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Abstract
With China’s rise in the global economy, more couples participate in financial investing. Using the 2011 China Household 
Finance Survey, we examined factors influencing stock and fixed-income investments in the cities. Couples with urban 
residency were more likely to invest than couples without urban residency. Compared to traditional couples with highly-
educated husbands only, couples with only highly-educated wives invested similarly, whereas couples with two highly- 
(less-) educated spouses were more (less) likely to invest. Further, we investigated how these relationships were mediated 
by household income and wealth, financial literacy, information acquisition, and risk tolerance. Overall, our findings suggest 
that household investing is shaped by both family structure (i.e., spouses’ educational pairing) and institutional advantage 
(indicated by urban residency).
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Introduction

Over the past 20 years, Chinese society has experienced the 
growing scale and profitability of private investment as hap-
pening internationally. In this trend, a variety of countries 
have adopted financial markets and instruments, and indi-
viduals and institutions have been widely engaged in active 
financial management (Fligstein and Goldstein 2015; Kripp-
ner 2005). This trend has taken place within and across dif-
ferent social units, including governments (Pacewicz 2012), 
companies (Krippner 2005; Van der Zwan 2014), as well as 
households (Fligstein and Goldstein 2015; Nau 2013).

Private investing among families is gaining scholarly 
attention in the light of the growing inequity in household 
wealth. Participation in financial investing could be an 

important mechanism for the perpetuation and reproduc-
tion of economic inequalities. Indeed, prior studies dem-
onstrated that high-income households were more likely 
than low-income ones to make financial investments (Finke 
and Huston 2003), and income from financial investments 
further widened the gap between upper- and lower-income 
families (Nau 2013; Yao and Xu 2015). Other factors shap-
ing financial investing such as financial literacy (Hogarth 
et al. 2005; Van der Zwan 2014; Van Rooij et al. 2011), 
long-term financial plans (Yao and Xu 2015), and the toler-
ance of riskiness (Fligstein and Goldstein 2015) were also 
well documented.

However, two important factors affecting household 
financial decisions remain understudied: the rising levels of 
education among women and the migration of rural residents 
to urban areas (DiPrete and Buchmann 2013; Montgomery 
2008). Women’s higher educational attainment increased 
employment opportunities (Evertsson et al. 2009), made 
accumulation of assets more likely (Sanders and Porterfield 
2010), and raised financial literacy (Hogarth et al. 2005), 
all of which could enhance women’s bargaining power in 
financial decision-making within the family (Jianakoplos 
and Bernasek 2008). Meanwhile, increases in the number of 
rural-to-urban migrants might enlarge the demand for finan-
cial assets in the destination areas, which, in turn, would 
challenge the institutional arrangements to provide equal 
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financing opportunities and property protections for locals 
and migrants (Afridi et al. 2015; Cobb-Clark and Hildebrand 
2006; Osili and Paulson 2008; Wu 2004). The institutional 
privileges of the locals might motivate their participation in 
financial activities to a greater extent, thus further expanding 
their advantages compared to the migrants.

China provides a unique social context to examine 
how the above-mentioned neglected factors shape house-
hold financial investments. China’s financial market has 
been evolving rapidly since its stock market was formally 
launched in 1993. Chinese households could choose to invest 
in stocks, bonds, mutual funds, and other wealth manage-
ment products, and they did, putting about 12.4% of all 
assets in these financial products in 2015 (China Household 
Finance Survey and Research Center 2016). Additionally, 
the gender gap favoring men has narrowed and even closed 
at all levels of schooling in recent decades (Treiman 2013; 
Yeung 2013). Moreover, since the late 1980s, China has 
entered “the age of migration” (Liang 2001, p. 518): Tens of 
millions of migrants from rural regions moved to urban areas 
without changing their residency status (household registra-
tion or hukou, Liang 2001; Liang et al. 2014). Despite living 
in urban areas, under the hukou system, migrants who are 
formally registered in rural regions are “in effect treated as 
second-class citizens” at their places of destination, because 
they have limited access to social welfare and government-
provided services (Chan 2010, p. 357). Hence, in the context 
of emerging financial markets, women’s increasing levels 
of education, and mass rural-to-urban migration, the cur-
rent study investigates how spouses’ educational pairing and 
residency status shape financial participation among married 
couples in urban China.

In this study, we used nationally representative data 
from the 2011 Chinese Household Finance Survey (CHFS) 
to explore household investments in depth. Specifically, 
we asked: Which households were more active in financial 
investments? What roles were played by spouses’ educa-
tional pairing and urban residency? How was the relation-
ship between household financial participation and spouses’ 
educational pairing/urban residency mediated by household 
wealth, financial literacy, information acquisition, and risk 
tolerance? We expected households with educational advan-
tages and institutional privileges to be more active in finan-
cial investing, which we discuss in detail below.

Theories and Hypotheses

Educational Pairing and Household Finance

One explanation for the variability in household financial 
decisions lies in the pairing of spouses’ educational attain-
ment. In traditional heterosexual marriages, women tended 

to marry men of higher educational levels. In recent dec-
ades, women have reached parity and even surpassed men in 
educational attainment, and there has been a corresponding 
decline in the traditional model of educational hypergamy 
among married couples (i.e., women marrying men with 
higher educational attainment than themselves) (Esteve 
et al. 2012). Individuals have become increasingly likely to 
marry similarly-educated spouses in China and elsewhere, 
and scholars have even observed a tendency for women to 
marry men with less education than themselves (e.g., Bloss-
feld 2009; Esteve et al. 2012; Han 2010; Qian 2017a; Qian 
and Qian 2014).

However, how the educational pairing of spouses affects 
couples’ financial decisions is an important, yet unaddressed, 
question. When theorizing how family structure could 
impact social inequality in modern societies, Blossfeld and 
Buchholz (2009) posited that marriages between two highly- 
(or less-) educated spouses shaped families’ access to social 
networks and influenced household accumulation (or lack) 
of educational resources, and thus increases in educational 
homogamy might exacerbate resource inequality among 
families. Meanwhile, an educational discrepancy between 
husbands and wives might influence the balance of marital 
power, with the more educated spouse possibly having a 
greater say in household finances (Blood and Wolfe 1960).

