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ABSTRACT 

The height of the recent U.S. financial crisis during 2007-2008 is often remembered for 

its unprecedented government bailouts, the collapse of large financial institutions, and a dramatic 

fall in stock prices around the world.  However, there is an argument to be made that the 

financial crisis has had an equally significant impact on the household level, as families across 

the country were forced to manage decreases in net worth, take on increased financial burdens, 

and navigate fiscally difficult decisions in the midst of a national mood plagued by uncertainty.  

In particular, there is evidence to suggest the financial crisis affected U.S. household banking 

behaviors and attitudes toward large financial banking institutions, raising policy questions with 

respect to the extent to which Americans engage in mainstream financial services to engender 

savings, build credit, and prepare for the future.   

As such, this paper explores the relationship between U.S. household banking behaviors 

prior to the financial crisis of 2007-2008 and in its aftermath and specifically focuses on 

observing trends among unbanked households (or households without traditional accounts at 

banks or other financial institutions).  In order to do so, I use data from the Federal Reserve 

Board’s 2001, 2004, 2007, and 2010 Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) to the compare and 

contrast the household banking behaviors of consumers across four demographic characteristics 

of interest—race, income status, educational attainment, and age.  In addition to measuring 

consumer-banking behaviors, this paper also observes patterns in household expectations for 
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future U.S. economic performance.  Overall, the results in this paper reveal that in the aftermath 

of the 2007-2008 financial crisis, more households found themselves banked in absolute terms 

than households before the crisis.  However, the findings suggest that proportionally, there are 

still gaps that may prohibit economic inclusion among certain demographic groups—in 

particular, low-income, less educated, younger households of minority status.   Focusing on these 

demographic factors, policymakers should continue to monitor and work to eliminate the 

widening gap between unbanked and banked households in an effort to promote economic 

stability and prosperity for all.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 Many economists consider the U.S. financial crisis of 2007-20081 to be the worst 

financial crisis since the Great Depression in the 1930s.  Throughout this difficult time in recent 

American history, the United States has faced extreme challenges—the deterioration of the 

housing market, the unprecedented bailout of banks and large businesses by the national 

government, a dramatic fall in stock prices around the world, and the threat of total collapse 

among large financial institutions.  These financial hardships have lasted throughout the 

recession of the late 2000s and have required persistent effort among policymakers and 

government officials to prescribe policy recommendations and resolutions to mend the weakened 

fiscal ecosystem within the United States and global sphere.  Consequently, even though the 

initial onset of the financial downturn occurred nearly six years ago, American consumers and 

business are still recovering from its negative and enduring effects.  

 While most researchers and experts have focused on the overarching market implications 

of the financial crisis, there appears to be strong evidence that the most significant damage 

caused by the collapse is visible at the household level.  According to a 2009 analysis conducted 

by Foreign Affairs, “Americans have lost one-quarter of their net worth in just a year and a half, 

since June 30, 2007, and the trend continues.”2  As a result, such dramatic and substantial 

decreases in net worth and asset values have alarmed U.S. families.  As households have 

experienced significant financial burdens in the wake of the demise of large financial institutions 

and massive bailouts, experts such as Roger C. Altman affirm, “Americans’ fears over the safety 
                                                
1 NOTE: While the Great Recession lasted from December 2007 – June 2009, this paper specifically focuses on the 
height of the financial meltdown occurring from 2007 – 2008, as defined by several relevant studies (see e.g., Jonas 
Prager’s “The Financial Crisis of 2007/8: Misaligned Incentives, Bank Mismanagement, and Troubling Policy 
Implications;” David W. Conklin’s and Danielle Cadieux’s “The 2007-2008 Financial Crisis: Causes, Impacts and 
the Need for New Regulations,” and Stephen G. Cecchetti’s “Crisis and Responses: the Federal Reserve and the 
Financial Crisis of 2007-2008.”) 
2 Altman, Roger C. (Jan/Feb 2009). “The Great Crash, 2008: A Geopolitical Setback for the West.” Foreign Affairs. 
88:1, 2-14.  
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and accessibly of their deposits are now more pervasive than they have been since 1933.”3  For 

instance, in an effort to secure household assets, Americans withdrew approximately $150 billion 

from money-market funds over the course of two days in September 2009, when average weekly 

outflows were typically just above $5 billion.4  Perhaps, in the aftermath of the financial crisis, 

an emerging national mood of concern, fear, and risk aversion has driven American consumers to 

adopt a new approach to their financial behaviors that has yet to fully dissipate from the nation’s 

battered fiscal conscious.   

As a result, there is evidence to suggest that the financial crisis may have served as a 

catalyst in altering U.S. household banking behaviors since 2007 and perhaps, has changed 

consumer perceptions with respect to the level of stability and effectiveness surrounding 

traditional financial institutions.  In fact, a recent Census-based data analysis conducted by the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) in September 2012 revealed that middle-class 

Americans are spending less time in bank lobbies and more time using alternative banking 

vehicles and nonbank service providers to engage in financial transactions, such as prepaid debit 

cards and payday lenders.  Among the FDIC’s most significant findings, the agency found that 

8.2 percent of the nation’s households, accounting for almost 12 million in total, are managing 

their finances without a bank.5  Unbanked households, meaning households without traditional 

accounts at banks or other financial institutions, have historically consisted of households of 

lower income status who do not have the funds or means to participate in the mainstream 

financial system.  However, recent data reveals that unbanked households are becoming more 

diverse.  Thus, there is emerging speculation that choosing unbanked alternatives is becoming 

                                                
3 Id. 
4 Id. 
5 Field, Gary and Maya Jackson-Randall. (12 September 2012). “Footnote to Financial Crisis: More People Shun the 
Bank.” The Wall Street Journal. A1. 
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more attractive to various socioeconomic levels and household units in the aftermath of the 

financial crisis.   

Consequently, this paper investigates the extent to which Americans embrace traditional, 

mainstream financial services and how households have changed their behaviors and attitudes 

toward financial institutions within the United States over the past several years.  While many 

economists, government organizations, and research clearinghouses have investigated the recent 

fluctuations in unbanked consumers, few have attempted to draw a distinct parallel between 

participation in the traditional banking system before the 2007-2008 financial crisis and in its 

aftermath.  This paper continues the research conducted by the Federal Reserve Board, the FDIC, 

and other organizations, such as Javelin Strategy & Research, to explore the various factors that 

may be associated with, or perhaps even driving, changes in traditional banking behaviors.  In 

particular, this analysis looks to evaluate the extent to which U.S. household participation and 

economic inclusion in mainstream financial institutional services varied among different 

demographic groups—measured by race, income status, educational attainment, and age—during 

the years prior to the recent economic crisis compared to post-crisis.  If certain groups present 

low propensities to use banking facilities to build savings for the future or prepare for life events, 

then government intervention or public financial literacy programs and policies may be a 

potential solution and area of exploration for policymakers.   

Using the Federal Reserve Board’s Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) datasets from 

2001, 2004, 2007, and 2010, this paper captures trends and observations through a series of 

multivariate regression analysis models.  By understanding the extent to which household 

participation varied in the traditional banking system before the crisis and in its aftermath, the 

regression outcomes are intended to be used to substantiate policy recommendations that will 
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help to ensure that Americans maintain an appropriate level of fiscal stability and security 

moving forward.   

II. MOTIVATION AND JUSTIFICATION FOR ANALYSIS  

As the country continues to struggle through tough economic times with a high 

unemployment rate, a “baby-boomer” population entering retirement, looming cuts to 

entitlement benefits, rising healthcare costs, the threat of sequestration, and other financial 

challenges, it is more important than ever to provide everyday Americans with the tools, access, 

technology, and education to encourage wise household decision-making habits and consumer 

choices.  Studies have shown that the unbanked, as well as the underbanked, populations within 

the United States remain a difficult policy challenge for experts and government officials.  

Instead of turning to well-established financial institutions to provide future financial security 

and stability, these unbanked and underbanked consumers are using alternative financial 

mechanisms and nonbank service providers, which currently have unmeasured and undetermined 

consequences on savings behaviors and long-term financial management.   

This area of exploration is of important policy significance as policymakers continue to 

consider how to reach unbanked and underbanked households in an effort to promote economic 

inclusion.  Policymakers seek to determine how to engender long-term participation in the 

banking system among this population, endorse savings behavior for retirement or emergencies, 

build credit scores, encourage trust in banks, and eliminate some of the barriers that exist within 

the framework of financial institutions, such as large minimum dollar checking account balances, 

high fees, and other detriments, to encourage bank account uptake.  Given the intergenerational 

nature of our country’s pay-as-you-go Social Security System and the reliance on future 

generations to help fund the costs incurred by current generations, it is of utmost importance 
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from a policy perspective that individuals recognize the intrinsic values in saving, investing in 

the future, and trusting large financial institutions in order to ensure prosperity for America’s 

long-term future.   

III. LITERATURE REVIEW AND INSTITUTIONAL BACKGROUND  

Upon examination of the existing literature, it is evident that many past and current 

studies investigate the relationship between mainstream financial institutions and consumer 

participation in the traditional banking system.  In particular, the Federal Reserve Board and 

FDIC have conducted various surveys and have produced the most comprehensive national data 

to date within the scope of this subject matter.  While most of the subsequent literature tends to 

focus on trends over time and implementation of new banking services and its effects on 

consumers, there is limited research that has yet to investigate the extent to which the recent U.S. 

financial crisis has caused households to alter their banking behaviors.  In particular, the 

population of unbanked consumers—those who have resisted banking with any financial 

institutions—is of strong interest from a policy perspective to this paper.  Through extensive 

research and review of this topic, the unbanked population also appears to be of significant 

concern among various government agencies, including the FDIC, the U.S. Department of the 

Treasury, and the Federal Reserve Board.   

Prior to discussing the various studies below, it appears that the existing literature varies 

on the exact meaning of an “unbanked” consumer.  To alleviate any discrepancies, this paper 

will abide by the Federal Reserve Board’s definition, which describes an unbanked consumer as 

follows: “someone who does not have a checking, savings, or money market account; also, the 
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consumer’s spouse or partner does not have such an account.”6  Recent 2012 Federal Reserve 

Board data reveal that unbanked households are often low income (61 percent with incomes less 

than $25,000), younger households with a median age of 39, more likely to be unmarried, less 

likely to be homeowners and lastly, very unlikely to have a college education (nearly three-

fourths of the households have a high school education or less).7   

Highlighting the importance of this policy issue, the literature suggests that this unbanked 

problem is of national concern.  The FDIC’s 2011 National Survey of Unbanked and 

Underbanked Households (released September 2012) is the most up-to-date, large-scale 

quantitative analysis with respect to the unbanked population.  Interestingly, the findings 

suggest, “More than one in four U.S. households (28.3 percent) are either unbanked or 

underbanked, conducting some or all of their financial transactions outside of the mainstream 

banking system.”8  The report also notes that many individuals and households are now going 

unbanked voluntarily and are choosing new, alternative financial services, such as prepaid 

reloadable cards, as replacement mechanisms to their traditional accounts.  These findings have 

important implications to this paper as the data suggest that economically stable households may 

be choosing to go unbanked (rather than defaulting into unbanked status at low income levels).   

