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Year-Apart Estimates o f  Household Net Worth from the 1984 Panel 
of the  Survey of Income and Program Par t i c ipa t ion  

I . .  
r .  
I 
I I NTRODUCTION 

I The d i f f i c u l t y  of co1 l e c t i n g  accurate data on wealth i n  a household survey 

I has long been recognized. The modern h is to ry  o f  wealth surveys began w i th  

a 1946 survey sponsored by the Federal Reserve Board (FRB) and continued 

I wi th  the annual surveys o f  Consumer Finances conducted by the  Survey Research 

Center a t  the  Univers i ty  of Michigan dur ing the per iod 1947 t o  1970. I n  

1 the 1960-61 Survey of Consumer Expenditures, sponsored by the Bureau o f  

I Labor S t a t i s t i c s  (BLS), data on assets and l i a b i l i t e s  were co l lec ted one 

year apart, enabl ing BLS t o  ca lcu la te  the  net change i n  assets and l i a b i l i t i e s .  

I In 1963 and 1964, t he  FRB sponsored what m i  ght be viewed as the  most 

ambitious effort '  ever t o  obtain wealth and saving estimates from a household - 

I survey. The 1963 survey co l lec ted very de ta i led  asset and 1 i a b i  1 i t y  data 

I 
from a s amp1 e o f  approximately 2,500 households [Projector  and Wei ss, 19663. 

The households were v i s i t e d  again one year l a t e r  t o  obtain t he  data t h a t  

I were used i n  producing estimates o f  household saving [Projector, 19681. 

A special feature  o f  t he  1963-64 survey was a design t h a t  sampled high- 

I income households a t  a higher r a t e  t h a t  other households. Other 

household surveys t h a t  co l lec ted a s i gn i f i can t  amount o f  data on 

I household wealth included t he  FRB's 1977 Consumer Cred i t  Survey [Ourkin and 

I E l  1 ishausen, 19783; t h e  1979 Survey o f  the  President 's Comnission on Pension 

Pol i cy [Cartwrght _and F r i  ed1 and, 19853, and the 1979 Income and Survey 

I Development Program [Pearl and Frankel, 1982; Radner, 19843. 

I 
I 
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More recently, data from two major wealth surveys have received a considerable 

amount o f  attention. The 1983 Survey of  Consumer Finances (SCF) was conducted 

by. the Univers i ty  o f  Michi gan' s Survey Research Center and was sponsored by 

several Federal agencies inc lud ing the Federal Reserve Board. The 

survey co l lec ted data from a basic representat ive sample o f  about 3,800 

famf l i e s  and from a special high-income sample of 438 fami l ies.  Estimates 

are ava i lab le  from a sampling frame tha t  excludes the high income fami l ies  

and from a frame tha t  includes them [Avery, et. al., 1984 and 19861. The 

survey received a good deal o f  a t ten t ion  when the resu l t s  were used t o  

estimate the  change i n  wealth inequa l i t y  [ Jo in t  Economic Comni tee, 19861. 

The second major survey was the  Survey o f  Income and Program Pa r t i c i pa t i on  

(SIPP). SIPP i s  an ongoing panel survey sponsored by the  Bureau o f  the Census. 

Each panel remains i n  sample f o r  two and one-half years and interviews are 
0 

conducted every four months. The source o f  the  data f o r  the  S IPP wealth 

report  was the asset and l i a b i l i t y  questions t ha t  were asked i n  the fourth 

wave o f  the 1984 panel.1 The interv iews were conducted during the  per iod 

September-December 1984, and the  sample of 20,000 households was t he  largest  

for  any survey containing a de ta i led  set  o f  wealth questions. S IPP wealth 

data have been presented I n  a report  and i n  several papers [U.S. Bureau of 

the  Census, 1986; Lamas and McNeil, 1985 and 19863. 



The design of the f i r s t  four  panels o f  S I P P  c a l l s  f o r  the co l l ec t i on  of 

wealth data tw ice each panel. The same questions tha t  were asked i n  wave 4 

of the 1984 panel 'were repeated one year l a t e r  i n  wave 7. This design 

allows us t o  examine changes i n  net worth over a one-year period. The major 

purpose o f  t h i s  paper i s  t o  present the wave 4 and wave 7 estimates and 

o f fe r  some conclusions about what the comparisons show about the r e l i a b i l i t y  

of the estimates. 

Asset and l i a b i l i t y  data are co l lec ted i n  S I P P  because a ce r ta in  amount o f  

asset data are requi red t o  determine program e l i g i b i l i t y ,  because such 

informat ion makes the  SIPP data base more useful t o  those who want t o  model - 

the e f f ec t  of tax  and t rans fe r  po l i c ies ,  and because net worth provides a 

dimension o f  economic status t h a t  i s  not f u l l y  captured by income. The 

deslgn of  the asset questions IS based on the core questions about income 

recipiency. I n  some sense, the  marginal cost o f  SIPP asset questions i s  

small because the  ownership o f  various categories o f  assets i s  establ ished 

i n  the core o f  each wave as pa r t  o f  the  method o f  measuring income. 

Information about the  value o f  ce r t a i n  major assets i s  co l lec ted as a 

composite amount. For example, the amount held i n  the fo l low ing  four forms 

i s  co l lec ted  as a s ing le  f igure;  (1)  regular  savings accounts, (2 )  money 

market deposit accounts, (3) c e r t i f i c a t e s  o f  deposit, and (4) i nterest-earni ng 

checking accounts. Another s ing le  amount question i s  asked about fou r  

other assets; (1) money market funds, (2 )  U.S. Government secur i t ies ,  ( 3 )  

~ n i  c i  pal o r  corporate bonds, and (4) other i nterest-earni ng assets excluding 

mortgages and U.S. Savings Bonds. The assets are grouped i n  t h i s  way t o  

measure income and the grouping i s  maintained t o  minimize the cost of the 
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addi t ional  questions about asset value. For other assets, amounts were 

co l lec ted f o r  each type inc lud ing stocks and mutual fund shares, own home, 

I 
renta l  property, other rea l  estate, mortgages held from the  sale of property, I 
regular  checking accounts, U.S. savings bonds, and other f i nanc ia l  assets. 

The major asset categories not covered i n  S I P P  are (1) pension plan assets, 

I 
( 2 )  cash surrender value o f  l i f e  insurance, and (3) consumer durables I 
other than vehicles. S I P P  does c o l l e c t  informat ion on whether persons are 

covered by or  vested i n  a pension plan and informat ion on the face value 
I 

and type of l i f e  insurance pol ic ies.  I 
COMPARISON OF SIPP AND SCF ESTIMATES OF NET WORTH 

Because the 1983 SCF was designed as a wealth survey, i t  provides a useful  
I 

reference f o r  examining some o f  the  basic wealth estimates from SIPP. 

There are minor d i f ferences between S I P P  and SCF i n  the t iming o f  the 

I 
survey (SIPP interv iews were conducted from September 1984 t o  December I 
1984; SCF from February 1983 t o  Ju ly  1983) and i n  the coverage o f  the  

household populat ion (SCF d i d  not obta in  data f o r  secondary unrelated 
I 

i nd iv idua ls  o r  f o r  unrelated subfamilies). The major d i f ferences have t o  

do w i t h  t he  amount o f  deta i  1 co l lec ted and, perhaps most importantly, w i t h  
I 

t he  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a h igh income sample f o r  the  SCF. The comparisons i n  I 
Tab1 e A d i s t ingu ish  between SCF is t imates based on t he  representat ive 

sample and SCF estimates based on the merged sample, The SCF representat ive I 
sample was selected i n  approximately the same manner as the  SIPP sample. 

The SCF merged sample combines t h e  h i  gh-i ncome sample w i t h  the representat ive 
I 

sample. The comparisons i n  t a b l e  A show SCF data as published i n  t he  

Federal Reserve Bul l e t 1  n as we1 1 as rev i  sed estimates [Avery , et.al., 19861. 

I 
I 
I 



The rev is ions  e s s e n t i a l l y  r e f l e c t  the  co r rec t i on  o f  a very l a rge  e r r o r  on a 

s i  ng le  quest i  onnai re. 

I Table A. ~ o m ~ a r i s o n s  o f  SIPP and SCF Estimates of Net Worth 

NET WORTH 

Excluding equity i n  
motor vehicle and 
own business : 

Mean.. ........... 
Median.. ......... 

Including equity i n  
motor vehicles and 
own business: 

Mean. ........... 
Medi an.. ......,. 

SCF: Before Revision r_/ 

I 

$66,050 N. A. N.A. N.A. 
24,574 N.A. N.A. N. A. 

SCF: Af ter  Revision 21 - 
I 

Representative Merged Representative 
sample I sample I sample 

I I 

N.A. 133,502 103,465 119,898 
N.A. 30,553 N.A. N.A. 