Prior studies proposed a bargaining model and a coop-
erative model to understand household financial decision-
making. In general, women exhibited lower risk tolerance 
than men when making financial investments (Embrey and 
Fox 1997; Hinz et al. 1997; Jianakoplos and Bernasek 1998; 
Yao and Hanna 2005). Some research found that households 
with more resources controlled by women were less likely 
to invest in risky financial products (e.g., stocks) (Yilmazer 
and Lyons 2010), suggesting that spouses might make uni-
lateral decisions, depending on who had more bargaining 
power. However, research findings were mixed. Jianakoplos 
and Bernasek (2008) showed that whether the husband or the 
wife was the primary earner did not affect financial risk tak-
ing of dual-earner, married households, suggesting that cou-
ples made cooperative decisions based on pooled resources 
rather than bargaining with their spouses. Although these 
studies did not specifically examine how the educational 
pairing of spouses shaped household finance, to the extent 
that higher education is linked to higher income and greater 
bargaining power in the home (Beegle et al. 2001; Esteve 
et al. 2016; Qian 2017b), we can draw on this body of lit-
erature to formulate our hypothesis, as elaborated below.

According to the bargaining model, financial participa-
tion of non-normative couples in which the wife was more 
educated than her husband would be different from that of 
traditional couples in which the husband was more educated 
than his wife. The idea is as follows: If two spouses dif-
fered in education, a wife’s educational advantage over her 
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husband in a non-normative couple might enhance her bar-
gaining power and allow her conservative views to influence 
household decisions about investing; whereas, a husband’s 
educational advantage in a traditional marriage might lead to 
greater financial risk-taking. In short, differences in financial 
participation between non-normative couples and traditional 
couples would suggest that the bargaining model is suit-
able to explain financial decision-making among couples in 
urban China. However, we also acknowledged the possibility 
that non-normative couples and traditional couples might be 
similar in terms of financial participation, which would sug-
gest the cooperative model in household decision-making.

In addition to spouses’ relative education, the couple’s 
total educational levels might also shape household financial 
participation. Relative to traditional couples with highly-
educated husbands only, educationally homogamous cou-
ples with two highly- (or less-) educated spouses likely 
have accessed more (or less) education, achieved higher (or 
lower) socioeconomic status, and gained differential access 
to social networks (Blossfeld and Buchholz 2009). There-
fore, we suspected that as compared to traditional couples 
with highly-educated husbands only, highly-educated cou-
ples with two well-educated spouses were advantaged in 
financial investment, whereas less-educated couples with 
two poorly-educated spouses were disadvantaged.

Overall, we expected household financial participation 
to be contingent on the absolute education of both spouses 
and their relative education. Accordingly, we proposed that:

Hypothesis 1a  Compared to traditional couples with highly-
educated husbands only, non-normative couples with highly-
educated wives only were less likely to make financial 
investments.

Hypothesis 1b  Compared to traditional couples with highly-
educated husbands only, highly-educated couples with two 
highly-educated spouses were more likely to make financial 
investments.

Hypothesis 1c  Compared to traditional couples with highly-
educated husbands only, less-educated couples with two 
poorly-educated spouses were less likely to make financial 
investments.

Urban Residency and Household Finance

Another major explanation to different household decisions 
is the institutional barrier associated with migrant house-
holds that lack urban residency. Indeed, China’s hukou 
(household registration) system has affected many funda-
mental aspects of Chinese people’s life for more than half 
a century (Chan 2009). Under this system, each person 
has a registration status, classified as “rural” or “urban.” 

Registration status is inherited from parents,1 and the con-
version of this status from rural to urban is tightly con-
trolled (Chan 2010). In the cities, rural migrants without 
urban hukou are “in effect treated as second-class citizens” 
(Chan 2010, p. 357). Despite living in urban areas, they are 
not eligible for urban benefits (e.g., access to local school, 
urban pension plans, public housing, health care, etc.). They 
tend to work in low-paying jobs disproportionately filled by 
migrant labors and live in migrant enclaves (Chan 2010; Jie 
and Taubmann 2002; Meng and Zhang 2001; Song 2014).

While we know little about the impact of urban residency 
on household financial investing, prior studies on other 
investments, such as home ownership, revealed that China’s 
hukou system created institutional barriers for migrants. 
Unless they had long-term plans to settle in the city, rural 
migrants were inclined to rent temporary housing or live in 
enterprise dormitories instead of owning commodity hous-
ing, because they were disadvantaged in employment oppor-
tunities and lacked access to bank mortgages and social 
welfare in cities (Afridi et al. 2015; Wu 2004). These insti-
tutional barriers faced by rural migrants might well inhibit 
their financial investments.

Despite the lack of research on migrant families’ finan-
cial investments in China, some studies have investigated 
immigrant families’ financial decisions in the United States. 
These studies can help formulate hypothesis because rural 
migrants in urban China are similar to immigrants in the 
United States who cannot automatically acquire citizenship 
either (Chan 2010). Research on immigrant households 
revealed that newcomers to the United States usually expe-
rienced credit constraints and had sparse access to social 
welfare; thus, they were more likely to hold liquid assets that 
could be easily converted to cash (Cobb-Clark and Hilde-
brand 2006). In addition, compared to their US-born coun-
terparts, immigrants were less likely to invest in stocks or 
to maintain checking or savings accounts (Cobb-Clark and 
Hildebrand 2006; Osili and Paulson 2008).

Drawing on the association between institutional disad-
vantages experienced by Chinese rural migrants and US 
immigrants and their limited investments, we proposed that:

Hypothesis 2  In urban China, couples with urban residency 
were more likely than migrant couples to make financial 
investments.

Overall, because of the broad economic shifts and fam-
ily changes under way, household finance in urban China is 

1  In 1998, the State Council approved a guideline that children can 
choose to inherit hukou from the father or the mother (previously, 
hukou was inherited from the mother) (Fan 2008).
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a research topic of growing interest (Gan et al. 2014; Yao 
and Xu 2015). In examining how household financial invest-
ing varies across educational pairings of spouses and differs 
between families with and those without urban residency, 
our study contributes to the literature on family and eco-
nomic issues in several ways. First, with the reversal of the 
gender gap in education that is happening in most Western 
and many non-Western countries, understanding the impli-
cations of spouses’ educational pairing for family lives is 
an issue of pressing concern (DiPrete and Buchmann 2013; 
Esteve et al. 2016). While prior research has analyzed family 
outcomes such as divorce, the division of household labor, 
and couples’ earnings arrangements (Qian 2017b; Schwartz 
and Han 2014; see Van Bavel et al. 2018 for a review), our 
study is among the first to investigate household financial 
decisions. These decisions could further influence fami-
lies’ wealth accumulation and long-term financial security 
(Yao and Xu 2015). Second, despite extensive literature on 
hukou-based stratification in China, which mostly focuses 
on occupational segregation, earnings disparity, and dif-
ferential access to welfare benefits, housing, and education 
(e.g., Wu and Treiman 2004; Zhang and Wu 2017; see Song 
2014 for a review), little is known about the effect of the 
hukou system on household finance. This is an important 
question as household financial investments play an increas-
ingly important role in perpetuating inequality (Claessens 
and Perotti 2007; Demirgüç-Kunt and Levine 2009). Our 
study fills this research gap and sheds light on how change 
in hukou-related policies may encourage household financial 
investing. Taken together, by evaluating the role of family 
structure (i.e., spouses’ educational pairing) and institu-
tional advantage (indicated by urban residency) in household 
finance, our study illuminates which families likely reap the 
greatest benefits from the rapid expansion of China’s finan-
cial markets (Barth et al. 2009).