Providing the impetus for this behavior change, past research suggests that certain supply 

side effects, such as increases in minimum checking account balances and additional fees, may 

be driving some consumers to alter their banking behaviors in recent years.  According to the 

research firm Moebs Services Inc., overdraft fees cost Americans approximately $31.6 billion in 

                                                
6 Gross, Matthew B., J. M. Hogarth, & M. D. Schmeiser et. al. (2012). “Use of Financial Services by the Unbanked 
and Underbanked and the Potential for Mobile Financial Services Adoption.” Federal Reserve Bulletin. Accessed at 
www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/bulletin/2012/articles/MobileFinancialServices/mobile-financial-services.htm#3 
7 Id. 
8 “2011 FDIC National Survey of Unbanked and Underbanked Households.” (2012). Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. Accessed at http://www.fdic.gov/householdsurvey/2012_unbankedreport.pdf 
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2011.9  Likewise, existing literature suggests that since the July 2010 enactment of the Dodd-

Frank Wall Street Reform & Consumer Protection Act, large traditional banks have made 

substantial changes to their checking account services and fees.  Amid increased regulatory costs 

and new legislation (including overdraft fee limitations), most traditional banking institutions 

have relinquished their free checking accounts as a way to make up for lost revenue.10  While 

checking accounts are of strong importance to Americans and serve a primary function in 

depositing income, paying bills, and making regular purchases, such increases in minimum 

balances and other fees have deterred many consumers from retaining these accounts. 

In an effort to better understand the characteristics of unbanked and underbanked 

consumers, the Federal Reserve Board’s Division of Consumer and Community Affairs (DCCA) 

completed a survey in late December 2011 and early January 2012.11  The report echoes the chief 

policy concerns raised by other accounts in this research area.  These widespread concerns 

include the following: consumers who exist on cash-only means encounter substantial additional 

fees for cashing checks, individuals engaging in cash only transactions encounter financial and 

personal risks, consumers who go unbanked fail to build a financial identity for credit reporting 

agencies, and lastly, individuals who refrain from the mainstream banking system are not 

afforded the necessary financial consumer protections. 12  In particular, this study, and others of 

similar nature, highlights the importance of consumer economic inclusion.  Likewise, this 

particular study discusses the extent to which consumers who do not participate in the 

mainstream financial system seek out other means, including reloadable prepaid card issuers, 

check cashers, pawn shops, auto title lenders, money order providers, payday lenders, or rent-to-

                                                
9 Field, Gary and Maya Jackson-Randall. A1. 
10 Gower, John. (2 November 2012). “Are Credit Unions a Better Banking Option?” US News. Accessed at 
http://money.usnews.com/money/blogs/my-money/2012/11/02/are-credit-unions-a-better-banking-option 
11 Gross, et. al. (2012). 
12 Id. 
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own merchants—all financial alternatives that will need to be considered in the larger context of 

this paper’s findings. 

Contributing to the literature on the unbanked and underbanked populations, the Center 

for Financial Services Innovation (CFSI) conducted a Chicago-based study released in 2006 that 

was intended to identify the specific profiles and behaviors of consumers in connection to their 

levels of participation in mainstream banking.  According to the CFSI’s figures, as many as 40 

million American households are underbanked, with at least half constituting no bank accounts at 

all.13  The analysis acknowledges that there are a variety of reasons for which consumers fail to 

engage in banking activities with large financial institutions, including minimal savings, lack of 

identification, or exclusion from the system.  Most interestingly, the survey reveals that by 

dividing respondents into those who had accounts and those who did not, it failed to recognize a 

notable consumer category—those who had an account but were simultaneously using a variety 

of non-bank financial service providers.14  As such, this specific finding and case study reveals 

that financial institutions need to analyze the extent to which their strategies, products, and 

marketing are addressing the community’s and household’s full banking needs.   

Drawing the most direct parallel to the conceptual design of this paper, Ernst & Young’s 

Global Consumer Banking Survey 2012 examines the perspectives of more than 28,500 banking 

customers in 35 countries and investigates how likely customers are to switch banks, how 

customers are using different channels, and what steps banks can take to enhance customer 

loyalty.15  Within the U.S. sample, the data reveals that consumers are somewhat cautious about 

                                                
13 Jacob, Katy, B. Post, J. Tescher, & J. Turnbull. (November 2006). “A Case Study of Checking Account Inquiries 
and Closures in Chicago.” The Center for Financial Services Innovation. Accessed at 
http://www.frbsf.org/community/issues/assets/bankonsf/resources/case_study_checking_chicago.pdf 
14 Id.  
15 “Global Consumer Banking Survey 2012.” (2012). Ernst and Young. Accessed at 
http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Global_Consumer_Banking_Survey_2012_The_customer_takes_contr
ol/$FILE/Global_Consumer_Banking_Survey_2012.pdf 
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the U.S. banking industry, with 51 percent of customers stating that their confidence in the 

banking industry has fallen, compared to 55 percent just a year ago.16  Of particular interest and 

similar to the focus of this paper, the survey notes that 58 percent of customers have more than 

one bank where they conduct transactions compared to 49 percent in 2011.17  Likewise, 

customers banking with three or more institutions increased from 16 percent to 23 percent.18  

Attempting to explain the motivation for this banking behavior, 33 percent of respondents said 

they bank at multiple institutions as a way to get the best rates and lowest fees.19  In terms of 

factors driving bank attrition, the survey reveals that the proportion of customers who have “ever 

changed their bank” has increased by 7 percent in the last year to 45 percent, with another 5 

percent planning on leaving their bank (note: high fees serve as the dominant reason for such 

changes).20  

Moving from this specific study to the broader landscape, in order to understand the 

relationship between American consumers and mainstream financial institutions, experts have 

conducted numerous investigations into the history, functions, missions, and services of the U.S. 

banking industry over time.  Such studies have focused on the changes that have contributed to 

the financial banking landscape that currently exists today, including regulatory, technological, 

financial, and competitive challenges.  One study published by the Brookings Institution Press in 

1995 studies the past of the U.S. commercial banking industry and posits predictions for the 

future.21  Of note, the study emphasizes important technical innovations that have affected 

mainstream financial products as early as the mid-1990s, including advances in information 
                                                
16 Ibid., p. 59. 
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 
20 Id. 
21 Berger, Allen N., A. K. Kashyap, J. M. Scalise, M. Gertier, B. M. Friedman. (1995). “The Transformation of the 
U.S. Banking Industry: What a Long, Strange Trip It’s Been.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity. Vol. 1995, 
No. 2. 
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processing, improved telecommunications, and online fund transfers, which has allowed banks to 

expand their scope but at the same time, face more competition from other institutions and 

companies abroad.22  This notion of new competitive players in a changing technological 

environment is of great importance in discussing the extent to which certain households may or 

may not be engaged in banking within mainstream financial institutions.   

Building upon the relationship between financial institutions and their increasingly 

technology-based interactions with consumers, a 2006 survey study conducted by the Boston 

Federal Reserve on consumer behavior and payment choice reveals that the data suggest a trend 

away from “check-writing and toward electronic and emerging payment methods.”23  

Specifically, the findings reveal that “cost, convenience, and control over timing” are the most 

important characteristics factoring into a consumer’s banking selection and that preferred 

payment characteristics vary dramatically, potentially due to some level of “inherent 

heterogeneity.”24  These results are particularly fascinating in that they raise a valuable 

question—whether some households are inherently drawn to more levels of participation in the 

mainstream financial system than others due to preferences in certain types of interactions and 

transactions associated with the traditional banking infrastructure, potentially mitigating effects 

of external barriers or environmental factors and introducing the possibility of a fixed effect.    

Dissecting past research from a policy perspective, a February 2005 report released by 

the New America Foundation evaluates the degree to which the Federal Government can help 

                                                
22 Id. 
23 Benton, Marques, K. Blair, M. Crowe, & S. Schuh. (February 14, 2007). “The Boston Fed Study of Consumer 
Behavior and Payment Choice: A Survey of Federal Reserve System Employees.” Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. 
Accessed at http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/ppdp/2007/ppdp0701.pdf  
24 Id. 
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build an inclusive financial system and addresses some of the policy issues in question.25  The 

report emphasizes the importance of consumer engagement in the mainstream financial banking 

system as “these accounts provide a gateway for households to enter the financial mainstream 

and become owners of financial assets.”26  According to the report, research reveals that 

households who have bank accounts are more susceptible to having other assets, perhaps 

suggesting that economic inclusion promotes further investment and money management 

practices.27  In addition, the report identifies an extremely comprehensive list of barriers 

precluding consumers from seeking banking inclusion, including supply-side and demand-side 

factors, checking and savings products that fail to satisfy the constraints encountered by lower-

income consumers, high minimum balance requirements, fees for bounced checks, limited 

options for people with poor credit histories or difficulties in managing an account, inherent 

feelings of discomfort in large banking institutions, language or cultural differences, and 

accessibility challenges, such as unaccommodating operating hours and locations.28 

An analysis of the current literature also unveils that experts have investigated the 

propensity to which checking accounts and other traditional services offered by mainstream 

banking institutions appear to be utilized by consumers.  A popular study from the Federal 

Reserve Board, Gerdes and Walton (2002) reveal a 3 percent per year decrease in the number of 

checks used as payment in the United States throughout the late 1990s, while payments made by 

                                                
25 Stuhldreher, Anne, and J. Tescher. (February 2005). “Breaking the Savings Barrier: How the Federal Government 
Can Build an Inclusive Financial System.” New America Foundation. Accessed at 
http://www.newamerica.net/files/nafmigration/archive/Doc_File_2226_2.pdf 
26 Ibid., p. 2. 
27 Id. 
28 Id. 
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credit cards rose by nearly 7.3 percent per year and payments made by debit cards increased by 

35.6 percent per year.29 

In an effort to obtain insight into the possible implications of the financial crisis on 

consumer banking trends, a 2007 examination conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 

investigates the effect of “bank failures” on households and the influence such events have on 

consumers.30  Significantly, the report highlights that commercial bank failures are nothing new 

to consumers and cite that from the early 1980s through the early 1990s, an approximation of 10 

percent of U.S. commercial banks did not survive.31  

Of interest to a conceptual focus within this paper, the function of consumer confidence 

is one framework through which experts have used to draw a link between mainstream financial 

inclusion and consumer participation in the past.  A 1998 study featured in the International 

Journal of Forecasting analyzes the U.S. recession in 1991 and the extent to which an index of 

consumer confidence would have served as a more appropriate forecasting tool in anticipating 

the recession activity.32  However, the study’s analysis shows mixed results, highlighting that 

consumer confidence and behavior cannot serve as a sole barometer in tracking larger financial 

trends.33  This finding is of significance in that it stresses a broader theme that will be 

investigated throughout this paper—the notion that many, diverse characteristics and factors may 

drive economic activities on the individual household level.   