Merged 
sample SIPP 

11From the Federal Reserve Bu l le t ins  o f  September 1984 and December 1984. - 
210btai ned from the Federal Reserve Board. - 

Note: The SCF estlmates i nc lude  forms o f  wealth not  inc luded i n  t h e  SIPP estimates; 

i nc lud ing  t h e  cash value o f  l i f e  insurance and t h e  value o f  employer-sponsored 

t h r i f t ,  p r o f i t  sharing, stock opt ion, and tax-deferred savings plans. I n  

add i t ion ,  t h e  SCF and SIPP d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  measures o f  business equity.  The SCF 

est imate inc ludes equ i t y  i n  nonpubl ic bus1 nesses i n  which t h e  person had no 

management respons ib i l i t f es .  The SIPP quest ionnaire had no s p e c i f i c  questions 

on such arrangements and probably d i d  not  count most o f  t h e  wealth he ld  i n  t h i s  

form. 
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I 

The f i r s t  row i n  t ab le  A shows mean net worth when motor vehic le and business 

equi ty are excluded. This i s  a measure o f  net worth t ha t  was published i n  the 
I 

Federal Reserve B u l l e t i n  and we have chosen t o  show i t  here because i t  offers an 

opportuni ty t o  examine the  effect o f  business equi ty on the  S I P P  and SCF estimatesd 

I 
The S I P P  and SCF estimates shown i n  the f i r s t  row are very close. The second row I 
i s  based on a more comprehensive measure o f  net worth and shows the fo l lowing:  

1. The SCF merged sample estimate o f  mean net worth i s  much 
I 

higher than the  SCF representat ive sample estimate (about 16 

percent h i  ghe r). 

I 
2. The SCF rev is ion  had a large e f f e c t  on the estimate of net 1 

worth ( i t  lowered the  estimate o f  the  mean by about 11 percent 

and the  estimate o f  t o t a l  net  worth by about 1.1 t r i l l i o n ) .  
1 

3. When business equi ty i s  included, t he  SIPP estimate o f  mean net  
- 

worth i s  much lower than the  SCF f igures;  but  the  S l B P  estimate 
I 

o f  median net worth i s  h igher than t he  SCF estimate even when I 
the  comparison i s  w i t h  the  SCF estimate t h a t  would be expected 

t o  produce the highest f i g u r e  ( the merged sample before revision). 
I 

Based on a cmpa r i  son o f  medians, t h e  SIPP wealth estimates are c l ea r l y  no 

worse than t he  SCF estimates, and might be considered s l i g h t l y  better. This 
I 

conclusion i s  re in forced when one considers t ha t  the  SCF estimates include 

forms o f  wealth t h a t  are not included i n  the  SIPP estimates2. A comparison 

I 
o f  means seems t o  show a much d i f f e r e n t  resu l t ,  but t he  measurement issues I 
are complex and t he  comparison must be approached w i t h  caution. Two major 

measurement issues are t h e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  measures o f  business equ i ty  and the  
I 

e f f e c t  o f  inc lud ing 438 h igh income fami l f e s  i n  t he  SCF sample. Table A 

, 
shows t h a t  t he  SIPP and SCF estimates o f  mean net worth are v i r t u a l l y  

I 
i den t i ca l  when equi ty  i n  own business i s  excluded from the  net worth I 

u 



measure and when the  SCF estimate i s  based on the representat ive sample 

( the  SIPP estimate was $65,801 compared t o  a  SCF est inate  o f  $66,050). When 

business equi ty i s  included, the d i f ference between the  SIPP and SCF estimates 

becomes sizable. The SIPP estimate of mean net worth when business equi ty i s  

included i s  $78,574 and the  SCF revised estimate based on the representat ive 

sample i s  5103,463. The SCF revised estimate r ises t o  $119,898 when i t  i s  

based on the merged sample. 

The data I n  t ab le  A show tha t  r e l a t i v e l y  high SCF estimates o f  business equi ty 

and the add i t ion o f  438 high-income fami l ies  t o  the SCF sample resu l t  i n  SCF 

estimates o f  mean net worth t ha t  are substanti  a1 l y  above the SIPP estimates.. 

Does t h i s  mean t h a t  the  SCF estimates are superior t o  t he  SIPP estimates? The- 

proper answer t o  t h i s  question i s  t ha t  the choice o f  the data set depends upon 

the  intended use o f  the data. Because o f  i t s  la rger  sample size, and because 

i t  produces an estimate o f  median net worth tha t  i s  s l i g h t l y  higher than 

any SCF estimate, i t  seems reasonable t o  select  the  S I P P  data set when 

I comparing the  wealth status o f  various subgroups o f  t he  population. The 

dramatic e f f e c t  a s ing le  questionnaire can have on mean values makes i t  

I prudent t o  use medians ra ther  than means when making comparisons among 

demographic, social,  o r  ethnic goups. I n  fac t ,  the very la rge  e f f e c t  

o f  "ou t l i e rs "  ra ises questions about any analysis t ha t  depends on means 

o r  aggregates. The daper i n  t h i s  conference by Curt in, duster, and Morgan 

describes the  problems o f  " ou t l i e r s "  and c i t e s  three cases i n  the SCF sample 

I and one case i n  t h e  SIPP sample. The f i r s t  SCF case c i t e d  by the  authors i s  

t he  case t h a t  l e d  t o  the  major rev is ion  i n  t he  SCF estimates. An ent ry  of 

I f200,000,000 was subsequently changed t o  $2,000,000 on the  basis of 

I 
information obtained i n  1986. The o r i g i na l  value, when weighted, had 

accounted f o r  approximately ten percent o f  U. S household wealth. The auf hors 

I also c i t e  a  SCF case i n  which reported net worth was about one b i l l  i on  do1 lars. 
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This case was not inc luded i n  t h e  f i n a l  SCF sample because of a lack  o f  
I 

i n f o n a t i o n  on income, but  i t s  i n c l u s i o n  would have approximately doubled 

t h e  SCF est imate of t o t a l  U.S. household wealth. The SIPP case involved a 

I 
quest ionnai r e  showing a business equ i ty  of $50,000,000. This case was not I 
inc luded i n  the  f i n a l  SIPP f i l e  because t h e  1984 wealth data appeared t o  be 

incons is tent  w i t h  other  data obtained f o r  t h i s  household i nc lud ing  information 
I 

on wealth holdings i n  1985. 1 
The message f o r  data users i s  t h a t  household survey estimates o f  aggregate and 

mean wealth are p o t e n t i a l  l y  h i g h l y  unstable. We advise caut ion  when using 
I 

e i t h e r  t h e  SCF o r  t h e  SIPP i f  conclusions are  t o  be based p r i m a r i l y  on cross- 

sec t ion  o r  t ime-seri es d i f fe rences i n  aggregate o r  mean wealth. 

1 

We do regard household survey estimates o f  median wealth as useful and val id ,  
I 

This  judgement i s  based on comparisons o f  medians between SIPP and SCF and I 
between t h e  SIPP estimates from t h e  wave 4 and wave 7 interv iews.  

COMPARISON O f  SIPP NET WORTH ESTIMATES FROM WAVE 4 AND WAVE 7 

I 

Tables 1 and 2 provide basic estimates of median, mean, and aggregate house- 
I 

h o l d  net  worth f o r  both wave 4 and wave 7. The data have been weighted t o  

represent a l l  U.S. households. The wave 7 f i gu res  have been adjusted by t h e  

I 
change in -  t h e  Consumer P r i c e  Index t o  a1 1 ow f o r  a constant do1 1 a r  comparison. I 
Over t h e  12 month period, t h e  estimates show a $818 dec l i ne  i n  household 

median net  worth (from $32,455 t o  $31,637), a $34 dec l i ne  i n  mean net worth 
I 

(from $78,574 t o  $78,540), and a $121 b i l l i o n  d o l l a r  increase i n  aggregate 

net worth ( f rom $6.825 t r i l l i o n  t o  $6.946 t r i l l i o n ) .  These estimates of 

I 
change, however, a re  not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  I 

I 
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'rlhen co~npari ng net worth est i~nates, e i t he r  i n  the cross-section O r  over time, 

both sampling and nonsampling er rors  must be taken i n t o  consideration. The 

standard er rors  f o r  each o f  the net worth estimates i n  Table 1 are shown i n  

parentheses. For the populat ion subgroups shown i n  the table, the  r e l a t i v e l y  

la rge sanple s ize of SIPP produces standard errors small enough so tha t  i s  i s  

possible t o  i d e n t i f y  those race, age, family type, and income groups w i t h  

r e l a t i v e l y  h igh a r  low leve ls  o f  net wort?. The data also show a ce r t a i n  

s t a b i l i t y  i n  the net worth estimates between wave 4 and wave 7. For example, 

consider the fo l lowing ra t i os  o f  median net worth: the White t o  Black 

r a t i o  was 12 t o  1 i n  both wave 4 and wave 7; the o l d  t o  young (65 and over 

t o  under 35) r a t i o  was 11 t o  1 i n  both waves; the married-couple fami ly t o  

female householder fami ly r a t i o  was 9 t o  1 i n  wave 4 and 11 t o  1 i n  wave 7; 

and the highest income q u i n t i l e  t o  lowest income q u i n t i l e  r a t i o  was about 

20 t o  1 i n  both wave 4 and wave 7. Table 1 shows very few s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s j  gni f i c a n t  year- to year changes i n  net worth. The three changes t ha t  

were s i gn i f i can t  a t  the  95 percent confidence l eve l  are marked w i t h  a  s ing le  

aster isk,  and the one change t ha t  was s i gn i f i can t  a t  the  90 percent confidence 

leve l  i s  marked w i t h  a  double asterisk. As we examine the  data more 

c losely , we are li kely t o  conclude t ha t  these " s i  gn i f l can t  changes" probably 

r e f1  ect  measurement problems. 