Data and Methods

Data

We analyzed nationally representative data from the 
2011 Chinese Household Finance Survey (CHFS). The 
2011 CHFS conducted by the Southwestern University of 
Finance and Economics in China collected rich information 
on household assets, income, and wealth, family members’ 
sociodemographic characteristics, and respondents’ attitudes 
towards investment. The CHFS was conducted with a com-
puter-assisted personal interviewing system. The sample was 
selected through a stratified three-stage probability propor-
tion to size (PPS) random sample design. First, 80 counties 

(out of 2585) were selected as the primary sampling units.2 
Then, four residential communities were drawn from each 
of the 80 counties. Finally, 20–50 households were selected 
from each of the residential communities. The number of 
households in each community was determined by the level 
of urbanization and economic development. Eventually, 
8438 households were successfully interviewed. The refusal 
rate was 16.5% among urban households.

Sample

Using the CHFS sample, we identified the analytic sam-
ple that could best address our research questions. Because 
financial participation was asked at the household level in 
the CHFS, we use household as the unit of analysis. We first 
restricted our sample to 6583 married couple households in 
which both spouses were present, and either the respondent 
or his/her spouse was head of household. We dropped house-
holds where the household heads were neither the respond-
ents nor their spouses, since the household data that were not 
provided by either spouse of the married couples were likely 
subject to substantial measurement errors. We then excluded 
106 same-sex couples (because same-sex marriage is not 
legal in China, these couples were likely in the CHFS due 
to measurement errors) and 12 households in which either 
the respondents or their spouses were not Mainland Chinese 
(i.e., their nationality was Hong Kong, Macao, Taiwan, or 
a foreign country; these households were excluded because 
our main variable of interest—urban residency—was only 
asked among Mainland Chinese). Finally, we limited our 
analytic sample to 3,908 married couples who were living in 
urban China,3 and after dropping 60 households with miss-
ing data on the variables used in the analysis, we obtained a 
sample of 3,848 married couples.

2  According to the CHFS data user manual, the goal was to select 
80 counties that not only covered diverse geographic regions but 
also contained enough observations from relatively wealthy areas in 
China. Therefore, the survey team sorted the 2585 counties into ten 
strata based on their GDP per capita. In each stratum, eight counties 
were randomly drawn with PPS where each county was weighted by 
its population size. In this way, 80 counties covering 25 provinces in 
China were selected.
3  We excluded households in rural China from our analysis for two 
reasons. First, household financial participation was very low in rural 
China (Gan et  al. 2016) and the sample size was too small to yield 
valid results. Our supplementary analysis showed that in the 2011 
CHFS, 1.68% (43 out of 2557) and 1.60% (41 out of 2557) of the 
households in rural China invested in stocks and fixed-income finan-
cial commodities, respectively. Second, there was limited variation in 
the independent variables of our interest. Specifically, because urban-
to-rural migration was very rare, 91.98% of the couples in rural China 
involved at least one spouse with agricultural hukou. Additionally, 
couples in which neither spouse had any college education accounted 
for 96.56% of the 2557 couples in the rural sample.
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Dependent Variables

The dependent variables indicated household financial par-
ticipation, and we considered both stocks and fixed-income 
financial products. Because fixed-income financial products 
pay interest to the holders regularly, they are commonly con-
sidered as the financial item of lower risks than are stocks. 
Examining both types of investment items would thus pro-
vide a more comprehensive understanding of investment 
decisions. The CHFS asked, “Does your family have any 
stock accounts?” We code yes as 1 and no as 0. Note that 
holding own-company stock might be different from buying 
other stocks, as research showed that employees tended to 
underestimate the risk of own-company stock investment 
(Benartzi et al. 2007). Only 19 households (0.5%) in our 
sample, however, held stocks in the companies where fam-
ily member(s) worked. Sensitivity analysis confirmed that 
our results were substantively the same if we excluded these 
households.

As for fixed-income investments,4 the CHFS asked, 
“Which of the following assets does your family own?” 
Respondents could choose (1) bonds, (2) mutual funds, (3) 
derivatives, (4) wealth management products, and (5) none. 
If respondents chose any of the first four options, households 
were coded as 1 to indicate investing in fixed-income assets 
(0 = otherwise).

Independent Variables

Our main independent variables were the educational pairing 
of spouses and urban residency. The CHFS asked respond-
ents to identify their own and their spouses’ educational lev-
els ranging from no formal schooling to doctoral degrees. 
Because of the importance of higher education in financial 
investing (Van der Zwan 2014), we classified the married 
couples into four groups: traditional couples in which only 
the husband had at least some college education (i.e., voca-
tional college, bachelor’s degree, or advanced degree), 
non-normative couples in which only the wife had at least 
some college education, highly-educated couples in which 

both spouses had at least some college education, and less-
educated couples in which neither spouse had any college 
education.5 We use the traditional couples as the reference 
category. To be clear, according to our operationalization, 
“highly-educated” means “having some college education 
or above,” and hereafter we use them interchangeably for 
ease of writing.

Meanwhile, the other main independent variable—urban 
residency—was also a couple-level measurement. If either 
spouse had non-agricultural (urban) hukou, we coded this 
couple as an urban couple. Alternatively, if both spouses of 
a married couple held agricultural (rural) hukou, we coded 
this couple as a migrant couple (reference group). Note that 
as marriage could serve as a channel of gaining urban hukou 
status for rural-origin individuals (Wu and Treiman 2004), 
only 7.4% of the couples in the urban sample (285 out of 
3848) had mixed hukou. We classified couples with mixed 
hukou as urban couples,6 but results were substantively the 
same if they were grouped into migrant couples.