                                                
29 Gerdes, Geoffrey R., and J. K. Walton II. (2002). “The use of checks and other retail noncash payments in the 
United States.” Federal Reserve Bulletin (August): 360–74. 
30 DeYoung, Robert. (2007). “Safety, Soundness, and the Evolution of the U.S. Banking Industry.” Economic 
Review – Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta. Accessed at 
http://www.frbatlanta.org/filelegacydocs/erq107_deyoung.pdf 
31 Ibid., p. 41.   
32 Batchelor, R. & P. Dua. (1998). “Improving macro-economic forecasts: The role of consumer confidence.” 
International Journal of Forecasting. 71-81. 
33 Id.    
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Moreover, this paper seeks to expand upon these previous findings by using the SCF 

dataset from the 2001, 2004, 2007, and 2010 surveys and to investigate the extent to which the 

recent economic crisis served as a catalyst or has played a substantive role in changing behaviors 

and attitudes among households and thus, altering “normal” banking activities.  Looking toward 

the future, studies suggest that it is extremely important for Americans to be fiscally sound—

especially given the uncertainty and questionable fiscal solvency of certain government 

programs within the United States.  Ultimately, this paper seeks to unveil the extent to which 

Americans have avoided or embraced mainstream financial institutions in recent times.    

IV. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH AND UNDERLYING CONCEPTUAL MODEL  
 

In creating a methodological approach, this paper uses the SCF dataset sponsored by the 

Federal Reserve Board, in conjunction with the Department of the Treasury, which focuses 

primarily on consumer behavior and participation in financial institutions.  The research seeks to 

evaluate the odds of U.S. household participation and economic inclusion in mainstream 

financial institutional services based on various predictors during the years prior to the recent 

U.S. economic crisis (pre-2007) compared to its aftermath (post-2008).  Thus, the fundamental 

relationship looks to identify the predicted odds to which the U.S. financial crisis may have 

caused households to change their banking behaviors between the two time periods and among 

different demographic categories. 

My first set of regression analyses uses a basic logit model to measure the effect of 

various factors—race, income status, educational attainment, and age—on a household’s banked 

or unbanked status.  The basic model takes the following form: 

      P (Y=1|X) = 1 / (1 + e –(ß0 + ß1X1 + …+ ßkXk + ε))                                       (1)
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By using this logit model, we can assume a functional form in which the probability of Y (or the 

expected value of Y given X) is non-linear and where probabilities increase non-linearly with X.  

The dependent variable in this model is dichotomous (0 / 1), measuring whether a household is 

banked (coded as having a saving, checking, or money market account at one or more financial 

institution) or unbanked (coded as having zero accounts at financial institutions).  Using this first 

method, I run four regressions for each demographic variable of interest—race, income status, 

educational attainment, and age.  Included in each regression, I interact the post-crisis time 

variable with each noted demographic variable in order to capture the pre-financial crisis and 

post-financial crisis effects on household banked status.  In particular, the interaction variables 

are used to measure significant differences in time, and more specifically, serve a crucial role in 

measuring the extent to which various factors differed between the 2001, 2004, and 2007 (pre-

crisis) SCF data and 2010 (post-crisis) SCF data.  In addition, each of the four model 

specifications also control for other factors, such as marital status, health status, household 

propensity for researching savings and investment decisions, and access to emergency financial 

assistance ($3,000+).  Results from these logit estimations are interpreted as follows: 

Pi = E (Y = 1|X ) = 1 / (1 + e –(ß0 + ß1X1 + …+ ßkXk))                                       (2) 

where the odds ratio is defined as the probability of an event Pi relative to the probability of the 

non-event (1 – Pi).  I also use the relative odds ratio formula to draw closer comparisons between 

the demographic groups of interest and the time variable by conducting the following: 

OR = [p(K)post-crisis/(1 – p(K)post-crisis)] / [p(K)pre-crisis /(1 – p(K)pre-crisis)]     (3) 

and 

      OR = [p(K)post-crisis/(1 – p(K)post-crisis)] / [p(M)post-crisis/ (1 – p(M)post-crisis)]              (4) 
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where K represents the specific demographic characteristic of interest and M represents the 

demographic dummy, or baseline, variable of the characteristic. 

After establishing this banking behavior model, I also examine the relationship between 

various demographic factors and household expectations for the future.  While my first set of 

regression analyses focuses on household behavioral attributes, this subsequent set concentrates 

on household consumer attitudes and opinions through observing household expectations for 

U.S. economic performance in the next five years.  In running this set of regressions, the same 

functional form as noted above is used.  However, the dichotomous dependent variable (0 / 1) 

employed in this model is whether a household predicts that over the next five years, the U.S. 

economy as a whole will perform better (=1) or worse/about the same (=0).  Similar to the first 

set of regressions, I run four regressions for each demographic variable of interest—race, income 

status, educational attainment, and age—along with interacting the post-crisis time variable with 

each of the four variables in order to capture the pre-financial crisis and post-financial crisis 

effects on household perceptions.  Using both sets of regressions, this paper attempts to highlight 

where, when, and how household behaviors and perceptions align and diverge among the 

identified demographic characteristics of interest.   

V. EMPIRICAL MODEL AND ESTIMATION STRATEGY 

 Based on the conceptual framework established above, the following empirical models 

comprise the first set of regressions and are used to measure the effect of the variables of interest 

on being banked or unbanked.  The variables of interest include race (5), income (6), education 

(7), and age (8).  Of note, all regression estimates are weighted. 

 The following empirical model measures the effect of race, specifically focusing on 

African-American households: 
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logit (Ybanked) = ß0 + ß1Xblack + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xblack*post-crisis + ß4Xi.educcat + ß5Xmarried + ß6Xi.incomecat 

+ ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε                     (5) 

 The following empirical model measures the effect of income, specifically focusing on 

households with high yearly income: 

logit (Ybanked) = ß0 + ß1Xhighincome + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xhighincome*post-crisis + ß4Xi.educcat + ß5Xmarried + 

ß6Xi.race + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε         (6) 

 The following empirical model measures the effect of education, specifically focusing on 

households with low levels of education (high school or less): 

logit (Ybanked) = ß0 + ß1Xloweduc + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xloweduc*post-crisis + ß4Xi.race + ß5Xmarried + 

ß6Xi.incomecat + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε                    (7) 

The following empirical model measures the effect of age, specifically focusing on 

household respondents ages 49 – 95 (older households): 

logit (Ybanked) = ß0 + ß1Xages49-95 + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3X ages49-95*post-crisis + ß4Xi.race + ß5Xmarried + 

ß6Xi.incomecat + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.educcat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε                    (8) 

Similarly, the next four empirical models are featured in the second set of regressions and 

are used to measure the effect of the variables of interest on whether households predict that the 

U.S. will perform better or worse/about the same in the future.  The variables of interest are 

identical to the first set, including race (9), income (10), education (11), and age (12).  Of note, 

all regression estimates are weighted. 

The following empirical model measures the effect of race, specifically focusing on 

African-American households: 

logit (Ypredicted_econ_perf) = ß0 + ß1Xblack + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xblack*post-crisis + ß4Xi.educcat + ß5Xmarried + 

ß6Xi.incomecat + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε         (9) 
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 The following empirical model measures the effect of income, specifically focusing on 

households with high yearly income: 

logit (Ypredicted_econ_perf) = ß0 + ß1Xhighincome + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xhighincome*post-crisis + ß4Xi.educcat + 

ß5Xmarried + ß6Xi.race + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε      (10) 

 The following empirical model measures the effect of education, specifically focusing on 

households with low levels of education (high school or less): 

logit (Ypredicted_econ_perf) = ß0 + ß1Xloweduc + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3Xloweduc*post-crisis + ß4Xi.race + ß5Xmarried + 

ß6Xi.incomecat + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.agecat + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε                  (11) 

The following empirical model measures the effect of age, specifically focusing on 

household respondents ages 49 – 95 (older households): 

logit (Ypredicted_econ_perf) = ß0 + ß1Xages49-95 + ß2Xpost-crisis + ß3X ages49-95*post-crisis + ß4Xi.race + ß5Xmarried 

+ ß6Xi.incomecat + ß7Xi.healthstatus + ß8Xi.race + ß9Xi.savinginvestdecis + ß10Xemergencyfinassist + ε                  (12) 

VI. DESCRIPTION OF DATA 

The SCF dataset is comprised of cross-sectional surveys that are conducted every three 

years.  Since this paper explores household pre-financial crisis consumer behavior in comparison 

to its aftermath, the following analysis evaluates data from the 2001, 2004, 2007, and 2010 

surveys.  These four surveys provide a total of 99,300 observations, with 66,890 accounting for 

the pre-financial crisis time period and 32,410 accounting for the post-financial crisis time 

period.  Respondents are selected randomly and the SCF reveals that an effort is made to select 

families that represent all economic situations.  Of note, participation in this study is voluntary.   

The SCF data is accessible by public download through the Board of Governors of the 

Federal Reserve System’s website. The data were collected using computer-assisted personal 

interviewing (CAPI) and interviews took place either in person or over the telephone.  Most of 
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the survey data are designed to represent the a subset of the household unit, referred to as the 

“primary economic unit” (PEU).  The codebook describes this PEU as “an economically 

dominant single individual or couple (married or living as partners) in a household and all other 

individuals in the household who are financially interdependent with that individual couple.”34   

In terms of sample design, the SCF is based on a “dual-frame sample design.”35  One set 

of the survey cases was derived from a “standard multi-stage area-probability design.”36  The 

other set of the survey cases was selected from a “list sample from statistical records,”37 obtained 

from tax data collected by the Statistics of Income Division of the Internal Revenue Service.  