Sampling e r ro r  becomes more important as the base o f  the estimate declines. 

Table 3 shows the mean net worth o f  households by income q u i n t i l e  cross- 

c l a s s i f i e d  by household type and age o f  householder for  both wave 4 and 

wave 7. The data show a pos i t i ve  re la t ionsh ip  between income and wealth 



for  most types o f  households by age groups, and there i s  evidence tha t  net 

worth increases w i th  age f o r  most types o f  households by income groups, 

but the standard errors f o r  most o f  the c e l l s  are very large. Many of 

the cross-section comparisons have t o  be care fu l l y  qua1 i f i e d ,  and l i t t l e  

can be said about year-to-year changes. 

Yonsampling er rors  i n  the form o f  repor t iny  er rors  and nonresponse :nay be 
d 

more important than sampling errors. Reporting er rors  can have a very 

large e f fec t  on estimates, and i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine when a serious 

repo r t i  ng e r ro r  has occurred. The controversy surrounding the J o i n t  Economic 

Committee' s report  on changes i n  wealth inequa l i t y  under1 i nes the dramatic - 

e f f e c t  a s ing le  observation can have on estimates o f  mean and aggregate 

net worth. Every household survey faces t h i s  problem, and i n  wave 4 of 

S I P P  we encountered a case t ha t  we considered a problem case. One o f  the 

sample households i n  t h a t  wave rep6rted a business equi ty o f  $50,000,000. 

A review o f  the other en t r ies  on the  questionnaire ra ised doubts about the 

accuracy o f  t ha t  f igure,  but  the evidence was not conclusive. We decided 

t o  wai t  un t i  1 we could examine the responses t o  the wave 7 questionnaire 

before making a f i n a l  decision on t he  value t o  adopt for  wave 4. The wave 

7 responses convinced us t h a t  the wave 4 data were incor rect ,  and the  f i n a l  

value adopted f o r  wave 4 was set equal t o  the wave 7 response: $2,000,000. 

Given t h a t  the  household wei yht was about 6,500, the decis ion reduced the 

potent i  a1 wave 4 estimate o f  t o t a l  business equi ty by approximately 300 

b i l l i o n  dol lars,  
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There i s  a p a r t i  cu lar  k ind of repor t ing e r ro r  t ha t  i s  frequently important 

l i n  panel surveys. The error ,  ca l l ed  time-in-sample bias, i s  present i n  

Current ~ o p u l a t i o n  Survey r o t a t i  on group estimates o f  iocome and 1 abor 

4 force a c t i v i t y ,  and may very wel l  be present i n  S I P P  estimates. 'Whether 

I - 

t h i s  type of e r ro r  has a serious ef fect  on SIPP estimates of year-to-year 

change i n  net worth can be examined as data from the 1985 and other panels 

I become avai 1 abl e. 

I 
The problems o f  noninterviews and nonresponse can be serious f o r  household 

surveys. Noninterviews occur when a person o r  household refuses t o  

I pa r t i c i pa te  i n  the survey o r  when the person o r  household cannot be located - 
i n  order t o  conduct an interview. Approximately 11 percent o f  the households 

I e l i g i b l e  f o r  the  f i r s t  wave in terv iew were noninterviews i n  wave 4. The 

a f i gu re  was about 1 7  percent i n  wave 7. These noninterview rates compare 

I favorably t o  the  rates i n  other wealth surveys. Nonresponse occurs when a 

1 respondent does not know the answer t o  a question, and questions about the  

value o f  assets and debts are d i f f i c u l t  t o  answer i n  the se t t i ng  of a 

I - 
r e l a t i v e l y  b r i e f  household interview. The problem i s  compounded when 

i nterviews are conducted w i t h  proxy respondents, and the SIPP survey design 

I allows f o r  t he  in terv iew t o  be conducted w i th  a "knowledgeable" r e l a t i v e  

I 
i f  the  sample person i s  not ava i lab le  a t  the t ime o f  the household interview. 

Nonresponse a lso occurs when a respondent refuses t o  answer a question. 

I This i s  r e l a t i v e l y  ra re  i n  SIPP, but some o f  the "don't  knowU responses 

may, i n  fact ,  be p o l i t e  refusal s. When SIPP questi  onnai res are processed, 

1 missing informat ion i s  imputed using a procedure t h a t  searches f o r  a donor 

8 



wi th  s im i l a r  character is t ics  and then sets the missing value equal t o  the 

value reported i n  the questionnaire o f  the donor. It i s  important t o  

r ea l i ze  tha t  the wave 4 data and the wave 7 data were processed independently. 

Except f o r  the s ing le  case described above, we d i d  not use informat ion 

from one wave t o  f i l l  i n  missing informat ion o r  modify responses i n  the 

ot5er wave. The importance o f  t h i s  feature o f  the processing system w i l l  

become apparent l a t e r  when we examine estimates f o r  matched households. 

Table 4 shows the proport ion o f  t o t a l  value t ha t  was imputed f o r  selected 

assets. I n  wave 4, iniputations accounted f o r  near ly 40 percent o f  the 

value of stocks and mutual fund shares and the  value o f  own businesses. 

About 30 percent o f  the value o f  ren ta l  property was imputed, and about 20 

percent o f  the  wealth held i n  own homes, other rea l  estate, and IRA 'S.  

The wave 7 imputation rates were general 1y s im i l a r  except f o r  a la rge increase 

i n  the amount o f  imputation f o r  the  value o f  own business. The ra te  was 

approximately 50 percent i n  wave 7. 

I n  order t o  t e s t  t he  theory t h a t  knawledge'of t h e i r  e a r l i e r  response would 

1 ead respondents t o  give improved estimates o f  change, i n f  o m a t i  on about 

wave 4 responses was given t o  one-half o f  the sample a t  the  t ime o f  the  wave 

7 interview. This feedback procedure was s im i l a r  t o  the procedure used i n  

t he  1964 FRB survey [Projector, 19861. Tables 5 and 6 show median and mean 

net worth f igures by whether the 'household was i n  or  out o f  the  feedback sample. 

When the  various subgroups are  examined, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d iscern any 

regular  e f f e c t  o f  the feedback procedure. For example, among t he  55 t o  64 

years o f  age group, those i n  the feedback sample reported a smaller change 



than the  nonfeedback group, but t he  re la t i onsh ip  wds reversed f o r  t he  65 

years and over age group. 

The comparison o f  wave 4 w i t h  7 shows a c e r t a i n  s t a b i l i t y  i n  the  basic 

re la t ionsh ips .  The net worth data i n  t a b l e  7 i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  s t a b i l i t y ,  

and the comparison w i t h  the  income data shows t h a t  net worth data are arl 

important add i t i on  t o  our usual se t  o f  income tables. Black households, 

f o r  example, receive about 7 percent o f  aggregate income, but  own only 3 

percent o f  t o t a l  net worth. On t h e  other  hand, f a m i l i e s  w i t h  a householder 

65 and over received about 13 percent o f  t o t a l  income and owned about 30 

percent o f  t o t a l  net  worth. When we examine year-to-year changes i n  net 

worth, t h e  r e s u l t s  a re  l ess  encouraging. Among most populat ion subgroups, 

t h e  change i n  net worth was not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Perhaps more 

impor tant ly ,  those changes t h a t  passed t h e  t e s t  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ign i f i cance  - 

seem Inore l i k e l y  t o  r e f l e c t  measurement problems than rea l  economic change. 

It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand, f o r  example, why households w i t h  a householder 

45 t o  54  years o f  age should have experienced a 9 percent drop i n  median 

net  worth dur ing  a 12 month period. 

COMPARISON WITH FLOW OF FUNDS ESTIMATES 

The categor ies used t o  c o l l e c t  asset data i n  SIPP,  along w i t h  in format ion  

about t h e  number of owners and t h e  values o f  t h e  assets, are shown i n  t a b l e  8. 

The wave 4 and wave 7 data are general ly  s im i la r ,  although the re  i s  some 

suggestion of a dec l i ne  i n  asset ownership (most o f  t h e  changes i n  t h e  

ownership r a t e  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  assets were not  s t a t 1  s t i c a l  l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
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but i n  10 out o f  12 asset categories the measured change was negative), 

The value o f  home equi ty was by f a r  the largest  asset category, accounting 

f o r  near ly 3 t r i l l i o n  do l la rs  out o f  the aggregate net worth f igure of 

approximately 7 t r i  11 ion  do1 lars.  

The SIPP asset categories are not d i r e c t l y  comparable t o  the categories 

used by the FRB i n  t he i  r Flow o f  Funds Accounts estimates (FFA). 