Mediators

In addition to investigating the relationships between the 
educational pairing of spouses/urban residency and financial 
investments, we examined the extent to which these relation-
ships were mediated or explained by household income and 
wealth, spouses’ methods of obtaining financial informa-
tion, and respondents’ attitudes toward risk. Prior research 
showed that income, wealth, financial literacy, and risk 
tolerance were important factors shaping financial invest-
ments because these factors determined material resources, 
knowledge, and willingness necessary for investing (Finke 
and Huston 2003; Nau 2013; Van der Zwan 2014; Van Rooij 
et al. 2011; Yao and Xu 2015). Figure 1 shows the concep-
tual relationships of all relevant variables. The independent 
variables “Educational pairing of spouses” and “Urban resi-
dency” had a direct effect on the dependent variable “Buy-
ing stocks/fixed-income financial products” (Path C). The 

4  We grouped all the non-stock financial products into one category 
for two reasons. First, stock is the major instrument in China’s finan-
cial market while other financial instruments are still developing (Gan 
et  al. 2014, p.  95). The values of stocks are more volatile than the 
others and those emerging instruments often promise low-risk (i.e., 
rigid redemption) in the early days. Even though mutual funds, deriv-
atives, and wealth management products are not fixed-income securi-
ties by name, they come with much lower risks than stocks in China 
and resemble each other. Second, all the financial products that we 
referred to as “fixed-income products” were asked in one multiple 
choice question during the survey. Thus, they were likely considered 
to belong to the same category of financial products from both inter-
viewers’ and interviewees’ perspectives.

5  US studies tend to differentiate college graduates from those with 
some college education (e.g., Finke et al. 2011; Joo and Grable 2004), 
but for our sample, in which the husbands’ and wives’ mean ages 
were about 49 and 47 years, most couples were in college ages before 
the onset of China’s higher education expansion in 1999 (Yeung 
2013). As a result, sample sizes were too small to allow for breaking 
down the college educated into individuals with some college educa-
tion and college graduates (see Yao and Xu 2015, a study of Chinese 
urban households’ financial market participation, for a similar coding 
of college-educated individuals).
6  In 1998, the State Council approved one guideline, which specifies 
that rural residents who have lived in the city for more than one year 
and whose spouses hold urban hukou may be granted urban hukou 
(Fan 2008). Thus, arguably, spouses with agricultural hukou who 
married individuals with urban hukou could eventually convert from 
rural to urban hukou status.
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independent variables also influenced the dependent vari-
ables through the indirect effect of the mediators “House-
hold income and wealth” and “Information, knowledge, and 
risk attitude” (Paths A and B). Taken together, the sum of 
direct effect and indirect effect reflected the total effect of 
couples’ educational pairing/urban residency on investing 
(Path D). As our data were cross-sectional, our analysis did 
not establish causality. For ease of reading, however, we 
adopted the common causal language (i.e., “effect”) used in 
path analysis (Breen et al. 2013).

A first mediator, total household income (including gains 
and losses from all sources in 2010), was imputed by the 
data provider based on the returns to labor, agricultural pro-
ductions, business projects, investments of all household 
members as well as the transferred income from govern-
ments, other institutions, and other individuals (Survey and 
Research Center for China Household Finance, personal 
communication, May 10, 2016). As high-income groups 
tended to be reluctant to disclose their wealth, this imputa-
tion based on information revealed in the interviews could 
help reduce bias (Nau 2013). This imputed income indicated 
the total capital flow of each family during 2010. Because 
household income was positively skewed, we applied loga-
rithmic transformation to the total household income to cor-
rect for skewness. As 136 households had no income, we 
added one to each household’s income before applying loga-
rithmic transformation, and for 16 households with negative 
net income, we assigned 0 as their logged household income.

In addition to capital flows, the capital stock of each 
family (i.e., household wealth) might also shape house-
hold financial participation (Campbell 2006). We used two 
measures of property ownership from the CHFS as proxies 
for household wealth: the number of houses (ranging from 
0 to 15) and vehicles (including cars, buses, and trucks; 
ranging from 0 to 6) possessed by each family. These two 
variables were good proxy indicators of household wealth 
because housing assets alone accounted for 79% of the total 

household wealth in urban China (durable goods including 
items like cars contributed another 6%; Xie and Jin 2015).7

We also considered respondents’ methods of information 
acquisition, knowledge of finance, and subjective attitudes 
toward risk. The CHFS asked, “What are your main meth-
ods of obtaining information?” Respondents could choose 
multiple answers from newspaper/magazines, television, 
radio, the Internet, SMS (short messages), family/friends/
coworkers, and others. We coded couples who acquired 
information via the Internet, SMS, and/or family/friends/
coworkers as maintaining “information acquisition” chan-
nels (= 1; otherwise = 0), because (1) most couples in our 
sample had access to newspaper/magazines, television, 
and radio, and (2) financial literacy and social network 
played roles in financial decision-making (Zhang et al. 
2012). The CHFS also asked, “What type of information 
are you most interested in?” Multiple answers could be 
chosen from politics, economics, society, science and edu-
cation, sports, entertainment, military, health, and others. 
While the CHFS did not have a direct measure of financial 
literacy, prior research found that economics knowledge 
and interest in economics were closely related to financial 
literacy that was an important predictor of stock ownership 
(Christiansen et al. 2008; van Rooij et al. 2011). Thus, used 
as our best available proxy for financial literacy, respond-
ents were coded as 1 if they were interested in economics 
and 0 otherwise. In addition, self-classified financial risk 
tolerance was found to be associated with actual risk-taking 

Fig. 1   Direct and indirect 
effects of educational pairing 
of spouses and urban residency 
on household holdings of stocks 
and fixed-income financial 
products

7  Indeed, the share of housing assets in total household wealth is 
higher in China than in the United States, whereas the share of finan-
cial assets is lower in China than in the United States (Xie and Jin 
2015, pp.  212–213; China Household Finance Survey and Research 
Center 2016, p. 3). These differences in the composition of household 
wealth portfolios likely reflect China’s recent history of economic 
reforms and the privatization of housing properties. They may also be 
due to differences in the development stage of financial markets and 
cultural variations in wealth building strategies between China and 
the United States (see Barth et al. 2009; Xie and Jin 2015; Killewald 
et al. 2017 for detailed discussions).
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investing behaviors. For example, individuals who were 
more willing to take risks tended to hold less cash, invest in 
riskier assets, and build riskier portfolios with higher stock 
(instead of fixed-income product) allocations (Grable et al. 
2009; Hanna and Chen 1997; Hinz et al. 1997). The CHFS 
asked, “Assume you have some assets to invest, which 
type of project would you be interested in?” The respond-
ents were asked to rate on a 5-point scale, with 1 meaning 
“high risk, high return” and 5 meaning “unwilling to take 
any risk.” To measure risk tolerance, we recoded scores 
to create a variable ranging from 0 to 4, so that higher 
values indicated greater willingness to take risk. Note that 
these three variables were measured at the individual level 
instead of at the couple level. We believe, however, this 
was not problematic for our analysis because the CHFS 
respondents were spouse members that had better knowl-
edge about household financial situations.