The first set was designed to include comprehensive coverage of characteristics that largely 

represent the broad population, while the second set was created to disproportionately identify 

households that had greater financial means and were of high-income status.  

The primary independent variables featured in the models are race, income, education, 

and age.  Tables 1 – 4 show the frequencies and weighted descriptive statistics of these 

demographic characteristics within the sample.   

TABLE 1: Distribution of Race Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 
White / Caucasian+ 73,056.602 73.57 
Black / African-American 13,160.3697 13.25 
Hispanic / Latino  9,296.1615 9.36 
Other++ 3,786.8667 3.81 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution.  
 +Includes households identifying as Middle Eastern/Arab.   
++ Includes households identifying as Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 
other.

                                                
34 Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF) Codebook.  The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 
http://www.federalreserve.gov/econresdata/scf/files/codebk2010.txt 
35 Id.	  
36 Id. 
37 Id. 
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TABLE 2: Distribution of Income Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage Mean (weighted) Standard Dev. 

Yearly Income  
($0 - $21,271) 

20,004.243 20.15 12,685.05 5,166.676 

Yearly Income  
($21,333 - $37,793) 

19,960.06 20.10 29,403.59 4,835.781 

Yearly Income  
($37,814 -$60,990) 

19,782.083 19.92 48,952.13 6,713.56 

Yearly Income  
($61,412 -$100,448) 

19,724.94 19.86 78,404.06 11,196.45 

Yearly Income  
($100,629 -$500,000) 

19,828.674 19.97 191,977.80 112,186.30 

Total 99,300 100 - - 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. Income has been top coded at $500,000 to account for outliers. 

 

TABLE 3: Distribution of Years of Education Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 
Years of Education (0-12) 45,466.519 45.79 
Years of Education (13) 6,753.83197 6.80 
Years of Education (14-16) 34,930.066 35.17 
Years of Education (17) 12,149.582 12.24 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

 

TABLE 4: Distribution of Respondent’s Age Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage Mean (weighted) Standard Dev. 

18 – 36 Years Old 25,152.398 25.33 28.94102 4.681563 
37 – 48 Years Old 25,114.534 25.29 42.62685 3.410739 
49 – 62 Years Old 25,254.553 25.43 54.97441 3.989337 
63 – 95 Years Old 23,778.515 23.95 73.90794 7.741044 
Total 99,300 100 - - 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

The model also includes control variables for current marital status, health status best describing 

the individual respondent’s partner, the propensity to which households research the best options 

when making savings and investments decisions, and a household’s financial security by asking 

whether a household would be able to receive financial assistance in the amount of $3,000 or 
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more from friends or relatives that live outside of the household.  Tables displaying the 

distributions of this data are featured in the Appendix.  Lastly, the binary variable representing 

the pre-financial crisis and post-financial crisis time periods that is designed to interact with 

other the independent variables of interest is paramount to the analysis of the regression.    

Furthermore, to examine the relationship of U.S. household participation and economic 

inclusion in mainstream financial institutional services among various demographics during the 

years prior to the recent 2007-2008 U.S. financial crisis relative to its aftermath, Table 5 displays 

the descriptive statistics, including the means and distributions, for the variables included in the 

regression analyses.
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TABLE 5. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR U.S. HOUSEHOLD BANKING PARTICIPATION 

Outcome Variable Pre-Financial Crisis Post-Financial Crisis 
Race 

White / Caucasian+ 
Black / African-American 
Hispanic/Latino 
Other++ 

 
.7455 
.1305 
.0887 
.0353 

 
.7080*** 
.1383*** 
.1076*** 
.0462*** 

Education (years) 
0 – 12 years 
13 years 
14 – 16 years 
17 years 

 
.4636 
.0652 
.3504 
.1208 

 
.4416*** 
.0761*** 

.3556 
.1268*** 

Marital Status 
Married 
Unmarried 

 
.5901      
.4099   

 
.5807*** 
.4193***    

Income (dollars) 72,969.05 
(81,392.89) 

69,730.43*** 
(81,208.48) 

Income Categorized (reported yearly income) 
1st – 20th Percentile (bottom) 
21st – 40th Percentile 
41st – 60th Percentile 
61st – 80th Percentile 
81st – 100th Percentile (top) 

 
.1999 
.1949 
.1964 
.2031 
.2056 

 
.2058*** 
.2184*** 
.2071*** 
.1859*** 
.1828** 

Health Status 
Excellent 
Good 
Fair  
Poor 

 
.2768 
.4729        
.1883        
.0620  

 
.2575*** 
.4797**        

.1994***        
.0633  

Age (years) 49.53221 
(17.2326) 

50.52821*** 
(17.11467) 

Age Categorized (years) 
Ages 18 – 36  
Ages 37 – 48  
Ages 49 – 62  
Ages 63 – 95  

 
.2574        
.2601        
.2472        
.2353  

 
.2418*** 
.2323***        
.2746***        
.2513***   

Future Economic Performance Predictions 
Better 
Worse 
About the Same 

 
.3441 
.2671        
.3888   

 
.5255*** 
.1843***       
.2902*** 

Propensity for Researched Saving and Investment 
Decisions 

Almost No Searching 
Slight Searching 
Moderate Searching 
Searching 
Great Deal of Searching 

 
 

.2529        

.0932        

.3315        

.1243        

.1982 

 
 

.2195***        
.0896*        
.3307        
.1270        

.2332***  
# of Discrete Financial Institutions Where 
Engaging in Banking Activities 

2.264338 
(1.741883) 

2.270836 
(1.69038) 

Banking Status  
Unbanked 
Banked 

 
.0585 
.9415 

 
.0461*** 
.9539*** 

Emergency Financial Assistance 
Available 
Unavailable 

 
.6711 
.3289 

 
.6372*** 
.3628*** 

Number of Observations 66,890 32,410 
NOTE: Table includes pre-financial crisis vs. post-financial crisis, 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010 Federal Reserve Board SCF data. 

The variable mean / distribution is statistically significant from the post-financial crisis time period at the ***1%, **5%, or *10% level.  All 
variables weighted. The quantities in parentheses are the standard deviations. 

+Includes households identifying as Middle Eastern/Arab 
++Includes households identifying as Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Other 
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The raw data in Table 5 show that a significant portion of the sample identifies as white 

(74.55 percent pre-financial crisis versus 70.80 percent post-financial crisis) while nearly half of 

the sample has a high school education or less (46.36 percent pre-financial crisis versus 44.16 

percent post-financial crisis).  The weighted average income of the pre-crisis and post-crisis time 

periods are $72,969.05 and $69,730.43, respectively.  Of interest to this paper, Table 5 reveals 

that there are an observable number of households that stated they have accounts at zero 

financial institutions (about 3,913 households pre-financial crisis versus. 1,494 households in the 

shorter, post-financial crisis time period), indicating they are unbanked.  In an effort to identify 

where these unbanked households may be located demographically and how they may differ 

between time periods, Figure 1 below provides a visual representation of the variation among 

unbanked household respondents by income level.  

 
 

Source: Author’s illustration using SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010  
for sample households reporting yearly household income. 

 
As observed in the diagram, Figure 1 reveals the distribution of unbanked households by 

income percentile in the pre-financial crisis and post-financial crisis time periods.  The graph 

illustrates that there are more households without bank accounts at large financial institutions in 
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the pre-financial crisis time period in every income bracket.  It also highlights that unbanked 

behavior is largely associated with households in the 1st through 40th income percentiles and 

trails off considerably at the higher income levels.   

Similarly, Figure 2 shows the distribution of unbanked households by education levels is 

disproportionally higher among households with low levels of educational attainment (high 

school degree or less) than households with higher levels of education.  Identical to the observed 

trend in Figure 1, the graph below illustrates that there are more households without bank 

accounts at large financial institutions in the pre-financial crisis time period compared to the 

post-financial crisis time period in every educational category. 

 
Source: Author’s illustration using SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010 
for sample households reporting highest level of educational attainment. 

 
Figure 3 tracks the percentage of unbanked households by race and displays a similar 

pattern—unbanked households are more prevalent pre-financial crisis versus post-financial crisis 

in each category best describing a household’s race.  While white households appear to be the 

least unbanked among the race categories, Hispanic/Latino households, in contrast, are 

proportionally most likely to refrain from participating in the mainstream banking system (18.15 
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percent unbanked pre-crisis versus 11.34 percent unbanked post-crisis), with African-

American/black households showing similar percentages (14.37 percent unbanked pre-crisis 

versus 12.32 percent post-crisis). 

 
Source: Author’s illustration using SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010  
for sample households reporting category best describing household race. 

 
Lastly, the raw data on households categorized by age featured in Figure 4 display more 

erratic changes in banking behavior between the pre-crisis versus post-crisis time periods than 

the other demographic groups.  Of interest, among household respondents ages 18 to 36, 9.66 

percent were unbanked prior to the financial crisis while in its aftermath, 3.39 percent reported 

being unbanked.  This is a dramatic shift.  On the other hand, among household respondents ages 

63 to 95, 3.16 percent were unbanked pre-financial crisis while this number increased to 3.27 

percent post-financial crisis, indicating that these older households were less likely to have bank 

accounts after the financial crisis, a movement contrary to the direction of what most of the raw 

data shows.   
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Source: Author’s illustration using SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010  

for sample household respondent’s reported age. 
 

Overall, when comparing the raw data on race, income, education, and age of sample 

households in the pre-financial crisis time period versus post-financial crisis time period, a 

dominant trend emerges—most households are more unbanked in the pre-crisis time period than 

the post-crisis time period.  This is interesting pattern given some of the previously discussed 

literature, which claims that the population at large has become more unbanked in recent years.  

The following regressions attempt to take a closer look at this trend and identify demographic 

targets that may have been largely affected by the financial crisis.   

VII. RESULTS 

A) Logit Regression Estimation on Household Banking Behaviors  

 Four separate logit regression analyses were conducted in order to evaluate the effect of 

various demographic characteristics—race, income, education, and age—on banking behavior as 

observed through the dichotomous dependent variable—banked households.  More specifically, 

each of the four regressions includes an interaction term with the post-crisis variable to evaluate 

the effect of banking behavior in the post- versus pre- crisis time periods.  By analyzing these 
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potential determinants of consumer banking behavior, the following discussion highlights several 

of the significant trends and observations based on the statistical analyses. 