F i r s t ,  SIPP does not cover a l l  the  assets t ha t  are included i n  t he  FFA 

estimates. We have mentioned t ha t  SIPP excludes pension wealth, the cash 

value o f  l i f e  insurance, and the  value o f  consumer durables other than 

vehicles. Cash holdings should be added t o  the  l i s t .  There i s  some 

ambiguity as t o  the  coverage o f  estates and personal t rus ts .  SIPP 

does not have spec i f i c  questions on these assets and it seems l i k e l y  

t ha t  most o f  t h i s  form o f  wealth i s  absent from the SIPP estimates. 

A second di f ference between SIPP and FFA i s  t he  inc lus ion  o f  holdings o f  

the nonprof i t  sector i n  the  l a t t e r  accounts. A rough estimate of the 

1984 assets o f  t h i  s sector was $530 b i l l i o n .  A t h i r d  d i f ference i s  populat ion 

coverage; SIPP excludes the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and m i  1 i t a r y  populations. 

F i n a l l y  i t  should be noted t h a t  t he  FFA household sector  estimates are 

essenti  a1 l y  the  residuals t ha t  remain a f t e r  a l locat ions are made t o  other 

sectors and are not free from measurement error: 

Table B compares SIPP and FFA estimates f o r  1984 by attempting t o  combine 

and adjust  the  categories where necessary. Two categories t h a t  are comnon 

are equ i ty  i n  own home and motor vehic le equity. The SIPP estimate o f  

home equi ty  i s  f a r  greater than t he  FFA estimate ($2.8 t r i l l i o n  versus $1.9 

t r i l l i o n ) .  The SIPP estimate o f  $0.4 t r i l l i o n  f o r  vehic le equi ty was 

s l  i g h t l y  less than the  FFA estimate o f  $0.5 t r i l l i o n .  



I n  order t o  compare holdings o f  f inanc i  a1 assets, we must add together two 

categories from the FFA estimates, "deposits and c red i t  market 

instruments", and "corporate equi t ies",  adjust t h i s  sum f o r  personal t r u s t  

an3 nonprof i t  sector holdings, and compare the adjusted sum t o  the sum of 

ce r t a i n  SIPP categories. 

Table 8. Conparison o f  S I P P  and Flow of Funds Estimates o f  Household Wealth 
( I n  t r i l l i o n s  o f  do l la rs )  

2. Equity i n  motor vehicles... 1 0.4 

3. Financial  assets ........... I 2.5 11 

I I I I 

4. Equity i n  noncorporate 
business.. ................ I 1.031 

l/Sum of stock and mutual fund shares ($0.5 t r i l l i o n ) ,  interest-earning assets - 
($1.2 t ri 11 ion) ,  regul a r  checking accounts ($43 b i l l  ion),  savings bonds ($33 
b i l l i o n ) ,  value of I R A  and KEOGH accounts ($0.2 t r i l l i o n ) ,  other f i nanc ia l  
assets ($0.3 t r i l l i o n ) ,  and the amount o f  corporate stock included i n  the  
SIPP category of "own business o r  professionH ($0.3 t r i l l  ion). 

Flow o f  Funds 
( four th  quarter  o f  1984) CATEGORY 

2ISum of deposits and c r e d i t  market instruments ($3.3 t r i  11 ion) ,  and corporate - 
equ i t ies  ($1.5 tr i l l  ion )  less estimated value o f  estates and personal t r u s t s  
($0.9 t r i l l  i on) and nonprof i t  sector assets ($0.5 t r i  11 ion). 

S IPP 
(Wave 4) 

3/Sum of equi ty i n  own business o r  profession ($0.8 t r i l l i o n )  less  value of - 
corporate stock included i n  t h i s  category ($0.3 t r i l l i o n )  p lus  equ i ty  i n  
ren ta l  property ($0.6 t r i l l  ion). 

I 1. Equity i n  own home.. ....... $2.8 $1.9 
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The S I P P  categories t ha t  comprise the estimate o f  f i nanc ia l  assets include 

stock and mutual fund shares, in terest -earn i  ng assets, regular  checking 
I 

accounts, savings bonds, I R A  and KEOGH accounts, other f i  nanci a1 assets, 

and the  amount of corporate stock included i n  the S I P P  category of 

I 
"own business o r  profession." ( ce r ta in  corporate stock i s  counted i n  t h i s  1 
category because o f  the design o f  the questionnaire). Table B shows t ha t  

t h e  FFA estimate o f  f i nanc ia l  assets was $3.4 t r i l l i o n  compared t o  
I 

a S I P P  estimate o f  $2.5 t r i l l i o n .  The f i n a l  category t o  be compared i s  

equi ty i n  noncorporate business. The F F A  estimate f o r  t h i s  category 

i 
was $2.5 t r i l l i o n .  The S I P P  estimate, obtained by adding together own 1 
business o r  profession ( less the corporate stock included i n  t h i  s 

category) and equi ty i n  renta l  property was $1.0 t r i l l i o n .  
1 

If the F F A  estimates are taken a t  face value, i t would appear t ha t  SIP? I 
ser iously underestimates wealth held i n  t he  form o f  f i nanc ia l  assets and 

business equi ty and ser iously overestimates wealth held i n  the form of 
i 

home equity. Based on comparisons w i t h  other household survey estimates 

o f  home equi ty and on va l ida t ion  studies o f  survey estimates o f  home value 

I 
[U.S. Bureau o f  t he  Census, Molters and Woltman, 19741, we th ink  i t un l i ke l y  1 
t h a t  t h e  SIPP estimate o f  home equi ty i s  ser iously biased. We conclude 

t h a t  the FFA estimate o f  home equi ty i s  not a good reference figure. 
I 

Val idat ion studies o f  survey estimates o f  f i nanc ia l  assets show tha t  the  

f a i l u r e  t o  repor t  ownership of f i  nanci a1 assets i s  a serlous problem [ ~ e r b e r ,  

I 
et. al., 1968 and 19691, and the  evidence seems strong t h a t  t h e  SIPP estimates I 
o f  holdings i n  the  form o f  f inanc ia l  assets have a serious downward bias. I 

.'I 
I 



CHANGES I N  NET WORTH AT THE INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLD LEVEL 

F ina l l y ,  the  S I P P  estimate of business equi ty i s  wel l  below the FFA 

estimate. Again, i t  seems l i k e l y  t ha t  the S I P P  estimate has a serious 

downward bias,  bu t 'a  d e f i n i t i v e  conclusion could be reached only a f t e r  

some form o f  val i da t ion  study. 

The above comparison leaves out the S I P P  category o f  "other rea l  estate'' 

(about $0.3 t r i l l i o n ) .  Some o f  the assets i n  t h i s  category are vacation 

homes; some probably b ~ l o n g  i n  the  "own business" eategory. 

The discussion thus f a r  has been concerned w i t h  the comparison between cross- . 

sect ion estimates. Because SIPP i s  a panel survey, i t i s  possible t o  measure 

changes i n  net worth a t  the ind iv idua l  household level .  I n  order t o  do so, 

we began w i th  households as they existed on the  wave 7 f i l e  and matched back 

t o  the wave 4 f i l e .  We considered a match t o  ex i s t  i f  t he  householder i n  the  

wave 7 household was present as a householder o r  spouse o f  householder i n  

the  wave 4 f i  le. We c l a s s i f i e d  t he  matched household as "having no change 

i n  composition* i f  each wave 7 adu l t  was present i n  the  wave 4 household 

and each wave 4 adu l t  was present i n  the  wave 7 household. The "matched 

household* f i l e  produces estimates t ha t  are not s t r i c t l y  comparable t o  t he  

wave 4 and wave 7 f i l e s  taken separately. Some households were not present 

i n  wave 7 because o f  a sample cut  t h a t  occurred between the  two waves. 



I n  i n t e rp re t i ng  these matched resu l ts ,  i t  should be remembered t ha t  the 

i.mputation procedures used f o r  wave 4 and wave 7 were independent. The 

imputat ion procedures g i  ve cross-sect i  on resu l t s  t ha t  are reasonable, but 

the  estimates o f  change produced by two independent procedures cannot be 

expected t o  be reasonable. 

fable 10 shows the  percent d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  various household groups by 

t h e i r  change i n  net dor th  from wave 4 t o  wave 7. For a l l  matched households 

wi thout  imputations, about 15 percent had a dec l ine o f  $10,000 o r  more, 

20 percent had an increase o f  $10,000 o r  more, 23 percent had an increase 

o r  decrease o f  less than $1,000, and t he  r es t  had decl ines o r  increases i n  - 

t he  $1,000 t o  $9,999 range. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine the  extent  t o  

which these estimates re f1  ec t  rea l  changes and t he  extent  t o  which they 

represent measurement problems. We can s t a r t  by considering t ha t  only - 

2 percent o f  households have annual incomes o f  $100,000 o r  more. For 

98 percent o f  households, then, a change i n  net worth o f  $10,000 i s  a very 

1 arge change. I f  asset p r i ces  were stable, a $10,000 increase i n  net  worth 

would mean t h a t  more than 10 percent o f  current  income had been saved. 
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1 Ye know, o f  course, t ha t  asset pr ices  ere not s tab le  during our reference 

M period. The value of the  average share o f  stock l i s t e d  on the New York 

Stock Exchange increased by 12 percent from l a t e  1984 t o  l a t e  1985. Our 

i data froln SIP?, however, show tha t  only ab0t~t  20 percent o f  households 

owned stock and the average value o f  stock po r f o l i o s  was about $27,000 i n  

1 l a t e  1934. Siven these considerations, i t  seems l i k e l y  t ha t  the measured 

I changes i n  the net worth o f  i nd iv idua l  households has a la rge e r ro r  component. 

l 
Table 10 shows estimates f o r  households w i t h  no change i n  composition and 

for  a ce r t a i n  set  o f  hbuseholds t ha t  d i d  have a change i n  composition. 