Other Covariates

We controlled for other covariates correlated with the 
dependent, independent, and mediating variables. Age—
capturing individuals’ life stages and birth cohorts—was 
found to be associated with investing, income, and whom 
they marry (Agarwal et al. 2009; Cheng 2014; Qian and 
Qian 2014). Therefore, we controlled for husbands’ age and 
its squared term. We did not include wives’ age because 
individuals tended to marry spouses of similar ages (Qian 
and Qian 2014). Indeed, spouses’ ages were highly corre-
lated in our sample, with a correlation coefficient as high as 
0.97. Additionally, who was head of household might reflect 
power differentials between husband and wife. Hence, we 
controlled for whether the husband (= 1) or the wife (= 0) is 
the household head.

Chinese couples’ fertility decisions tended to differ by 
hukou status and socioeconomic status (Gu et al. 2007; Jin 
et al. 2015), and the presence of children might in turn influ-
ence parents’ spending and investment decisions (Kornrich 
and Furstenberg 2013). Therefore, we controlled for a con-
tinuous variable indicating the total number of children. 
Moreover, couples’ Communist Party membership and 
employment status were likely correlated with their hukou 
status (Chan 2010; Wu and Treiman 2004), and might deter-
mine their access to income, wealth, information, and social 
networks (Zhou et al. 1996), which could in turn shape their 
investing (Zhang et al. 2012). Thus, we included Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) membership and employment sta-
tus at the couple level. We coded a couple’s party member-
ship as 1 if at least one spouse was a party member, and as 
0 if neither spouse was a party member. Additionally, we 
used a dummy variable to indicate whether the couple was 
a dual-earner couple (= 1) or not (= 0).

Analytic Strategies

Because our two dependent variables (owning stock or 
not; owning fixed-income financial products or not) were 
both binary variables, we used logistic regression models 
to analyze the likelihood that households bought stocks or 
fixed-income financial products (Long 1997). First, we only 
included the main independent variables (the educational 
pairing of spouses and urban residency) and other covariates 
in the model. Second, we added the mediators (i.e., house-
hold income and wealth as well as respondents’ information 
acquisition and subjective attitudes) to see how the effect 
of the main independent variables changed after we held 
mediators constant.

To estimate the contribution of each mediator in explain-
ing the relationship between educational pairing/urban resi-
dency and investing, we used a decomposition method—the 
KHB method (via the khb command in Stata). In fact, to 
assess mediation in nonlinear probability models like logis-
tic regressions, it is problematic to directly compare regres-
sion coefficients between nested models because changes 
in coefficients across models may be due to differences in 
residual variability rather than the inclusion of additional 
variables (Breen et al. 2013; Karlson et al. 2012). Accord-
ingly, in reduced and full models, coefficients of the vari-
ables of interest can differ not only because of mediating 
effects but also because of a rescaling of the model (Karl-
son et al. 2012). But the KHB method can estimate the true 
amount of mediation by adjusting the rescaling bias that 
arises in comparisons across nonlinear models (Karlson and 
Holm 2011).

Results

Descriptive Results

Table 1 presents descriptive results for the overall sample 
and by the educational pairing of spouses and urban resi-
dency, respectively. Investing was not widespread in urban 
China. The share of married couples who owned stocks was 
14% of all married couples (consistent with the statistic 
reported by Yao and Xu 2015), while only 9% had fixed-
income financial products. Urban couples were about six 
times as likely as migrant couples to own stocks or fixed-
income financial products. About 18% of urban couples 
owned stocks, whereas only 3% of migrant households did. 
While 11% of urban couples owned fixed-income financial 
products, only 2% of migrant couples did. By compar-
ing across educational pairings of spouses, we found that 
highly-educated couples in which both spouses had at least 
some college education were most likely to own stocks 
(37%) and fixed-income financial products (21%); whereas, 
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less-educated couples in which neither spouse had any col-
lege education were the least likely to invest in stocks (8%) 
and fixed-income financial products (5%). Interestingly, non-
normative couples in which only the wife had higher educa-
tion were more likely than traditional couples in which only 
the husband had higher education to own stocks (27% vs. 
18%) and fixed-income financial products (17% vs. 15%).

Educational homogamy was the dominant pattern among 
Chinese couples (Han 2010; Qian and Qian 2014): about 
14% of married couples had two spouses with at least some 
college education, and 71% had two spouses without any 
college education. If two spouses differed in education, the 
husband was more likely to be the more educated spouse: 

10% of households were traditional couples in which only 
the husband had at least some college education, whereas 
only 4% were non-normative couples in which only the wife 
had at least some college education. Additionally, urban cou-
ples in which at least one spouse had urban residency at the 
time of survey constituted 73% of all married couples, and 
27% were migrant couples in which both spouses held rural 
hukou.

Compared with their rural or less-educated counterparts, 
urban and highly-educated couples had higher levels of 
household income and wealth, were more likely to obtain 
information through the Internet, SMS, or social networks, 
were more interested in information on economics, and 

Table 1   Descriptive statistics for variables used in the analyses, married-couple households, urban China. Reproduced with permission from the 
2011 Chinese Household Finance Survey

N = 3848. Standard deviations are in parentheses. Values may not add up to 100 due to rounding. The variable “information acquisition” means 
that respondents’ main methods of obtaining information included the Internet, SMS, and/or family/friends/coworkers

Mean (%)

Urban residency Educational pairings of spouses

Total Urban couples Migrant couples Only 
husband 
college+

Both 
spouses 
college+

Neither 
spouse col-
lege+

Only wife college+

Dependent variables
 Owned stocks 14% 18% 3% 18% 37% 8% 27%
 Owned fixed-income financial 

products
9% 11% 2% 15% 21% 5% 17%

Independent variables
 Educational pairings of spouses
  Only husband college+ 10% 14% 1%
  Both spouse college+ 14% 19% 1%
  Neither spouse college+ 71% 62% 96%
  Only wife college+ 4% 5% 1%

 Urban couple 73% 97% 98% 64% 91%
Mediators
 Logged household income 10.08

(2.37)
10.24
(2.32)

9.64
(2.46)

10.60
(1.99)

11.13
(1.89)

9.77
(2.45)

10.46
(2.05)

 Number of houses owned 1.09
(0.61)

1.09
(0.63)