 Effect of Black Households on Banking Behavior 

Given the high propensity for black households to be unbanked, the following regression 

analysis reveals that the financial crisis had a statistically significant effect on black households’ 

tendencies to be unbanked and that the crisis may have even contributed to the proportional 

increase in unbanked status among black households.  According to the results in Table 6, 

adjusting for the covariates, before the financial crisis, black households had 46 percent lower 

odds than non-black households of being banked (p≤0.01).  Of note, after the financial crisis, the 

results show that non-black households increased their rates of being banked.  The odds of being 

banked in the post-crisis time period increased 48 percent for these non-black households 

(p≤0.01).  Yet, after the financial crisis, black households had 24 percent lower odds of being 

banked when compared to non-black households before the crisis, suggesting that while black 

households post-crisis appear somewhat more banked in comparison to non-black households 

pre-crisis (24 percent lower odds versus 46 percent lower odds), black households still lag 

behind pre-crisis non-black households in banked status (p≤0.01).   

 Further comparisons of the impact of the financial crisis on black households and non-

black households reveal that while black households in the sample appear to be more banked in 

the aftermath of the crisis than black households pre-crisis when compared to non-black 

households pre-crisis, the gap between black and non-black banked households widened in the 

post-crisis time period.  According to the results,38 the odds ratio of being banked post-crisis 

increased 9 percent for black households compared to black households pre-recession (p≤0.01).  

                                                
38 See Appendix, Table 21.1 and Table 21.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities.   
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However, the odds ratio of being banked after the crisis was 52 percent lower for black 

households than for non-black households (p≤0.01).  Before the crisis, black households had 46 

percent lower odds than non-black households of being banked.  In this sense, the gap between 

banked black households and banked non-black households expanded in the post-crisis time 

period from 46 percent lower odds to 52 percent lower odds, despite the fact that both 

demographic groups experienced absolute growth in the number of households that were banked 

post-crisis.  This discrepancy implies that the financial crisis may have had a disproportionate 

effect on black households experiencing financial inclusion in the mainstream banking system.   
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Table 6. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Black Households on Banking Behavior 
Dependent Variable: Banked Households 
Predictor                                                                                                                        Odds Ratio 
Black Households .541*** 

(.026) 
Post-Financial Crisis 1.479*** 

(.068) 
Black Households Observed Post-Financial Crisis .760*** 

(.063) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) 2.137*** 

(.159) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 3.880*** 

(.235) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 6.219*** 

(1.057) 
Married (Current Marital Status) 1.090** 

(.044) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) 3.211*** 

(.14) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 9.438*** 

(.632) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 28.507*** 

(3.792) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 30.346*** 

(5.128) 
Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner 
(Good) 

.858*** 
(.045) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .603*** 
(.034) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .705*** 
(.050) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) 1.21*** 
(.057) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) 2.060*** 
(.106) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) 5.66*** 
(.344) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.21*** 
(.087) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.514*** 
(.069) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.890*** 
(.159) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.701*** 
(.087) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.731*** 
(.070) 

Constant 
 

1.317*** 
(.120) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .2978 

 Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Race dummy ‘white/Hispanic/other races’ and time dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as 
reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  Standard errors in parentheses.  
Regressions weighted.   
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Effect of High-Income Households on Banking Behavior 

Section VI highlighted a main finding in the raw data—high-income households in the 

61st – 100th percentiles with household incomes ranging from $61,412 to over $500,000 were 

essentially never unbanked.  Thus, nearly all high-income households have accounts at 

mainstream financial institutions.  Focusing on this income effect in Table 7, the statistically 

significant results are relatively consistent in scope and magnitude with the patterns the raw data 

set forth.  Before the financial crisis, adjusting for the covariates, households with incomes 

falling in the 61st – 100th percentiles had substantially higher odds of being banked than 

households with incomes falling in the 0 – 60th percentiles.  When evaluating these low-to-

middle income households after the crisis, the odds of being banked post-crisis increased 34 

percent among low-to-middle income households, consistent with the broader empirical trends 

that all income levels increased their participations in mainstream financial banking systems 

post-crisis (p≤0.01).   

According to the relative odds ratio calculation, 39 the odds ratio of being banked post-

crisis increased 451 percent for high-income households compared to pre-crisis (p≤0.01).  Thus, 

among high-income households only, there was a substantial increase in the odds of being 

banked in the aftermath of the financial crisis.  With respect to households in the 0 – 60th income 

percentiles, the odds ratio of being banked post-crisis was 2,504 percent higher for households in 

the 61st – 100th income percentiles than for households in the 0 – 60th income percentiles post-

crisis (p≤0.01).  Yet, before the crisis, these high-income households had 609 percent higher 

odds than the low-to-middle income households of being banked pre-crisis (p≤0.01).  These 

results suggest that the odds of being banked quadrupled post-crisis between households with 

                                                
39 See Appendix, Table 22.1 and Table 22.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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incomes in the 61st – 100th percentiles versus households with incomes in the 0 – 60th 

percentiles, further accentuating the income gap between households and their odds of being 

banked.  
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Table 7. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of High-Income Households on Banking Behavior  
Dependent Variable: Banked Households 
Predictor                                                                                                                         Odds Ratio 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 100th Percentile) 7.088*** 

(.772) 
Post-Financial Crisis 1.336*** 

(.051) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 100th Percentile) Observed 
Post-Financial Crisis 

4.171*** 
(1.344) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) 2.195*** 
(.160) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 4.232*** 
(.250) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 7.454*** 
(1.277) 

Married (Current Marital Status) .615*** 
(.024) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .813*** 
(.042) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .509*** 
(.027) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .439*** 
(.030) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

.317*** 
(.014) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

.294*** 
(.014) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

.419*** 
(.040) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) 
 

1.422*** 
(.064) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) 2.033*** 
(.101) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) 4.208*** 
(.256) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.368*** 
(.095) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.723*** 
(.076) 

 
Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Searching) 

2.082*** 
(.169) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.784*** 
(.090) 

 
Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.848*** 

(.072) 
Constant 
 

11.102*** 
(.981) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .2645 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Income dummy ‘households with incomes in the 0 – 60th percentiles’ and time 
dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  Standard 
errors in parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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Effect of Less Educated Households on Banking Behavior 

 Table 8 reports statistically significant results indicating that adjusting for the covariates, 

before the financial crisis, households with 0 – 12 years of education had 65 percent lower odds 

than households with 13 or more years of education of being banked (p≤0.01).  This is a 

relatively substantial difference implying that households with a high school education or less 

were much more unlikely to have an account at a financial institution.  After the crisis, these 

households with 0 – 12 years of education still had lower odds of being banked compared to the 

sample of households with 13 or more years of education in the pre-crisis time period; however, 

the odds increased to about 22 percent lower odds for these less educated households from 65 

percent lower odds as previously indicated (p≤0.01).  In addition, among the population of more 

highly educated households, the regression results reveal that households with 13 or more years 

of education increased their rate of being banked in the post-crisis time period.  The odds of 

being banked post-crisis increased about 70 percent for households with 13 or more years of 

education (p≤0.01).   

When comparing the odds ratio of banking behavior post-crisis versus pre-crisis for 

households with 0 – 12 years of education, 40 the odds of being banked increased 25 percent in 

the post-crisis time period (p≤0.01).  Consistent with the trend that most demographic groups 

became increasingly more banked in absolute terms in the aftermath of the financial crisis, the 

analysis suggests that less educated households became more banked post-crisis than they had 

been pre-crisis.  However, the odds ratio between more highly educated and less educated 

households in the pre-crisis versus post-crisis time periods highlights that there is little relative 

change.  After the crisis, the odds ratio of being banked was about 68 percent lower for 

                                                
40 See Appendix, Table 23.1 and Table 23.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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households with 0 – 12 years of education than for households with 13 or more years of 

education (p≤0.01).  Before the crisis, households with 0 – 12 years of education had 65 percent 

lower odds than households with 13 or more years of education of being banked.  As a result, the 

financial crisis did not appear to have much of an effect on the proportion of less educated 

households becoming banked.  
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Table 8. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Less Educated Households on Banking Behavior  
Dependent Variable: Banked Households  
Predictor                                                                                                                                 Odds Ratio 

Less Educated Households (0 – 12 Years of Education Completed) .348*** 
(.020) 

Post-Financial Crisis 1.696*** 
(.145) 

Less Educated Households (0 – 12 Years of Education Completed) 
Observed Post-Financial Crisis 

.776*** 
(.074) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

.350*** 
(.016) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

.318*** 
(.016) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

.494*** 
(.048) 

Married (Current Marital Status) .987 
(.041) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .827*** 
(.044) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .584*** 
(.033) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .631*** 
(.045) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) 3.156*** 
(.139) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 8.903*** 
(.597) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 25.865*** 
(3.440) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 28.667*** 
(4.924) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) 1.178*** 
(.056) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) 1.866*** 
(.097) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) 4.645*** 
(.289) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.235*** 
(.090) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.590*** 
(.073) 

 
Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.930*** 
(.165) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.777*** 
(.092) 

 
Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.608*** 

(.065) 
Constant 
 

7.489*** 
(.823) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .3134 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Education dummy ‘households with 13 or more years of education completed’ and 
time dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  
Standard errors in parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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Effect of Households Ages 49 to 95 on Banking Behavior 

 Adjusting for the covariates, the regression results in Table 9 indicate that before the 

recession, household respondents ages 49 to 95 had 196 percent higher odds than household 

respondents ages 18 to 48 pre-crisis of being banked (p≤0.01).  This large and substantial 

outcome is expected as increased financial wealth is typically correlated with age; however, 

among the young-to-middle aged households, the odds of being banked post-crisis increased by 

55 percent—suggesting increased participation among these households in the banking system 

(p≤0.01).  This increased participation in mainstream banking is also evident in the fact that 

household respondents ages 49 to 95 had 29 percent lower odds of being banked post-crisis 

compared to the household respondents ages 18 to 48 observed pre-crisis (p≤0.01).  Interestingly, 

household respondents ages 49 to 95 went from having 196 percent higher odds pre-crisis to 

having 29 percent lower odds post-crisis.  This finding suggests significant changes in banking 

behaviors between both household age sectors in the pre- versus post- crisis time periods.   

In addition, the odds ratio of being banked post-crisis versus pre-crisis for household 

respondents ages 49 to 95 reveals that the odds of being banked increased 9 percent post-crisis 

(p≤0.01).41  Highlighting another interesting trend, the odds ratio of being banked after the crisis 

was 87 percent higher for household respondents ages 49 to 95 than for household respondents 

ages 18 to 48 post-crisis (p≤0.01).  On the contrary, before the recession, household respondents 

ages 49 to 95 had 196 higher odds than household respondents ages 18 to 48 of being banked, a 

much higher odds ratio than the 87 percent higher odds reported after the crisis.  These results 

imply that the gap between banked older households and banked young-to-middle aged 

households started to shrink in the post-crisis time period.  

