038) (0.048) (0.040) (0.295) (0.096)
#Children -0.019* -0.006 -0.022** -0.015* -0.046 -0.030
(0.011) (0.008) (0.010) (0.008) (0.095) (0.020)
Memory score 0.006 0.009** -0.001 0.008** 0.021 -0.006
(0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.058) (0.013)
Willing take risk 0.007 -0.009** 0.000 -0.011** 0.006 -0.012
(0.008) (0.004) (0.008) (0.005) (0.053) (0.011)
HH income ($100k) 0.051** 0.047*** 0.076*** 0.061* 3.227*** 1.565***
(0.020) (0.018) (0.020) (0.036) (0.632) (0.392)
Constant -3.263*** -0.168
(0.784) (0.217)
N 603 405 628 421 628 421
Pseudo R?/R? 0.17 0.27 0.21 0.27 0.17 0.14
Mean dep var 0.5 0.11 0.47 0.10 7.96 2.04

Note: Regressions on sub-samples of the population. Estimated Logit marginal effects and median regression models
reported. The trust variables included are Broad Trust (first PCA component) and Institutional Trust (second PCA compo-
nent). For variable definitions see Table

*p < 0.10, " p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
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