1.09
(0.55)

1.14
(0.61)

1.18
(0.64)

1.06
(0.60)

1.13
(0.61)

 Number of cars owned 0.22
(0.48)

0.24
(0.49)

0.18
(0.42)

0.28
(0.51)

0.47
(0.65)

0.16
(0.40)

0.33
(0.51)

 Information acquisition 61% 64% 52% 73% 87% 52% 86%
 Interested in economics 56% 59% 49% 62% 72% 52% 58%
 Risk tolerance 1.21

(1.22)
1.22
(1.22)

1.18
(1.21)

1.31
(1.23)

1.73
(1.16)

1.07
(1.20)

1.56
(1.18)

Other covariates
 Husband’s age 48.59

(13.13)
49.32
(13.34)

46.58
(12.30)

49.78
(14.98)

41.39
(11.54)

50.14
(12.69)

43.57
(11.22)

 Husband is household head 72% 70% 77% 74% 62% 74% 58%
 Total number of children 0.95

(0.74)
0.84
(0.64)

1.26
(0.91)

0.84
(0.59)

0.81
(0.51)

1.00
(0.81)

0.91
(0.49)

 Dual-earner couple 46% 40% 62% 40% 72% 40% 61%
 Party membership 30% 38% 9% 59% 64% 19% 42%
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exhibited higher levels of risk tolerance, all of which might 
contribute to their higher likelihood of investing.

Educational Pairing and Household Finance

Next, we used logistic regression to examine the relation-
ships between the educational pairing of spouses/urban resi-
dency and investing. Table 2 presents results from logistic 
models predicting investing, and the coefficients in Table 2 
are log-odds. Models 1 and 2 present results from models 

predicting household investments in stocks, and Models 3 
and 4 present results from models predicting investments in 
fixed-income financial products. In addition to other covari-
ates, Models 1 and 3 only included the main independent 
variables (i.e., the educational pairing of spouses and urban 
residency). Models 2 and 4 added all the mediators.

We found that better education did encourage house-
hold financial participation. As shown in Models 1 and 3, 
holding other covariates constant, compared with couples 
in which only the husband had some college education, 

Table 2   Results from logit 
models predicting household 
financial participation, 
married-couple households, 
urban China. Reproduced with 
permission from the 2011 
Chinese Household Finance 
Survey

N = 3848. Standard errors are in parentheses. The variable “information acquisition” means that respond-
ents’ main methods of obtaining information included the Internet, SMS, and/or family/friends/coworkers
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

Stocks Fixed-income financial 
products

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Independent variables
 Educational pairings of spouses (ref. = Only husband college+)
  Both spouse college+ 0.816***

(0.164)
0.679***
(0.172)

0.272
(0.183)

0.047
(0.190)

  Neither spouse college+ − 0.489**
(0.159)

− 0.207
(0.165)

− 0.924***
(0.179)

− 0.667***
(0.183)

  Only wife college+ 0.479*
(0.233)

0.467
(0.242)

0.166
(0.262)

0.168
(0.269)

 Urban couple 1.512***
(0.202)

1.435***
(0.205)

1.148***
(0.236)

1.015***
(0.238)

Mediators
 Logged household income 0.173***

(0.038)
0.212***
(0.052)

 Number of houses owned 0.331***
(0.082)

0.161
(0.083)

 Number of cars owned 0.260**
(0.097)

0.373***
(0.109)

 Information acquisition 0.638***
(0.135)

0.469**
(0.162)

 Interested in economics news 0.170
(0.111)

0.578***
(0.139)

 Risk tolerance 0.326***
(0.044)

0.137**
(0.053)

Other covariates
 Husband’s age 0.112***

(0.030)
0.124***
(0.031)

0.049
(0.033)

0.044
(0.033)

 Husband’s age Squared − 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

 Husband is household head 0.112
(0.109)

0.043
(0.113)

0.014
(0.129)

− 0.046
(0.133)

 Total number of children − 0.052
(0.087)

− 0.149
(0.091)

− 0.157
(0.107)

− 0.242*
(0.111)

 Dual-earner couple 0.365**
(0.119)

0.114
(0.126)

0.378**
(0.146)

0.123
(0.152)

 Party membership 0.376***
(0.112)

0.263*
(0.116)

0.255
(0.134)

0.117
(0.137)

 Constant − 5.847***
(0.757)

− 9.486***
(0.891)

− 4.226***
(0.841)

− 7.370***
(1.019)
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couples in which both spouses had at least some college edu-
cation were 126% more likely to invest in stocks (β = 0.816, 
exp(β) = 2.261, p < .001), whereas couples in which neither 
spouse had higher education were 39% less likely to buy 
stocks and 60% less likely to own fixed-income financial 
products (stock: β = − 0.489, exp(β) = 0.613, p < .05; fixed-
income financial product: β = − 0.924, exp(β) = 0.397, 
p < .001). These results suggest that highly-educated couples 
were more likely to purchase the riskier financial item, i.e., 
stocks, but were not necessarily more likely to purchase the 
less risky fixed-income financial products. Less-educated 
couples were less likely to invest in either, but especially the 
fixed-income financial products.

In addition, Models 2 and 4 in Table 2 show that most 
mediators, including household income, household wealth 
(i.e., number of houses or vehicles owned), information 
acquisition, and risk tolerance, were positively associated 
with investing in stocks and fixed-income financial products. 
Being interested in information on economics appeared not 
to be associated with the purchase of stocks, but was posi-
tively related to investing in fixed-income financial products.

We noticed that, from Model 1 to 2 and from Model 3 
to 4, the magnitude of the coefficients for dummy variables 
indicating educational pairings of spouses became attenu-
ated, suggesting that the relationship between the educa-
tional pairing of spouses and investing might be partially 
explained by the mediators. Yet, for nonlinear probabil-
ity models such as logistic regression models, we cannot 
directly compare coefficients across nested models because 

coefficients in reduced and full models can differ due to 
both mediation and a rescaling of the model (Breen et al. 
2013; Karlson et al. 2012). To solve this problem, we used 
the KHB method to formally compare coefficients for our 
main independent variables across nested logistic regression 
models and to quantify the contribution of each mediator to 
the indirect path (Kohler et al. 2011). Results are shown in 
Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3 shows the estimated coefficients of the independ-
ent variables from the reduced model that excluded media-
tors and from the full model that included mediators, as well 
as the estimated differences in the coefficients between these 
two models. Thus, Table 3 reveals how the total effect of 
each educational pairing was decomposed into direct effect 
and indirect effect. The total effect was represented by the 
coefficient from the reduced model, the direct effect was 
captured by the coefficient from the full model, and the indi-
rect effect was measured by the difference between the two 
coefficients. For example, the total effect of being highly-
educated on investing in stock was 0.892. The full coeffi-
cient for highly-educated couples in which both spouses had 
higher education was 0.679, which was the direct effect of 
this educational pairing on stock investment. The coefficient 
difference for this variable was 0.213, which was the indi-
rect effect explained by the aggregation of the mediators. In 
other words, the mediators explained 24% (= 0.213/0.892) of 
the relationship between being highly educated and buying 
stocks. Notably, the estimated difference in the log-odds of 
buying stocks between the full model and the reduced model 