                                                
41 See Appendix, Table 24.1 and Table 24.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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Table 9. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Older Households on Banking Behavior  
Dependent Variable: Banked Households  
Predictor                                                                                                                          Odds Ratio 
Age of Household Respondent (49 – 95)  2.960*** 

(.148) 
Post-Financial Crisis 1.554*** 

(.073) 
Age of Household Respondent (49 – 95) Observed Post-Financial Crisis .709*** 

(.056) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) 1.909*** 

(.145) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 3.299*** 

(.201) 
Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 5.360*** 

(.916) 
Married (Current Marital Status) 1.006 

(.041) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) 3.115*** 

(.137) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 8.545*** 

(.576) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 24.097*** 

(3.192) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 24.651*** 

(4.154) 
Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

.341*** 
(.015) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

.303*** 
(.015) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

.447*** 
(.043) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .854*** 
(.045) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .614*** 
(.035) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .671*** 
(.048) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.216*** 
(.089) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.572*** 
(.072) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.871*** 
(.159) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.714*** 
(.088) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.624*** 
(.065) 

Constant 
 

2.667*** 
(.256) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .3078 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Income dummy ‘age of household respondent 18 to 48’ and time dummy ‘pre-
crisis’ omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  Standard errors in 
parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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B) Logit Regression Estimation on Household Economic Performance Perceptions  

 Subsequently, four additional logit regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the 

effects of race, income, education, and age on household consumer perceptions.  The 

dichotomous dependent variable used in these regressions measure the extent to which household 

respondents expected the United States’ economic performance in the next five years to perform 

better or worse/about the same.  Similar to the models discussed previously, each of the 

following four regressions includes an interaction term with the post-crisis variable to identify 

the effect of household consumer perceptions in the post- versus pre- crisis time periods.  In 

evaluating the differences among consumer perceptions in various groups, the statistical analyses 

below reveal several findings and patterns of interest. 

Effect of Black Households on Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over 

the Next Five Years 

 As discussed in Part A, black households had lower odds of being banked in both the pre- 

and post- crisis time periods than non-black households.  When observing the effect of race on 

consumer perceptions in Table 10, adjusting for the covariates, black households before the 

financial crisis had 29 percent higher odds than non-black households of expecting the U.S. 

economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years (p≤0.01).  After the crisis, this 

ratio increased to 78 percent higher odds that the U.S. economy would improve among black 

households compared to non-black households before the crisis (p≤0.01).  Thus, even though the 

statistical analysis in Part A revealed that black households were less likely to be banked in both 

the pre- and post- crisis time periods, black households remained more optimistic about the 

future of the economy in the years ahead both pre- and post- crisis.   
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 In addition, looking more closely at the impact odds ratio,42 the results indicate that the 

odds of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years 

increased 248 percent for black households post-crisis compared to black households pre-crisis, 

suggesting that black households raised their expectations for better economic performance in 

the aftermath of the financial crisis (p≤0.01).  Similarly, in the post-crisis time period, the odds 

of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years was 128 

percent higher among black households than non-black households post-crisis (p≤0.01).  Before 

the crisis, black households had 29 percent higher odds than non-black households pre-crisis of 

expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years.  This finding 

suggests that not only did black households have higher odds among their own households in 

expecting the U.S. economy to perform better after the financial crisis (248 percent higher odds), 

but black households also had higher odds than non-black households in the aftermath of the 

crisis in predicting more positive economic performance within the United States moving 

forward (128 percent higher odds).   

                                                
42 See Appendix, Table 25.1 and Table 25.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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Table 10. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Black Households on Expecting the U.S. 
Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Predictor                                                                                                                         Odds Ratio 

Black Households 1.293*** 
(.038) 

Post-Financial Crisis 1.986*** 
(.034) 

Black Households Observed Post-Financial Crisis 1.784*** 
(.086) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) .939* 
(.031) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 1.180*** 
(.023) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 1.040 
(.029) 

Married (Current Marital Status) .987 
(.018) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .885*** 
(.017) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .811*** 
(.020) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .642*** 
(.026) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) .984 
(.026) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 1.033 
(.028) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 1.031 
(.030) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 1.015 
(.032) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) .840*** 
(.019) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) .759*** 
(.017) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) .786*** 
(.019) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.002 
(.031) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.094*** 
(.024) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.216*** 
(.034) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.237*** 
(.030) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.077*** 
(.020) 

Constant 
 

.553*** 
(.025) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .0327 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Dependent Variable = Household Expectations U.S. Economy Performs Better in 
the Next 5 Years. Race dummy ‘white/Hispanic/other races’ and time dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as reference group.  
Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  Standard errors in parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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Effect of High-Income Households on Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better 

Over the Next Five Years 

 The regression analysis in Part A indicated that there is a strong divide between the 

household banking behaviors of high and low-to-middle income households.  In surveying 

consumer perceptions, the crisis appears to have had some effect on households with incomes 

falling in the 0 – 60th percentiles by increasing their tendencies to expect the U.S. economy as a 

whole to perform better over the next five years.  According to the regression results in Table 11, 

adjusting for the covariates, the odds of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better 

over the next five years increased 106 percent for these low-to-middle income households after 

the crisis (p≤0.01).  On the other hand, in the post-crisis time period, households with incomes 

falling in the 61st – 100th percentiles had 9 percent higher odds of expecting the U.S. economy 

as a whole to perform better over the next five years compared to the previously referenced 

households with an income falling in the 0 – 60th percentiles pre-crisis (p≤0.05).  While the 

results for the high-income variable are statistically insignificant, we can infer from the other two 

interpretations that it appears that consumer perceptions among income groups are not as 

polarized as the banking behaviors among these percentiles observed in Part A, emphasizing a 

distinction between trends in group behaviors and trends in group preferences.   
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Table 11. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of High-Income Households on Expecting the 
U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance 
Predictor                                                                                                                          Odds Ratio 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 100th Percentile) 1.018 

(.024) 
Post-Financial Crisis 2.055*** 

(.043) 
Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 100th Percentile) Observed 
Post-Financial Crisis 

1.087** 
(.036) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) .967 
(.032) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 1.212*** 
(.023) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 1.047* 
(.028) 

Married (Current Marital Status) .998 
(.018) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

1.643*** 
(.040) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

1.545*** 
(.043) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

1.573*** 
(.064) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .883*** 
(.017) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .798*** 
(.020) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .640*** 
(.025) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) .858*** 
(.019) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) .791*** 
(.018) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) .846*** 
(.021) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making 
Household Saving and Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.004 
(.031) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making 
Household Saving and Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.088*** 
(.024) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making 
Household Saving and Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.210*** 
(.034) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving 
and Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.224*** 
(.029) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.120*** 
(.020) 

Constant 
 

.470*** 
(.019) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .0350 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Dependent Variable = Household Expectations U.S. Economy 
Performs Better in the Next 5 Years. Income dummy ‘households with incomes in the 0 – 60th percentiles’ and 
time dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, 
& 2010.  Standard errors in parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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Less Educated Households on Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over 

the Next Five Years 

 Next, the regression output in Part A highlighted that there was a greater tendency among 

households with a high school education or less to be unbanked.  In an attempt to observe 

consumer perceptions among these less educated households in the aftermath of the financial 

crisis, the following regression in Table 12 indicates that before the crisis, adjusting for the 

covariates, households with 0 – 12 years of education had 9 percent lower odds than households 

with 13 or more years of education of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better 

over the next five years (p≤0.01).  This is an interesting finding.  In comparison, before the 

financial crisis, even though black households were less likely to be banked than non-black 

households in this time period (similar to the observed trend in less educated versus more 

educated households), black households had a more positive outlook with regard to economic 

performance for the future than non-black households.  This is contrary to the results observed in 

Table 12.  Accordingly, even though these less educated households were less likely to be 

banked than more educated households, they had a more negative outlook with respect to future 

economic performance.  The statistically significant results also suggest that after the crisis, 

households with 0 – 12 years of education had 12 percent lower odds of expecting the U.S. 

economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years compared to households with 13 

or more years of education before the financial crisis (p≤0.01).  Focusing on consumer 

perceptions of households with 13 or more years of education, the odds of expecting the U.S. 

economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years increased 124 percent for 

households with 13 or more years of education in the post-crisis time period compared to pre-

crisis (p≤0.01).   
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 However, the financial crisis seems to have had a substantial impact on the consumer 

perception of less educated households in the post-crisis time period. 43  Hence, the odds of 

expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years post-crisis 

increased 95 percent for households with 0 – 12 years of education compared to households with 

0 – 12 years of education pre-crisis (p≤0.01).  This is a significant increase over the course of a 

few years.  Likewise, the odds of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over 

the next five years post-crisis was 21 percent higher for households with 0 – 12 years of 

education than for households with 13 or more years of education post-crisis (p≤0.01).  This is an 

interesting change.  As noted, before the financial crisis, households with 0 – 12 years of 

education had 9 percent lower odds than households with 13 or more years of education of 

expecting the U.S. economy to perform better.  Therefore, these findings imply that pre-crisis, 

households with 13 or more years of education were more optimistic about the future economic 

performance while post-crisis, households with 0 – 12 years of education were more optimistic.  

Given the fact that the odds ratios of consumer banking behavior as reported in Part A remained 

relatively steady over both time periods, this dramatic shift in consumer expectations and 

perceptions is quite significant.   