I Households without a change i n  composition had, on average, an increase i n  

net worth. Married-couple households had an average increase o f  $5,329, 

I f o r  example, although 34 percent had a decrease o f  $1,000 o r  more and 

15 percent had a decrease o f  $10,000 o r  more. The universes f o r  two groups 

I b 

o f  households t ha t  d i d  have a change, wave 7 widows who were married, 

I spouse present i n  wave 4, and wave 7 divorced o r  separated women who were 

married, spouse present i n  wave 4, are q u i t e  small, The data show an 

I average net worth increase o f  $13,000 f o r  the  widows and an average decrease 

o f  $11,000 f o r  t he  divorced and separated. 

I 
The second page i n  t a b l e  10 shows net worth change data f o r  households t h a t  

1 had one o r  more net worth items imputed i n  e i t he r  wave 4 o r  wave 7. As 

discussed ea r l i e r ,  t he  f a c t  t h a t  the wave 4 and wave 7 imputat ion procedures 

I were independent essen t ia l l y  e l iminates these households as a data source 

I 
i 
l 

* 
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f o r  analyzing changes i n  the net ~ o r t h  o f  i nd iv idua l  households. 4bout 

i 
62 percent of the  households i n  t h i s  group had a change of $13,000 or  inore. I 
Unfortunately, there are more households i n  the "imputedH group than i n  the 

Unonimputed" group. S ix ty  percent o f  a l l  matched households had one more 
ll 

imputed net worth iterns i n  e i t he r  wave 4 or  wave 7. I 
There i s  some evidence tha t  the feedback procedure reduces the estimates of  

change. The t h i r d  page of t ab le  10 presents data f o r  those matched households 
I 

wi th  no imputation who were i n  the feedback sample. The mean d i f ference 

i n  net worth f o r  t h i s  group was $1,947 versus $3,387 f o r  matched, nonimputed 

I 
households who were not i n  the feedback sample. The proport ion o f  feedback I 
sample households w i th  changes o f  $10,000 or  more was 33 percent f o r  t he  

feedback sample and 36 percent f o r  the nonfeedback sample. 
I 

The data on the l a s t  page o f  t ab le  l0'show a reasonable re la t ionsh ip  between I 
income leve l  and change i n  net worth. One would expect t ha t  la rge changes 

would be more comnon f o r  h igh income household than f o r  low income households 
I 

and the data support t h i s  expectation. Approximately 37 percent of households 

i n  the h i  yhest income q u i n t i l e  had an increase o f  $10,000 o r  more, 24 

I 
percent had a decrease o f  $10,000 o r  more, and 6 percent had a change of I 
less  than $1,000. I n  comparison, 9 percent o f  households i n  the lowest 

q u i n t i l e  had an increase o f  $10,000 o r  more, 7 percent had a decrease of 
D 

$10,000 o r  more, and 50 percent had a change s.maller than $1,000. I 
I 
I 
I 
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FITTING A SAVINGS YODEL 

We have used the S I P P  data t o  f i t  a  simple model o f  savings i n  which the 

change i n  net worth i s  a  funct ion o f  the leve l  o f  t o t a l  net worth and 

income a t  the beginning o f  the period, the change i n  income dur ing the 

period, and cer ta in  character is t ics  o f  the householder i n c l  udiny aye, 

mar i ta l  status, and race and ethn ic i ty .  The set  o f  observations was l i m i t e d  

t o  those households without a change i n  composition ~ h o  had no imputed net 

worth items. 

The resu l t s  o f  regressing the change i n  net worth on the independent 

variables are summarized i n  Table 12. The regression was s i gn i f i can t  and - 

had an R* of  .08. The income variables had a  s i gn i f i can t  pos i t i ve  

ef fect  on savings ( t he  value o f  t h e i r  coe f f i c ien ts  were more than 

twice as large as the standard errors) ,  wave 4 net worth had a  negative 

and s i gn i f i can t  coe f f i c ien t ,  t he  age groups " less than 35" and "45 t o  54" 

had a  s i gn i f i can t  negative ef fect ,  and the other variables were not 

s ign i f i can t .  These regressions are consistent w i t h  the resu l t s  obtained by 

Pro jec tor  when she regressed 1963 savings on 1963 disposable income and 

December 1962 net worth. I n  t ha t  study t h e  coe f f i c i en t  of income was 

pos i t ive ,  the  coe f f i c i en t  o f  net worth was negative, and the  R* was .04 

[Projector, 19681. 



REPLY TO DISCUSSION BY MARTIN. DAVID  3 

I n  h i s  discussion o f  t h i s  paper, Mar t in  David has provided an extremely 

valuable c r i t i q u e  o f  household wealth surveys i n  general and the  S I P P  survey 

i n  par t icu lar .  We agree w i th  many o f  h i s  po in ts  but we also note tha t  

the measurement o f  household wealth per se has not been viewed as a primary 

purpose of SIPP. We hope t ha t  some o f  the suggested changes can be adopted, 

but changes t ha t  are cos t l y  o r  t ha t  impinge on other aspects o f  the survey 

are un l i ke l y  t o  occur. I n  the area o f  survey procedures, David recommends 

t ha t  an e f f o r t  be made t o  in terv iew the household member who i s  best able 

t o  provide f i nanci a1 information. He a1 so recommends t h a t  the questi  onnai r e  

be modified t o  obtain data on assets held i n  t r u s t  f o r  chi ldren,  on 

business investments i n  which the  person does not play an ac t i ve  management 

role, and on cer ta in  other assets not present ly covered. A t h i r d  major 

recomnendation i s  t o  ask respondents t o  examine records when possible. A31 

of these ' recommendat i ons seem useful  . 
David makes a strong case f o r  conducting va1.idation studies. He notes 

t ha t  previous studies i d e n t i f i e d  the  problem o f  f a l s e  negatives as a major 

f ac to r  i n  the tendency o f  survey estimates t o  fa1 1 short  o f  independent 

estimates. He suggests t h a t  informat ion from va l ida t ion  studies could be 

used t o  correct  fo r  f a l se  negatives (change some o f  the' "nou responses) and 

would provide a basis f o r  imputing amounts t o  persons who refuse t o  answer 

questions on ownership o r  value. 



We agree completely wi th  h i s  statement t ha t  the wealth data should be 

subjected t o  long i  tud ina l  ed i t i ng  and imputation procedures i f the 

data f i l e  i s  t o  be' used t o  examine changes i n  wealth. We have attempted t o  

circumvent t h i s  problem i n  some o f  our analysis by r e s t r i c t i n g  the universe 

t o  cases that  d id  not require imputation i n  e i t he r  of  the two waves, hut 

t h i s  approach sacr i f i ces  larye amounts o f  data. 

The imp1 ementati on of any o f  these changes w i  11 depend on a review o f  the 

evidence concerning the i  r 1 i kely benef i t  and a comparison of the 1 i kely 

benef i t  w i th  the l i k e l y  cost. For example, the suggestion t ha t  an attempt 

be made t o  interv iew the household member who i s  most knowledgeable about - 

finances would be accepted only i f  i t  could be demonstrated t ha t  the cost 

was small i n  terms o f  f i e l d  resources, response rates, and the qua l i t y  of 

other types o f  data. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The major purpose o f  t h i s  paper was t o  present an evaluation o f  SIPP data 

on household wealth. The major aspect o f  the evaluation was comparison 

o f  the net worth leve ls  o f  i nd iv idua l  households as reported i n  interv iews 

conducted one year apart. Other methods o f  evaluat ion included comparisons 

w i t h  SCF and FFA estimates. 



The major f indings include the fol lowing: 

I. S I P P  estimates o f  the r e l a t i v e  wealth holdings of 

various populat ion subgroups are remarkably stab1 e 

based on a comparison o f  median net worth estimates 

from wave 4 and wave 7. 

2. Household survey estimates o f  aggregate and mean 

net worth are very sens i t ive  t o  "ou t l i e r s "  

(cases w i t h  very high values). These "ou t l i e rs "  

may represent response er rors  or  marking errors,  

o r  they may, i n  fac t ,  be an accurate estimate 

o f  the holdings o f  an ind iv idua l .  I n  the  l a t t e r  

case, t he  "ou t l i e r "  may o r  may not be m u l t i p l i e d  

by an appropriate weight when the raw survey data 

are converted t o  estimates o f  the wealth o f  U.S. 

households. 