Table 3   Comparing coefficients 
between models including and 
excluding mediators, using 
the KHB method. Reproduced 
with permission from the 2011 
Chinese Household Finance 
Survey

N = 3848. Reduced models refer to Models (1) and (3) in Table 2 while full models refer to Models (2) 
and (4) in Table 2. Some values of the “Difference” coefficients may be not equal to the corresponding 
“Reduced” coefficients minus the “Full” ones, due to rounding

Stocks Fixed-income financial products

Coefficient Standard error P > |z| Coefficient Standard error P > |z|

Both spouse college+
 Reduced (excluding mediators) 0.892 0.171 .000 0.286 0.188 .128
 Full (including mediators) 0.679 0.172 .000 0.047 0.190 .805
 Difference 0.213 0.099 .032 0.239 0.097 .014

Neither spouse college+
 Reduced (excluding mediators) − 0.514 0.164 .002 − 0.956 0.182 .000
 Full (including mediators) − 0.207 0.165 .210 − 0.667 0.183 .000
 Difference − 0.307 0.100 .002 − 0.289 0.099 .004

Only wife college+
 Reduced (excluding mediators) 0.527 0.242 .029 0.188 0.269 .484
 Full (including mediators) 0.467 0.242 .054 0.168 0.269 .533
 Difference 0.060 0.097 .535 0.021 0.094 .827

Urban couple
 Reduced (excluding mediators) 1.589 0.205 .000 1.180 0.238 .000
 Full (including mediators) 1.435 0.205 .000 1.015 0.238 .000
 Difference 0.154 0.098 .117 0.166 0.096 .086
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was statistically significant (p = 0.032). Overall, Table 3 
shows that adding the mediators significantly explained 
some of the relationship between investing in stocks/fixed-
income financial products and being either a highly-educated 
couple in which both spouses had at least some college edu-
cation or being the least-educated couple in which neither 
spouse had higher education. In contrast, the difference in 
investing between couples in which only the husband had 
higher education and couples in which only the wife had 
higher education could not be significantly explained by 
these mediators.

Since the mediators only significantly explained some 
of the relationship between investing and being highly 
educated or less educated, in Table 4, we present the con-
tribution of each mediator to the indirect effect. As for the 
relationship between investing and being highly educated, 
we found that the degree of mediation was the largest for 
household income (32%), risk tolerance (26%), and num-
ber of cars owned (20%) in the model predicting stock 
purchasing, and the largest for household income (35%), 
number of cars owned (25%), and interested in econom-
ics (22%) in the model predicting household holdings of 
fixed-income financial products. In other words, com-
pared with traditional couples in which only the husband 
had some college education, highly-educated couples in 
which both spouses had at least some college education 

were more likely to buy stocks partially because they 
had higher household income and wealth and were more 
risk tolerant; highly-educated couples’ greater household 
income, wealth, and interest in information on econom-
ics mainly accounted for their higher likelihood of buying 
fixed-income financial products. Thus, it seems that while 
household income and wealth were very important for both 
investment items, attitudes toward risks played a larger 
role in predicting whether to buy stocks, and spouses’ 
interest in economics (as a proxy for financial literacy) 
played a larger role in predicting household holdings of 
fixed-income financial products.

As for the relationship between the less-educated cou-
ples and investing, we found that the degree of mediation 
was largest for information acquisition (31%), household 
income (29%), and risk tolerance (20%) in the model pre-
dicting the purchase of stocks. In the model predicting the 
purchase of fixed-income financial products, the degree 
of medication was largest for household income (37%), 
information acquisition (24%), and number of cars owned 
(14%). In other words, compared with traditional couples, 
the less-educated couples were less likely to buy stocks 
partially because they lacked the means to obtain informa-
tion (either through the Internet, SMS, or social networks), 
income, and risk tolerance; they were also less likely to 
buy fixed-income financial products because they had lim-
ited economic resources and information.

These results demonstrated that if two spouses differed 
in education, couples with more-educated wives were 
not drawn toward more conservative financial decisions 
than couples with more-educated husbands, suggesting 
that spouses were more likely to follow the cooperative 
model in making investment decisions. Meanwhile, the 
educationally homogamous couples (involving two highly-
educated spouses or two less-educated spouses) were sig-
nificantly different from traditional couples in financial 
participation. Based on these results, we found evidence 
that partially supported Hypothesis 1 about the relation-
ship between couples’ educational pairing and investing 
in stocks and fixed-income financial products. In contrast 
to Hypothesis 1a, we observed that non-normative couples 
with highly-educated wives only and traditional couples 
with highly-educated husbands only did not significantly 
differ in owning either stocks or fixed-income financial 
products. Hypothesis 1b was partially supported as couples 
with two highly-educated spouses were more likely to pur-
chase stocks than traditional couples but were not signifi-
cantly different in owning fixed-income financial products. 
In line with Hypothesis 1c, couples with two less-educated 
spouses were less likely to purchase both stocks and fixed-
income financial products than traditional couples.

Table 4   The contribution of each mediator to the indirect effects, 
using the KHB method. Reproduced with permission from the 2011 
Chinese Household Finance Survey

N = 3848. Values may not add up to 100 due to rounding. The vari-
able “information acquisition” means that respondents’ main methods 
of obtaining information included the Internet, SMS, and/or family/
friends/coworkers

Stocks (%) Fixed-income 
financial products 
(%)

Both spouse college+
 Logged household income 32 35
 Number of houses owned 6 3
 Number of cars owned 20 25
 Information acquisition 8 5
 Interested in economics 7 22
 Risk tolerance 26 10

Neither spouse college+
 Logged household income 29 37
 Number of houses owned 9 4
 Number of cars owned 9 14
 Information acquisition 31 24
 Interested in economics 3 11
 Risk tolerance 20 9
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Urban Residency and Household Finance

In terms of urban residency, we found that urban couples 
were more likely to invest. In Models 1 and 3 in Table 2, 
holding other covariates constant and compared with 
migrant couples, urban couples were 354% more likely to 
own stocks and 215% more likely to own fixed-income finan-
cial products (stocks: β = 1.512, exp(β) = 4.536, p < .001; 
fixed-income financial products: β = 1.148, exp(β) = 3.152, 
p < .001).