                                                
43 See Appendix, Table 26.1 and Table 26.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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Table 12. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Less Educated Households on Expecting the U.S. 
Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Predictor                                                                                                                                  Odds Ratio 
Less Educated Households (0 – 12 Years of Education Completed) .912*** 

(.020) 
Post-Financial Crisis 2.238*** 

(.048) 
Less Educated Households (0 – 12 Years of Education Completed) 
Observed Post-Financial Crisis 

.883*** 
(.029) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

1.643*** 
(.040) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

1.541*** 
(.043) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

1.576*** 
(.064) 

Married (Current Marital Status) 1.006 
(.019) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .884*** 
(.017) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .802*** 
(.020) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .645*** 
(.026) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) .999 
(.026) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 1.060** 
(.029) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 1.075** 
(.031) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 1.061* 
(.033) 

Age of Household Respondent (37 – 48) .854*** 
(.019) 

Age of Household Respondent (49 – 62) .785*** 
(.018) 

Age of Household Respondent (63 – 95) .840*** 
(.020) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

.999 
(.031) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.084*** 
(.024) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.206*** 
(.034) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.223*** 
(.029) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.119*** 
(.021) 

Constant 
 

.508*** 
(.025) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .0345 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Dependent Variable = Household Expectations U.S. Economy Performs 
Better in the Next 5 Years. Income dummy ‘households with 13 or more years of education completed’ and time 
dummy ‘pre-crisis’ omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  
Standard errors in parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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Effect of Households Ages 49 to 95 on Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better 

Over the Next Five Years 

 Per the results reported in Part A, banking behavior among households ages 49 to 95 and 

households ages 18 to 48 experienced a “narrowing of the gap” between banked and unbanked 

households in the aftermath of the financial crisis.  With regard to consumer perceptions, the 

regression featured in Table 13 indicates that before the crisis, adjusting for the covariates, 

household respondents ages 49 to 95 had 8 percent lower odds than household respondents ages 

18 to 48 of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years 

(p≤0.01).  Despite this less optimistic outlook pre-crisis, previous regression analysis in Part A 

revealed that households respondents ages 49 to 95 were much more likely to be banked than 

household respondents ages 18 to 48 during this same pre-crisis time period.  Thus, even though 

household respondents ages 49 to 95 were less optimistic in the pre-crisis time period than 

household respondents ages 18 to 48, they were significantly more banked.  In comparison to 

this same group of household respondents ages 18 to 48 pre-crisis, after the financial crisis, 

household respondents ages 49 to 95 had 12 percent lower odds of expecting the U.S. economy 

as a whole to perform better over the next five years (p≤0.01).  Yet, focusing specifically on 

household respondents ages 18 to 48 post-crisis, the odds of expecting the U.S. economy as a 

whole to perform better over the next five years increased 127 percent for these young-to-middle 

aged households (p≤0.01).   

 Further, it appears that household respondents ages 49 to 95 had 97 higher odds of 

expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years in the 

aftermath of the crisis than pre-crisis (p≤0.01).44  However, there is a strong divide between 

                                                
44 See Appendix, Table 27.1 and Table 27.2 for calculation of ‘impact’ odds ratios, as derived through predicted 
probabilities. 
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young-to-middle aged households and these older households.  After the crisis, the odds ratio of 

expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five years was 19 percent 

lower for household respondents ages 49 to 95 post-crisis than for household respondents ages 

18 to 48 post-crisis (p≤0.01).  On the other hand, before the financial crisis, household 

respondents ages 49 to 95 had 8 percent lower odds pre-crisis than household respondents ages 

18 to 48 pre-crisis of expecting the U.S. economy as a whole to perform better over the next five 

years.  This suggests that households ages 49 to 95 became less optimistic in the performance of 

the U.S. economy (and to a stronger degree) in the aftermath of the crisis compared to 

households ages 18 to 48.  
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Table 13. Logit Regression Results: The Effect of Older Households on Expecting the U.S. Economy 
as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Predictor                                                                                                                                 Odds Ratio 
Age of Household Respondent (49 – 95)  .916*** 

(.018) 
Post-Financial Crisis 2.265*** 

(.051) 
Age of Household Respondent (49 – 95) Observed Post-Financial Crisis .879*** 

(.029) 
Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Black/African American) 

1.642*** 
(.040) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Hispanic/Latino) 

1.547*** 
(.043) 

Race Category Best Describing Individual Respondent in Household  
(Other) 

1.576*** 
(.064) 

Married (Current Marital Status) 1.002 
(.019) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Good) .878*** 
(.017) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Fair) .797*** 
(.020) 

Health Status Best Describing Household Respondent’s Partner (Poor) .636*** 
(.025) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (21st – 40th Percentile) .993 
(.026) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (41st – 60th Percentile) 1.039 
(.028) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (61st – 80th Percentile) 1.039 
(.030) 

Household Reported Yearly Income (81st – 100th Percentile) 1.017 
(.032) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (13 – 14 Years) .966 
(.032) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (15 –16 Years) 1.210*** 
(.024) 

Highest Level of Household Education Completed (17 or More Years) 1.046 
(.029) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Slight Searching) 

1.004 
(.031) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Moderate Searching) 

1.083*** 
(.024) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Searching) 

1.210*** 
(.034) 

Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Household Saving and 
Investment Decisions (Great Deal of Searching) 

1.224*** 
(.021) 

Household Access to Emergency Savings of $3,000 or more 1.122*** 
(.021) 

Constant 
 

.423*** 
(.019) 

N 99,3000 
R2 .0345 

Notes: ***p ≤ 0.01; **p ≤ 0.05; *p ≤ 0.10; Dependent Variable = Household Expectations U.S. Economy Performs 
Better in the Next 5 Years. Income dummy ‘age of household respondent 18 to 48’ and time dummy ‘pre-crisis’ 
omitted as reference group.  Calculations based upon SCF data from 2001, 2004, 2007, & 2010.  Standard errors in 
parentheses. Regressions weighted. 
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VIII. POLICY IMPLICATIONS, CAVEATS, AND LIMITATIONS 

The results presented in Section VII suggest that in the aftermath of the financial crisis, 

more Americans are banking at mainstream financial institutions than prior to the financial crisis 

of 2007-2008.  From a policy perspective, the results imply that moving forward, the financial 

system in place should continue to engage all consumers and further focus on shrinking the gap 

among various demographic categories of interest.  Some characteristics that may have helped to 

boost economic inclusion in recent years include the increased role of technology, increased 

competition, and mobile banking.  As more financial institutions have adopted mobile and online 

banking options, perhaps more consumers have adopted and embraced these flexible-banking 

services.  In addition, in an attempt to learn from recent history, some consumers may have a 

new appreciation for the importance of building savings accounts for tough financial times and 

are looking to invest and grow funds in secure accounts in the event of another financial 

downturn.   

While the 2007-2008 financial crisis was used as a benchmark in this paper to measure 

differences between banking behaviors and consumer perceptions, it remains unknown with 

regard to the extent to which the financial crisis served as an impetus in changing consumer 

behaviors or attitudes.  There are a multitude of factors that influence household decision-making 

abilities so the influence to which the financial crisis worked as a catalyst is unobserved given 

the available data.   

Lastly, this paper includes several limitations.  First, the data is comprised 

disproportionately of respondents identifying as white households.  In an effort to correct for this 

bias, all analyses were assigned the appropriate weights; however, given the literature on 

unbanked consumers in the U.S., perhaps if the sampling had been more comprehensive, there 
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may have been a larger quantity of observed unbanked households in both the pre- and post- 

crisis time periods.  In addition, the SCF oversamples high-income households, as noted in 

Section V.  As a result, the income distribution in this sample may have been a bit higher than 

representative of the population at large.  Lastly, this paper used data collected from three SCF 

surveys for the pre-crisis time period (2001, 2004, 2007) while using only one survey for the 

post-crisis time period (2010).  As a result, the post-crisis time period included less than half of 

the amount of household respondents taken into consideration in the pre-crisis time period.  I 

would recommend that this analysis be conducted again after the 2013 and 2016 surveys are 

available to obtain more comprehensive and balanced results.   

IX. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 With respect to banking behaviors, the results presented in this paper confirm that in the 

aftermath of the 2007-2008 financial crisis, more households found themselves banked in 

absolute terms than households before the financial crisis.  This overall finding is consist with 

the 2012 Global Consumer Banking Survey previously discussed, which identified that 

consumers have increased their tendencies to bank at financial institutions.  Yet, these results do 

not necessarily accord with the FDIC’s recent report that middle-income households are 

becoming increasingly unbanked.  In order to further investigate this specific claim, more data 

from the post-financial crisis is necessary for review.  Nevertheless, from a policy perspective, 

the results reported in this paper are positive for the trajectory of the country’s future fiscal 

stability on a household level.   

However, on the other hand, the results suggest that proportionally, there are still gaps 

that may preclude economic inclusion among different demographic groups.  For instance, 

despite a positive percentage increase in the absolute number of banked households pre-crisis 
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compared to post-crisis, the disparity between the number of banked black households and 

banked non-black households grew in the post-financial crisis time period versus the pre-

financial crisis time period—ultimately, widening the gap.  This same pattern was also evident 

among banked low-to-middle income households versus high-income households.  On the 

contrary, the gap between the number of banked older households and banked young-to-middle 

aged households shrunk from pre-crisis to post-crisis. This finding suggests that perhaps in the 

aftermath of the financial crisis, young-to-middle aged households acknowledged the importance 

of saving for the future and entered the financial mainstream banking system as a means to 

increase financial security while senior citizens or other older households withdrew accounts 

from financial institutions—either out of fear of another crisis or for liquidity reasons.  

Displaying a totally different trend, the sizable gap between banked households with 0 – 12 years 

of education compared to banked households with 13 or more years of education in the pre-crisis 

versus post-crisis showed minimal change with respect to the financial crisis.  This finding is 

important as it highlights that less educated households appear to be consistently unbanked 

despite observable changes within the larger populations.  Moving forward, perhaps less 

educated households pose a prime target for future government policies that promote economic 

inclusion and financial management and education.   

In addition, the results presented in this paper substantiate the claim discussed in the 

literature that consumer confidence cannot serve as the sole benchmark in predicting consumer 

banking behaviors.  In fact, consumer perceptions seemed to present few observable trends with 

respect to banking behavior.  For instance, black households had lower odds of being banked 

compared to non-black households in both the pre- and post- crisis time periods; yet, black 

households remained universally more optimistic in the future performance of the U.S. economy.  
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On the other hand, while households with 0 – 12 years of education also had lower odds of being 

banked compared to more highly educated households in the both the pre- and post- crisis time 

periods, their outlooks toward future economic performance shifted pre-crisis versus post-crisis, 

displaying a very different pattern than black households.  As a result, households with 0 – 12 

years of education showed less optimism toward the future economy pre-financial crisis but 

more optimism toward the economy’s future post-financial crisis.   Directly opposite from the 

consumer perception trends observed among black households, households with respondents 

ages 49 to 95 were more banked in both time periods than households with respondents ages 18 

to 48; yet, these older households remained significantly less optimistic in the future 

performance of the U.S. economy in both periods.  These findings suggest that perhaps there are 

certain fixed effects that are inherent among various demographic groups, influencing consumer 

perceptions and attitudes.   