3. The problem o f  "ou t l i e rs "  i s  so severe t ha t  

analyses and evaluations o f  household survey 

wealth data t ha t  are based so le ly  on aggregate 

o r  mean estimates are subject t o  serious 

questions about val i d i  ty. 

4. The 1 arge di f ferences between wave 4 and wave 7 

i n the hol  d i  ngs o f  i ndi v i  dual households i s 

addi t iona l  evidence t ha t  household wealth estimates 

are subject t o  la rge  repor t ing o r  marking errors. 



The f inding t h a t  S IPP produces stable estimates o f  median net  worth suggests 
, '  , 

t h a t  SIPP provides important new data on populat ion subgroup differences i n  

ne t  worth. The r e l a t i v e l y  large sample s ize  and an estimate of median net 

worth t h a t  i s  l a rge r  than the SCF estimate means t h a t  SIPP i s  the preferred 

data set  f o r  t h i s  purpose. The value o f  SIPP net worth estimates i s  

enhanced by the r i c h  array o f  demographic, social ,  and economic data 

co l lec ted during the 1 i f e  o f  the panel (e.g., personal h i s t o r y  character is t ics ,  

program pa r t i c i pa t i on  status, and employer benef i t  recfpiency). We 

concur w i th  ~ a r t i n g  b a v i d  t ha t  ce r ta i n  questionnaire and procedural 

changes would improve the q u a l i t y  o f  SIPP wealth data, but  we are cautious 

about the desi rab i  1 i t y  o f  major changes. We note t h a t  d i f ferences between 

household surveys i n  estimates o f  mean and aggregate net worth are s t rongly  

influenced by "out l ie rs . "  I n  the absence o f  va l ida t ion  stlrdies, we are 
- 

not  prepared t o  accept an increase i n  estimated mean o r  aggregate wealth 

as evidence t h a t  a be t t e r  source o f  data has been obtained. 

End Notes 

 he f i r s t  wave o f  interv iews w i th  the 1984 panel households was October, 
November., December 1983 and January 1984. I n  general, a wave i s  a complete 
set  o f  interv iews w i t h  the sample households and i s  completed over a 
four  month period. 

*see the note t o  Table A for  a descr ip t ion  o f  these fohns o f  wealth. 

3 ~ h e  discussion by Mar t in  David (Universi ty o f  Wisconsin) i s  not  included 
i n  t h i s  Working Paper. It w i l l  be ava i lab le  i n  the Conference Proceedings. 



Table '1. Median and Mean Household Net Yorth by Selected 
Household Character is t ics:  Wave 4 and Wave 7 

( I n  constant do l la rs .  Standard er rors  i n  parentheses) 

( Median net  worth 1 &an net worth I 
Charac ter is t i c  I u:::u: I 1 Wave 1 ' i~ :ui  1 Wa;e 1 Ware , ':" , 7 Wave 4 - 
A1 1 households.. ........ $32,455 $31,637 $ -818 f 78,574 $78,540 S -34 

(677 (1,951) (1,747) 

. White................... 

Black...ee......ee...,.. 

H i  spani c.. .............. 
AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER 

Less than 35 years.. .... 
.......... 35 t o  44 years 

.......... 45 t o  54 years 

....... 55 t o  64 ytarf... 

65 years and over ....... 
TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD 

family.  .............. ... 
..... L rri ec~ -cw p-.d... 

/ .. Famal e householder.. 

Ma1 householder.. .,.. 
Nonfaml ly .  .............. 



Table 1. Median arrd Mean Household Net Uorth by Selected 
Household Characterist ics: Uave 4 and Have 7 

(Ln constant do1 l a r t .  Standard errors i n  parentheses) 

Median net worth Mean net worth 
i 

Characterist ic . 

I NCOME QUINT I LE 

Lowest.................. 

......... Second lowest.. 

.................. Middle 

Second highest.......... 

Highest................. 

11ncomc qui n t i  1 e groups are approximate. 
*Change i s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  a t  the 95 percent confidence level.  
**Change i s s ta t  1 s t1  ca l  l y  s l gni f i cant a t  the 90 percent confidence 1 eve1 . 



Table 2 . Number o f  Households and Aggregate Housenold Net Wortn: 
Yave 4 and Wave 7 

Character i  s t i  c 

r 

A1 1 households .......... 
RACE AND SPANISH ORIGIN 

White ................... 
Black ................... 
Hi spani c ................ 
AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER 

...... Less than 35 years 
35 t o  44 years .......... .......... 45 t o  54 years 
55 t o  64 years .......... 
65 years and over ....... 
TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD 

Fami 1 y .................. 
Marr i  ed-coup1 e ........ 
Female householder .... 
Male householder ...... 

Wonfamily ............... 
INCOME QUINTILE 

Lowest .e....e.ee.... ..., 
Second lm~t .e..eeee..e 

Mfddle,- ................ 
Sec*hI ghest ........ .. ................. Highest 

Number o f  
households 

(000 's )  

wave 4 

Aggregate net worth 
( i n  b i l l i o n s  of 

constant do1 1 ars ) 

Wave 7 Wave 4 

86. 871 88. 443 

75. 419 76. 529 
0 9. 515 9. 862 

4. 173 4. 339 

25. 788 25. 742 
175404 18. 162 
12. 605 12. 838 
12. 924 13. 191 
18. 151 18. 510 

62. 864 63. 651 
50. 690 51. 168 
9. 861 10. 081 
2. 312 2. 402 

24. 008 24. 792 

17. 374 17. 689 
17. 374 17. 689 
17. 374 17. 689 
17. 374 17. 689 
17. 374 17. 689 

$6825.8 $6946.3 $120.5 

6497.6 6595.3 97.7 
192.0 210.0 18.0 
149.5 147.2 .2.3 

581.5 555.4 926.1 
1193.1 1334.1 141.0 
1443.2 1258.7 9184.5 
1709.6 1710.7 1.1 
1898.5 2087.4 188.9 

5677.8 5753.7 75.9 
5154.6 5245.9 91.3 

368.3 357.1 011.2 
154.8 150.6 04.2 

1148.1 1192.6 44.5 

483.0 493.5 10.5 
807.9 775.0 932.9 
932.5 1049.1 116.6 

1255.5 1289.4 33.9 
3013.2 3133.2 120.0 

Wave 7 

Wave 7 

Wave arnus 4 I 
I 



Table 3. Mean Net Worth by Type o f  Household and Income Q u i n t i l e :  
Wave 4 and Wave 3 

( I n  constant do1 1 ars. Standard e r ro rs  i n  parentheses) 

Income q u i n t i l e  

FEMALE HOUSEHOLDER 
Wave 4.. ......,. 

Type of household, 
age of householder 

and SIPP wave 

HARR IED-COUPLE 
Wave 4. .... ..... 
Wave 7...... .... 

Under 35 years: 
Wave 4 .......... 
Wave 7 .......... 

35 t o  54 years: 
Wave 4 .......... 
Wave 7.. . ... .... 

55 t o  64 years: 
Wave 4 ......,... 
Wave 7.. ........ 

65 years and over: 
Yave 4.. , ., .. ,,.. 
Wave 7.. ........ 

wave 7*......*.. 

Wave 7 .......... 

I (8,454) (3,825) (3,438) (10,177) (10,201) (47,729) I 

A1 1 
i ncome 
leve l s  

$101,689 52,326 54,407 59,266 74,669 183,238 
I 

(3,166) (4,731) (2,706) (2,214) (2,557) (9,206) 
102,523 42,484 53,781 67,196 75,648 184,779 
(2,796) (4,056) (3,491) (3,405) (2,434) (7,945) - 

I 
30,343 18,504 13,997 19,939 27,178 61,909 

(1,55f) (6,679) (2,125) (1,661) (2,081) (5,321) 
30,845 9,048 13,462 19,123 27,807 67,126 

I 
(1,449) (2,189) (1,549) (1,703) (1,960) (5,119) 

107,213 68,563 51,441 53,402 67,944 L63.256 
(5,352) (11,340) (7,777) (3,820) (3,720) (11,296) 

I 
104,605 55,721 56,133 52,459 67,026 163,372 
(4,740) (11,108) (9,964) (4,231) (3,540) (10,230) I 
164,271 77,528 90,780 89,917 115,849 287,941 
(7,997) (12,771) (9,330) (5,534) (6,993) (20,506) 
161,462 77,445 93,918 109,482 114,293 269,943 

I 
(8,333) (12,378) (13,028) (12,458) (6,078) (21,011) 

146,699 50,881 74,359 119,440 185,849 436,525 
(11,295) (6,698) (3,167) (6,621) (10,948) (80,775) 

I 
160,444 38,489 69,950 137,733 199,255 455,827 

Lowest Hi dal  e 
Second 
1 owest 

Second 
highest H i  ghest 1 

I 

I 



Table 3. Mean Net Worth .by Type o f  Household and Income Q u i n t i l e :  
Wave 4 and Wave 7--(continued) 

(1.n constant do l la rs .  Standard er rors  i n  parentheses) 

Type of household, 
age of householder 

and SIPP  wave 

35 t o  54 years: 
Wave 4.. ... .... . 
Uave 7.. . . . ..... 