Tables 2 and 3 indicate that urban couples were still more 
likely than migrant couples to make financial investments 
even after controlling for their economic resources, informa-
tion acquisition, interests in economics, and risk tolerance. 
In Table 2, the coefficients for urban couples barely changed 
from Model 1 to 2 or from Model 3 to 4. Results in Table 3 
further confirmed that the estimated difference in the log-
odds of owning stocks or fixed-income assets between the 
full model and the reduced model for urban couples was not 
significant (p = .117 and .086, respectively). In other words, 
urban couples’ advantages in household financial partici-
pation over migrant couples could not be explained by the 
mediators considered here.

These findings supported Hypothesis 2 that urban couples 
who lived in urban areas and had urban hukou were more 
likely than migrant couples to own stocks and fixed-income 
assets. In contrast to prior research showing that immigrant 
couples living in the United States were disadvantaged in 
investing mainly due to their limited wealth and low risk 
tolerance (Cobb-Clark and Hildebrand 2006), the gap in 
investing between urban and migrant couples living in Chi-
nese cities was so stark that it was not significantly explained 
by economic resources, information acquisition, interest in 
economic information, or risk attitudes.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study investigated which type of married couple 
in urban China was more likely to buy stocks and fixed-
income financial products. We paid attention to the impact 
of household structures in terms of the educational pair-
ing of spouses and institutional structures represented by 
couples’ urban residency. The findings of this study dem-
onstrate that in addition to being influenced by economic 
resources, financial literacy, and risk tolerance (Cobb-
Clark and Hildebrand 2006; Finke and Huston 2003; Nau 
2013), household financial decisions are shaped by both 
family structures and political institutions. Results show 
that the more educated the couples are, the more likely 
they are to purchase stocks and fixed-income financial 
products. Couples with two highly-educated spouses have 
a higher likelihood of purchasing high-risk stocks than 

couples with well-educated husbands only. Couples with 
two less-educated spouses are the least likely to make 
either type of investment. Compared with migrant couples, 
urban couples are more likely to buy both stocks and fixed-
income financial products. Although fixed-income finan-
cial products are less risky than stocks in general, house-
holds that are willing to buy stocks are not necessarily 
interested in purchasing fixed-income financial products; 
households that are unwilling to purchase fixed-income 
financial products are sometimes interested in stocks.

We find that couples with only highly-educated wives are 
just as likely to invest as couples with only highly-educated 
husbands, controlling for risk tolerance attitudes, gender of 
the household head, and other covariates. Our result is in 
keeping with other research that showed financial risk taking 
of households with wives as primary earners was similar to 
that of households with husbands as primary earners (Jiana-
koplos and Bernasek 2008). These findings suggest that even 
though women are generally less risk tolerant than men, it 
does not mean that households with advantaged wives (e.g., 
better-educated or higher-earning wives relative to their 
husbands) are always less active in their investments. In 
our case, it is possible that when only one spouse is college 
educated, he or she influences the less-educated partner by 
sharing social network, knowledge, and risk attitudes, lead-
ing the couple to make cooperative financial decisions based 
on pooled resources. Our study thus adds to the existing 
literature by providing empirical evidence for the coopera-
tive model rather than the bargaining model in explaining 
financial decisions among Chinese families.

This study advances the literature by showing that despite 
China’s surge in economic prosperity, households are not 
participating equally in financial investments. This is due to 
inequality in the allocation of resources such as assets and 
education as well as institutional advantages associated with 
urban residency (Afridi et al. 2015; Chen et al. 2015; Wu 
2004). Urban couples are consistently more likely to invest 
in stocks and fixed-income financial products compared to 
migrant couples. Migrant couples without urban residency, 
even those with high household income and wealth, gener-
ally resist investing. They may prioritize savings due to a 
sense of insecurity or may be culturally attached to their 
original families in rural areas where investing is outside of 
the cultural norm. There is already growing wealth inequal-
ity between migrants and urban residents in large Chinese 
cities (Xie and Jin 2015). The concern is that if the dispar-
ity between groups’ financial habits continues as it has in 
American society (Nau 2013), it will perpetuate the same 
growing inequities in Chinese society. Notably, there is no 
specific policy that prohibits rural migrants from opening 
financial accounts in the cities. The within-household deci-
sion-making process may thus be particularly important for 
household financial participation.
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Our study has several limitations that need to be 
addressed in future research. First, due to data limita-
tion, we only examined household participation in finan-
cial investing as a binary outcome. An investigation into 
investment portfolio composition, such as percentage allo-
cations to stocks and fixed-income products, would help 
better understand the role of educational pairing and urban 
residency in household finances. Future research could 
also consider other household investments, such as savings 
and social welfare (e.g., pension plan), and investigate how 
they are affected by couples’ educational pairings and resi-
dency statuses. In addition, due to the lack of longitudinal 
data, this study is not able to draw causal conclusions. 
Instead, we could only identify the association between 
primary factors (i.e., household financial participation and 
couples’ educational pairings/urban residency). Future 
longitudinal research could track changes in primary fac-
tors over time to better identify their causal relationships. 
Finally, we find that migrant couples are less likely than 
urban couples to invest in financial products, but this dis-
parity cannot be explained by variables we considered, 
including economic resources, financial literacy, methods 
of information acquisition, and risk tolerance. Qualita-
tive research is much needed to uncover the mechanisms 
that prevent migrant couples from investing. It would also 
be helpful if longitudinal data or additional survey ques-
tions become available to assess whether disadvantages of 
migrants in investing shrink among those who remain in 
cities for long periods (Kim et al. 2012), who plan to settle 
down (Yao and Xu 2015), or whose hometowns resemble 
the destination cities to a high extent (Osili and Paulson 
2008).

In summary, the findings of this study suggest that the 
trend that involves households in private investing prob-
ably starts with high-status groups, considering that more-
educated, non-migrant couples are more likely than their 
less-educated, migrant counterparts to make financial 
investments. In other words, we found that financial mar-
kets are dominated by families with knowledge, economic 
resources, and institutional privileges. These benefited 
families could translate their advantages in education and 
political institutions into additional income through finan-
cial activities. As household wealth increases dramati-
cally in China (Xie and Jin 2015) and financial markets 
evolve, our study contributes to the understanding of the 
causes and consequences of household financial invest-
ment decisions.
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