Ultimately, these implications are far from comprehensive as they provide only a small 

look at the vast issue of unbanked consumers in today’s financial ecosystem.  Future research 

may take into account geographical attributes of banking behaviors and perhaps even attempt to 

conduct a difference-in-difference analysis.  Nevertheless, the general findings are consistent 

with past research in that certain demographic groups are of more significant concern than others 

in promoting financial economic inclusion and providing fiscal educational support and 

assistance for long-term financial stability, growth, and prosperity—including low income, less 

educated, younger households of minority status.   The highlighted gaps between banking 

behaviors pre-financial crisis and post-financial crisis suggest that while there is an observable 

and widespread increase in the absolute numbers of households banking at large financial 

institutions, policymakers and analysts need to remain cognizant of the underlying discrepancies 
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within demographic categories.  As Americans, all households should have the same opportunity 

to experience economic success and stability in the future—the challenge for policymakers is to 

make this a universal reality moving forward.   
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X. APPENDIX: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

TABLE 14. Distribution of Marital Status Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 

Married 58,356.729 58.77 
Not Married 40,943.271 41.23 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

TABLE 15. Distribution of Respondent’s Partner Health Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 

Excellent 26,987.308 27.18 
Good  47,138.642 47.47 
Fair 18,982.3906 19.12 
Poor 6,191.6593 6.24 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution.  

TABLE 16. Distribution of Propensity to Research Best Options When Making Saving and Investment 
Decisions Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 
Almost No Searching 24,247.766 24.42 
Slight Searching 9,158.3771 9.22 
Moderate Searching 32,897.249 33.13 
Searching 12,414.254 12.50 
Great Deal of Searching  20,582.3544 20.73 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

TABLE 17. Distribution of Emergency Savings Assistance Status Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 
Available 65,763.44 66.23 
Unavailable 33,536.56 33.77 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

TABLE 18. Breakdown of Household Respondents in Sample (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis) 

 N Percentage 
Pre-Financial Crisis (2001, 2004, 
2007) 66,890 67.3615307 
Post-Financial Crisis (2010) 32,410 32.6384693 
Total 99,300 100 
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TABLE 19. Distribution of Banking Status Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 

Banked 93,8009.59 94.47 
Unbanked 5,490.4105 5.53 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

TABLE 20. Distribution of Household Expectations for Economic Performance in Future Among Households 

 Weighted N 
Weighted 

Percentage 

Better 38,855.8018 39.13 
Worse  24,383.546 24.56 
About the Same 36,060.652 36.31 
Total 99,300 100 
Note: Table includes weighted distribution. 

 
Table 21.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Black Households on Banking 
Behavior 

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                  Predicted Probabilities 

Non-black, pre-crisis .9481 
(.090) 

Non-black, post-crisis .9623 
(.068) 

Black, pre-crisis .9175 
(.130) 

Black, post-crisis .9242 
(.122) 

Difference Between Black Post-Crisis vs. Black Pre-Crisis .0142 
(.0217) 

Difference Between Non-Black Post-Crisis vs. Non-Black 
Pre-Crisis 

.0067 
(.0085) 

 
Table 21.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Black Households on Banking 
Behavior 

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                      Impact Odds Ratios 
Black Households (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 1.0932 
Black Households vs. Non-Black Households (Post-Crisis 
Only)++ 

.4763 
 

+Formula: OR = [pBlackPostCrisis/(1 – pBlackPostCrisis) / [pBlackPreCrisis / (1 – pBlackPreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pBlackPostCrisis/(1 – pBlackPostCrisis) / [pNonBlackPostCrisis / (1 – pNonBlackPostCrisis)] 
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Table 22.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of High-Income Households on 
Banking Behavior 

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                 Predicted Probabilities 

Non high-income, pre-crisis .9312 
(.093) 

Non high-income, post-crisis .9457 
(.077) 

High-income, pre-crisis .9880 
(.020) 

High-income, post-crisis .9978 
(.004) 

Difference Between High-Income Post-Crisis vs. High 
Income Pre-Crisis 

.0146 
(.017) 

Difference Between Non High-Income Post-Crisis vs. Non-
High Income Pre-Crisis 

.0097 
(.016) 

 
Table 22.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of High-Income Households on 
Banking Behavior 

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                   Impact Odds Ratios 
High-Income Households (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 5.5087 
High-Income Households vs. Non-High Income Households 
(Post-Crisis Only)++ 

26.0416 

+Formula: OR = [pHighIncPostCrisis/(1 – pHighIncPostCrisis) / [pHighIncPreCrisis / (1 – pHighIncPreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pHighIncPostCrisis/(1 – pHighIncPostCrisis) / [pNonHighIncPostCrisis / (1 – pNonHighIncPostCrisis)] 
 
 
Table 23.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Less Educated Households on 
Banking Behavior 

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                       
Banked Characteristics                                                                                 Predicted Probabilities 
HSPlus, pre-crisis .969 

(.059) 
HSPlus, post-crisis .9803 

(.0386) 
Low Education, pre-crisis .9268 

(.118) 
Low Education, post-crisis .9405 

(.100) 
Difference Between Low Education Post-Crisis vs. Low 
Education Pre-Crisis 

.0117 
(.020) 

Difference Between HSPlus Post-Crisis vs. HSPlus Pre-
Crisis 

.0137 
(.018) 
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Table 23.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Less Educated Households on 
Banking Behavior  

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                       Impact Odds Ratios 
Low Education Households (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 1.2484 
Low Education Households vs. HSPlus Households (Post-
Crisis Only)++ 

.3176 
 

+Formula: OR = [pLowEducPostCrisis/(1 – pLowEducPostCrisis) / [pLowEducPreCrisis / (1 – pLowEducPreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pLowEducPostCrisis/(1 – pLowEducPostCrisis) / [pHSPlusPostCrisis / (1 – pHSPlusPostCrisis)] 

 
 

Table 24.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Older Households on Banking 
Behavior  

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                Predicted Probabilities 
Ages 18 to 48, pre-crisis .9170 

(.134) 
Ages 18 to 48, post-crisis .9399 

(.103) 
Ages 49 to 95, pre-crisis .9642 

(.067) 
Ages 49 to 95, post-crisis .9670 

(.062) 
Difference Between Ages 49 to 95 Post-Crisis vs. Ages 49 to 
95 Pre-Crisis 

.0229 
(.031) 

Difference Between Ages 18 to 48 Post-Crisis vs.  Ages 18 
to 48 Pre-Crisis 

.0028 
(.005) 

 
Table 24.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Older Households on Banking 
Behavior  

Dependent Variable: Banked Households                                                                                           
Banked Characteristics                                                                                    Impact Odds Ratios 
Households Ages 49 to 95 (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 1.0943 
Households Ages 49 to 95 vs. Households Ages 18 to 48 
(Post-Crisis Only)++ 

1.8704 
 

+Formula: OR = [pAges49to95PostCrisis/(1 – pAges49to95PostCrisis) / [pAges49to95PreCrisis / (1 – 
pAges49to95PreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pAges49to95PostCrisis/(1 – pAges49to95PostCrisis) / [pAges18to48PostCrisis / (1 – 
pAges18to48PostCrisis)] 
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Table 25.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Black Households on Expecting 
the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance                                                                                      
Expectation Characteristics                                                                         Predicted Probabilities 
Non-black, pre-crisis .3362 

(.0513) 
Non-black, post-crisis .4993 

(.0577) 
Black, pre-crisis .3950 

(.055) 
Black, post-crisis .6947 

(.050) 
Difference Between Black Post-Crisis vs. Black Pre-Crisis .1631 

(.007) 
Difference Between Non-Black Post-Crisis vs. Non-Black 
Pre-Crisis 

.300 
(.007) 

 
Table 25.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Black Households on Expecting 
the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  
Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Expectations Characteristics                                                                           Impact Odds Ratios 
Black Households (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 3.4839 
Black Households vs. Non-Black Households (Post-Crisis 
Only)++ 

2.2813 
 

+Formula: OR = [pBlackPostCrisis/(1 – pBlackPostCrisis) / [pBlackPreCrisis / (1 – pBlackPreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pBlackPostCrisis/(1 – pBlackPostCrisis) / [pNonBlackPostCrisis / (1 – pNonBlackPostCrisis)] 
 
 
Table 26.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Less Educated Households on 
Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Expectations Characteristics                                                                          Predicted Probabilities 
HSPlus, pre-crisis .3541 

(.064) 
HSPlus, post-crisis .5471 

(.068) 
Low Education, pre-crisis .3337 

(.062) 
Low Education, post-crisis .4941 

(.069) 
Difference Between Low Education Post-Crisis vs. Low 
Education Pre-Crisis 

.1931 
(.006) 

Difference Between HSPlus Post-Crisis vs. HSPlus Pre-
Crisis 

.1604 
(.008) 
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Table 26.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Less Educated Households on 
Expecting the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Expectations Characteristics                                                                          Impact Odds Ratios 
Low Education Households (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 1.9503 
Low Education Households vs. HSPlus Households (Post-
Crisis Only)++ 

1.208 

+Formula: OR = [pLowEducPostCrisis/(1 – pLowEducPostCrisis) / [pLowEducPreCrisis / (1 – pLowEducPreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pLowEducPostCrisis/(1 – pLowEducPostCrisis) / [pHSPlusPostCrisis / (1 – pHSPlusPostCrisis)] 
 

 
Table 27.1. Predicted Probabilities of Logit Model: The Effect of Older Households on Expecting 
the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Expectations Characteristics                                                                         Predicted Probabilities 
Ages 18 to 48, pre-crisis .3544 

(.063) 
Ages 18 to 48, post-crisis .5506 

(.067) 
Ages 49 to 95, pre-crisis .3348 

(.061) 
Ages 49 to 95, post-crisis .4974 

(.068) 
Difference Between Ages 49 to 95 Post-Crisis vs. Ages 49 to 
95 Pre-Crisis 

.1962 
(.006) 

Difference Between Ages 18 to 48 Post-Crisis vs. Ages 18 to 
48 Pre-Crisis 

.1625 
(.008) 

 
Table 27.2. Impact Odds Ratios of Logit Model: The Effect of Older Households on Expecting 
the U.S. Economy as a Whole to Perform Better Over the Next Five Years  

Dependent Variable: Predicted Economic Performance  
Expectations Characteristics                                                                           Impact Odds Ratios 
Households Ages 49 to 95 (Pre-Crisis vs. Post-Crisis)+ 1.9664 
Households Ages 49 to 95 vs. Households Ages 18 to 48 
(Post-Crisis Only)++ 

.8078 
 

+Formula: OR = [pAges49to95PostCrisis/(1 – pAges49to95PostCrisis) / [pAges49to95PreCrisis / (1 – 
pAges49to95PreCrisis)] 
++ Formula: OR = [pAges49to95PostCrisis/(1 – pAges49to95PostCrisis) / [pAges18to48PostCrisis / (1 – 
pAges18to48PostCrisis)] 
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