A1 1 
i ncane 
1 eve1 s 

41,054 12,934 25,616 39,045 63,799 137,549 . 
(2,954) (1,804) (3,411) (3,843) (7,798) (22,561 ) 
32,975 8,440 23,480 39,123 47,624 94,722 
(2,111) (1,344) (3,512) (4,028) (5,272) (14,152) 

55 to 64 years: 
Uave 4.. ....... . 
Wave 7.. . . .. .. . . 

MALE HOUSEHOLDER 
Uave 4 .......... 

67,726 30,547 64,733 74,896 107,080 176,998 
(4,725) (3,487) (6,932) (9,694) (18,844) (31,822) 
70,392 26,678 53,355 90,437 113,190 239,248 
(5,107) (2,928) (6,487) (9,544) (14,247) (46,158) 

65 years and over: 
Wave 4.. ... ... . . 
Wave 7.. . . . . . . . . 

Uave 7; ......... I 

Income qui n t  i 1 e 

67,511 33,161 75,057 116,133 190,602 286,882 
(2,910) (1,737) (3,248) (8,692) (16,975) (52,578) 
71,619 35,576 77,999 116,539 197,768 336,788 
(3,377) (2,091) (4,625) (9,401) (19,412) (62,715) 

Under 35 years: 
Wave 4... .... ... I 
Wave 7 .,........ I 

-- 

Lowest 

35 to 54 years: 
Wave 4 ...,...... I 

Middle 
Second 
1 w e s t  

Second 
highest 

I 
I 
l 



Table 3. b a n  Net North by Type of Househoid and Income Q u i n t i  1 e: 
Yave 4 and h v e  7--(cont inued) 

I 
(In constant doi  i ar t .  Standard e r ro rs  i n  parentheses) I 

Type of household, 
age of housthol der 

and S I P P  wave 

55 t o  64 years: 
Wave 4.. ..... . . . 
Yave 7.. ... .... . 

65 years and over: 
Yavr 4 ..... ..... 
Nave 7.. ..... . . . 

I (9,589) (11,225) 6 8  1 3 8  (27,227) (88.702) 1 

A1 1 
i ncome 
leve l s  ' I 
85,694 28,144 65,020 58,368 135,394 195,686 

(11.059) (6,846) (13,630) (11,309) (~49,255) (38.220) ( 
82,483 41,447 42,773 66,086 101,327 205,365 

(10,777) ( 17,038) (8,053) (17,669) (26,111) (39,769) 

90,0157 30,438 68,667 116,933 138.529 509,985 
(9,282) (3,676) (11,618) (17,221) (21,088) (91,559) 

I 
93,830 42,082 68,106 101,944 179,205 525,739 

Income quintile I 

Lowest 
Second 
1 owest Middle 

Second 
highest 

I 



Table 4. Sum of  Imputed Values as a Percent 
of Total Values: Selected Assets 

As set  

Stocks and mutual 
fund shares............. 

Own home. ................. 
........... Rental property 

Other rea l  estate. ........ 
IRA e-e.*......o...e..... 



Table 5. Median Household Net Worth i n  Wave 4 and Wave 7 by Whether Household Was i n  
Feedback Sample i n Wave, 7 

. ( I n  constant do l la rs .  Standard er rors  i n  parentheses) 

(1n feedback sample i n  Nave 7 ( Not i n  feedback sample i n  Yavt 7 1 

Charac ter is t i c  

A l l  households.......... 

RACE AND SPANISH ORIGIN 

Whfte. .................. 
................... Black 

Hi spani c.. .............. 
AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER 

.... Less than 35 years.. 

35 t o  44 years.......... 

45 t o  54 years.......... 

.... 55 t o  64 years.. . .;. 
..... 65 years and over.. 

TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD 

Family.................. 
# # .  

Marrjed-cwple~-...... 
/ 

Female householder. ... 
Nonf mi ly.. ............. 15,996 14,977 



Table 5. Median Household Net Worth .in Wave 4 and Wave 7 by Whether Household Was i n  
Feedback Sample i n  Wave 7 

( I n  constant do1 1 ars. Standard e r ro rs  i n  parentheses) 

I I 

I 
IKOHE QUIMILE I 

. Lowest .................. 1 4,380 4,738 358 3,932 3,271 -661 

. Charac ter fs t i c  
Wave 
4 

Second lowest.. ......... I 20,083 20,602 519 17,393 13,987 

Middle .................. 26,278 24,580 -1,698 I 23,192 24,720 

. ........ I Second highest.. 37,706 35,700 -2,006 40,588 40,015 -573 I 

I n  feedback sample i n  Wave 7 

Wave 7 
Wave 

7 

Not i n  feedback sample i n  Wave 7 

Wave 7 

- 
m i  nu o 

Wave 4 ! 

Highest.. ............. .. 85,008 86,170 1,162 80,078 82,346 2,268 

m i  nus 
Wave 4 

Wave 
4 

Uave 
7 



Tab le  6. Mean Household Net Yorth f n Wave 4 and Wave 7 by Whether Household Was i n  
Feedback Sample i n  Nave 7 

I I n  feedback sample i n  Wave 7 ( ~ o t  i n  feedback sample i n  Yave 7 ( 

Character i  s t i c  Yave 7 Wave 7 
Yave Yave m i  nus Wave Wave m i  nus 

4 7 Yave 4 4 7 Yave 4 

A1 1 households.. ......., 80,025 79,161 -864 77,223 77,964 741 I 
RACE AND SPANISH O R I G I N  

White.. ................. 87,573 86,059 

Black................... 19,945 24,609 I 
Hispanic.. .............. 35,982 39,320 I 
RACE AND SPANISH ORIGIN 

Less than 35 years.. .... 22,247 22,683 

35 t o  44 years.. ........ 65,930 66,245 

45 t o  54 years.. ........ 118,462 103,397 

55 t o  64 years.......... 1 130,773 127,859 
I 

65 years and over....... 111,240 115,478 

TYPE Of HOUSEHOLD 

Family..........,,...... 93,241" 91,068 I 
~ a r r i  ed-coup1 e.. ...... \ 104,257 102,039 

Female householde~,... 39,338 38,912 
/ -- ...... Male  house^'^ 76,000 65,141 

............... N o n f m i l y  46,549 49,895 I 



Table 6. Mean Household Net Worth i n  Wave 4 and Wave 7 by Whether Household Was i n  
Feedback Sample i n  Wave 7 

. 

( I n  feedback sampl c i n  Wave 7 

Character is t ic  / , 7 , Wave 4 

INCOME QUINTILE I 
Lowest.. ............... .I 26,100 29,552 3,452 

I 

Not i n  feedback sample i n  Uave 7 

Uave 7 
Wave I U I V ~  I m i  nus 

1 1 

Second lowest.. ......... 45.171 43.717 -1.454 47,756 43,904 -3,862 

Middle... ........... ....) 54,167 58.362 4,195 53,214 60,150 
I 

6,936 

Second highest.. ........ ) 71,064 70,406 -658 73,317 75,065 1.748 

I ........... Highest.. .... 185,715 182,931 -2,784 165,794 171,703 5,909 



Tab1 e 7. Percent D i  s t r i  b u t i  on of Aggregate Income and Aggregate 
Net Worth Among Selected Household Groups: Uave 4 and 
wave 7 

Character i  s t i  c 

Aggregate Income Aggregate net w n h  74-r 
A1 1 hou~eholds.. ..... ..A 100.0 100.0 100.0 108,O 

Yave 4 

RACE AND SPANISH O R I G I N  I 
White.................., 
B1ack................... ........ Spanish o r i g i  n.. 

Uave 7 

AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER 

Uave 4 I uave I 

Less than 35 years...... .......... 35 t o  44 years ........ 45 t o  54 years.. 
55 t o  64 years .......... 
65 years and over.. ..... 
TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD I .................. Family 

H a r r i  ed-coup1 e.. ... .. 
Female householder.. . 
Hal e householder.. ... 

Nonfmi1y............... 

INCOME QUIMILE 

............. Lowest. .... ......... Second lowest.. 
Middle .................. 
Second highest........,. 
Highest. ................. 

.4 , 



Table 8. Percent of Households Owning and Mean and Aggtegate Value of Asset by Type 
Uave 4 and Wave 7 

( I n  constant do1 lars) 

Interest  earning assets 
a t  f inancial i ns t i tu t ions l .  ... 

Other interest  earning assets2.. 

- - 

Asset type 

Regul ar checti ng accounts.. ..... 
Stocks and m tua l  fund shares3.. 

Aggregate net 
value o f  asset 

( i n  b i l l i o n s )  

I 
I 

Uave 4 / Uave I 

Man net value 
of a s s e b  

-.-&- 

Percent of households 
own i ng 

... Own business or  prof essi on4.. 

