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The Influence of Population Ageing on Investment
Risk Preference: An Old-Age Security Perspective

Qi Mingzhu Zhang Chenggong

Abstract: With population aging there is a decline of retirees’ dependence on pension and their chil-
dren while the accumulation of assets and the return of assets during the work period become more important
for their future pension security. Investment products at different risks have various capital return rates. Res—
idents’ investment risk preference will directly decide residents’ investment behavior preferences and portfo—
lio demand and therefore affect the returns of asset in the future. Using the survey data of 2011 Chinese
Household Finance Survey this paper empirically analyses the influence of age on the risk preference of resi—
dents by establishing a series of ordered logistic regression models. The results show that the investment risk
preference during different life cycles is different and the risk preference of the residents gradually decreases
with age. Population ageing will reduce the overall investment risk preference and develop a low return rate
through adjusting the supply and demand of the future investment market. Finally this paper discusses poli—
cy implications.
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Table 1  Descriptive Statistical Analysis
(%) (%) (%) (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

3687 60.43 — — —

1570 25.73 — — —

844 13.83 — — —

()
20 ~29 158 2.59 22.15 38.61 39.24
30 ~39 707 11.59 35.22 42.43 22.35
40 ~49 1447 23.72 46.37 34.07 19.56
50 ~59 1392 22.82 61.21 25.36 13.43
60 ~ 69 1310 21.47 74.05 17.02 8.93
70 ~79 731 11.98 80. 85 14.91 4.24
80 + 356 5.84 89.61 8.71 1.69
469 7.76 83.80 11.09 5.12
1376 22.78 71.44 19.40 9.16
1913 31.67 63.09 25.51 11.40
858 14.21 53.03 29.95 17.02
/ 382 6.32 49.74 30.37 19.90
/ 505 8.36 46. 14 35.25 18.61
462 7.65 37.23 36.36 26.41
57 0.94 24.56 40.35 35.09
18 0.30 11.11 33.33 55.56
2014 33.01 63. 80 26.17 10.03
4087 66.99 58.77 25.52 15.71
111 2.16 74.77 11.71 13.51
643 12.53 71.07 20.37 8.550

2040 39.76 61.72 26.47 11.81
1664 32.43 54.33 28.97 16.71
673 13.12 52.15 27.79 20. 06
3 3732 61.17 61.36 24.68 13.96
4-~5 1821 29.85 58.76 27.57 13.67
6 548 8.98 59.67 26.82 13.50
0 257 4.21 66.93 19.07 14.01
1 ~49999 4099 67.19 65.06 23.52 11.42
50000 ~ 99999 1085 17.78 55.39 29.31 15.30

100000 660 10. 82 37.42 36.21 26.36
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Table 2 Ordered Logistic Regression Results
1 2 3 4 4, :
odds ratio  Risk =1  Risk=2  Risk=3
-0.0548 ™ —0.0426 " -0.0481
(-26.88) (-3.19) ( -19.52)
-0.0001
( -0.93)
50 ~59
20 -2 1,635  5.1282  —-0.379™ 0.105°"  0.274™
(8.55) (0.0355) (0.0112)  (0.0444)
30 -3 0.672%*  1.9574  —0.1650" 0.0837™* 0.0809
(6.56) (0.0253) (0.0110)  (0.0148)
40 -49 0.5277*  1.6935 -0.128™* 0.0695™ 0.0580™*
(6.43) (0.0201) (0.0103)  (0.0101)
60 - 69 -0.513™  0.5990  0.117° -0.0710™* -0.0455 "
( =5.56) (0.0199) (0.0127)  (0.0074)
70279 -0.892°%  0.4097  0.1897 -0.121" -0.0683 "
( =17.50) (0.0215) (0.0150)  (0.0071)
%0 —1.4837  0.2269  0.270™ -0.181" -0.0889 "
(-7.15) (0.0249) (0.0187)  (0.0071)
0.402%  0.401™%  1.4929  -0.0927™* 0.0556™* 0.0372**
( =0) (6.02)  (6.00) (0.0150) (0.0094)  (0.0039)
0.149™  0.166™*  1.1801  -0.0392™ 0.0229™* 0.0163 "
(7.41)  (8.14) (0.0048) (0.0029)  (0.0020)
0.0578"°  0.0574" 1.0590 -0.0136° 0.0079°  0.00566"
(1.73)  (1.71) (0.0080) (0.0047)  (0.0033)
0.0477™  0.0481™  1.0493  —0.0114™ 0.0067™  0.00475**
(2.35)  (2.32) (0.0050) (0.0029)  (0.0021)
0.0971 7 0.0949**  1.0995 —0.0225™* 0.0131™* 0.00936**
() (-3.54)  (3.46) (0.0065) (0.0038)  (0.0027)
6101 6101 4961 4961
R 0.0734 0.0735 0.0890  0.0880
LRchi2 830.57 831.43 825.75  813.15
Litchi2 0.0000 0. 0000 0.0000  0.0000
—5242.1962 —5241.7626 —4224.7497 - 4231.0505
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Table 3 Ordered Logistic Regression Results by Urban and Rural Residence
Risk =1 Risk =2 Risk =3 Risk =1 Risk =2 Risk =3
-0.0428 ™ 0.0098 ™ -0.0059 " -0.0040™ -0.0534™ 0.0130™ -0.0074 ™ -0.0056 "
(-11.28) (11.41) ( -10.273) ( -10.803) ( -15.11)  (15.279) ( -12.334) ( -14.175)
0.410™ -0.0908 ™  0.0560 0.0348™  0.382™ -0.0918  0.0530™ 0.0388"
( =0) (3.86) ( -4.05) (3.883) (4.208) (4.28) (-4.334) (4.211) (4.357)
0.165™ -0.0379™  0.0226™ 0.0153* 0.130™ -0.0315™  0.0180 0.0136™
(3.83) (-3.83) (3.779) (3.807) (4.48) ( -4.478) (4.379) (4.448)
0.0231  -0.0053 0.0032 0.0021 0.109 -0.0266™ 0.0151™  0.0114™
(0.51) ( -0.52) (0.515) (0.515) (2.15) ( -2.149) (2.139) (2.144)
0.0595™ -0.0137™ 0.0082  0.0055™  0.0093  -0.0022 0.0013 0.0010
(2.33) (-2.33) (2.321) (2.326) (0.26) ( -0.258) (0.258) (0.258)
0.0990™ -0.0228  0.0136™ 0.0092 0.118™ -0.0286""  0.0163° 0.0123 ™
( ) (2.72) (-2.73) (2.706) (2.720) (2.67) (-2.672) (2.650) (2.667)
2623 2338
R 0.0632 0.1139
LRchi2 298.76 516.24
Lfichiz 0.0000 0.0000
-2213. 0464 -2007.2143
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Figure 1 Marginal Effect of Age on High Investment Risk Preference of Urban and Rural Residents
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Figure 2 Marginal Effects of Gender and Age on Investment Risk Preference
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