Motor vehicles.. ................ 

. 

Uave 4 Wave 4 

Own home.. ...................... 

Uave 7 Yave 7 

Rental property.. ............... 
...... Other real estate ......... 
.............. U.S. savings bonds 

I R A  o r  KEOGH accwnts. .......... 
~f her fi nanci a1 assets5.. ....... 
ADDE NOW : 

Unsecured debt... ............. 
l l n c l  udes passbook savings accounts, money market deposl t accounts , cer t i f i ca tes of deposit , 
and in terest  earning checking accounts. 

21ncludes money market funds, U.S. government securf t i e s  (other than savi ngs bonds ) , muni c i  pal 
or  corporate bonds, and other in terest  earning assets (other than mortgages held). 

3 ~ x ~ l ~ d e s  stock held i n  own company by self-employed persons. 
4 ~ n ~ l u d e s  value of corporate stock f o r  persons employed by self-owned corporations. The 

value of t h i s  stock was 271.1 b i t  l i o n  I n  wave 4 and 229.8 b i t11 on i n  wave 7; f o r  purposes 
of CWariSons wi th  Flow o f  Funds data, these values should be added t o  'stocks and 
matched fund sharesm and subtracted fran 'own business o r  profess~on.' 

S~ncludes mortgages held from sale o f  real  estate, amount due from sale of business. u n i t  
tms ts ,  and other f inanci a1 investments. 



Table 9. Flow of Funds Estimates of Household and Nonprofit Sector Net Worth: 
1984:4 and 1985:4 

( I n  constant do1 l a r s )  

A. Equity i n  own home...... 

8. Equity i n  motor 
vehicles............... 

Value of asset o r  l i a b i l i t y  
( i n  b i l l i o n s )  

C. Deposits and c r e d i t  
' . market instrumentsl. ... 

Character i3t i  c 

Value of asset or  l i a b i l i t y  
pe-usehol d 
:r ., ' 

D. Corporate squi ti esl.. .. . 
E. Equity i n  noncorporate 

busi nessl.. . . . . . . . . . . .. 

D i  f ference i 1984: 4 1984: 4 

F. Consumer debt excluding 
nortgages and 
autmobi  1 e debtl.. ... . . 

I 
1985: 4 

G. (Sum of A-E, minus F),,. 

1985: 4 

ADD€ NDUM 

D i  fference 

Pension fund reserves.... 
- 

.l~ncludes amounts held i n  personal t r u s t s  and by nonpro f i t  organ1 ~ a t l o n s .  
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I Table 11. Watchd Households: k m  Met Yonn i n  Urve 4 and Yrve 7 by Ilputrtlon Status 
a d  k lutm-  Household Chrracterlstlcs 

( I n  current o o l l r n .  SfrndrM errors i n  parentneses) ,cC' 

I :r 
;'' 

Ckrrrctem st lc  

AIL ~ s e h o l d s  .............. 
C01)0S IT1011 WtX STAM 

Ma thrnqe i n  caoosttlon: 
Marrled-cmole fully..... 

F w l e  f r t l y  h00Setmlder. 

k l e  t r t l y  householder... 

hnfml lyhau~lhd lder  ..... 
Change i n  collgosition: 

Wrrrt ed, buserne 
present i n  wave 4: 

M l O o n d  I n  rave 7 ...... 
Separated or 
I I v 7 . .  

W E  AI(D SPANISH QtCI11 

Mtte........ ............... 
Bl~k...... ................. 
Hlsmnlc. ................... 

One or -lor* i t u s  ( g u t r d  I n  
eitner Yave 4 or Yave 7 

116 ttnn l g u t r d  i n  etther .rve 4 
or wave 7 

m e r  
(000's) 

-. 

m e r  
(000's) 

50,671 $103,118 Sl01.080 4 3 8  
(1,326) (1,116) 

27,726 122,946 129,908 6,962 
(2,232) (1,8521 

1,534 53,450 56,042 2,592 
(1,656) (1,995) 

Qt3 105,721 82,481 -23.240 
(7,543) (4,795) 

9,605 63,945 67,407 3,462 
(1.155) (1,507) 

248 95,169 86,670 -8,499 
(8,010) (8,611) 

514 78,352 32,201 46,151 
(6,7a9 (2.5261 

44,268 110,202 109,676 -526 
( l a m )  (1,257) 

5,282 25,919 30,668 4,749 
(548) (leis) 

2,184 48,417 U,3% -2 1 
- - . --.-- 

m r n  net rortn 

34,380 Sb9,7W M 2 , W  S2,6bb 
(539) (568) 

16,556 66,493 71,821 5,328 
(941) (967) 

3,451 18,174 20,397 fr223 
(770) (961) 

615 3 43,229 
(2,599) s(2,578) 

9,187 36,249 38,609 2,360 
( 7 l )  (8741 

155 115,4% 128,049 12393 
417,856) (23,455) 

380 27.076 1 5 5  1 4  
(1,901) (1,1%9 

W16U ... 3,201 
(607) (643) 

4,072 11,851 11,562 -291 
(472) (489) 

1,932 18,513 20,030 1.517 
(1,1921 (1.227) 

Wean net n r t k  

U v e  4 

Ylve 7 
.Inus 

Wve 4 U v e  4 U v e  7 Ylve 7 

U v e  7 
.I nus 

U v e  4 



T ~ B I ~  11. ~ l t c * ~  WSMOI~S: II.~ met Y D ~ I  tn  u v e  4 and uave 7 I -u tn~on  i t a t us  
ma Selected nousenold Chrrreterlstlcs--(Contlrmed) 

(In current bo l  l r rs .  Strndrrd errors I n  parentheses) 

No l t r r  l q u t e d  I n  e l t h r  wave 4 One o r  -re lta l g u t e d  l n  

Chr rac te r i s t~c  

AGE OF nOUSEnOLMR 

Under 35 years ............... 
35 to  U yarn.............. 

45 t o  54 yam.............. 

55 to  (1 years .............. 
66 y a r n  md O V ~ P .  .......... 
INCOME QUINTILL I N  UAVt 4 

Lauest ...................... 
Second 1-st ............... 
H i M 1 ~ * . . * 0 . e e . 0 s * e e e 0 e e * * 0  

k c ~ d  highest .............. 
Ht west.. ................... 

or  mrve 7 

Wvrber 
(000's) 

e f ther  Yare 4 o r  Yavr 7 

ki .ber 
(OOOfs) 

12.6U 16,982 16,567 -415 
J3WI (319) 

1,7W 4 S0.812 2 , W  
(1,075) (1.OU) 

3,971 74978 79,115 7 
(2,470) (2.611) 

4,mS 85,723 92,SU 6 9  
(1,9341 (2nlOS) 

6 7 5  75,342 79,846 4,504 
(1,292) (1,420) 

8,538 17,249 1 9  2 . W  
(413) (126) 

7,225 33,859 37,345 1,486 
(712) (889) 

6 4 3  7 2,164 
W7) ( 9 W  

6,577 65,316 67,739 2,423 
( l v S 9 )  ( 1 * W )  

5,213 1 1 0  1 1  3 .6s  
(2,3711 (21440) 

k m  net . o n h  

13.~16 39,807 31.192 -6.215 
(838) (647) 

lo,= U r 6 W  102.139 17 ,U l  
(1,147) ( 2 r a 9 )  

@,%a 1 3 4 , l l  116,509 -17,892 
(5,062) (3,170) 

8,189 153,140 157,856 4,716 
(3,007) (3,375) 

1 0 , ~  lt),S32 133,883 4,3SL 
(3,))s) (2,575) 

8,428 43,490 47,220 3.730 
(856) (1,377) 

9 ,ns  %,774 62,33: 6,$33 
(8%) (1,433) 

10,18# 9 71,291 7,462 
(949) (1,161) 

10,432 86,417 W,975 8,558 
(1,246) (1,769) 

11.U1 224,480 202,339 -22,141 
(5,263) (3,970) 

U v e  4 

wan net r o n h  
A 

U v e  7 

r r ve  7 
ainus 

YIve 4 Y I V ~  4 

U v e  7 
.Inus 

a r e  4 

> ,,-. 
Mve 7 



Table 12. Savings Regresst on Results fo r  Savings 
Regression Model 

Independent va r i  abl e 

Coef f i c i  ent I 
Val ue Standard er ror  

Wave 4 Net Worth......... 
Wave 4 Incane level...... 
Change i n  incane.. 
Age of  Householder f * * * . * *  

Less than 35 years...,.. 
35 t o  44 years .......... 
45 t o  54 years ......,... ... 65 years and over.. 

a r r l  p. spouse presenti: 
Black *e.e.e.m..e.emmm.*. 

Other3.. ................. 
spani sh4.. ............... 
Constant. ............me.0 

q l g n i f l c a n t  a t  the  .05 slgnl f lcance level.  
t o n t r o l  group IS 55 t o  64 years of age. 
2 ~ o n t r o t  group IS other than married, spouse present. 
3 ~ o n t r o l  group I s  uhlte. 
4 ~ o n t r o l  group I s nonSpan1 sh. 
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